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mean life, for as long as the child lives his
cancer is not incurable.”

It is this indomitability of the man as well
as his advanced technliques in the treatment
of cancer that entitles him to a revered place
in medicine’s list of its illustrious. But his
energy and genius go way beyond cancer and
chemotherapy. Modern heart surgery, owes
him a sizeable debt, as do so many of the
advances (and the practitioners) in all of
pathology's and bacteriology's many mysti-
fying facets. The medical societies and uni-
versities who have honored this first 5. Burt
Wolbach Professor of Pathology at Harvard
are worldwide. But the esteem in which he
is held by his colleagues is as great an honor
as a man could ask.

ORDER FOR CALL OF CALENDAR ON
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon
the disposition of the reading of the
Journal on tomorrow, it may be in order
to call up any unobjected-to bills on the
legislative calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR JAVITS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at
the lusion of such di ition of any
unobjected-to items on the legislative
calendar tomorrow, the able Senator
from New York (Mr, Javrirs) be recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER. FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at
the conclusion of the remarks of the able
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs)
tomorrow, there be a period for the
transaction of routine morning business,
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with statements limited therein to 3
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION OF PERIOD FOR
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
period for the transaction of routine
morning business tomorrow not exceed
30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, it is my understanding that, un-
der the previous order, at the request of
the very distinguished majority leader
(Mr. MawsFIELD), the unfinished busi-
ness, the so-called equal rights for wom-
en amendment, will be laid before the
Senate at the conclusion of the morning
business—not the morning hour, but at
the conclusion of morning business,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE ON EQUAL
RIGHTS AMENDMENT TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that dis-
cussion of the equal rights amendment
on tomorrow be limited to not to exceed
1 hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr,
President, I ask unanimous consent that
at that time, when not to exceed 1 hour
has transpired for discussion on the
equal rights amendment, the pending
business, H.R. 18583, be then laid before
the Senate.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I under-
stand that the pending question before
the Senate at that time will then be——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the distinguished Presiding Officer.

ADJOURNMENT TO TOMORROW
AT 10 AM.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. 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 adjournment until
10 o'clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8
o'clock and 39 minutes p.m.) the Senate,
in accordance with the order of yester-
day, adjourned until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, October T, 1970, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate October 6 (legislative day of
October 5), 1970:

DEPARTMERT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

Davld Ogden Maxwell, of Pennsylvania, to
be General Counsel of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, vice Sher-
man Unger.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate October 6 (legislative day of
October 51, 1970

US. Cmcurr CoURTs

Max Rosenn, of Pennsylvania, to be a U.S.

eircult judge for the third clrcuit.
TU.S. District COURTS

Cornelia G. Kennedy, of Michigan, to be
U.S. district judge for the eastern district of
Michigan.
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‘The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Bishop Willlam R. Cannon, bishop of
the Raleigh area of the United Methodist
Church, Raleigh, N.C., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

O God, who art ever more able to help
us than we are to help ourselves and
whose resources are infinitely greater
and more effective than are our own,
grant us, we beseech Thee, a clearer and
better understanding of Thy will, the
resolution of mind and heart always to
obey Thee, and Thy grace which alone
can empower us as a free people to do
what we ought to do and to fulfill our
destiny in history and among the fam-
ilies of men.

Deliver us, we pray, from factionallsm
and from a petty concern for party and
the sectional and local Interests of those
we represent if they impair the well-
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being of the Nation as a whole, compro-
mise our basic unity as one people, and
divide and weaken us at a time when
we need to be united and strong in the
face of hosts of evil which Inflict and
threaten to destroy mankind. In an elec-
tion year, help us to be at our best, not
at our worst, to behave like statesmen,
not like politicians, and to conduct the
business of this country in a way that
merits Thy favor and wins Thy recogni-
tion: “Well done, good and faithful serv-
ant. Thou hast been faithful over a
few things; I shall make thee ruler over
many things, Enter thou into the joys of
thy Lord.”

We pray for our people, the citizens of
this country, that they may be optimis-
tie, confident, courageous, and compas-
sionate. Help those who are affluent and
prosperous constantly to be concerned
about the welfare of those who live in

poverty and deprivation, while at the
same time help the poor to see that the
solution to their problems is not to dis-
possess the rich and covet the resources
of others but rather to cultivate the
means to acquire resources of their own.
Help us all to realize that nothing worth-
while is ever accomplished through the
selfish disruption of an orderly society,
through angry agitation in the streets
and on the campuses of schools and
universities, and through hate and vio-
lence in which one race or class Is set
in opposition to another. We pray with
all our hearts for the moral reformation
and spiritual renewal of a’l our people,
majorities and minorities, blacks and
whites, rich and poor, that we may live
together in unity, understanding, mutual
respect for one another, and in charity
and brotherhood, that all the world may
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see our good works and glorify our
Father in heaven.

We do not pray only for ourselves but
for other nations and peoples as well, re-
membering that all the inhabitants of
the earth are Thy children, made in
Thine image and loved of Thee. Bless
them, too, and grant them the will and
i ition, even our ies, to live in
peace and cooperation with us as we
strive to live in peace and cooperation
with them.

O God, almighty and all merciful, save
America that America may be used by
Thee in the salvation of the world.
Amen,

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr,
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amendment
of the House to a bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 3154. An act to provide long-term fi-
nancing for expanded urban mass Lranspor-
tation programs, and for other purposes.

TRIBUTE TO BISHOP WILLIAM R.
CANNON

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

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to join in welcoming to the
House of Representatives today as guest
Chaplain, Bishop William R. Cannon of
the Raleigh area of the United Metho-
dist Church of Raleigh, N.C.

Bizshop Cannon is a native Georgian
and a former schoolmate of mine at the
University of Georgia. Following his
graduation from the University of
Georgia, he attended and graduated
with distinction from the Yale Divinity
School. Following that, he became an
ordained minister in the North Georgia
Conference of the Methodist Church.
Following that, he served as instructor,
professor, and dean of the Candler
School of Theology, Emory University,
Atlanta, Ga. In 1968 at the Southeastern
Jurisdictional Conference of the Metho-
dist Church, he was elected a bishop of
the Methodist Church and assigned as
resident bishop of the Raleigh area,
which includes the North Carolina Con-
ference with headquarters in Raleigh,

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to have
Bishop Cannon with us today.

APPOINTMENT AS PUBLIC MEMBER
OF COMMISSION ON RAILROAD
RETIREMENT

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section T7i(a){(1)(B), Public
Law 91-377, the Chair appoints as a pub-
lic ber of the Co ission on Rail-
road Retirement the following person
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from private life on the part of. the
House: Mr. George E. Leighty, of Mary-
land.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE RE-
PORT ON DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Appropriations may have until midnight
tonight to file a privileged report on the
Department of Defense appropriation
bill for the fiscal year 1971.

Mr, BOW reserved all points of order
on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

OPERATION COOPERATION

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

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, the effort
by Larry O'Brien, chairman of the Demo-
cratic National Committee, to turn the
grave national problem of drug addiction
into votes for Democrats should win this
year's award for the outstanding display
of political opportunism.

Speaking in Buffalo, N.Y., on Septem-
ber 16, Mr. O'Brien said that the Nixon
administration, and I quote, “will want
to talk about the menace of drug addic-
tion—for which their only solution to
date is the hiring of a few more customs
inspectors and adding an extra hour to
the time it takes to get through the air-
port in New York."

In his desperate quest for Democrat
votes, Mr, O'Brien obviously is willing to
hurt and belittle a program which has
been successful in cutting down the flow
of dangerous narcotics into this country.

Just last week, John Ingersoll, Director
of the Bureau of Narcotics and Danger-
ous Drugs, looked at the end of the first
yvear of the Nixon administration’s “Op-
eration Cooperation” which is designed
to shut off drugs coming into this coun-
try from Mexico, and termed it an un-
qualified success. Mr. Ingersoll pointed
out that in the last 3 months alone, U.S,
customs agents seized 3,083 pounds of
marihuana as compared to only 1,603
pounds for a like period before the oper-
ation began.

Mr. O'Brien obviously does not feel
that vastly reducing the flow of drugs
across the border is worth a small incon-
venience.

I am sure Mr. O'Brien is not speaking
for the Democrat Party in this matter.

DEMOCRATS ON THE ISSUE
OF CRIME

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

Mr. MICHEL, Mr. Speaker, the wire
services carried a story Monday that
the Democrats are desperately trying to
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move in on the issue of crime, They have
suddenly became John Laws-come-lately
as their party is clumsily trying to do
an about face on the issue of law and
order. They are trying to save their po-
litical hides from a public that is sick and
tired of the permissive society that was
created by Democrats in the White House
working with Democrats in Congress,

Let us refresh the record.

It was under Democrats in the White
House and in Congress that the popula-
tion grew 11 percent in 8 years, but
crime went up 100 percent.

It was under Democrats in the White
House and in Congress that criminals
took over our Nation's streets, that law-
lessness, rioting, and violence became a
way of American life.

It was Democrat-appointed Supreme
Court judges who made rulings that
hamstrung law enforcement and set
criminals free.

It was under Democrats in the White
House and in Congress that the Bail Re-
form Act of 1966 was rammed through,
which forces judges to let vicious crimi-
nals out on bail to kill, rob, and terrorize
the citizenry.

It was under Democrats that the drug
traffic flourished and became a national
menace.

It is a little late for reform. But, all
the public has to do is to look at the
inaction of this present Democrat-run
Congress on President Nixon's anticrime
package, proposed a year ago, and they
will realize that the Democratic Party is
only posturing, and that it really believes
in peaceful coexistence with crime.

DAY OF BREAD AND HARVEST
FESTIVAL

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

Mr, SEBELIUS, Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate this opportunity to focus attention
on the significance of this day in our Na-
tion's efforts to eliminate hunger and
malnutrition in the world and to achieve
world peace,

President Nixon has designated today,
October 6, a “Day of Bread.” This day is
part of an international observance, and
the week within which it falls as a period
of “Harvest Festival.”

In the quest for world peace, for too
long now we have overlooked the talents
of the most successful producer in the
American economy—the farmer. Our
greatest weapon in the arsenal of peace
should be our willingness to share our
agricultural abundance and expertise
with the developing nations.

A hungry world is a troubled world.
Through food for peace and programs to
promote self-help development, we have
used our agricultural abundance to re-
duce hunger and malnutrition and
achieve significant economic progress in
many underprivileged areas of the world.

In this regard, an outstanding success
story exists in the Philippines. American
wheat is processed in Philippine mills,
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Small privately owned bakeries bake
bread for the schools and local commu-
nities. This project has not only improved
diets, but also reduced school dropouts.

Today, we should focus attention and
direct our appreciation to the farmers
whose tireless and selfless efforts provide
our abundant supply of food oftentimes
with little monetary compensation. We
take for granted the fact that we are the
bes; fed nation at the lowest personal
cost in the world's history—in spite of
the fact that a great percentage of our
diet is preference food and high quality
convenience items.

Today, we should also focus our atten-
tion and make renewed efforts to use our
agricultural surplus to fight hunger and
malnutrition here at home and abroad.

By celebrating this day in the ancient
tradition of breaking bread together, may
we all dedicate ourselves to working to-
gether to use agriculture to achieve Pres-
ident Nixon's goal of a full generation of
peace in this century.

CINCINNATI REDS—NATIONAL
LEAGUE CHAMPS, 1970

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

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, the big Red
machine “showed 'em" in Cincinnati yes-
terday, in a hard fought game with the
Pirates, and now it is on to the World
Series with the Orioles.

Obviously, as a Cincinnatian, my
choice is the Reds. I must say that seldom
have I seen as exciting a team.

Under the leadership of Manager
Sparky Anderson, the Reds dominated
the National League this year. I predict it
will be the same in the series.

Last year it was the Mets, of course,
and we National League boosters cheered
them on to victory. No hard feelings this
year, and we welcome all Mets fans to
join us in rooting for the Big Red ma-
chine. I am hopeful that the Reds have
set the tone for Cincinnati, in sports as
well as in politics.

ENVIRONMENTAL STALEMATE

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

Mr, DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, no one can
deny the Democrats their talent for po-
litical expediency. If an issue makes the
headlines, and television decides it is
news, then a great pother takes place in
the Democrat ranks. Once the issue
fades, s0 does their interest, and the is-
sue is relegated to the legislative pigeon-
hole. The example I would cite is envi-
ronment. The first bill, of the new year
1970, of the new decade, that President
Nixon asked, concerned human environ-
ment. He called for steps and solutions
before it was too late. There was an im-
mediate uproar among the Democrats,
all of them crying for clean air and wa-
ter and atmosphere. The need for cor-
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rective measures, dormant during two
Democratic administrations, had sud-
denly become a popular issue. Everybody
turned out for Earth Day. Everybody
paid loud lipservice to eradicating pol-
lution and smog. Every auto, it seemed,
had a bumper sticker calling for solu-
tions.

The Nixon administration, meantime,
sent 37 bills to this Hill dealing with the
environment. But the Democrats, seeing
that public interest had waned, went
back to doing nothing. And there it
stands. Four administration bills to con-
trol water pollution have yet to be heard
in the Public Works Committee. Other
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ment regulations or suffer the conse-
quences.

Come again, Mr. Hickel. Take another
dive. The water is fine.

WELCOME BACK, PRESIDENT
NIXON

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to join with the rest of the
Nation in welcoming back President
Nixon from his successful trip. His trip

legislation ed by Congr 1
HarsHA and Cramer remains in the pi-
geonhole. If Democrats really meant
what they said about the environment
problem a few months back, then let them
come alive and take action. The issue is
a vital one, even if it has left the front
page,

OFFICE FURNISHINGS FOR THE
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, Secretary of
the Interior Walter J. Hickel has once
again demonstrated his fondness for
writing letters and then “leaking” them
to the press. This will serve as an ac-
knowledgment that I have received his
latest missive,

It seems, Mr. Speaker, that the Secre-
tary is upset because I requested the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to look into the
spending of some $40,000 of the taxpay-
ers’' money to refurbish his office.

Apparently he is not as upset about
that as he is that I released the report
of the GAO which found he would have
spent nearly $2,000 for a desk and more
than $50 & yard for what must be the
fanciest carpet this side of Araby and the
Persian Gulf.

The Secretary complains that my
statement on the House floor last August
that he “is sitting at a custom desk that
cost $1,795 and walking on carpeting that
cost $56.25 a square yard,” is false.

I admit that Secretary Hickel has a
point. My statement should have been:
“The Secretary of the Interior—were it
not for the General Accounting Office—
would be sitting at & desk that cost $1,-
795 and walking on a carpet that cost
$56.25 a square yard.”

I must also admit that when I said
the Secretary “is sitting at a custom
desk" I was not being fully accurate be-
cause he was, in fact, that very day in
Canada on a lengthy junket.

One other little matter needs to be
mentioned. Mr. Hickel's letter to me,
which I received on Saturday, October 3,
and which he “leaked” to the press, is
dated Friday, October 2, 1970. That hap-
pens to be the same date on which the
Comptroller General advised him, in
writing, to limit payments for his office
furnishings to that allowed by Govern-

accomplished several important objec-
tives:

First, it improved the chances of peace
in the Mediterranean and therefore, in
the world;

Second, it reassured our allies that the
United States stands by its commit-
ments;

‘Third, it showed the world that Amer-
ican seapower in the Mediterranean will
remain preeminent; and

Fourth, it proved that the President of
the United States does not fear to travel
any place in the world in the cause of
peace and international understanding.

Mr. Speaker, President Nixon con-
tinues to carry America’'s message of
friendship and freedom to the world. As
we salute his efforts, let us not forget his
partner in the arduous quest for a gen-
eration of peace.

Indeed, Ido not remember a time when
a President’s wife did not aid and
strengthen her husband in his duties and
his travels.

A shining example of a First Lady and
the important role she must play is Mrs.
Nixon, the President’s always poised and
gracious wife.

Pat Nixon, from the time her husband
first came to prominence, has endured
the bad times and accepted the good
times with grace and courage and a rare
good humor.

On the President's just-completed
trip—as on others—she has been an am-
bassador of good will and a wonderful
example to the world of American wom-
anhood.

‘We are happy to have them both home
safely.

HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY,
OCTOBER 8

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns on tomorrow, Wednesday, it
adjourn to meet at 10 o’clock on Thurs-

day.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the req of the gentl from Okla-
homa?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may Members of the
House infer from that that we will very
likely be able to recess at the end of this
week until after the election?

Mr. ALBERT. Will the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. ALBERT. I do not think the gen-
tleman can draw that inference, but I do
say I think it means we may recess earlier
than we would be able to do otherwise.
I am hopeful we can get out early next
week.

Mr, GROSS. I would hope we could ad-
journ sine die, but apparently that Is
utterly impossible, at the end of this
week. However, if we are going to come
in at 10 o'clock in the morning on Thurs-
day, we ought to try. I would like to think
that we could have some assurance we
can leave here this week on a recess basis.

Mr. ALBERT. I wish I could give the
gentleman that assurance, but the gen-
tleman knows that the Defense appro-
priation bill is one of the major bills of
the year. We would like to come in and
dispose of it as soon as possible, because
it is important to the ultimate disposi-
tion of our business.

Mr. GROSS. In order to join in the
hopes of the majority leader that we can
recess promptly at the end of this week,
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reservation.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, what is the
purpose of coming in and asking permis-
sion 2 days early?

Mr. ALBERT. Will
yield?

Mr. HALL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. ALBERT. I have discussed this
with the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations and with
the distinguished minority leader. The
committee I think rightfully wants to
know whether it can begin to make prep-
arations for starting its consideration
of that bill early and, if it can, the mem-
bers of the committee would like to know
it as soon as possible. It is a big bill, and
they are working hard on it.

Mr. HALL. What the gentleman is
telling us is that the DOD appropriation
bill will follow S. 30 which is scheduled
for consideration today per your an-
nouncement as an addition to the legis-
lative program yesterday?

Mr. ALBERT. Yes, with the one excep-
tion that we will not start the DOD ap-
propriation bill tomorrow. If we get
through with S. 30 early tomorrow, we
will take up some other previously pro-
gramed bill or bills tomorrow and then
start on the DOD appropriation bill on
Thursday.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I see no objec-
tion to that. I think it is right and proper
that the committee should know in ad-
vance whether or not it should come in
early, and whether or not the other com-
mittees of the House will call witnesses
or not. I still differ with my distinguished
friend from Iowa vis-a-vis whether or
not a recess should be taken at this time.
I think we ought to finish up our business
and get out of here. It would serve no
useful purpose to have a lameduck ses-
sion of Congress. I think we ought to
bend every effort as I am sure the lead-
ership of the majority and minority are,
toward c ing the vy busi-

the gentleman
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ness of the Congress and recessing sine
die until a newly elected Congress is
seated.

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

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

There was no objection?

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION, COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND LABOR TO SIT
DURING GENERAL DEBATE TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Education of the Committee on
Education and Labor may sit during gen-
eral debate today.

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

There was no objection.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Calen-
dar Day. The Clerk will call the first
individual bill on the Private Calendar.

DR. ANTHONY S. MASTRIAN

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 15760)
for the relief of Dr. Anthony S. Mastrian,

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

ATKINSON, HASERICK & CO., INC.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10534}
for the relief of Atkinson, Haserick & Co.,
Inec.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Dbill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

CLAUDE G. HANSEN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13807)
for the relief of Claude G. Hansen.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be passed
over without preiudice.

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

There was no objection,

JOHN R. GOSNELL

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13469)
for the relief of John R. Gosnell.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.
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DAVID L. EENNISON

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 15272)
for the relief of David L. Kennison,

Mr. HALL, Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

GEORGE F. MILLS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 15415)
for the relief of George F. Mills.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

REFERENCE OF HR. 1390 TO THE
CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF THE
COURT OF CLAIMS

The Clerk called House Resolution 108,
referring HR. 1390 to the Chiel Com-
missioner of the Court of Claims.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the resoluticn
be passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

THOMAS J. BECK

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 4982)
for the relief of Thomas J. Beck.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

MAUREEN O'LEARY PIMPARE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 12962)
for the relief of Maureen O'Leary
Pimpare.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

MARIA DE CONCEICAO BOTELHO
PEREIRA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 12990)
for the relief of Mario de Conceicao
Botelho Pereira.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
moiis consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.
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DRAGO MIKLAUSIC

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 1508)
for the relief of Drago Miklausic.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

MATYAS HUNYADI

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 3436)
for the relief of Matyas Hunyadi.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

CLINTON M. HOOSE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4665)
for the relief of Clinton M. Hoose.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

A. HUGHLETT MASON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5017)
for the relief of A. Hughlett Mason.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

ROGER STANLEY AND THE
SUCCESSOR PARTNERSHIP

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5843)
for the relief of Roger Stanley, and the
successor partnership, Roger Stanley
and Hal Irwin, doing business as the
Roger Stanley Orchestra.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

HERSHEL SMITH, PUBLISHER,
LINDSAY NEWS, LINDSAY, OKLA.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6100)
for the relief of Hershel Smith, publisher
of the Lindsay News, of Lindsay, Okla.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection,
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CHARLES ZONARS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7955)
for the relief of Charles Zonars.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

CENTRAL GULF STEAMSHIP CORP.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 12958)
for the relief of Central Gulf Steamship
Corp.

Mr. GROSS, Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

DAVID Z. GLASSMAN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13805)
for the relief of David Z. Glassman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection,

MARCOS ROJOS RODRIGUEZ

The Clerk called the bill (S, 1187) for
the relief of Marcos Rojos Rodriguez.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

ARLINE LOADER AND MAURICE
LOADER

The Clerk called the bill (S. 2514) for
the relief of Arline Loader and Maurice
Loader.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

KATHRYN TALBOT

The Clerk called the bill (S, 2661) for
the relief of Eathryn Talbot.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
5. 2661
Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Kath-
ryn Talbot, of Chaumont, New York, is re-
lisved of all liability for payment to the
United States of the sum of $5458.13, rep-
resenting the amount of cash and stamps, in
her custody as clerk-in-charge of the Chau-
mont Post Office, which were taken from
such post office In a burglary occurring over
the weekend of July 22-23, 1967, the taking
of such cash and stamps having arisen out
of conditions existing at the post office prior
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to the time the sald Kathryn Talbot became
responsible for the cash and stamps. In the
audit and settlement of accounts relative to
such sum, credit shall be given for the
amount for which liability is relieved by this
Act.

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury
Is authorized and directed to pay, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to the said Kathryn Talbot the
sum of any amount received or withheld
Ifrom her on account of the loss referred to
in the first section of this Act,

(b) No part of any amount appropriated
by this section shall be paid or dellvered to or
received by any agent or attorney on sccount
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same is unlawful, any con-
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Viola-
tion of this section is a misdemeanor punish-
able by a fine not to exceed §1,000.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ARTHUR JEROME OLINGER,
A MINOR

The Clerk called the bill (8. 703) for
the relief of Arthur Jerome Olinger, a
minor, by his next friend, his father,
George Henry Olinger, and George Henry
Olinger, individually.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR TO CONVEY CERTAIN
MINERAL INTERESTS OF THE
UNITED STATES TO I. EARL NUT-
TER

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 8087) to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to convey certain mineral interests of the
United States in certain lands located in
Wagner County, Okla., to I. Earl Nutter.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HRE. 9087

Be it enacted by the Senate and Housze
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized and
directed to convey to I. Earl Nutter of Tulsa,
Oklahoma, all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to 112.1 acres of land
described as lots 6 and 6 and the southeast
quarter of the northwest quarter (less the
south half of the north half of the northeast
quarter of the southeast quarter of the
northwest quarter) of section 6, township 15
north, range 17 east, of the Indian meridian,
Wagoner County, Oklahoma. The Secretary
shall convey such property upon payment by
or on behalf of I. Earl Nutter to the United
States, within one year after the date of
enactment of this Act, of the fair market
value of all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to such land. The Secre-
tary shall determine the falr market value of
all right, title, and interest of the United
States in and to such land and notify I. Earl
Nutter of his determination within six
months after the date of enactment of this
Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:
Page 1, beginning on line 3, strike out all
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after the enacting clausc and insert in lien
thereaf the following:

“That the Secretary of the Interlor be au-
thorized and directed to convey to the rec-
ord owner of lots 5 and 6 and the southeast
quarter of the northwest quarter (less the
south half of the north half of the northeast
quarter of the southeast quarter of the
northwest quarter) of sec. 6, township 15
north, range 17 east, Indian meridian, Wag-
oner County, Oklahoma, in accordance with
section 3 of this Act, all right, title, and in-
terest of the United States In the mineral
deposits in the land.

“&pe. 2. The Secretary shall require the de-
posit of a sum of money which he deems suffi-
clent to cover estimated administrative cosis
of this Act. IT a conveyance s not made pur-
suant to this Act, the d!pnslt shall constl-
tute full of ¢ costs
notwithstanding that the administrative
costs exceed the deposit, but if the amount
of the deposit exceeds the actual admin-
istrative costs, the Secretary shall refund the
excess.

“SEC. 3. No conveyance shall be made unless

for y is filed with the
Secretary within 6 months of the date of
aspproval of this Act and unless within the
time ified by him pay is made to
the y of (1 rative costs of
the conveyance and :m the fair mnﬂ:et. value
of the to be d.In ning
the of the if the
sum deposited pumu.m to section 2 hereof
to cover estimated administrative costs is less
than the actusl administrative costs, the ap-
plicant shall be required to pay the differ-
ence. If such ceposit is more than actusl ad-
ministrative costs, the applicant shall be
glven a credit or refund for the excess.

“Sgc. 4. The term ‘sdministrative costs of
conveyance’, as used in this Act, includes,
but is not limited io, all costs which the
Becretary finds are necessary to determine
(1) the of the in
the land, (2) the falr market value of the
rights to be conveyed, and (3) the costs of
preparing and issuing the Instrument of
COnVeyance.

“Szc. 5. Moneys pald to the Secretary for
administrative costs shall be paid to the
agency which rendered the service, and
deposited to the appropriation then current.
Mnuep pald for the minerals conveyed shall
be d into the 1l fund of the
'x‘rmu.ry as miscellaneous recelpts,”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

PETER RUDOLF GROSS

The Clerk called the bill (8. 378) for
the relief of Peter Rudolf Gross.
‘There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
5.378
Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the

lon for permanent
residence on April 15, 1961, shall be held and

c:lnzmem to meet the residence and physi-
cal p
the
case the p or may be
filed with any court having naturalization
Jurisdiction.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,

ation and N
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and a motion to reconsider was lald on
the table.

MRS. NIMET WEISS

The Clerk called the bill (8. 732) for
the relief of Mrs. Nimet Weiss,

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

8. 732

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That for the
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Mrs. Nimet Welss shall be held and con-
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of the enactment of this Act,
upon payment of the required visa Tee.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

KONRAD LUDWIG STAUDINGER

The Clerk called the bill (8, 737) for
the relief of Konrad Ludwig Staudinger.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

AH MEE LOCKE

The Clerk called the bill (8. 1123) for
the relief of Ah Mee Locke.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

8. 1123

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stafes of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Ah Mee Locke, the widow of the
late Loy Hepp Locke, a cltizer. of the United
States, shall be held and considered to be
an alien eligible for immediate relative status
under the provisions of section 201(b), and
the provisions of section 204 of such Act shall
not be applicable in this case.

The bill was ordered to read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

EKIMOEKO ANN DUKE

The Clerk called the bill (8. 3167) for
the relief of Kimoko Ann Duke-
There being no obection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
8. 3167
Be it enacted by the Semate and House of
Re; ves of the United States of
America in Urmgrm assembled, That, in the
of the and Na-
tionality Act, Eimoko Ann Duke shall be
held and considered to be within the pur-
view of section 323(c) of such Act.

‘The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CURTIS NOLAN REED

The Clerk called the bill (8. 3212) for
the relief of Curtis Nolan Reed.
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There being mo objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
8.3212
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Curtis Nolan Reed may be
classified as a child within the meaning of
section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act, and not-
ding the pr of 204
(C) of the sald Act, a petition may be filed
pursuant to section 204 of the Act in behall
of the sald Curtis Nolan Reed by Mr. and
Mrs. H. Nolan Reed, citizens of the United
States: Provided, That no brothers or sis-
ters of the sald Curtis Nolan Reed shall
thereafter, by virtue of such relationship, be
accorded any right, privilege, or status under
this I fon and N lity Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

MARIA PIEROTTI LENCI

The Clerk called the bill (5. 3263) for
the relief of Maria Pierotti Lenci.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

8. 3263

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tlonality Act, Maria Pierottl Lencl, the widow
of a citizen of the United States, shall be
held and considered to be within the pur-
view of section 201(b) of that act and the
provisions of sectlon 204 of such act shall
not be applicable in this case.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

MRS. ANITA ORDILLAS

The Clerk called the bill (8. 3265) for
the relief of Mrs. Anita Ordillas.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
8. 3265
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, In the
ration of the L and Na-
tionality Act, Mrs. Anita Ordillas, the widow
of a citizen of the United States, shall be
held and considered to be within the pur-
view of section 201(b) of that act and the
provisions of section 204 of such act shall
not be applicable in this case.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

JOHNNY MASON, JR. (JOHNNY
TRINIDAD MASON, JR.)

The Clerk called the bill (8. 3529) for
the relief of Johnny Mason, Jr. (Johnny
Trinidad Mason, Jr.).

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

B. 3520

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
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purposes of sections 203{a) (1)
the I igration and Act, Johnny
Mason, Junior (Johnny Trinldad Mason,
Junior) shall be held and considered to be
the natural-born alien son of J. D. Mason,
a citizen of the United States: Provided,
That the natural mother of the beneficiary
shall not, by virtue of sueh parentage, be
accorded any right, privilege, or status under
the Immigration and Nationality Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 1, lines 8 and 9, strike out the
language “of the beneficlary shall not, by
virtue of such parentage” and Insert in lleu
thereof the following: “or brothers or sisters
of the beneficiary shall not, by virtue of such
relationship,".

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

and 204 of

EYUNG AE OH

The Clerk called the bill (S. 3600) for
the relief of Kyung Ae Oh.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

8. 3600

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, In the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Kyung Ae Oh may be clas-
sified as a child within the meaning of sec-
tion 101(b) (1) (F) of such Act, upon ap-
proval of a petition filed in her behalf by
Mr. and Mrs. Samuel E. KEramm, citizens of
the United States, pursuant to section 204
of such Act. The brothers or sisters of the
sald Kyung Ae Oh shall not, by virtue of
such relationship, be accorded any right,
privilege, or status under the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MRS. ANASTASIA PERTSOVITCH

The Clerk called the bill (8. 3620) for
the relief of Mrs. Anastasia Pertsovitch.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

MING CHANG

The Clerk called the bill (8. 3675) for
the relief of Ming Chang.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
8. 36756

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That, in the

of the and Na-

tionality Act, Ming Chang may be
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Chang shall not, by virtue of such relation-
ship, be accorded any right, privilege, or
status under the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

KIM JULIA AND PARK TONG OP

The Clerk called the bill (S. 3813) for
gie relief of Kim Julia and Park Tong

.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

8. 3813

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, In the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, section 204(¢) of such Act,
relating to the number of petitions which
may be approved in behalf of adopted chil-
dren, shall be inapplicable in the case of
petitions filed in behalf of Kim Julia and
Park Tong Op by Mr. and Mrs. Lester Gibson,
citizens of the United States. The natural
brothers or sisters of the sald Kim Julia and
Park Tong Op shall not, by virtue of such
relationship, be accorded any right, privilege,
or status under the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

MRS. PANG TAI TAI

The Clerk called the bill (S, 3853) for
the relief of Mrs. Pang Tai Tai.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

ERUCE M. SMITH

The Clerk called the bill (S, 3858) for
the relief of Bruce M. Smith.

Mr, DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

‘There was no objection.

HYUN JOO LEE AND MYUNG JOO
LEE

The Clerk called the bill (8. 4073) for
the relief of Hyun Joo Lee and Myung
Joo Lee.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

5, 4073

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That, in the ad-
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States. The natural brothers and sisters of
the sald Hyun Joo Lee and Myung Joo Lee
shall not, by virtue of such relationship, be
accorded any right, privilege, or status under
the Immigration and Nationality Act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

FAVORING THE SUSPENSION OF
DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN ALIENS

The Clerk called the Senate concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 79) favor-
ing the suspension of deportation of cer-
tain aliens.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the concurrent
;tiamlution be passed over without preju-

Ce,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

MRS. ROSE THOMAS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2302)
for the relief of Mrs. Rose Thomas.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

PHILIP C. RILEY AND
DONALD F. LANE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11676)
for the relief of Philip C. Riley and Don-
ald F'. Lane.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection,

IRWIN KATZ

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13806)
for the relief of Irwin Katz,

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 13806

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Treasury s authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the
- 'm of $1,060 to Irwin Katz of Brooklyn, New
York, in full settlement of his claims against
the United States for losses and expenses and
penalties due to the cancellation of a con-
tract for the purchase of a home in New York
due to his forced transfer of employment
from the Naval Applied Science Laboratory
in Brooklyn, New York, to the Naval Weapons
Laboratory in Dahlgren, Virginia. No part of
the amount appropriated in this Act shall be
paid or delivered to or received by any agent
or attorney on account of services rendered

as a child within the meaning of section
101(b) (1) (F) of such Act, upon approval of
a petition filed in her behalf by Mr. and Mrs,
Shurman ¥, Chang, citizens of the United
States, pursuant to section 204 of such Act.
The brothers or sisters of the said Ming

of the I ation
ality Act, section 204(c), relating to the num-
ber of petitions which may be approved in
behalf of adopted children, shall be inap-
plicable in the case of petitions filed In behalf
of Hyun Joo Lee and Myung Joo Lee by Mr,
and Mrs. Bruce Boldon, citizens of the United

in with this elaim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary not withstanding. Any person violat-
ing the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
gullty of & and upon

thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed-
ing 1,000,
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With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, lne 5, strike “$1,050" and Insert
~$800".

The committee amendment Wwas
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ROBERT L. STEVENSON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 15864)
for the relief of Robert L. Stevenson.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice. -

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

There was no objection.

MARION OWEN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 15865)
for the relief of Marion Owen.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

WILLIAM E. CARROLL

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 16276)
for the relief of William E. Carroll.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

GARY W. STEWART

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 16502)
for the relief of Gary W. Stewart.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 16502

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Gary
W. Stewart of Baldwin Park, California, is
relieved of liabllity to the United States in
the t of §537.78, the total
smount of overpayments of active duty pay
received by the said Gary W, Stewart during
the period from January 1968, De-
cember 1967, as a result of administrative
error on the part of the United States Ma-
rine with w0 ¥
for December 1931 sent to Joyce Stewart,
wife of sald Gary -‘;l:wnﬂ.. nmnﬂ.lw over-

of and leave

nmwmmtmbmwymm
allowance for quarters, and rental value of
inadequate fTamily quarters during his active
service ms &
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amounts pald by him, or withheld from sums
otherwise aue him, with respect to the in-
debtedness to the United States specified in
the first section of this Act.

(b) No part of the amount appropriated
in this Act shall be pald or dellvered to or
received by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
¢lalm, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person viclating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed gulity of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thersof shall be flned
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Pnge 1

“8533.21"

line 5, strike “$537.76" and 1nsert

The commitiee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 17272)
for the relief of certain employees of
the Department of Defense.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 17272

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
each of the following-named persons is re-
lieved of liability to the United States In
the amount which appears beside his name:
$100. D0
- 100.00

1,052.98

260.93
564. 48

Ouida Bankston.

Diana Hensley..
Robert Tarr.._
John M e
Howard
Allen P. Alsop..

gg¥sfess
8

g=58233282488

Such PAY
travel, transportation, and other related ex-
penses mnde, 83 a result of an administra-
tive error, to the above named clvilian em-
ployees of the Department of Defense during
the years 1966, 1967, and 1968. In the audit
and settlement of the accounts of any certi-
fying or disbursing officer of the United
States, credit shall be given for amounts for
which liability is relieved by this section.
(b) The of the is author-
imed and directed to pay, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to
each person named in the first section of this
Act an amount equal to the aggregate of the
amounts paid by him, or withheld from
mlm‘\ otherwise due him, with respect to his

any certifying or disbursing
ficer of the United States, credit shall be
given for amounts for which llability is re-
lieved by this section.

to the United States specified
lnluehmsmn.

Sgc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not ap-

Sgc. 2. (a) The S tary of the T

nauwmdﬂnudtoply‘wtum
money in the Tressury not otherwise appro-
pristed, to the sald Gary W. Stewart an
amount egqual to the aggregate of the

to the 1s the
sums listed after their names in Tull settie-
ment of all their clalms against the United
States for of travel
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pursuant to travel orders issued in 1956, 1967,
and 1968:

Samuel Raskin.__

Sxc. 3. No part of the amount appropriated
in subsection (b) of the first section of this
Act or in section 2 of this Act, for the pay-
ment of any one claim in excess of 10 per
centum thereof shall be paid or delivered to
or recelved by any agent or attorney on ac-
count of services rendered In connection with
such claim, snd the same shall be unlawful,
any contract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Any person violating the provisions of
this section shall be deemed guilty of a mis-
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 2, in list of names after line 2, after
“Ronald Roth” strike “546.46° and insert
"5BO.30".

Page 3, In list of names after line 9, after
“Carolyn Dischert” strike "$100.00" and in-
sert “100.97"

Page 3, In list of names after line 9, insert
the following:

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CARLO BIANCHI & CO., INC.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 17853)
for the relief of Carlo Bianchi & Co Ine.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill Le pass-
ed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the r of the t from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

JAMES E. MILLER

The Clerk called the bill (5. 878) for
the relief of James E. Miller.

Mr. GROSS, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

e SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

CAPT. WILLIAM O. HANLE

The Clerk called the bill (S. 882) for
the relief of Capt. William O. Hanle,

Mr., DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

DONAL E. McGONEGAL

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1422) for
the relief of Donal E.

d in with travel

prejudice,
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?
There was no objection.

DONAL N. O'CALLAGHAN

The Clerk called the bill (S. 2755) for
the relief of Donal N. O'Callaghan.’

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

8. 2756

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to
Donal N. O'Callaghan of Carson City, Ne-
vada the sum to which he would be en-
titled under section 5274(a) (4), title 5 of
the United States Code and the regulations
issued thercunder without regard w sectlon
4.1d of the of the
Numbered A-56, Revised, October 13 1966,
Such sum rep the of
the sald Donal N. O'Callaghan incurred in
selling his residence in Carson City, Nevada,
incident to his transfer in June 1967, as an
employee of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness, from one location to another for
the of the G the said
Donal N. O'Callaghan having been unable,
dus to circumstances beyond his control, to
ply with a G gulation per-
mitting of such exp only
in the case of sales completed within one
yvear after transfer.

Sec. 2. No part of the amount appropri-
ated In this Act in excess of 20

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Sec. 2. No part of the amount appropriated
in this Act shall be paid or delivered to or
recelved by any agent or attorney on ac-

jon
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of section 204 of such Act shall not be ap-
plicable in this case.”

The

itteea t was agreed

count of services rendered In
with this clalm, and the same 15 unlawful,
any confract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Viclatlon of the provisions of this sec-
tion Is & misdemeanor punishable by a fine
not to exceed §1,000.

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

MRS. ROLANDO C. DAYAO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 14543)
for the relief of Mrs. Rolando C. Dayao.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 14543

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of the Immigration and Natlonality
Act, Mrs. Rolando C. Dayao shall be held and
considered to have been lawiully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
s of the date of the enactment of this Act,
upon payment of the requlred visa fee. Upon
the g of to such
allen as pmvlded for In r.h!.s Act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper officer
to deduct one number from the total num-
ber of immigrant visas and conditional en-
tries which are made available to natives of
the country of the alien’s birth under para-
gmphs (1) through {8}. of section 203(a) of

thereof shall be pald or dellvm?rw or re-
celved by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Violation of this H s a

punishable by a fine of not to exceed $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ments:
Pnga 1, line 6, after
Ao

Page :t line 10, strike *
centum thereof™.

The
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time and

“pection 5724" in-
‘In excess of 20 per

tee amend ts

were

ation and 1 lity Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MRS. MARIA ZAHANIACZ (NEE
BOJKIWSEKA)

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 15767
for the relief of Mrs. Maria Zahaniacz
(nee Bojkiwska).

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 15767
Bz it enacted by the Senate and House of

passed, and a motion to r ider was
laid on the table.

RUTH E. CALVERT

The Clerk called the bill (S, 3138) for
the relief of Ruth E. Calvert.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
8, 3138
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of Veterans® Affairs 15 au-
thorized and directed to pay, om of money

of the United States of
Ammc« in Congress memblcd. That, for the
purposes of the I Ind.
Act, Mrs, Maria Zah (n
shall be held and considered tu have bean
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of the date of the
enasctment of this Act, upon payment of the
required visa fee. Upon the granting of per-
manent residence to such alien as provided
for in this Act, the Secretary of State shall
instruct the proper officer to deduct. one num-
of

to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

LEELA MEESIN BELL

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 15822}
for the rellef of Leela Meesin Bell.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 15922

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the Uniled Siates of
America in Congress assembled, That, In the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Leela Meesin Bell may be
classified as a child within the meaning
of sectlon 101(b)(1)(F) of the Act, and
a petition filed in her behalf by Mrs. Steph-
anie Elizabeth Bell, a citizen of the United
States, may be approved pursuant to section
204 of the Act.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 1, line 4, strike out the name
“Leela Meesin Bell” and substitute in leu
thereof the name “Somporn (Leeta Noi)
Bell”.

On page 1, line 8, strike out the word
“Act.” and Insert in lleu thereof the follow-
ing: Act: Provided, That the brothers or
sisters of the beneficlary shall not, by the
virtue of such relationship, be accorded any
right, privilege, or status under the Immi-
gration and Natlonality Act."

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“For the relief of Somporn (Leeta Noi!
Bell”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SOON HO YOO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 16857)
for the relief of Soon Ho Yoo.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
HR. 16857
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
of the I tion and Na-
tionality Act, Soon Ho Yoo may be classified
as a child within the meaning of section
101(b) (1) (F) of the Act, upon approval of
filed in his behalf by Mr. and

ber from the total

visas and conditional entries which are made

available to natives of the country of the

allen’s birth under paragraphs (1) through

(8} of Mlon 203 (a) of the Immigration and
1 ¥ Act.

for the pay
benem.s. to Ruth E. Calvert, u! Bt.ir].l.ng. New
Jersey, the sum of $1,600, repmenuns the
amount of an all

ized by the Veterans' Mmlmatratlnn on
behalf nf har 1na husband, Ben Sassin Cal-
\trt.. , for the p of
the pay-
ment of such allowance having been dis-

of the

With Lhe following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lHeu thereof the following:

“That in the administration of the Im-
migration and Natlonality Act, Mrs. Maria
Zahanlacz (nee Bojkiwska), the widow of a
cit.lun of tho United States, shall be held
within the purﬂew of

allowed after the
bile had been mlde by the sald veteran,

CXVI——2214—Part 26

a
Mrs, Wallace Wenge. citizens of the United
States, pursuant to sectlon 204 of the Act.
Section 204(c) of the Immigration and Na-
tlonality Act, relating to the number of pe-
titions which may be approved, shall be
inapplicable in this case.

‘With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 1, line 11, strike out the word
“case.” and substitute in lieu thereof the
following: “case: Provided, that the brothers
or sisters of the beneficlary shall not, by
virtue of such relationship, be accorded any
right, pﬂvlﬂlcs!. or status uusu' the Immi-

an Act.

d to
Section 201 (b) of that Act and the pr
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The
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table,

ittee amend t was

JACQUELINE AND BARBARA
ANDREWS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 17431)
for the relief of Jacqueline and Barbara
Andrews.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 17431

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
o] Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for
the purposes of sections 203(a) (2) and 204
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Jacqueline and Barbara Andrews shall be
held and considered to be the natural-born
alien children of Mr. and Mrs. James Deas,
both legal resident aliens,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page, 1, line 7, strike out the word
“aliens.” and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “aliens: Provided, That the natural
parents, brothers or sisters of the bene-
ficlaries shall not, by virtue of such relation-
ship, be accorded any right, privilege, or
status under the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act.™

The committee
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

amendment was

JUNG YUNG MI AND JUNG AE RI

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 17508)
for the relief of Jung Yung Mi and Jung
Ae Rl

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 17508

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in
the administration of the Immigration and
Natlonality Act, Jung Yung Mi and Jung Ae
Ri may be classified as children within the
meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act,
upon approval of a petition filed in their be-
half by William J. Spaven and Harrlet Spav-
en, citizens of the United States, pursuant
to section 204 of the Act. Section 204(c) of
the Immigration and Natlonality Act, relat-
ing to.the number of petitions which may
be ., shall be ble In this

case,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 1, line 11, strike out the word
“case.” and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “case: Provided, That the brothers
or sisters of the beneficlaries shall not, by
virtue of such relationship, be accorded any
right, privilege, or status under the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act."

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

was
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JIN SO0 PARK AND MOON MI PARK

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 17912)
for the relief of Jin Soo Park and Moon
Mi Park.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR, 17912

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress azsembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Jin Soo Park and Moon Mi
Park may be classified as children within
the meaning of section 101(b) (1) (F) of the
Act, upon approval of a petition filed in their
behalf by James R. and Mary Ann Sikorskl,
citizens of the United States, pursuant to
section 204 of the Act. SBection 204(c) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, relating to
the number of petitions which may be ap-
proved shall be inapplicable In this case.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 1, line 11, strike out the word
“case.” and substitute in lieu thereof the
following: case: Provided, 'rhat the brothers
or sisters of the beneficlaries shall not, by
virtue of such relationship, be accorded any
right, priviluge, or status under the Immigra-
tion and Natlonality Act."

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

FRANCIS X. TUSON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4463)
for the relief of Francis X. Tuson.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

ELMER M. GRADE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6114)
for the relief of Elmer M. Grade.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 6114

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any funde. in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to El-
mer M. Grade, of Annandale, Virginia, the
sum of $1,000 in full settlement of all his
claims against the United States for reim-
bursement of expenses arising in connection
with the sale of his Denver, Colorado, resi-
dence pursuant to hls change of official sta-
tlon as an employee of the United States
Department of Labor.

Bec. 2. No part of the amount appropriated
in this Act in excess of 10 per centum there-
of shall be pald or delivered to or received
by any agent or attorney on account of serv-
ices rendered In connection with such claim,
and the same shall be unlawful, any con-
tract to the ¥ notwithstanding. Any
person violating the provisions of this sec-
tion shall be deemed gullty of & misdemeanor
and upon convietion thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

October 6, 1970

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 6, strike “$1,000" and insert
“8800"

Page 1, line 12, strike “In excess of 10 per-
centum thereof”.

The commitiee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

COMDR. ALBERT G. BERRY, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10233)
for the relief of Comdr. Albert G. Berry,
Jr.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 10233

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houge of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized and di-
rected to pay, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Com-
mander Albert G. Berry, Junior, United
States Naval Reserve, retired, of Coronado,
Callfornia, the sum certified to him by the
Comptroller General of the United States
pursuant to section 2 of this Act. The pay-
ment of such sum to the said Commander
Albert G. Berry, Junior, shall be in full settle-
ment of all of his claims against the United
States for loss of active duty pay and allow-
ances during the period beginning Febru-
ary 25, 1941, and ending February 1. 1947,
arising from failure to credit him (for lon-
gevity purposes) with service as a midship-
man at the United States Naval Academy.

8ec. 2. The Comptroller General of the
United States shall, within ninety days after
the date of enactment of this Act, certify to
the Secretary of the Treasury the difference
between the amount of active duty pay and
allowances received by the sald Commander
Albert G. Berry, Junior, from the United
States during the period specified in the first
section of this Act and the amount of such
pay and allowances to which he would have
been entitled during such period had he cor-
rectly been credited (for longevity purposes)
with his service as a midshipman at the
United States Naval Academy.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2 line 2, strike “February 1, 1947"
and insert “January 31, 1947".

The committee amendment was
agreed to

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. That concludes the
call of the Private Calendar.

KEUM JA FRANKS

Mr. BOLAND. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 2043) for
the relief of Keum Ja Franks, with a
Senate amendment thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 1, line 4, strike out “Keum Jo Kim"
and insert “Keum Ja Franks."
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR.

the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 17575,
DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUS-
TICE, AND COMMERCE, THE JU-
DICIARY. AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I call up the conference report on
the bill (H.R. 17575) making appropria-
tions for the Departments of State, Jus-
tice, and Commerce, the judiciary, and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1971, and for other purposes,
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.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Septem-
ber 30, 1970.)

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

not present.

Mr. EDMONDSON. 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. 328]
Felghan
Fisher
Foreman
Fulton, Tenn. OEonski
Gallagher O'Neal, Ga.,
Gettys Ottinger
Griffiths Pike
Blackburn Pirnle
Blanton ley Pollock
Brock i Powell
Brooks Rees
Burlison. Mo. Rosenthal
Burton, Utah il

Bush

Adair
Aspinall
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Berry

Betts
Biagesl

Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzl
Obey

Roudebush
Button S:til:llm
il an

Batterfield

Saylor

Scheuer

Scott

Snyder

Stephens

Mich.
McKneally
McMillan
Melcher
Meskill

Monagan
Morse
The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 337
Members have answered to their names,
& quorum.
By unanimous consent, further pro-
::iﬁilings under the call were dispensed

17575—DEPARTMENTS OF STATE,
JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE, THE
JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York Is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, this bill making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice,
and Commerce, the Federal Judiclary,
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, contains a total of
$3,108,074,500 in new obligational au-
thority.

There is also an additional $194,348,000
for liguidation of prior contract author-
izations.

This bill as it comes out of conference
is $143,125,500 below the total amount
of the budget estimates. It is $14,006,000
below the bill as it passed the other body.
It is $1,118,000 above the bill as it passed
this body. However, t.he other bodr con-
sidered 1 its total-
ing $7,295,000 whlch were not before the
House at the time the bill was passed by
this body. Also included in the total is
an increase of $2,750,000 inserted by the
other body for the Federal Bureau of
Investigation to reinstitute the process-
ing of non-Federal applicant finger-
prints.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I shall in-
sert in the Recorp a table showing the
actions of the House-Senate conferees
with regard to the various departments
and agencies in the bill.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES, 1871

New budg
(uhhnbuml)
Department or agency

(4] @)

it

utnulln
(obllnhuuui)
fixcal year Is%l fiscal vnr I‘J?I

Budge!

Conference action compared with—

Now budget
(abligational)

author!
recommended
by conference
action

New budgel New budget
{obligational) (uhligiﬁoui)
i

rmmmtnd
in Senate bill

(5)

aul

recommend:
in House bill
®

@) (6)

Budget
nnmnln

{ﬂNelp’I:;‘d ot (uu;rp budget
bl i} igational)
autho ity ﬂﬂmib
raCcommend
in House

New bodgel
(ohligational
authority, fisca
year 1970

@

Gional) aulhonl]y
fiscal year 1571

(&)

recommended
in Seaate bill

(10)

381,800  $445,531,800 - $445, 431, 800

+324,728,700  —3%9,002,200 —

Department of State >

$420, 703,100
Department of Just 851,
t of Com

247, (00
£19, 425, 000
129, 273, 400

2,716, 000
9, 500, 000
2,650, 000

$454, 434, 000
1,127, m m
1,007, 645, 00

138, 561, suu
2,719,000

8, 300, 000
3,200,000

24,000, 000
19, 000, 000

4, 629,000
750, 000

1,120, 323, 000 =7, 187,000

343, 955, 000
135, 870, 300
2,729,000

8, 250, 000

7,381,

1.‘3?,223,00!1 1,120, 523, 000
649,203,000 852,613, 000
132,956,300 135,870, 300

2,738,000 2,739,000

8, 250, 000 8, 150, 000
3,200, 000 3,200,000

18, 000, 000 13, 000, 000
14, 313, 000 19, 000, 000

4,479, 000
710, 000

13, 000, 000

13, 400, 000
3,943,000

missian
Federal Maritime Commission__.
706, 000

Foreign Claims Settiement Commission .
National Commission on Reform of Fed-

100, 000
21, 30, 000

537, 000

27, uu'aun

757, 000
401,400

300, 000
194, D65, D00
533,000
«11 400
4,1 3, 845,000
15[.215,000 187, 48, 000
TR o s e o B el

—47,150,000 -
160,000

Small Business Administs
SQulmprmﬂhlne lor t.rlde mp-

Tarit! Commission
LS. Information Agency
United States-Mex m
Border Development and Friendship.

Total, new budget (obligational)
authority_ ...

2,653,376,900  3,251,200,000 3, 106,956,500 3, 3, 108, 074, 500 —1!3 I25 500 +1 118, DBB —1-l 008, nnn

Memoranda:
Appropriations to lquidate contract
authorizations
Total appropriations, including
appropriations to liquidate
contract authorizatio

(195,815, 000) (194,348,000) (194,348,000) (194,348, 000) (194, 348,000) (-1,467, sesmasaresrassissssssssssssrsssam

(2,849,191, 800) (3, 445, 548, 000) (3, 301, 304, 500) (3, 316, 428, 500) (3, 302, 422, 500) (453, 230, 600) —143, 125, 500) (41, 118, 000)( 14, 006, 000)

year. This amount is made up primarily
of an increase of $171,582,000 for ship
construction for our merchant marine
and increases for the Department of Jus-

(Mr. ROONEY of New York asked and Mr. ROONEY of New York, Mr. Speak-
was given on to revise and ex- er, however, I must point out that this bill
tend his remarks and include extraneous s $454,687,600 more than the appropria-
matter and a table.) tions for these purposes for the last fiscal
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tice of $269,076,000 over the total for the
last fiscal year for combating erime.

As in every conference there had to be
a good bit of give-and-take and every-
one, including myself, is not satisfied
with the end result. I took strenuous ex-
eeption to the action of the conferees on
amendments 29 and 30 which deal with
increased and necessary funds for the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission. I pleaded for the full amount
requested for this Commission when the
House considered this bill earlier this
year and I am still for the full amount
requested. However, a majority of the
conferees agreed to the $15,485,000 in-
cluded in the report.

In connection with the item for the
Regional Action Planning Commissions
we have no objection to the use of $600,-
000 to equally fund the Federal share of
the administrative costs of the two
planned commissions; namely, the Mid-
South and the Upper Missouri Regional
Economic Development Commissions.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I support the
report and concur in what the gentle-
man from New York had to say.

This conference agreement is over $14
million under the bill passed by the other
body. It merits your support.

I believe there are two items in this bill
that should be called to your attention,
because they involve amendments to the
budget received after the bill had been
considered by the House. This bill now
provides for the protection of our foreign
service personnel in countries where kid-
napings and other incidents have oc-
curred. It is important that we approve
this bill as soon as possible in order to
try and protect these employees from
harm and further indignities around the
world. I also point out, as the gentleman
from New York did, that this bill also
reinstitutes the fingerprint service of the
FBI to State and local governments. This
is an important provision, and is another
reason why we should approve this bill
as soon as possible. I would suggest, Mr.
Speaker, that, because of these two items
and others, we should send this bill to
the President for signature without fur-
ther delay.

Mr. Speaker, I support this conference
report and recommend its approval.

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

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I yield
briefly to the gentleman from New Jersey
for a question.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I should like to ask about the reduction
in the contribution to international or-
ganizations.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I am delighted that the gentle-
man from New Jersey has asked this
question, because that very issue was
decided in the other body on August 24
Jast by a vote of 49 to 22, when the other
body as well as this committee found that
we bel d to an or ization that has
become dominated by Communists. We,
therefore, withdrew all the remaining
funds for our payments to that orga-
nization.

We had testimony not only from Mr.
George Meany, and remember that this
was a fine organization originally, I will
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say to my distinguished friend. This or-
ganization was founded long before the
U.N. This organization was founded by
Samuel Gompers in 1920, and it did many
good things over the years until they
admitted the Soviet Union and its satel-
lites to membership. We all know there
is no free trade union allowed by the
Kremlin. It is now nothing but a stage
for Communist propaganda, and there is
no reason why our taxpayers should be
paying 25 percent of every dollar of cost
of keeping that organization alive.

At this point I shall insert in the Rec-
orp the testimony on July 31 last of Mr.
George Meany, president, AFL-CIO, Mr.
Ed Neilan, employer delegate to the ILO,
Hon. George H. Hildebrand, Deputy
Under Secretary for International Orga-
nization Affairs, Department of Labor,
and others, given to this committee:
DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, AND CoM-

MERCE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED

AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FoR Frscan YEAR

1971, Frioay, Jury 31, 1970
DEPARTMENT OF STATE—CONTRIBUTIONS TO

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS—INTERNA-

TIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION —WITNESS

George Meany, president, AFL-CIO; Ed
Neilan, employer delegate to the ILO; George
H. Hildebrand, Deputy Under Secretary for
International Affairs, Department of Labor;
Samual DePalma, Assistant Secretary for
International Organization Affairs, Depart-
ment of State.

Philip A. Eleinberger, Director, Office of
International Organizations, Department of
Labor; Michael Boggs, Assoclate Inter-Amer-
fcan Representaive, AFL-CIO; Ron Van
Helder, International Represenative, AFL-
CIO; Ernest Lee, International Department,
AFL-CIO.

A, J. Blemiller, Legislative Director, AFL~
CI10; Rudolph Faupl, Worker Representative,
ILO; William G. Van Meter, U.S. Chamber
of Commerce; James F. Steiner, US. Cham-
ber of G Oscar H. Execu-
tive Director, Bureau of International Or-
ganization Aflairs, Department of State.

George P. Delaney, Special Assistant to
the Secretary and Coordinator, Interna-
tional Labor Affairs, Office of the Secretary,
Department of State; Edward B. Persons,
Forelgn Affairs Officer, Bureau of Interna-
tional Organization Affalrs, Department of
State.

Sidney 5. Cummins, International Admin-
istrrtion Officer, Bureau of International
Organization Affalrs, Department of State;
Al Delong, Assistant General Counsel, De-
partment of Commerce; John Mulligan, As-
sistant to Administrator, BDSA, Department
of Commerce.

Mr. Roowey. The
please come to order.

Gentlemen, we are here thls morning con-
cerned with an international organization
known as the International Labor Organiza-
tion, domiciled in Geneva, Switzerland. We
have been advised that there is the possi-
bility that a Soviet Russian natlonal might
be installed at the No. 2 level in this orga-
nization. The No. 2 position was filled for a
number of years by a national of the United
K and the org ion has been di-
rected by an American national named David
A. Morse.

Most of us on this committee and in the
Congress feel that there s not a real demo-
cratic labor union in all the Soviet alleged
Soclallst Republics.

So far the American taxpayers have pald in
dues to this International Labor Organiza-
tion a total of $70,280,000.

The request for this fiscal year alone is in
the amount of $7,458.875. This is a very sub-
stantial Increase over the past fisoal year

committee will now
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which just ended on June 30. The increase
is In the amount of $805,601.

It Is my understanding that the percentage
of payments to this organization to keep it
in business, made by the United States Gov-
ernment at the expense of the American tax-
payer, Is 25 percent as compared, Mr, De-
Palma, with how much paid by the Soviet
Russians?

Mr. DeEPaLMma. Ten percent.

Mr. Meaxy. And with other U.S.S.R. States
it is brought up to 12.34.

Mr. Roorey. We are gathered here this
morning because of the concern of the head
of the AFL-CIO, Mr, Meany, at what might
take place insofar as installing a Russian na-
tional in & No. 2 position in this Interna-
tional Labor Organization.

Mr. George Meany is here with us this
morning and we shall first ask him if he
would proceed to give us his views with re-
gard to this organization and the possibility
of this Russian national taking office in the
second slot formerly held by Mr. Jenks, who
has now been promoted by election to take
the place of Mr. David A. Morse as Director
General.

Mr. HiLoEerawD. It Is not the second slot
that is Involved. It is the Assistant Director
General, which is a little further down, but
it is part of the top hierarchy,

Mr. Rooney. It is not Mr. Jenks' slot?

Mr. Hicpeerawo. No,

STATEMENT OF MR, GEORGE F. MEANY,
PRESIDENT, AFL—CIO

Mr. Meany. Itisone of the most Important
positions In the whole setup. It is one of the
Asslstant Director Generals. It causes us &
great deal of concern.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to as briefly as
1 can go over this whole pleture.

History of the ILO

The ILO came into being in 1020. It was
the direct result of the actlvities of the
president of the American Federation of
Labor st that time, Mr. Samuel Gompers.
It was based on a theory of Gompers’ that
if the workers and the employers through-
out the world, in conjunction with govern-
ment, would try to Improve the guality of
life among the people at the lower end of
the economic ladder, and if we could step
up the devel t of viable s In
the backward nations of the world, that this
would in itself be a contribution toward
future world peace.

Based on Gompers' theory that most wars
came about because certaln nations had
more than others, and those who did not
have what they thought was their share,
they would go to war to try to get that
share. Gompers broached this matter to
leaders of labor in other countries, notably
the British and the French. They were in
agreement that when the peace treaty was
signed that something could be done to
establish some sort of an international
agency to direct its attention to this prob-
lem of ralsing the standards of life of the
people all over the world who were at the
lower end of the economic structure and in
many cases who were citizens of countries
which had no industrial potential at all,

In 1819 this matter was brought up to the
convening powers in Versailles by President
Woodrow Wilson, with Mr. Gompers at his
side. A special committee was set up by the
victorious powers in World War I. A special
committes was set up to see what could be
done to bring about the creation of this
organization. Mr. Gompers was named chair-
man of that committee. After a report was
submitted by him there was a provision in
the Treaty of Versailles which set up the
ILO, It provided for setting up the ILO
and the ILO was set up here In the olty of
Washington shortly after the peace treaty
was signed.

The Peace Treaty, of course, really set up
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the League of Nations and it provided that
any country which joined the Loas'lu ot Na-
tions 1y b of
the ILO, and the entire sl.rucmra of the
ILO was based on what we call tripartitism,
with G t, labor, and p rep-
resented—with the Government having two
representatives to each labor representative
50 that you had a tripartite system on a
2-1-1 basis, two representatives of Govern-
ment, one representative of workers, and
one representative of employer groups.

The ILO then, of course, lived for a num-
‘ber of years as part of the old League of Na-
tlons, Under the constitution of the League
of Nations you could not be a member of
the ILO unless you were also a member of
the League of Nations, so for the first 13
years of the life of the ILO the United States
of America was not

However, in 1833 ‘there was & constitu-
tional change which all states
to join the ILO even if they did not hold
membership in the League of Natlons.

When the League of Nations went down
the drain the ILO continued to function as
an independent international agency with
the U.S. participation.

When World War II came to an end the
ILO became a coordinating and cooperating
organization with the UN. Our country, of
course, played a very prominent part in the
early days of the ILO. The former Governor
of New Hampshire, John Winant, was the
Director General of the ILO during most of
the war years, He was succeeded by a rep-
resentative of Ireland, Ed Phelan who came
out of the staff of the ILO, and when Phelan
retired in 1940 David Morse, who was then
Assistant Secretary of Labor in charge of in-
ternational lﬂnlﬂ and who had atunded
ILO the D
of the ILO and remained in that post from
the summer of 1948 until the spring of 1970.

The whole basis of the ILO is the tripartite
system. The ILO d the for
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such thing as private employers in the So-
viet Union, and there was no such thing as
free trade unions in the normal sense in the
Boviet Unlon. Of course, this is still true.

In the Soviet Union they have what they
call trade unions but actually these so-called
trade unions are agencies of government.
‘They are agencies designed to control work-
ers, not to give expression to the views or the
ideals or the aspirations of workers. As proof
of that from time to time the official pub-
lications of the Soviet Trade Union Move-
ment calls attention to that fact.

I recall in 1957 at the U.N. where I was a
del I was ina with
the Soviet representative as a member of the
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Mr. RoonNEY. Do you wish that made part
of the record, Mr, Meany?

Mr. Meany. Yes.

Mr. Without objectl we shall
insert this document at this point in the
record.

. . . - -

Mr, MeANY. This 1s a very, very interesting
document and it s as valld today as when
it was written about 4 years ago.

What has happened since the Soviets came
into the ILO is that the ILO has become &
sounding board more and more each year
for political discussions. Those of use who
have attended ILO meetings in the last few
years have been subjected to the Indignity

Committee No. 3 on Social and
Subjects, and I brought to the attention of
that committee & copy of the Russlan, so-
called Russian, trade unlon paper, the Jour-
nal of the All-Soviet Council of Trade Un-
jons. I think that was the official title of that
group. The magazine is known as Trud.

On the front page of this magazine at the
time was a statement from the editors, and
it was boxed in to emphasize it, that the So-
viet Council of Trade Unlons was attempting
to move out of their sphere of influence by
discussing wages, wages of workers, and what
they call production norms.

The statement from this trade union pa-
per wound up by saying that are not
the province of the All-Soviet Trade Union
group nor are production norms within the
jurisdiction of the All-SBoviet group, but

of 1 g P after on the
resolutions committee denouncing the
United States of America. This has become
& forum for Russi political prop
and there Is no effort made by the Omoe of
the ILO to stop this.

“Lenin and social progress”

As a sample of the attitude of the Office
of the ILO toward the Soviet Union here is
an article written this April in the Interna-
tional Labour Review, which is the official
publication of the ILO, The article is written
under the title of Lenin and Social Progress.
The article pleads for revolution in the de-
veloping countrles and holds up the Soviet
form of revolution as a model and the best
road to social progress, and it portrays Lenin
as the great benefactor of mankind, and

these matters are party
by the party. This, of course, put the thing
really in proper perspective, that these peo-
ple are not representative of workers.

As a further indication, the head of this
so-called union group is not elected by work-
ers. He Is appointed by the g The
present head of the All-Soviet Council of
Trade Unions is a man by the name of
Shilepin who spent his entire lifetime in the

bringing into its structure the independent
think of labor unions to the point where
member countries could not designate a labor
representative unless that labor representa-
tive was suggested and approved by the
major labor organization in that country. In
other words, while the ILO is an organiza-
tion of soverelgn states, it must have rep-
resentation from both employers and work-
ers, and the Government cannot under the
ILO constitution submit the name of & work-
er in advance unless that worker 15 approved
in by the fon in the coun-
try which represents the majority of work-
ers. Of course, this in the early years was the
AFL and since 1955 it has been the APL-CIO.
Soviet Union membership in the ILO

The Soviet Union applied for membership
in the ILO for the first time in 1953, that is
the first time after World War II. They ap-
plied with certain reservations——

Mr. RooNEY. It had already been in exist-
ence for 33 years?

Mr. Meawy. Oh, yes. They were in it when
it was part of the League of Natlons. How-
ever, they applied in 1853, but applied with
reservations—that certaln sections of the
constitution should not apply to the Soviet
Union. For instance, ILO decisions are ap-
pealable to the World Court at The Hague,
and the Soviets sald they could not accept
that. So the ILO said they could not accept
the Sovlets into membership.

A year later, h ., the i
that they would accept membership In the
ILO and pledge themselves to abide by the
constitution.

‘When they came in they came In, of course,
with dly em-

ing Dy were d

on

Secret Police and was head of the
Russian Secret Police when he was appointed
about 3 or 4 years ago as the head of the All-
Soviet Council of Trade Unions.

These are the circumstances in which the
Sovieta hold membership in the ILO.

However, they go much beyond this. They
have a special membership. They operate un-
der a double standard, and this has been
more or less accepted by the Office of the
ILO o'ver the ymrs 'ﬂwf accept officlally,

rith of the ILO
but prompt.ly. once a decmr.m is made, they
proceed to ignore it. In other words, they

h in the article does it indicate that
Lenin was the head of this proletarian dic-
tatorship which was set up in Russia in 1020
and that he was the author of the Red terror
and the oppression against the people of the
Soviet Union. This is not mentioned in this
article.

I would like someone on your staff to read
this because this indicates the official atti-
tude of the ILO Office in which they extol the
virtues of a dictator, of a man who destroyed
the Russian trade union movement. You
know, there was & Russian Free Union Trade
Movement under the Cear. It was under-
ground, of course, and it had to fight for
its life every day against the secret police,
but it did exist and 4t did represent the
wishes of the workers.

However, when Lenin and his crowd came
in they very promptly shot the leaders and
they disposed of the trade union movement,
‘This fact, Khrushchev boasted about only a
few years ago in a conversation which was

y o rne b:r F K He told

have voted for the freed: of

at the convention of the ILO and they deny
freedom of association, This is true not only
of the Soviet Union but of the bloc coun-
tries, The head of the Polish Delegation was
elected to the chalrmanship of the annual
conference of the ILO in 1966 when his na-
tion was under sanctlons of the ILO officially
for denying the right of assoclation to its
members, 50 there is a double standard which
has been set up in regard to Soviet her-

Pr in Vienna “You pay too
much nttentlan ta your labor leaders. We
solved our labor problem many years ago.”

Eennedy asked “How did you solve it?

He said "We shot the leaders.” That took
care of that.

Mr. RoonNey. Without objection we shall
insert this volume No. 101, No. 4, April 1970
of the International Labor Review at this
point in the record so that each and every

ship in the ILO. And it is based on a prac-
tical approach to the soviets, that they either
get their way or they don't pay. They don't
send any money.

Mr. RooNEY, We can do that, too, can't
we?

Mr. MEaNY. I am sure we can, Of course,
this is & question for Congress in its judg-
ment to decide. It is not only their privilege
but their duty, I think, to declde this.

Basic defects in the ILO setup

I have here a very long document written
by a Prof. Carlos Vela of Ecuador, in which
he analyres this whole ILO situati in re-

ber of the and House may

have an opportunity to read it.

. . . . .
Sounding board for Soviet propaganda
Mr, Meawy. This annual conference is used

as s sounding board for Soviet propaganda
against the United States, as I say. The
Resolutions Committee ls now, and rar some
years has been,
sions which are complet.aly outside t.he com-=
petence of t.ms IJ..O In rm:t. the ILO rapidly
is and I
don't think Lhn we :med another political
organmtlon We have a political organization
the United Natlons, in which our

gard to what he calls baslc defects in the
Lo mup He refers to the so-called double
and this is back in

that basis even though everybody in attend-
ance at ILO conference knew there was no

1966, that f.hs Russians do have a double
standard.

country holds membership

The Boviet group is demanding that the
whole structure be changed. When this or-
ganization was set up there was automatic
membership on the governing body to the
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top industrial countries of the world on the
theory that those were the which
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, this proposal, or this to

would have to make a contribution If we
were to 1mprm the standards of life in the
jes of the world.

The Soviets Wﬁnt to eliminate that, They
want to eliminate the selection of ILO of-
ficlals by the governing body where this auto-
matic membership prevails, and they want
to throw them into the general assembly of
the ILO on the basis of one nation—one
vote, which means that the United States of
America would be on a par with Kenya, Togo,
and any of these newly emerging nations.
This, of course, is further evidence of the
Soviet desire to galn control of the ILO com-
pletely. They certainly have tremendous in-
fluence.

The United States of America today 15 in
A minority position in the ILO. The Soviets'
propaganda has been quite effective with
some of the newly emerging natlons. To give
you an indication of the double standards,
under the ILO procedure, when any natlonal
member of the ILO feels that he should
have representation on the staff by putting
employees in, the rule has always been that
they submit a list of candidates for any par-

a Sm'ie: to the top
s:ruct.u.m of the ILO is about ﬂm last straw
w this man gets
departmentalwise in the ILO he will have
hundreds of employees directly under his
supervision,
ILO perzonnel in Geneva

I think the ILO has in Geneva somewhere
between 1,700 to 1,800 people. This man
would be asslgned——

Mr. Rooney. How many people, Mr, De
Palma? We want this for the record.

Mr. De PaLuma. Let me look it up.

Mr. RooNEY. Please Insert the exact num-
ber at this point in the record.

(Information requested follows: )

“As of June 30, 1970, the ILO professional
staflf subject to international recrultment
totaled 607, of whom 60 were Americans. The
nonprofessional stafl totaled 12377, of whom
21 were Americans. All other staff, including
technical asslstance personnel In the field,
totaled 1,088, of whom 62 were Americans."”

SOVIET HEPRESENTATIVE IN KEY POSITION

Mr. MeanY. It would mean that a certain
percentage, at least several hundreds of these

ticular spot with their qual Then
they are looked over and the ILO office makes
the decislon.

The Russians never have accepted that.
They have the special privilege of submitting
one candidate for any position to which they
aspire, and there is no right of the Office to
question the capability of that particular
candidate.

Soviet representative in key position

In this instance, Mr. Jenks, who just has
been elected as the Director General of the
ILO, announced that he was going to ap-
point & Russian representative. He made it
quite clear that he was going to follow the
usual procedure of getting only one cand!.-
date, and that candidate would be app

mploy . would be under the direct super-
vision and domination of this man, and I
can tell you from long experience that he
will use that position to make each and every
employee a Communist agent whether he
wants to be or not. They do not fool around.
They don't acquire power that they put on
the back burner. They use it. To us this
would mean it would be a disaster for the
ILO, and if this happens it presents to us
the clear question of whether or not we want
to pay the price that is exacted from us to
maintain the ILO with the Soviet Unlon
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a stop, the ILO will be useless in 5o far as Its
original purpose is concerned, and it will
exist only as an international propaganda or-
jon to the C WAy
of life, and certainly it will be an organiza-
tlon that can make no contribution to the
welfare and the interest of our country.

As I say, it has now gotten to the polnt
where at practically every session we have
to sit and listen to tirades, the usual Com-
munist propaganda tearing this country
down, portraying us as the opponents of
human freedom and imperialism, and s0 on
and so forth. Unless this is stopped I would
sa} t.he ILO will be useless insofar as the

bor is concerned and
as far as our Government is concerned. This
latest move in my book is the last straw when
they are ready to put a Russian into this key
spot, at the top of the structure in Geneva
where he can certainly within a very short
time do a great deal of damage to the in-
terest of the United States of America.

Mr. Chairman, as I say, I could go on at
length regarding this but I think I have
stated our position. We feel this committes
should certainly take a good look at the whole
ILO question and certainly should hear from
the employers, the American employer who
has attended these meetings for many years,
and from the Labor Department, and from
the State Department which also attend the
annual conferences and who are represented
on the governing body of the ILO.

Mr. Rooney. Thank you, Mr., Meany.

Mr. Sikes?

Mr, Smes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Need to halt Soviet propaganda efforis

I feel that this is a very useful meeting
and one which s very important to the Labor

having these special privileges as a b
of the organization.

That, of course, Mr, Chalrman, puts the
mnt.ter right squarely in the hands of the

At the same time he offered, in order to sort
of balance off this appointment of a Soviet
representative in this key position, to put an
American at the same level as an Assistant
Director General, but he made it quite clear—
and I am sure George Hildebrand can tell
you more about this than I can—he made it
quite clear, however, that he would expect
the Americans to submit a list of his perusal
and his decislon, and he nlso made it clear
that if he did not like the list that he him-
self would plck an American without regard
to whom our Government wanted.

Mr. RooNEY. He must think he personally
inherited this Organization.

Mr. MeanT. I will tell you the basis of Mr.
Jenks' strategy or approach. It is that if the
ILO wants the Soviet Union to remain in
membership we have got to accept them on
the basls they represent themselves and the
ILO has nothing to say about it. If the United
States of America objects, then he raises the
question—does the United States of Amer!.u
want the USS.R. to !

and this hether we
nre $0 anxious to keep the Soviet Unlon In
the ILO that we are willing to pay this price
of accepting the double standard In which
they have a preferential membership and
which Mr. Jenks Indicates he is going to
continue.

Mr, RooweY. Mr. Jenks must be made to
realize that he would be better off to lose
the 10 percent, the Soviet Unlon contribu-
tion than the 25 percent contribution of the
United States of America.

Mr, Meany. Except that he just doesn't
believe the United States will act.

Mr. Rooxey. Well, let’s show him. The reg-
ular bill is still over In the other body and
has not yet been acted on. I think If we go
over there we can perhaps achleve some suc-
cess In this regard.

Mr. MEaNY. Anyway, Mr. Chairman, T could
go on at length. I have been golng to ILO
meetings for many years. I attended my first
i Fe] body con as & sub-
stitute mr William Oreen who was the offi-
clal oack In B I of 1936. I

to continue its membership in the ILO, and
if we do want them to continue thelr mem-
‘bership In the ILO then we must accept them
the way they want to be accepted, on the
‘basis of this double standard.

They have been making quite a bit of
progress in these committees. They vote as
a bloc. When you get to the Resolutions
Committes and they get a political resclution
you have to listen to 11 speeches from every
one of these countries—Rumanis, Poland,
Czechoslovakin, Bulgarin, and so on., You
have to listen to 11 speeches dencuncing the
United States of America on every issue, fill-
ing up the record with all sorts of antl-
American propaganda, portraying us as im-
perialists who are trying to take over the
entire world,

have been going to ILO conferences ever
since. I don't know how many I have missed,
but I would say in the last 30 years, begin-
ning in 1940, that I have attended at least
two out of every three conferences over the
years, those held in various parts of the
world. One was held In 1841 at Columbia
University in New York City and one was
held in 1944 at Temple University in Phila-
delphia.
I was at the in San F

in 1948 where Mr. Morse was promoted to the
top job in the ILO. I have known tically

worldwide, and to the interest of
the working man worldwide, I want to com-
mend you for arranging this meeting so that
this matter could be brought forcefully to
*he of the i . I am also
glad that Mr. Meany's valuable counsel can
be available to the committee.

It is unfortunate but true that the United
States falls in s0 many instances to use its
power, its prestige, and its position to ad-
vance its own best interest as effectively as
it might In world affairs. It appears this is
one of those cases.

I think that we in the Congress should take
positive steps, Mr. Chalrman, to attempt to
correct this picture. I cextll.n]:r do not wnnt
to see the Inter 1 Labor O
which has filled & very important function
through the years degenerate into a propa-
ganda program for the Russians.

As Mr, Meany has well pointed out, this
could very well be in progress. I am pre-

to joln my colleagues on this com=-
mittee In whatever steps are required to
protect the integrity of the organization.

Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Slack?

Mr. Stacx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I,
too, wish to commend Mr. Meany, for a very
detalled and comprehensive statement with
regard to this suhjﬂ:t matter.

Mr. 1 d it, the
total contribution m the ILO by this coun-
try has been $70.280,000?

Mr. Roowey. Including the pending 1871
request.

Mr. Scack. How much was appropriated
by this committee, with the approval of
Congress, in the last fiscal year?

Mr. RooNEY. 86,653,184,

Mr. Sracx. And the request for 1071 is
87,458 8757

Mr, . Yes.

every prominent figure in this organization
for many, many years, We in the American
Trade Union Movement belleve in the ILO
and its

Mr. Meany. Plus two supplements, one
under an article of the constitution regard-
ing nnmelu regulations, and the other s &

We see its being
twisted and turned to where. if there Is not

to p
for the Turin Vocational Qenm in Iuly Ac-
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cording to this, and this 1s the ILO budget,
the contributions that will be due from
member states in 1871, if this budget is ap-
proved, the total contribution of the United
States will be §7,818,337, That is the original
assessment of §7,458,000 plus these other two
items which bring it up to $7.816,000.

Mr. Brack. This performance by the So-
viets Is another attempt by them to under-
mine our way of life and to shackle the free
world. T am ready to take the necessary
steps to bring this actlon to an Immediate
halt.

Mr. Roowey, Mr, Bow?

Calendar year—

Crm ntry

nlghlmslan u

|u|0

Buru
..ambwia.
had

rmmmun Rmnﬂm
cuador.

Salwador.
uinea

| Ceased membership May 8, 1967.
: Ceased membership Mov, 3, 1965

Mr. Bow. I believe that is all I have
this time, Mr. Chairman,
Mr. RooNEY. Mr. Cederberg?

Need to halt Soviet propaganda eforts

Mr. CeperBERG. Mr. Chalrman, I was con-
gressional delegate or observer at the ILO
In the early sixties. Certainly everything that
Mr. Meany said this morning is correct, even
back that far. We would go to these com-
mittee meetings and listen to the people
from the Iron Curtain countries. It was a
rather disturbing and distressing experi-
ence to see this take place. Evidently the
sttmtton has ]ust deteriorated.

of this

mntw am wtluug to take any action that
we can take to correct it. I agree fully that
if this matter gets out of hand we will be
financing a propaganda machine which is
designed to destroy what we are all for, and
that is a free labor movement, free employers
in cooperation with government. If we get
ourselves into that position where we are
financing & “Fifth Column” within the ILO
then we do it, after this hearing, with our
eyes wide open.

I think it has been very important that
Mr. Meany come here and bring this to our
attention. I hope in some way we can get
this out to the public so that the people can
understand it. I would be open to any sug-
gestions that Mr. Meany might have as to
any actions that he thinks we ought to take.

I am a firm believer in the ILO. I think
It is an organization which can make a great
contribution. However, if It i5 going to de-
teriorate we may need to take some drastic
fiscal steps to bring them to thelr senses. I
am willing to be helpful.

‘That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. RooNEY. Mr, Andrews?

Mr., AworEws. I would like to join the
other b of the in com-
mending you, Mr. Meany, mr bring:ns this
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Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, I, too, appreciate
Mr. Meany's bringing this to our attention.
This is a very serious problem.
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INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION
SUMMARY: CONTRIBUTIONS STATEMENT AS OF DEC. 31
1969, FOR THE CALENDAR YEARS 1965-691

o €a CORIT

In our hearings of last year we had in-
serted in th record the uncollected con-
tributions of all nations. I do not find that
in the record this year.

Do we have a list of the nations which
are delinquent now in their payments to the
ILO?

Mr. De Parma. It was submitted for the
other hearing and we can submit it again.

{Information requested follows:)

UNCOLLECTED CONTRIBUTIONS

Country

nz’nm lhpuhl-c

52’5{231‘55

£32

s
5

g3cEEREs;

=2
35

L

13,883
254, 685

Calendar Amount

received

$18. 429, 652
20. 13‘ HZ

2.193& HT ﬁ. 539, 364
22, 800, 066 8567 3,813,673

1 Total due for years prior to calendar year 1965; Albania,
314,667; Bolivia, $33695. China, $243.463; Haili, $40.403;
:;gl_;lli‘\‘ $244,793, and South Africa, $126.193 or 2 total of

Percent
received

58.64
99-01

Total Hua

26,612, 739

Calendar year
1967

5 28

|nEs Eands
FRE82SS

2720
99, 364

26,967
127,333

24,405
203, 099

|2

3!!2 51’3

# Payments totaling §1,655,588 were comsummated in January and July.

record bringing it to the attention of the
people In our country and other countries
who belleve in a free labor movement, It
takes a lot of courage, it takes a lot of con-
viction to come up and suggest that an
agency which you belleved In and partic-
ipated in since its inception is now going
off the deep end. I think the tragic thing is
that if we stay in it, and it is being used
as a propaganda tool, we lend credence to
their propaganda. I think this is why they
think it is particularly useful to them.

We have a lot of other international orga-
nizations which distress us. We contribute 30
to 35 percent of the cost and we have only
11 to 12 percent of American natlonals in
the staffing of these the World
Health Organization, for example, and many
others. Huwevvr thl.-sr l.re not used as out-
right pr the prin-
ciples for which they are mppoud to stand.

It is your feeling and the feeling of the
Iabor movement In this country that you
think it advisable that we serve notice that
we are cutting off the American contribution
to this organization?

Mr. Meany. I think that is a decision which
will have to be made a little farther down
the road. The mere fact you are holding this
meeting is, I think, very, very important.
I am sure this will not be lost on the people
who are in the office of the ILO.

Our country never has tried to pack this
organization any more than we tried to pack
the United Nations. We give 25 percent of
the eanri.but.lnn and we have four and a half

We expect the United Nations to be used
as a political propaganda sounding board for
myone who wants to use it. It is that sort of

It is p in nature
llthough it does have certain humanitarian
activities which are important and which are
not too well known. However, to go to the
ILO year after year, in the Resolutions Com-
mittee and in the plenary sesslons, and have

T ng the United
Emr.ee of America, this not only is an insult
to our Nation but even perhaps more impor-
tant it practically nullifies the purposes of
the ILO itself.

If we get to the point where we feel that
there is no way to cure this within the ILO
I am certain you will not have to ask me the
question twice as to what we think our future
relations should or should not be.

Mr. A From the around
this table in response to the strong statement
and the facts that you brought to us I think
that not only ILO but everyone else who is
interested in this matter can see that we are
100 percent behind you In whatever action
vou think we should take to clean up this
sltuation.

Again I want to commend you for taking
the time to come and bring this story before
us.

That is all, Mr. Chalrman.

{Discussion held off the record.)

STATEMENT OF MR. ED NEILAN, EMPLOTER

DELEGATE TO THE ILO

Mr. RooNEY. The next witness has to catch

& plane. He is Hr Ed Nellan, who has been

t of the employ who are

nationals, so we cannot be accused of trying
to pack this organization.

Frankly, I think you put your finger on It.
Thl.n is an organization in which we believe.
We b in it. I 1ly have had a
long association with It I thlnt it has done a,
lot of good, but I think its useful days are

not only to the
but more important by puulns it on the

pldly coming to an end because of this
development.

g to the ILO over a
number of yean

We are grateful to him for coming here
on very short notice from Wilmington, Del.,
this morning.

Mr. Nellan, if you would start with a brief
biography of yourself and then pleass ex-
press your views with regard to what we have
here this g, we would

been
be obliged.
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Mr. Nenmax. I don't want to put any ex-
tensive biography on the record particularly.
I was President of the United States Cham-
ber of Commerce in 1063-64. At the end of
my active term, Dick Wagner invited me to
be an adviser to the ILO and I inherited the
job too quickly, I suspect.

Currently I am chairman of the board of
the Bank of Delaware and also the second
U.B. citizen ever w be president of the Inter-
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In any event, we protested that vigorously
and even went to the extent—and Elll van
Meter who is here with me today was tech-
nical advisor at that nkuly hm a.
draft prepared to appeal to the Inter
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more Important than tripartitlsm. He is will-
ing to throw that out of the window ns a
realistic thing if he can get universality.

I think he does mot want to destroy the
ILO. He 1 without our 25 percent con-

Court of Justice that the Appeals Board wn.s
nonconstitutional as far as the ILO was con-
cerned. Because of varlous circumstances,
this appeal was never promoted.

But this was the first wedge by which the

Or of which
is headquartered In Geneva and which serves
s the employer secret.a.rlat for all free em-
the world

in its nlauamhlpu wll.h the ILO.

I have been a member of the governing
body of the ILO, formally elected first in
1966 and re-elected in 1969, I served on many
of the committees, and in the last year

on the C on Str

nommnta I think, would probably
come out of my experience largely in the
ILO.

Deterioration of the ILO

I would certainly like to support Mr.
Meany's statements relative to the degenera-
tion, If you can call it that, In the ILO. I
would like to propose, if you would permit
me, some perspective if I may because I have
tried to make friends with employers
throughout the world. We need their support.
I think I would concentrate my remarks not
only on this Russian Assistant Director Gen-
eral which Mr, Jenks proposes to announce

if the d they
submitted only one name, a gentleman named
Astapenko, who we in the employers group
feel has no sympathy whatever with triparti-
tism. He 15 & totalitarian from the word "go.”

I would like to frame these remarks on a

tic basis. You already indicated the
way I might approach this. I will fill in one
or two items Mr. Meany has outlined for
you. He has correctly stated the history of
the ILO,

I will only recall that when the Russians
selzed Latvias, Lithuania, and Estonia the
League of Natlons fell apart, and normally
all its organizations would. The workers
and the employers felt the ILO was
a good job, however, in setting better stand-
ards for workingmen throughout the world
in attacking the problems of poveriy. They
insisted in their guvemmenl.- G-Pnt this or-

intervened in trying to place gov-
ernment people on the employers’ and work-
ers’ bench, b they are g peo-
ple, without any doubt. They do exactly as
their government instructs them to do, We
have had a constant fight ever since I lm\e

tribution it would be destroyed.

I am ltke Mr. Meany. I think inltlally what
we ought to do, If It can be done, Is to have
the Congress authorize in the appropriation
bill a string on the ILO appropriation so that
the State Department, which, if I under-
stand him correctly, is reluctant to with-
hold anything without specifie authority
from this particular committee—with this
I generally agree.

Mr. Rooney. The State Department has

been in the ILO, not only In the T

but because the 100, 120, 150 people the
Russians send are bilingual or trilingual and
they are in the halls all the time, trying to
influence the representatives of developing
nations in Asia, Africa, and Latin America
and they are very clever about it.

‘This, Mr. De Palma, is the reason for the
diminution of our influence. We have not
done that. We have never had any funds to
do it. The State Department has never made
any effort to get us the funds to do it, In
my opinlon,

So that I felt very lonesome at times over
there.

Rudy and I have tried to come to the at-
tack to refute what the Russians say, and
until George Hlldebuud. came, we had very

t our

never indi d to us that they were in
sympathy with any such restriction as that,
insofar as not only ILO, but insofar as U.N.
and all the U.N. agencles.

Mr. Nemax. I would hope, sir, you might
look at the UNDP, UNESCO, UNIDO, because
they are using a lot of their funds to pro-
mote Communist doctrine via the ILO as
the executing agency because the ILO gets
$16 to §20 million a year from these agencies
for special projects, a great number of which
are held within the Soviet Union or satellite
bloc and to which no one is invited except
developing countries, to allow them to pur-
sue this propaganda at home.

I think this ought to be looked at, and
looked at very seriously in addition to these
constant attacks and constant efforts to get

representatives to reply to those particular
attacks. Now this was not the fault of Gov-
ernment, In my opinlon. But the individual
who occupled the chief of the delegation
position, who 1s a very intelligent man but
who was ambitious to become the next Di-
rector General and was not really willing to
antagonize anybody, If this meant he might
not have a chance. I cannot fault him for
his please me.
But I would say that our big problem is
that the Russians used the purse, They walk
into the Director General's office, or this As-
sistant Director General, or any other thing,
and they say, “OK, unless we get thils, we
are not going to give our full 10 percent
contribution.”

Mr. MeaxY. That Is right

Mr. NEnaN. Because they are a monolithie

t, they know they can make it

i in being, i

As & result of this the ILO was an lnm
pendent organization from the failure of
the League of Natlons until it reaffiilinted with
the U.N. in 1848 and became a specialized
organ of that agency

I would polnt out, also, the Russians made
the application, as Mr. Meany suggested, and
then in 1854 came in and agreed to nccept
the constitution of the ILO which provides
for the autonomy of their workers group and
the employers group in the selection of
their representatives to serve on the gov-
erning body.

And immediately went on the attack
to destroy this autonomy.

They were first successful with the assist-
ance of the present Director General, who
was then a Deputy Director General, and
with a genuemm by the name of Ago who

the of Italy, a pro-
fessor at the University of Rome, to devise
a stratagem known as the Appeals Board,
that any nation that felt they had not gmzen
the 1:131:{. npmenhlt;on in mt:?:km'
emplo; group could appeal to Appeals
m:rd,::d they would appoint two members
from that nation to the varlous committees
or other structures. It did not concern the
wnmngbm,mmwmmm-m
mittee. The of
bodymmlymmmmmtuﬂm
how they would be elected and who would
elect them,

;ncl:. our rep tatives are not at
all sure we can make it stick if we even
made such a threat, so we never made such
@ threat. The nearest we came was when we
suggested we strongly would ask our Con-
gress to put some strings on the money that
would go to the ILO and get some attention
to the principles of private en and
free trade unions and the other things for
the ILO stance.

Mr. RoonEy. Of course we have never had

nd of tripartitism. I served 6 years on the

ttee on Program and Structure which
Was T d by the R and thelir
satellites and put into effect. It has been a
most frustrating experience. We have tried
to accomplish reasonable results and have
been frustrated at every turn, so much so
that a Russlan would block us and then a
Russian in the governing body would say,
“Well, this is a lousy committee, they get
nothing accomplished.”

It was his own man that was forcing us to
that lack of accomplishment. This has been
a very distasteful experience. But If I could
be so bold as to suggest, I would mpc per-
haps that the Apy
might put s string on the appropﬂatlons
particularly for the ILO at the current mo-
ment because I think it Is the only thing
that will h our b
versus the Russians. They have sold !.‘he ILO
staff and they have sold many developing
countries that the United States will con-
tinue to give them all the money that is
necessary and never ralse any questions
about how it is used or whether they have
any control over it.

Unfortunately, we have not been in a posi-
tion to go against this doctrine they have
been espousing so that many of the develop-
ing nations now have accepted this more or
less as a fact, that Uncle Sam is just foolish

such a request before this

Mr. Nemax, You are having it tnday

Mr. RoonEY. We welcome It today. After
what we have heard this moming, we cer-
tainly welcome it.

Mr. Nemaw. If I could be so bold as to
suggest, one of the major problems is our
new Director General. He was elected by one
vote over & Frenchman backed by the Rus-
slans as well as the French Government.

Mr, Hr.oxeranD. Two votes.

Mr, Nemaw. One majority, two votes, cor-
rect.

i Mr. Hioesganp, Twenty-three to twenty-
ve.

Mr. NEman. But this did not dissuade him,
even though he knows the Russlans voted
against him. He knows he got the majority

gh to let us have all the money, we can
do pretty much as we please, This has been
particularly evident this last year when they
persuaded the Arabs and Africans to lead in
a fight, and they got the SBouth Americans in
on it, to take away from the 10 states of chiel
industrial importance their rights with re-

t to amendments to the ILO Constitu-
tion. And this effort has been concerted. They
have also proposed to the office that when
this item comes up next June that the com-
mitiee to consider it should be an open com-
mittee, that is, stacked by the Russians and
their friends, all of whom will apply for
membership on it.

There are many nations which will not
apply because they do not have the person-
nel or the manpower or really the great inter-
est in the committee. We have got to fAght
that one and fight it hard in the governing
body In November,

There are other areas that are very difficult.
Industrial committees, the make-up of in-
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dustrial committees in November will be de-
clded again, and again there will be, and I
think Rudy and Mr. Meany will back me up
and probably Mr, Hildebrand and Delaney,
that there will be a strong effort on the part
of the Russians to stack these committees
with people who are responsive to their
philosophy.

So that we have to, as I see it, have this
string tied and how you tie It Is something
that I perhaps would be presumptucus to
suggest. I would strongly urge that if you
could suggest perhaps that if the delegates,
workers and employers, If the two of them
approached you and said, "Hold up on an
appropriation,” that your 1 could
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this action Is Imminent we are golng to have
to move now even today.

Should thers not be repressntation from
the State Department—that is the responsi-
ble U.8, agency—that our Government is not
pleased with this development and that we
think that It should be deferred pending
further study?

Mr. Neman. Ia

Mr. RooNEy. I t.hlnk this Is up to the State
Department, which Is represented here by &
substantinl delegation headed by Mr. De
Palma.

Mr. D PaLama, Mr. Chairman, may I——

Mr. Roowey. I assume there has been some

then say to the State Department, *"We think
you ought to hold up until we have setiled
this problem.”

Funds and personnel for ILO delegations

The other thing I think is if we are going
to spend $7.56 or 83 million In the ILO every
year, and another 816 or $20 million through
UNDP, UNIDO, or UNESCO, I think we ought
to have adequate stafl in Geneva of intelli-
gent, Informed, hardworking people to get
the job done and see the funds are not
dissipated. I think this is penny-wise and
pound-foollsh.

Mr, RooNEY. Are you saying we have too
few people in the State Department?

Mr. NEmwan, No, they have too few people
attached to the TLO delegations. I had
four assistants and it was seven commit-
tees I tried to cover. I had six authorized,
but two who, unfortunately, due to illness
or to labor negotiations did not get there.
S0 we struggled slong with five men trying
to cover six committees plus the Committee
on Resolutions,

Mr. Meany. We are asked to nominate to
these conferences. But we are told how many
we can nominate, In othr words, you got your

and the p d for years was
that if you had seven committees you would
nominate your delegate and seven advisers,
one for each committee. Now we have maybe
six or seven committees and only four ad-
visers or five advisers.

Mr. NErLaxn. That is right.

Mr, Meany, This leaves us short-handed.

Mr. Nemaw. It is most difficult to cover
your responsibilities when you do not have
people to sit in during the committee meet-
ings and observe first-hand or be In a posi-
tlon to answer some of these allegations that
come from the eastern bloc.

Mr. De Palma’s predecessor was always too
busy to come to see what was actually going
on. He never came, during the time that I
have been on there, to Geneva to check In;
although he was in Geneva several times
during ILO meetings, he never made an ap-
pearance, never contacted any of us.

What I am saying to you, sir, is that if
we are using this kind of money and it is
being misused, it seems to me we ought to
have a little bit better chance to offset the
amassed power of the Russians if we are
golng to stay over there. But basically, my
posture is that the only way we are going
to get this Director General to listen to the
American attitude is to glve him the fear
that he is not going to get the dollars he
asked for.

Mr. Rooney. I would go much further
than giving him a fear, I would just go
shead and cut him off, because we are not
sure of the mentality of Mr. Jenks at this
point. Maybe if we had him here we might—

. NEmaw. He is a very clever interna-
tlonal lawyer.

Mr. Rooxey, We might gain an insight, But
Mr. Jenks needs to be rocked. I know of only
one way to rock him, cut off his water,

Mr. Neraw. I agree with you, sir.

Mr, Smxes. Mr. Chairman, are we not almost
confronted with an d fact? If

nications back and forth with

Geneva?

Mr, Dz Paruma. There certainly have, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Roowey. In the last 24 to 48 hours?

Mr. D Pauma. There certainly have. You
will hear from Mr. Hildebrand the part he
played In trying to apprise the Director Gen-
eral of our feeling. I can tell you that Am-
bassador Rimestad has been instructed twlce
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Mr. . That Is h o

appropriations bill. That is in the foreign aid
bill.

Mr. MeanT. Yes.

Mr. Nemaw. Could I speak just to the point
that has been raised here, because the de-
linquency is not going to accomplish the
purpose unless it 15 accompanled by a clear
statement of the reason for it and the intent
that it 15 not going to be there because of
the problem——

Mr, RoonEy. I think Mr. Jenks should have
a copy of this record air mailed to him as
soon as it s printed, It will not take too
long to do that. Maybe It will belp him.

Mr. HiLogsranp. Mr. Chalrman, would you
like to have me at this point tell of my role
in this, In dealing with Mr. Jenks? Is it
relevant to your inquiry?

Mr. RoonEY. We certainly do, Mr. Under
Becretary. You are the next witness on my
list here.

Mr. Hiossrawnp. I will walt then.

Mr. Nemaxn. I will gladly defer to Mr.
Hildebrand,

Mr. Very good.

within the last 10 days, Just last Wed:

he went in agaln and told Mr. Jenks, vary
stralght-forwardly what we thought about all
this, only to have Mr. Jenks tell us that he
had made his decision on the 24th, had an-
X d it to the ts on the 25th
and that all that remalned was for the official
announcement to come out August 1st, which
is what he intends to do.

Mr. Meany. You mean to say that even
though he Is aware of our strong feelings on
this, that he is going to go right ahead any-
way?

Mr. De Parma. That Is my very clear im-
preasion; yes, sir.

Mr. HiLpEsrAND, One of his representatives
told me yesterday that the announcement
would be made tomorrow.

Mr. Rooney. I think we need something
further than a rider or a restriction on the
appropriation. I think we need no appropria-
tion of funds at all,

Mr. Nemwaw. It would be a very interesting
experiment.

Mr. RooxeY. We should try It.

Mr. Srxes, As one member of this subcom-
mittee, I would be prepared to vote today
to deny that appropriation insofar as this
subcommittee is able to do so.

Mr, RooNEY, Of course, the bill is now over
In the other body.

Mr, Sixes. It hu been npprcved by the
Houss O ions and by
the House of R!ptmhnt‘lm itself. It be-
comes Incumbent upon us, and I think we
will be unanimous on it, to express our-
selves forcibly and to urge the Senate Com-
mittee headed by Senator McClellan of Ar-
kansas to follow a like procedure, That Com-
mittee can shut off funds and we can then
concur in conference. I think we can be
successful in this. T think, Mr. Chairman, it
is in order to let it be known today that we
intend to do that.

Mr,

. What is wrong with us be-
ing delinquent lml:e‘.r

Mr, Srxes. It produces results.

Mr. Croereerc, We look in this subcom-
mittee at all the delinquencles of all the
countries, including the Soviet Union, to the
TU.N. and all the agencies. We are never
delinquent. We reach the point when they
are so delingquent that we raise the money
by selling bonds to ball them out. Now a little
delingquency would not hurt. So, if we are de-
linquent, if they want to get well, we will
pay our bill.

Mr. Meaxy. You see, the United Nations
development program got from us last year
$86 million. This is what we pledged, The ILO
shares in this, they share in this appropria-
tion, along with the World Health Organi-

Thank you very much, Mr. Neilan, for a
very interesting and informative statement.

STATEMENT OF DEFUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF
LABOR FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

We also have with us the Deputy Under
SBecretary of Labor for International Affairs,
Mr. George H. Hildebrand, who is quite inti-
mate with details we have been dlscussing
this morning. We should llke to hear from
you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Hrogsrano, Thank you, Mr. Chalrman,

Deterioration of the ILO

I will try to be very brief, but maybe I
can answer some questions. Let me begin by
saying that I concur in the judgments that
Mr. Meany and Mr. Nellan have already mads
about the deterloration of ILO. I think it
covers not only the work of the office, which
faces a real problem with the accesslon of
Mr. Astapenko, but it also involves the work
of the conference and its committees and
the work of the governing body and its com-
mittees.

The problem is basically the determina-
tion of the USS.R. to expand itz influence
by using political p da agalnst us In
every possible direction that it can do so.

Now we have already heard the problem.
I will g0 on to say t.hnwhenur Morse an-

his as DI General
in February of this year, on short notice, to
take effect on May 31 of the same year, we
had very little time to prepare any way to
obtain candidates acceptable to us for this
post, We jointly declded within the govern-
ment group that the best solution at this
time was to support Mr. Jenks, who is a long-
time member of the ILO staff and was the
second man.

As part of that, I was instructed to see
Mr, Jenks in Caracas at an ITLO reglonal
meeting in April to tell him our views about
the next Director General.

Among the points that I made, one had to
do with our opposition as a government and
the opposition of our worker and employer
delegatlons to the appointment of a Rus-
slan to the top directorate of ILO.

I pointed this out very clearly to Mr. Jenks
and I urged to him that we were not con-
cerned simply with any one state that is a
large contributor having representation in
the directorate. That was not our problem.
Our problem was that the USS.R. is not like
other states. It has a particular kind of so-
ciety which does not share In the tripartite
character that we have in the United States,
or that ILO's constitution is based upon.

I told him it was that concern that was
our real reason for opposing this appoint-
ment, that it would contribute to the very
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deterioration of the office work that Mr.
Meany referred to in his own statement. I
also told him it would cause great difficulties
for the U.8. if this app

were made, precisely because our employer
and worker groups in this country were sen-
sitive on this point and rightfully so.

Mr. Jenks made no commitment to any-
thing I had to say because he took the guite
proper position that as an international civil
servant he could not do so and he was mak-
ing no commitments to anyone as a candi-
date for Director General. But he was
thoroughly aware of our position.

In the ensuing period, he was elected In
May to the Director General's post, and I saw
him on three different occasions in that time
until the end of the conference on June 26
of this year. On two of those occasions Mr.
Jenks talked at length about the desire to
have an American on the top directorate and
I, of course, shared this Interest. He men-
tioned possibilities of types of jobs that could
be occupled by this candidate and at no time
did he discuss in the first two of these con-
versations his ldea of appointing a Russian,

In my third conversation he again dis-
cussed the question D'I an American for the
dir he engaged me for a able
period of time in talking about the type of
man and the type of Job, and then suddenly
and quite casually said, “And by the way,
I should tell you that as a result of admini-
strative actions taken before I assumed this
office, I am appointing a Russian to become
Assistant Director-General.”

I ventured again a few points on our side,
‘but the point to be made here, I think, Is that
this was a decision, this was not a con-
sultation. I would say that it is as objec-
tionable that he did not do us the courtesy as
& major country, and the largest contributor,
of consulting with us before making this de-
cision; instead of that, he announced a fait
accompll. This is, I think, as objectionable as
the fact of the appointment, itself,

Indeed, another angle to the affair Is the
speed, the precipitate way which he took this
decision In June and presumably at the very
point of taking office.

If he had no t to the Russi
I do not understand the need for such speed.

So much then for that.

Mr. Jenks was well aware of our position.

After he told us this we, of course, con-
sulted within the government, after my re-
turn to Washington, and we also consulted as
a tripartite group in Mr. Meany's office this
week.

As part of our Government discussion we,
a5 Mr. De Palma has already pointed out,
asked Ambassador Rimestad in Geneva to see
Mr. Jenks and tell him once more our op-
position, in the hopes that perhaps the de-
cision could be withdrawn. This was done.

‘We have all had visitations from various
Jocal representatives of the ILO, and have
conveyed informally to them as strongly as
we could that this is a serious matter and
that it was not merely a question of the ap-
pointment alone, but, as Mr. Meany has put
it, it is the appointment as a last straw in
the whole context of things. We have not
time here, but I have had to sit in that
plenary session, I have had to listen to those
abusive a:peechen without any attempt on the
part of the ik of the fi to
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phere of ILO, turning It away from an im-
portant, indeed even noble work, which is
its constitutional purpose and, msu'am mak-
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precepts and principles of the organization.
Now, what this suggests to me, sir, i3 that
we have to pull up our socks and get

ing it intoa p
one of the major powers, a democrncy. in the
group.

ized to concert with other like-minded
people who participate in this organization in
order to get the support we obviously need

Bo much for that. I think that p
covers the situation as far as I can report.
but I would be glad to answer any questions
that are pertinent to my role as head of the
delegation.

Mr. RooNEY. Have you had any written
communications with Mr. Jenks on this sub-
ject within the past month, say?

Mr. Hm No; no com i
directly with him at all.

Mr. RoonEY. Are there any further ques-
tions, gentlemen?

Mr, Bow. I wonder {f you have heard any-
thing from Ambassador Rimestad?

Mr, HILDEBRAND, Secretary De Palma can
answer that. We have recelved messages.

Mr. Bow. Thank you, that is all.
STATEMENT OF MR, SAMUEL DE PALMA,
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE

Mr., RooNEY. The next witness is the As-
sistant Secretary of State for International
Organlzations, Mr, Samuel De Palma.

Mr. De Palma, you now have the floor.

Mr, D Parma. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman.

Let me say that I welcome this hearing and
I am In substantial agreement with almost
everything I have heard said so far,

Mr. RooxXEY. Why did you not tell us these
things when you were here on your regular
sppropriation which this i has al-

ations

to try to reverse this trend.

It is not something, quite obviocusly—and
experience proves It—that we can do by
ourselves in the State Department.

Now when it comes to that, sir, I think
we might as well be quite frank. We have
been severely handicapped. Mr, Neilan would
probably be surprised to hear me agree with
what he sald on one point, although I do
not know what some of his unspecified alle-
gations might have been. I might not agree
with those. We are handicapped in the gen-
ernl conference. We do not have a strong
enough delegation. We are handicapped in
our day-in, day-out monitoring of this orga-
nization. We do not have enough people.

I have one full-time member In my Bu-
reau who can follow the ILO. I am not sure
about the Labor Department, I think you
must have about two.

Mr. Hupesranp, Two and myself,

Mr. DE PaLma. I say one full time plus
myself. This is what we have to work with.

Mr. Chairman, you know the situation on
conference funds. When we sem.a.de!egatlan
of 28 bers, it was not we t
that 28 was all we needed in the ]10: it
was because that is all the money we had to
go around. It is obviously inadequate. I think
it Is not just a question of money or people,

raady approved? Why, If we knew that this
situation which we have heard described this
morning was existing, we certainly would
never have appropriated 15 cents for Jenks
or 3
U.5. participation in the ILO
Mr. DE Parma. Mr. Chalrman, this is a situ-
ation which has been developing in the ILO
for some years now, as the discussion has
made clear. This appointment is sort of a
culmination of something that has been
going on ever since the Soviet Union
rejoined.

‘We have, I think, got to look at the situ-
ation in terms of the politics of an interna-
tional organization. What I find particularly
disturbing in this situation s that the mem-
bership of the the tripartite
membership, and again, Mr. Neilan, I will
make an D for the pl 8" groups,
I accept your statement on that, but the
membership has, by and large, acquiesced
in this trend of events. It has not done s0
with our approval. We have, I think, consist-
ently opposed these trends; certainly from
the government's side I am aware that we
have.

The problem i{s that many governments
and many—and Mr. Meany is the expert here
on the international labor movement and 1
would defer to hi but man
and many of the labor orgnnu.nuans find
themselves in a mood of seeking detente ar
rapprochement with the Soviet Union. They
are most reluctant obviously, and this is
what you find in the ILO, to press these
matters in that body. So that the Soviet
Union has been able to do there what in fact
they do in every U.N. organization, but it is

keep the subject within the framework of
the subject.

There are no rules of order that I can de-
tect In the meeting. Not only was the United
States repeatedly abused, called an imperial-
ist, & colonial power, also a warmaking pow-
er, but in addition Israel was also given a
very difficult time in that session.

None of our colleague countries in the
Western World spoke up for us at all.

more here their ac-
tions, their behavior, their very presence is
really In contradiction of the basic prin-

ciples of the organization.
B0 that one has to take Into account the
general politics of the ILO and, from the
dpoint of its b whether it Is de-
al.rl‘nlu or not at a particular moment in his-
to tangle with the Soviet Union on

these matters.

Here you have a situation where there is a

Now, again I say this is an of the
kind of thing that is polsoning the atmos-

B par in an
while it is obviously not living up to the

h . let me hastily add. I think we have
to concert, to work on a tripartite basis, to
tackle this problem at its roots. We have to
turn around the membership in this organi-
zation.

I am quite willing to focus on the Office
of the ILO and the people who direct the
organization but they, in a sense, are also
in the hands of the membership. There is
where the work has to be done. I think from
now on we had better look at this organi-
zation as an arena for polliics.

The Soviets are making it such. It is not
our intention; we have tried very hard to
keep it focused on its real work. But If they
intend to use it as a propaganda organiza-
tion, we have to look to ourselves. We can
only do it by working with other govern-
ments, other labor and employer groups,
There 15 no other way to do this.

Cutting off of U.S. funds to ILO

Now, as for the contribution, sir, this is
an old story. We continuously face the prob-
lem that some may desire to punish these
organizations if things are not golng well by
withholding a contribution. I think we ought
to consider this carefully.

Mr. RooNEY. We have never done so in the
history of the United States of America, have
we?

Mr. DE PaLma. Not that I am aware.

Mr. RoonEY. This would be the first time,
would it not?

Mr. DE PaLMa, It would be.

Mr. Rooney. To now do so might cause a
salutary effect on everybody, Including the
U.N.

Mr. De Parua. It might.

Mr. RoonEy. Which also is costing us en-
tirely too much money.

Mr. D Parma. It might also serve to wreck
the organization. I am asking whether we
would do that lightly. I think we want to
think very carefully about it.

Mr. RooxEY. I say this to you, I do not see
it would cause much harm if this organiza-
tlon were put out of business or wrecked
after that we heard here this morning.

Opposition to present trend in the ILO

Mr. De Pacma. Mr. Chairman, all I am
saying is that I would like to see us make an
attempt to reverse this trend before we
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abandon the field to these people. I think
it would be a mistake to admit that they
have, with a very minority representation—

Mr. RooxeY, What would you do, just sit by
and let this Communist get this important
ob?

- Mr, De PaLma. No, sir; but I do not know
what we can do about this Russian now.

Mr. Meany. There iz one flagrant flaw In
your whole approach, Mr. De Palma. You
say we should go In and do battle. With a
neutral office, yes, but do battle with the
chairman having the gavel and all the rights,
with Mr, Jenks playing on the other side?

Mr. D Parama, Mr. Meany, I am not as ex-
pert in parliamentary politics as you are.

Mr. Meany. It 15 quite obvious that the of-
fice in Geneva is, and has been for some time,
in the Russlans' corner.

Mr. D PaLma. All I am saying Is, it is not
possible for an office to behave that way with-
out the acqulescence of the membership.
What I am saying Is, we have to work with
other participants to see to It that this is
stopped.

Mr, NemLan. What other participants?

Mr. Meany. Yes, France?

Mr. Nereaw, Great Britain, Japan?

Mr. DE Patma, We have to work with all of
them, wherever we can find some support,

Mr. NerLan. You will not find it there.

Mr. Meany. You will not find any suppaort.

Mr. DE Parma. Then you are describing s
much Iarger problem. I wonder if you are
focusing on the right target.

Mr. Nemax. I think our focus, with all due
regard to you, is the only thing any organi-
#ation understands is that It must have
funds to continue. The only Way you ever
focus attention on the way they are handling
themselves is at least temporarily to deny
them the funds.

Mr. Dz Parsa, Let me make it very clear
that I am quite prepared, and I am sure—
I am not going to speak for Mr. Hildebrand—
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I am really shocked when you tell me that
Jenks 1s golng to go right ahead, desplite
our feeling, despite the unanimous feeling
of employer, worker, and Government people
concerned with this, that he is going to go
right ahead. If he does, we are going to be
pretty well handicapped In trying to operate
within this organization. After all, the dele-
gations that come from the smaller countries
of the world recognize the importance of the
office.

The offce is the one that can help them,
that can dole out money to them in this
thing here, where you have the Unilted Na-
tions Development Frogram, where wa find
that on the contributions side, in 1968, we are
committed to about $70 million. The Rus-
sinns are committed to $3 miliion. But the
bloe countries, Russia, Bulgaria, and them,
get 28 million in benefits. So this Is not an
equality of approach as far as our Govern-
ment Is concerned.

Frankly, just as an American, entirely
apart from the trade union end of it, this
to me is an insult that we should be treated
in this cavaller fashlon by these Internation-
al civil servants—and this includes our friend
in New York—who base their whole plans
on the idea, “Well, the Americans will never
act, they will never withdraw, they will never
get out of the organization.”

Now, somebody says, do we want to de-
stroy this organization? No, I do not want .o
destroy the ILO. But if ILO is going the way
I see it going, and it continues to go there,
then I have no further interest in the ILO
and I do not think our Government should
have any further interest, because we have
& political organization in New York, where
we can meet the Soviets on the political
front, Why should we have an org
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mallow attitude of the State Department has
concerned this committee for some time.

Mr. Meawy. Irrespective of the State De-
partment or any other department, this Con-
gress has the declslon In its lap.

Mr. CepErbrc. I am willing to recognize
the State Department has many complex
problems that cross all kinds of lines and
that is why you eannot——

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Cepersesc. The place to do It is right
here.

Mr. HiLoespann, Just one point, Mr. Chair-
man, of fact,

Mr. Jenks told me when I first broached
this, which was on the 25th of June, that
he had already made the decislon, the only
thing that was being delayed was the an-
nouncement. If that Is correct, then he iz
already committed. We can do mnothing
there.

Mr. Srxes, We can do something here and
we should.

Mr. Axorews. He might change his mind
before he makes the announcement,

Mr. RoonEY. He might change his mind.
I will lay odds that he eventually will.

Mr., Meany. When he says the declslon
was made, who was it made by? It was not
made by the governing body? It must mean
it was made by him. It could not have been
made b Dave Morse because he would not
have gone out of his office without announe-
ing a decision he had made. It had to be made
by Mr. Jenks,

Mr, HiroEeranD. I agree.

Mr. Meany. If Mr. Jenks made it, Mr. Jenks
can change it.

Mr. D Parama. We will put In the telephone
call.

that on the face of it Is to build-

Mr. R . Have there been any written

ing standards for workers all over the world,
an economic and social organization, why
should we have that converted into another

I am prepared to sit down with you gentl
men and consider just that.

I am only raising the point that perhaps
we ought to think of the other things we
should be doing. I cannot belleve that we
would simply admit defeat and say that we
cannot turn this organization around, that
the only thing we can do is to withhold our
funds. It may be that that is what we will
have to do.

Mr. Nemwawn, That is the initial step.

Mr, De PaLma. But we ought to consider
the other things we have to do in order to
get support to change the situation.

Mr, CepesBrnc. Are we not at this point?
We all recognize the importance of the ILO,
no one wants to destroy the ILO, but we find
out now that the ILO is no longer, under the
kind of leadership existing there, able to ac-
complish the objectives that we want for 1t
and that were originally intended.

Cutting off funds to the ILO

Now if you cannot do that, if we deny the
funds and it destroys the ILO, what have
you lost?

Mr. H Cor I would
have to agree with Secmury De Palma to
this extent: That we have not really tried
for many years, because this situation has
been slow in crystalizing and we have, In ef-
fect, been taken for granted.

I think without denying the organization
funds, but merely having a provision that
we may withhold the funds if the Depart-
ment of State, In its judgment, thinks this
is a desirable step, that you would have a
total turn around in that office mentality
over there, that we would have some bargain-
ing power which we have not had.

tl and we pay the price
for 1t?

No, I cannot see that at all.

Mr., Rooxey. I feel I can confidently say
that you are expressing the thoughts of
every ber of this and I
am going to take the liberty, feeling that
way, to ask Mr. De Palma to telephone to
Ambassador Rimestad and tell him to hot-
foot it over to Mr, Jenks and tell him before
nightfall that there will be no money for
ILO as far as this subcommittee is con-
cerned, and I think we can do it.

Do you doubt that we can do this?

Mr. DE Patua. I have no doubt, Mr, Chalr-
man. I would be very glad to put in the
telephone call.

Mr. Cenerserc. I think the actlon is going
to have to be a gT 1 action,
you in your shop over there have to get in-
volved with other international political de-
velopments that the State Department gets
involved in. So if we are going to wait for a
decision from the State Department that you
are going to cut off the funds, it will never
happen, because, as l: say, there are other

lons that
gol; involved. The p:l.ace to do It is right here,

Mr, Mzaxy. I have been around here a
long time and I do not want to criticize the
State Dep: but my has
been that every place I go in :he Btate De-
partment whether it 1s the Far East desk or
this country desk or that country desk, the
attitude of the professional bureaucrat
there is that particular country 1= his
client, that I am not his client, I am an
American, I am out, but this other guy is
his client. And you will never get the State
Department desk peocple to agree to break
relations with any of their clients, no mat-
ter how much their clients abuse this coun-
+

rym AwxprEws. You put your finger on It
Mr. Meany. The big thing is that the marsh-

on this subj within the

past month?

Mr. D PALMa. Yes, sir; I have a cable that
came in the other day.

Mr, RoowEr. May we look at 1t?

Mr, DE Parma. It is a confidential cable, I
would be glad to show it to you.

Mr. . It is not

, from us,
¢h what?

Mr. DE Parma. You know, just keep it——

Mr. RooNEY. Suppose you read this in lan-
guage which will not disclose what we
shouldn't. That is a very Interesting -
graph, that first one. Why, this is all fait
scecompll.

Mr. De Parma, In essence, Mr. Jenks re-
peated what he said earlier to Mr. Hilde-
brand.

Mr. RooNEY. But It Is so much more force-
ful when it is written out.

Mr. Meaxy. If this is the way he treats
his npumber one afliate let's say, then I do
not see any hope for your plan of doing any-
thing in the ‘uture, because you have the
umplre on the other slde.

It is based on the idea that when the
Russians say they will cut thelr contribu-
tion, he belleves them. If we say we are think-
ing about it, he does not belleve us.

Mr. D Pausma. Mr. Chairman, may I jusk
add a point?

Opposition to present trend in the ILO

I think the record will show, sir, that in
the last few years the government, the
State Department working In close consul-
tation with the Labor Department, has taken
positions in opposition to this trend. We
have found ourselves, however, at the con-
ference confronted with decisions of the
membership, including, as Mr. Meany knows,
the worker groups, acquiescing in these de-
cisions,

Mr. RooNeEY, Mr. De Palma, if you had only
given us even the slightest intimation of
what was going on, you could have blamed
us. We would gladly have handled it for you.
Then we would be the scapegoats, If any.

Mr. Dz Pauma. Mr. Chalrman, I still feel
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that the thing to do is to stay with these
things and work on these problems, I do
not think the answer is just to run away.
The time may come, Mr. Meany, and you are
abgolutely right, If it cannot be done through
the regular procedures, then we have to con-
sider whether our participation Is worth Iit.

Mr, MEany. Well, if the appropriation was
held up while you were working on it, that
would not cramp your style, would it?

Mr., De Paima. I would have to defer to
the Congress on that.

Mr. BixEs. We do not seem to be getting
anywhere without cutting off the appropria-
tion. We had better cut it off and see if that
produces results. I think it will.

Soviet representative in key position

Mr. RooNEY. Sure, because when Ambas-
sador Rimestad informed Mr. Jenks of this
hearing hers today, Mr. Jenks advised him
that the appointment of the Russian was
already made on June 23, and that the in-

gover s were notified on June
24, Now why did you not notify us back
on June 247

Mr. Meany. Was there a meeting of the
George?

Mr. HiLpesRAND, Yes, there was.

Mr, Meany. Did Jenks announce this to
the governing body?

. Hizpesranp, To my knowledge, no. No,
he did not.

Mr. MEANY. So there was a meeting of the
government body. If the decision was made
on June 23, why would he not announce it?
1 cannot understand that.

Mr. HiLpEsrawD. Good question.

Mr, . Well, this sure gives
an insight mt.c the mentality of Mr. Jenks.
He wants to know whether we recognize the
fact that the Soviet Union is the second larg-
est Industrial power in the world?

Mr. Meawy. So what?

Mr. RoonNEY. And if we admit that that is
80, then we would be In the same position to
be asked to accept the humilitation of not
having a national appointed to a senior ILO
position, isn't that terrible?

Mr. MEanY. So he is
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It would seem to me if the Soviet Union
can run this organization paying 10 or
12 percent of the cost of it, that the
United States, paying 25 percent, should
have at least something to say. And that
is not presently being followed by Mr.
Jenks, This is the testimony, not only of
Mr. George Meany, the president of the
AFL-CIO, but also of Mr, Ed Neilan,
employer delegate to the ILO, a former
president of the US. Chamber of Com-
merce, of Hon. George H. Hildebrand,
Deputy Secretary of Labor, and others
who attended the hearing.

‘The situation is outrageous, I must say.
I have been asked why my committee did
not learn of this situation before now. I
take it that we should know everything
that is going on, but the State Depart-
ment has never told us of the deplorable
situation; and I do not believe the State
Department has informed the gentle-
man's committee of this deplorable
situation.

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

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I yield
further,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I should like
to say that the Committee on Foreign
Affairs as long ago as 1963 did have hear-
ings with respect to the ILO. If a con-
scious decision is made that the United
States should withdraw from the ILO, I
should think it would be done in an ap-
propriate manner. It does not seem to
me we should default on an international
obligation.

Mr. ROONEY of New York, If the gen-
tleman would read the testimony of dis-
tinguished citizens like Mr. George
Meany and the others whose names I
have mentioned, contained in this little

the Soviet Unlon. Is that not nice?

I have been humilitated over there for
quite a few years now as an American.

Mr. ND. So have L

Mr. RooneY. I gather that If this becomes
& public issue, Mr. Meany, and he (Mr. Jenks)
is called upon for a statement, he intends to
reserve any comment he has to make for the
governing body of ILO. Now isn't that some-
thing?

Mr, MeanyY. He did not announce this to
the governing body, this appointment?

Mr. RooNEY, As I sald previously this bird
Jenks thinks he has inherited the ILO, lock,
stock, and barrel. There is about as much
democracy under him in JLO as there is In
the Soviet Union.

In conclusion, we thank you, Mr, Meany
and Mr, Nellan, Under Secretary Hildebrand
and Assistant Secretary of State De Palma,
for your testimony here today. This was a
very Interesting and highly informative ses-
slon and one which requires prompt action
on the part of the Congress.

Mr. MeaNy. Thank you, Mr., Chairman,

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

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I am
pIeased to yield further.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The fact that
the appropriations are being reduced
will mean that there will be a default on
the part of the United States to an
assessment which already has been levied
against it.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. There is
not any question about that. That is
exactly what we want to do, Is it not?

vol , he would feel as convinced as
was the other body, when it voted 48 to
22, more than two to one, to deny them
any further funds at all in this year. I
regret that the ILA was able to get half
the money through the continuing reso-
lution, I assure the gentleman, if I had
anything to do about it, just being one
Member of the House, I would not have
given them a quarter.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield further—and I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I yleld fur-
ther, but there is going to have to be a
shutoff soon.

Mr., FRELINGHUYSEN. It does seem
to me if there is hostility to an interna-
tional organization it should take an ap-
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that the House-Senate conference com-
mittee has resolved the differences in
H.R. 17575.

Among other things, this bill contains
the appropriation for the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, the
Federal Government's major effort in the
fight against crime. Congress has wisely
seen fit to appropriate the full $480 mil-
lion requested by President Nixon for this
promising program. In initially making
his request, the President noted that
crime control was the one area of the
budget where he had ordered an increase
rather than a decrease. The President's
action clearly demonstrated this admin-
istration’s firm commitment to act force-
fully against crime, to make the “war on
crime” not just a slogan but a reality.

The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration is now slightly more than
2 years old. It is designed to help States,
counties, and cities with what is essen-
tially a local problem: crime control.
LEAA can point to a number of accom-
plishments in its short period of exist-
ence. But perhaps the most important is
the creation of a coordinated, cooperative
approach to the problems of crime and
criminal justice on a nationwide scale.
For the first time in our history, all levels
of Government and all parts of the erimi-
nal justice system—police, courts, and
corrections—are working together.

‘The $480 million appropriated for
LEAA in the current fiscal year repre-
sents a major step forward for the
agency. LEAA began in fiscal 1969 with a
budget of only $60 million—not a great
deal of money when the objective is over-
hauling a system of justice neglected for
decades. Those funds went far, however,
thanks to hard work and careful plan-
ning by LEAA and the States, The States
created law enforcement planning agen-
cies and drew up detailed plans for a
comprehensive statewide—and nation-
wide—attack on crime.

In fiscal 1970, LEAA's budget grew to
$268 million, permitting a much broader
range of improvement programs and a
more equitable allocation of funds among
the various components of the system.
The share for corrections in fiscal 1970,
for example, rose to more than $68 mil-
lion, almost 20 times the $3.6 million pro-
gramed for corrections in fiscal 1969.

The House has authorized an even
larger budget for LEAA in the current
fiscal year, $650 million. If the authoriza-
tion bill is passed by the other body, I am
confident that the Attorney General will

propriate form and that we should not be
putt.ins this country in derault on an ob-

tion of an 1t already levied
agntnst it. This seems to me a very un-
desirable and unwise precedent being es-
tablished here.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. If I can-
not convince the gentleman with what I
have said, I must accept defeat in my
sincere attempts to convince him that we
cannot permit an outrage such as I have
described to continue. I do not believe 10
American taxpayers would stand for it.
The action proposed in this conference
report is merely the acceptance of the
action taken by the Senate.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased

a suj tal appropriation if
he feels the money can be wisely spent.
This administration is committed to a
sound fiscal policy, to extracting maxi-
mum value out of every dollar in the Fed-
eral budget. Nowhere is this more true
than in the LEAA program. As Attorney
General Mitchell has sensibly stated:
It's important not to overfund this agency
in its inf: . That has hap to other
federal programs In the past. Overfunding
would cause waste and make it more dificult
to get money from the Congress later, when
it could be effectively put to work,

Supplemental funding for the LEAA

program is, and should be, directly re-
lated to the States’ ability to utilize the
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extra money wisely and in a manner that
would have an impact on the Nation's
crime problem. If the States, through
sound planning and careful spending,
demonstrate this capability, then I feel
sure that LEAA officials and the Aitorney
General will request a supplemental ap-
propriation.

With the substantial increase in LEAA
appropriations for fiscal 1971, and the
possibility of extra funds, I think we can
realistically expect even greater success
for our national crime control effort.
LEAA funds will continue to help local
law enforcement agencies to improve
their crime-fighting techniques and
equipment. Our overworked, under-
staffed, and underfunded corrections
system will get the assistance it needs so
desperately. The courts will, I hope, re-
ceive a much greater share of LEAA
funds in the current year. As Chief Jus-
tice Burger has said, the needs of the
courts are great and until we begin to
meet them—to help them provide swift
and fair justice—we will never really
control crime,

The one area of the LEAA budget that
is something of a disappointment is re-
search. Congress established as part of
LEAA, the National Institute of Law En-
forcement and Criminal Justice to en-
courage research and development into
new methods for the prevention and re-
duction of crime. The Institute is sup-
porting many programs that are provid-
ing fresh insights to help us deal with
the crime problem, and is developing
needed equipment and techniques, Ad-
ditional funds could enable the Institute
to carry out its mandate more effectively.

The House and Senate Appropriations
Committees did not approve the $11.5
million increase r i by the admi
istration for the National Institute, but
instead left the funding level at the cur-
rent level of $7.5 million. However, the
$11.5 million increase was not cut from
the amounts available to LEAA but were
transferred to an action grant account.
Ii, during the course of the fiscal year, it
becomes apparent that all or a portion of
the increase can be effectively utilized for
Institute programs, a simple procedure is
available, whereby a letter can be sent to
the Appropriations Committees request-
ing permission to reprogram the funds
over to Institute use. Both House and
Senate committees felt that the Insti-
tute should devote primary emphasis to
the development of practical hardware
for use by operational law enforcement
personnel to combat crime I am con-
fident that the administration will re-
spond meaningfully to this charge and
insure that the Institute's research pro-
grams will be directly attuned to meet
real law enforcement needs.

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Speaker, I should
like to make a brief comment on the con-
ference report on the appropriations for
State, Justice, and independent agen-
cies.

This appropriation bill contains funds
for the U.8. contribution to the Interna-
tional Labor Organization. The funds be-
ing appropriated, however, are only suffi-
cient to cover one-half of our assessed
dues to that organization.
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I can eert&lnl! snpreclate the feeli
of those of the A iations

ships. These ships must

older,
be laced with the most modern and

Committee who are disturbed and con-
cerned by the appointment of a Soviet
citizen as one of the assistant directors
of the ILO.

Seven years ago, in a study

efficient vessels in the world.
Mr. SLACE. Mr. Speaker, the firm
action of the House in adopting the con-
rerenoe report on the State-Justice-
iation bill will deny

by a subcommittee which I then headed,
the Subcommittee on International Or-
ganizations and Movements of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, we addressed
ourselves to this issue.

In a report which we submitted to the
House of Representatives at the conclu-
sion of our study in 1963, we warned that
some Communist countries, which do not
have anything even approaching a free
labor movement, were trying to use the
ILO for their own purposes. And we
urged that direct action be taken to cope
with that problem.

I still believe that that is the proper
way to approach this matter—not by re-
negging on the payment of our dues,
which constitute a legal treaty obligation
freely accepted by the United States, but
by direct action within the organization.

I do not think that we are doing our-
selves, or the peaceful international com-
munity which the United States is try-
ing to build, any service by using a back-
hand approach to a problem which has
:fmbe faced squarely at some point in

e.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the con-
ference report on H.R. 17575.

Mr. Speaker, I support this measure
which appropriates $187.5 million for
ship construction in fiscal year 1971, This
is an important and necessary step in the
right direction.

Last year we authorized $145 million
for this program; yet, we actually spent
only $15 million, This was hardly enough
to sustain, much less upgrade, our sag-
ging merchant marine.

Congress must insure that the United
States regains its position of maritime
preeminence. There can be no doubt that
this position has declined. Our merchant
fleet has deteriorated to a degree shock-
ing for a nation so dependent on the seas
as we are for national security and eco-
nomic prosperity. Two-thirds of our fleet
is over 20 years old. The average age of
the entire U.S, fleet—including Govern-
ment-owned ships in the reserve fleet—is
22 years.

With this bill, we are slxnaling a move-
ment toward revil our

rund.s during the remainder of this fiscal
year for contribution to the Interna-
tional Labor Organization is indeed
an action very much in keeping with
the sentiments of the American people
today.

Those of us who know the history of
ILO are saddened by the thought that
it has fallen on evil days. It was founded,
largely through the efforts of Samuel
Gompers, president of the American
Federation of Labor, as a means of
gathering together men from organized
labor and business management to work
toward goals which would upgrade the
quality of life for working people in all
countries,

Of course, free citizens who belong to
labor unions and businessmen who rep-
resent enterprise management can only
exist in free societies. The ILO was an
international sounding board for inde-
pendent thinking from both labor and
management. This was the reason for its
tripartite representation system.

We note the record since 1953 with
regret. With the admission of the Soviet
Union and its satellites, we have seen the
gradual change in the character of the
ILO to the point where its meetings
serve chiefly as platforms for abuse of
the United States and the prineiples on
which Western governments have been
built.

‘We have reached a stage at which the
world’s largest employer of industrial
labor domlnatea the internaﬁmml head-
lines with al
an ILO meeting assembles. There are no
labor unions in the Soviet Union. Their
“unions” are Kremlin-dominated struc-
tures to control the lives and living con-
ditions of workingmen. There is no busi-
ness community in the Soviet Union.
Their industry is a byproduct of their
one-party political patronage system, and
their pr ivity and effici y rate re-
flects that fact.

We cannot control Soviet propaganda
efforts, but we are certainly not required
to contribute the American taxpayers'
money to foster such efforts. Americans
were foremost in the founding of ILO.
It was i i to represent the inde-

ing industry. Nineteen new ships will be
constructed in U.S, yards. The effects on
the U.8. economy when ships are con-
structed abroad is well illustrated by a
report published by the American Coun-
¢il of Shipbuilders. This report shows
what happens every time a $20 million
ship is built abroad, instead of in an
American shipyard. According to the
council, American industry loses at least
$60 million worth of business; 14.4 mil-
lion tax dollars are lost; American work-
ers lost $9.7 million in wages.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased with this
bill; however, I regret that the House-
passed amount of $199.5 million was not
retained. In the next few years, we will
witness the deactivation of many of our

pendent thinking of free men. If it is to
bu the international spokesman for slave
labor, then our participation should be
minimal.

I beli our people will our
refusal to permlt use of American funds
to finance ILO activities this year. Fur-
ther, I believe it is highly proper to note
the distinct public service rendered by
Mr. George Meany, president of the AFL—
CI0, and Mr. Ed Neilan, former president
of the U.8. Chamber of Commerce, whose
forceful testimony before the Appropri-
ations Subcommittee brought this situ-
ation to the forefront of attention.

will be
turn to its original standards of oper-
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ation so that American participation can
again be full, free, and confident.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous guestion
on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
conference report just agreed to.

BPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Hourmern). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

‘There was no objection.

N T

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the first amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 2: Page 3, line 15,
after "vehicles" insert “: Provided further,
That in addition, this appropriation shall be
available for the purchase (not to exceed
thirty-three) and modification of passenger
motor vehicles for protective purposes with-
out regard to any maximum price limita-
tions otherwise established by law.”

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, RooNeEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its to the
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amendment of the Senate
concur

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 23: Page 31, line
21, strike out all after “which" over to and
including “further.” in line 1 on page 22 and
insert *'$1,700,000 shall be for the initial
phase of layup of the N.8. Savannah: Pro-
vided,”.

MOTION OFFERED HY 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 fits disagreement to the

17 and

dents of 1
sistance shall be made available under this
clause unless the Secretary determines that
joint participation funds will be available
from State or other non-Federal sources, and
in no event shall the amount of any grant
under this clause for any project exceed T5
per centum of the cost of such project;

“*(6) may enter into contracts with pri-
vate profit- or non-profit-making indivi-
duals, businesses, and organizations for proj-
ects designed to carry out the purposes of
this Act whenever he determines that such
projects cannot be accomplished under the
authority of clause (5) of this subsection;
and

“*(7) may make awards of merchandise
manufactured and purchased in the United
States to travel agents and tour operators in
forelgn countrles as an lncentlve for thelr
Pmmot!nn of travel to the United States by
of forelgn countries'

amendment of the Senate d 23 and
concur therein with amendments, as follows:
Omit the matter stricken by the Senate
amendment, omlt the matter Inserted by the
Senate amendment, and on page 31, line 21,
of the House engrossed bill, strike out”, of
which” and insert ": Provided,”.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk
will report the next amendment in
disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 35: Page 52, line
18, after “States” insert “and for payments
in Ceylonese rupees™.

MOTION OFFERED BY MRE. ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.

amendment of the Senate numbered 2 and
concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 3: Page 4, line 132,
after “States” lmert ‘and for payments in
Ceylonese rupees”.

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. Roower of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagresment to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 3 and
concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment In dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Benate amendment No. 17: Page 26, after
line 19, insert:

“NatioNaL InpusTRIAL PoLiuTtion CONTROL
CoUNCIL
"“BALARIES AND EXPENSES

“For necessary expenses to carry out the

provisions of Executive Order 11523 of April

9, 1970, establishing the National !‘ndunmnl
Pollution Control Council, K

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, ROONEY OF
NEW YORK
Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Ar. RooweY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the

, 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 35 and
concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

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

AMENDING INTERNATIONAL
TRAVEL ACT OF 1961

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to take from the Speaker's desk the bill
(H.R. 14685) to amend the International
‘Travel Act of 1961, as amended, in order
to improve the balance of payments by
further promoting travel to the United
States, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto and concur
therein with an amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment
as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

*“That sectlon 3(a) of the International
Travel Act of 1961 (75 Stat. 129; 22 US.C.
2123(a) ) is amended—

“(1) by striking out the period at the end
of clause (4) and inserting in lieu th f

“Spc. 2. (a) Sectlon 4 of such Act (22
U.SC 2124) Is amended to read as follows:

* ‘Sxc. 4. There Is established In the Depart-
ment of Commerce a United States Travel
Service which shall be headed by an Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce for Tourlsm who
shall be inted by the Presid by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
and who shall report directly to the Secre-
tary. All the duties and responsibilities of
the Secretary under this Act shall be ex-
ercised directly by the Secretary or by the
Secretary through the Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for Tourism, In addition, the Sec-
retary shall designate at least one Individual
to serve as Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for Tourism who shall be under
the supervislon of the Assistant Secretary
of Commerce for Tourism."

“(b) Clause (12) of section 5315 of title 5,
United States Code (relating to level IV of
the Executive Schedule), is amended by
striking out °(5)" and inserting In lieu
thereof *(8)".

“Bec. 3. Buch Act is amended—

“{1) by striking out 'Sc. 7" and inserting
in leun therof ‘Szc. 9°; and

“(2) by striking out section € and insert-
ing ln lieu therecf the following new sec-

tlons

“+Sec, 6. (a) There is established a Na-
tional Tourlsm Resources Review Commis-
sion (hereinafter referred to in this section

sons in private life who are informed about
and d with, the pr . de=

and aof United States
tourism resources and opportunities or who
are otherwise experienced In tourism re-
search, promotion, or planning. The Presi-
den: shall nppulm, one of the members as
Ch shall meet at
the call of t.he Cnn.lrmm

“'{b) The Commission shall make a full
and study and

“(1) to determine the domestic travel
needs of the people of the United States and
of visltors from other lands through 1980;

“*(2) to determine the travel resources
of the United States avallable to satisfy such
needs through 1980;

*'(3) to determine policies and programs
which will insure that the domestic travel
needs of the present and the future are ade-
and efficiently met;

a semicolon; and

*(2) by inserting at the end thereof the
following:

*“*(5) upon the applicatlon of any State or
political subdivision or combination thereof,

**{4) to determine a proposed program of
Federal assistance to the States in pro-
moting domestic travel; and

*'(5) to recommend an existing depart-

may make grants for proj desi, d to
Mywtthapurpmﬂfmhact!fmﬁnds
that such projects will facilitate and en-
courage travel to any State or political sub-

ment. agency, or 1nstru.nwnm1ty w1u:|tn the
to uu!

Wu.rl.sm
ment activities pmr.ty uﬂmﬁ by dif-
ferent existing agencies of the Government.
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“*{g) The Commission shall report the re-
sults of such investigation and study to the
President not later than two years after the
first of the C The Presi-
dent shall submit such report, together with
his recommendations, to the Congress. The
Commission shall cease to exist thirty days
after it has submitted its report to the
President.

“*(d) In order to carry out the provisions
of this section, the Commission is author-

**{1) to make, promulgate, Issue, rescind,
and amend rules and regulations governing
<he manner of the operations of the Com-
mission;

“*(2) to appoint and fix the compensation
of such officers and employees as are neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act
and to prescribe their authority and duties;
and

“(3) to obtain the services of experts and
consultants in accordance with section 3108
of title 5, United States Code.

In nddition, the Secretary shall make avail-
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that matching funds will be avallable from
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bered ‘Sec. 8.° and a new section 7 s Inserted
to read as follows:

“'Sgc. 7. As used in this Act, the term
“United States” and the term "State” are de-
fined to include the District of Columbia, the

centum of the cost of such proj The
Becretary is authorized to establish such
policies, standards, criteria, and procedures
and to prescribe such rules and regulations
as he may deem necessary or appropriate for
the administration of this clause:

“*{8) may enter into contracts with private

G wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin

Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the

Trust Territory of the Paclific Islands.'
“Bec. 6. (a) There is established a com-

mission to be known as the Nutlcmal 'l\:lur-

ism Review Ci L (h

in this section referred to as the “Commis-

profit- or non-profit-making indi 15,
and tlons for proj
designed to carry out the purposes of this
Act whenever he determines that such proj-
ects cannot be accomplished under the au-
thority of clause (5) of this subsection; and
“*{T) may make awards of merchandise
manufactured and purchased in the United
States to travel agents and tour operators in
foreign countries as an incentive for their
promotion of travel to the United States by
residents of forelgn countries. The Secretary
is to such lict
standards, crltem and procedures as he may

able to the C such ial,
clerical, and other assistance and such
pertinent data prepared by the Department
of Cs as the C may require
to carry out its functions,
f s of the Ci issl while
cngngtd in the performance of their duties
of the C: shall recelve
oompenaatluu at a rate to be fixed by the
President, not to exceed $100 each day, in-
cluding traveltime and shall, while s0 serving
away from their homes or regular places of

deem pp! for the ad-
ministration of th!s clause.’

“Sgc. 2. Sectlon 3 of such Act (22 US.C.
2123) is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsectlons:

*“*(¢) Each reclplent of assistance under
clause (5) of subsection (a) of this section
shall keep such records as the Secretary shall
prescribe, including records which fully dis-
close the amount and disposition by such

sion") P of fifteen members as fol-
lows:

“{1) One representative of the Department
of Commerce designated by the Secretary of
Commerce,

“{2) One representative of the Depart-
ment of the Interior designated by the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

“{3) One representative of the Department
of State designated by the Secretary of State.

“{4) One representative of the Department
of Transportation designated by the Secre-
tary of Transportation.

*(5) Eleven Individuals appointed by the
President from private life who are informed
about and concerned with the improvement,

. and p of United States
wunsm rosoureaa aud opportunities or who
are otherwise experienced In tourism re-
search, promotion, or planning. The Presi-
dent shall deslgnate one of the individuals
appointed by him to serve as Chairman of the
Commission.

*{b) The Commission shall make a full and

of the of such
Lhe total cost of the project or undertaking
in with which such assistance is

business, be entitled to travel in-
cluding per diem In lieu of subsistence, as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in the Government
service employed intermittently.

*“‘8ec. 7. (a) For the purposes of carrying
out sections 1 through 5 of this Act, there
are authorized to be appropriated not to
exceed $15,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1871, June 30, 1872, and
June 30, 1873. Funds appropriated under
this section shall be avallable without regard
to section 501 and 3702 of title 44, United
States Code. Punds appropriated under this
section for the printing of travel promotion
materials are available for the fiscal year
for which appropriated and the succeeding
fiscal year.

**{b) For the purposes of carrying out
section 6 of this Act, there Is authorized to
be appropriated not to exceed $2,500,000.

“‘Spc. 8. As used in this Act, the term
‘United States’ and the term ‘State’ are
defined to include the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.'"

The clerk read the motion as follows:
Mr. STtaccERS moves that the House recede
from its to the d of

given or used, and the amount of that por-
tion of the cost of the project or undertak-
ing supplied by other sources, and such other
records as will facilitate an effective audit.

**{d) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States, or any of thelr
duly authorized representatives shall have
access for Lhe purpose of audit and examina-
tion to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the reciplents that are pertinent
to the assistance recelved under clnuse (5)
of (a) of this

“Bec. 3. (a) Section 4 of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2!2() 1s amended to read as follows:

**Sec. 4. There is established in the De-
partment of Commerce a  United States
Travel ser\ries which shall be headed by an
Assist y of l" for Tourism
who shall be app d by the F by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, and who shall report directly to the
SBecretary. All the dutles and responsibilities
of the Secretary under this Act shall be
exercised directly by the Secretary or by the
Becretary through the Assistant Secretary of
G for Tourl In add the Bec»

1 study and investigation for the
pu; of—

*(1) determining the domestic travel needs
of the people of the United States and of
visitors from other countries at the present
time and to the year 1980;

“{2) determining the travel resources of
the United States avallable to satisfy such
need.s now md to the year 1980;

“{3) d I and pr
which will insure that the domestic travel
needs of the present and the future are ade-
quately and emclam.l.y met;

“(4)
of PFederal nsalstnm.‘e to the Siates I.n pro-
moting domestic travel; and

“(5) deter te agen-
cy of the Government ahcu.la. be established,
or whether an existing department, agency,
or Instrumentality within the Government
should be di to and
coordinate h g, and
development activities pmsen:.ly performed
by dur exist of the Gov-
ernment,

‘The C ahall sub a
sive report of its activities and the results
of such study and Investigation, together

retary shall designate at least one
to serve as Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for Tourism who shall be under
the supervision of the Assistant Secretary of

the Senate t,o HR. 14685 and agree to the
same with the following amendment: In lleu
of the matter proposed to be inserted by the
Sente amendment, insert the following:

“That th 3 of the Inter Travel
Act of 1061 (75 Stat. 129; 22 U.5.0. 2121-
2126) is amended by changing the period at
the end of clause 4 of subsection (a) to a
semicolon, and by Inserting after such clause
the following:

. '(5} upon the lppl!.unon of any State or
thereof,
or prlvate or public nonpmm wgnmmtlon
or assoclation, may make granta for projects
designed to carry out the purposes of this
Act if he finds that such projects will facili-
un...e‘and encourage mu: to any Et-ate or
by of No finan-
cial assistance will be made available under

for ’.lhuril:m
“(b) EF (12) of 5315 of
title 5, United smm Code (reluting to leul

with its 1 with respect there-
to, to the President and to the Congress
not later than two years after the first meet-
ing of the Ci The ©

shall cease to exist sixty days after the date
of the submission of its comprehensive re-
port. The comprehensive report of the Com-

IV of the ). is
by n.rl.kmg out *(5)" and inserting in lleu
thereof '(8)".

ission shall such 1 ive enact-
ments and administrative actions as in its
Jjudgment are necessary to carry out its rec-

“8ec. 4. Bection 6 of such Act is ded
to read as follows:

* ‘Sec. 6. For the purpose of carrylng out the
provisions of this Act, there is authorized to
be appropriated not to exceed $15,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1971,
June 30, 1972, and June 30, 1973. Funds ap-

propriated under this section shall be avail-
able without to the p i of sec-

*{c) The Secretary of Commerce shall
make available to the Commission such
secretarial, clerical, and other assistance as
the Commission may require to carry out its
functions under this section. The Commis-
slon is authorized to request from any de-
partment, agency, or independent instru-

tion 501 and 3702 of title 44 of the United
States Code. Funds appropriated under this
section for printing of travel promotion ma-

of the Government any Informa-

tion and it deems v to

carry out its functions under this section;

and each such department, agency and in-
is

terials are auu:oﬂz:eﬁ to be made
for two fiscal years."
“8ec. 5. Section T of such Act is renum-

to cooperate with
tho Commission and, to the extent permitted
by law, to furnish such Information and
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to the &
made by its Chalrman.

*{d) In order to carry out the provisions of
this section, the Commission is authorized—

“{1) to make, pi issue, cind
and amend rules and regulations governing
the manner of the operatlons of the Com-
misslon;

*“(2) to appoint and fix the compensation
of such officers and employees as are Neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tlon and to prescribe thelr muthority and
duties; and

“{3) to obtain the seﬂices of experts and

in ao with section 3109
of title 5, United States Code.

“(e) (1) of the C from
private life, while engaged in the perform-
anoe of thelr duties as members of the Com-
mission, shall receive compensation at a rate
10 be fixed by the President, not to exceed
$100 each day, Including traveltime, and
shall, while so serving away from thelr homes
or regular places of business, be entitled to
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703
of title 5, United States Code, for persons
in the Government service employed inter-
mittently.

“(2) of the C who are
officers or employees of the United States
shall serve without additional compensation,
but shall be entltled to travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lleu of subsistence, as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in the Government
service employed Intermittently.

“(f) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums, not to exceed $750,000, as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this section.”

Mr, STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the motion be
dispensed with and that it be printed in
the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
HovurrieLn) , Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I think before we go

any further we ought to have some ex-
pla.nauon of what is here being pro-
posed.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I shall be very
happy to explain it to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS, Will the gentleman from
West Virginia advise us whether there
was any announcement to the effect that
this bill would be called up?

Mr. STAGGERS. I had an understand-
ing with the minority leader and also
the majority leader.

Mr. GROSS. I am talking about it
being programed for action.

Mr. STAGGERS. No. This is a ques-
tion of concurring in an amendment
which carries with it preferential con-
sideration.

Mr. GROSS. I understand that, but
there was no announcement of any kind
that this would be called up today.

Mr. STAGGERS. No. But I might say
this, that all matters of this kind are
subject to be brought up at any time.

Mr. GROSS. But the gentleman from
West Virginia is well aware that where
the distinguished majority leader has the
opportunity to do so he usually an-
nounces that these matters may or will be
considered. That is not the case with
reference to this matter?

upon request
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Mr. STAGGERS. 1 have no idea.

Mr. GROSS. Wil gentleman,
under my reservation of objection, tell
us what is here proposed and the nature
of the amendment he is prepared to ask
the House to concur in?

Mr. STAGGERS, I certainly will. This
is a matter which was brought before
this House some time ago. It was voted
down because there was an additional
amount of money put in by the other
body above that which had passed the
House. We had passed this bill on a
record vote by a rather substantial
margin.

When it went to the other body, they
added $2!4 million to the bill which we
sent over. The conference dropped $1
million. When it came back, the House
thought this was too much money for
the Commission. Since that time we have
proposed an amendment to drop more,
which makes it $750,000 for the study.

Mr. GROSS. And the vote in the
House on July 16 was against the $1,250,-
000; is that not correct?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is correct. We
have now dropped one-half million
dollars of that to make it $750,000.

Mr. GROSS. The House started out
with only $250,000, is that not correct?

Mr, STAGGERS. That is right.

Mr. GROSS. So,in the conference a
sham battle was waged on this as be-
tween the House and the Senate? In
other words, this has grown from $250,-
000 with the acquiescence of the mana-
gers on the part of the House to $750,-
000, a one-half-million-dollar increase;
is that not correct?

Mr. STAGGERS. This is correct.

Mr. GROSS. And, the purpose is what?

Mr. STAGGERS. To study the whole
problem and to report to the Congress
and to the President of the United States
on the different aspects of tourism, on
the question of bringing people into the
United States, and on consolidating our
programs in any and every way we can.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, it is still
a 10-year study?

Mr. STAGGERS. No; this terminates
at the end of 2 years.

Mr. GROSS. An alleged study of the
domestic travel needs of the citizens of
this country and foreign visitors?

Mr. STAGGERS. No; only to bring
people into this country and to get them
to travel in this country when they are
here.

Mr. GROSS. What we already know
about foreign tcurists is that they do
not have much L.oney to spend. The
question then is, How much will we spend
to bring them to this country. Is not that
about the size of it?

Mr. STAGGERS. No; I would beg to
differ with the gentleman from Iowa be-
cause the people of the world are travel-
ing in other countries, and we want to get
our share of visitors. We want to bring
them here, and I think we should.

Mr. GROSS. What kind of an all-day
sucker are you going to offer them to get
them over here?

Mr. STAGGERS, This is no kind of a
sucker. We have no kind of sucker to
offer them to come to this country. As
one of the gentlemen in your party, Mr.
C. Langhorne Washburn, stated when he
was before our subcommittee, the funds
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spent on these travel programs are in
reality an investment.

He went on to say in the Recorp that
which had come back to us many-
fold. In 1961 when we started on this
program, international tourist arrivals
amounted to about 6.3 million. By 1968
it had jumped 74.6 percent to over 11
million.

Mr. GROSS. If that was successful,
why do you want to spend $750,000 on
another commission to study something?

Mr. STAGGERS. We want to study
the consolidation of all of the different
agencies that are working on this, so
that we can have a concerted effort and
make it stronger, and better.

Mr. GROSS. Is there any other reason
the gentleman has not stated in al-
leged justification for spending another
$750,000?

Mr. STAGGERS. There is no other
reason I know of on earth, because I
think this would be money well spent for
America.

Mr. GROSS. Is any commission study-
ing the plight of the U.S. taxpayers these
days?

Mr. STAGGERS. I think this will aid
the taxpayers, I will say to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I say is there any com-
mission that is now studying the plight
of the American taxpayers trying to
find some way to ease their burdens
rather than spend their money on
phoney business such as determining
how foreigners can be subsidized to come
to this country?

Yes; I wish some day soon someone
would suggest in one of these bills a
commission to study what is happening
to the taxpayers of the United States.

Mr. STAGGERS. The gentleman has
brought up a good point, and if the
gentleman will introduce a resolution to
that effect, I will vote for it.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL, Mr, Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding under his res-
ervation of objection.

On July 16 this question was raised
and, as the Members will recall, it was
voted down on the basis of 207 to 174.
At that time it did not have the objec-
tion of having been “slipped in" on the
program, before the House for action
without prior notice, which the gentle-
man from Iowa points out so well. We
could at least have had the conference
report in our hands, which is not now
available at the various desks, had we
known this was going to be called back
up with a motion to recede and accept a
House amendment in lieu of the original
conference with the other body.

But in addition to that objection,
which is through a well-known parlia-
mentary device, to use the gent.lest word.s
I can, for
legislation through the House; there was
still tha nbjecuon at that time of why
the p jes and the per
allocations had not been explained in
the bill, in the conference report, or justi-
fied in either of the bodies of the confer-
ence.

I would just like the gentleman han-




October 6, 1970

dling the bill to tell us if there has been
any further establishment of equity or
justification for all of this personnel, and
the number of position vacancies multi-
plied out by the rate of pay that they
are going to receive?

For example, if the gentleman will
refer to page 24569 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for July 16, 1870, I pointed out
it ought to be the $250,000 when it passed
the House, or it should figure out to $2.5
million, whichever is the ber of peo-
ple to be employed times their salaries,
office expense, per diem, etcetera. I would
like to know before we slip this through
the House again, whether or not this
has been equated, and whether or not in
the ion of the tl h
the bill that it is now justifiable.

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

Mr, GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to an-
swer the gentleman in this way—that
there is no attempt to slip any bill
through this House., This is the original
conference report, with one change on
the subject of the funds authorized for
the study.

When it was brought here before, the
objection was on the amount of money.

The administration requested me to
bring the bill back, and I am bringing
the bill back with an amendment.

It is the same conference report that
we had before and the same conference
report which was opposed. It is as good
now as when we originally had it up. We
are proposing an amendment.

Mr. GROSS. This is not the original
conference report.

Mr. STAGGERS. Just the dollar figure
has been changed. It has been reduced
$1%2 million. There is that one change. I
am sorry, I will say to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
let me say to the gentleman from Mis-
sourl and the gentlemar from Iowa and
to the House as a whole, that this con-
ference report was defeated in July, I
would say exclusively because of the
dollar compromise that came back.

Yet, the bill passed the House and
passed the other body.

I, for one, thought the compromise was
too generous, and may I say, not because
of my vote but because of the will of the
House—it was defeated.

1 am very frank in saying that the
Secretary of Commerce through the
members of his department and others
have contacted me about the need to get
this legislation up. They think it is im-
proved substantively. They think it is a
good investment of U.S, dollars to get a
good return,

After discussing it with the Depart-
ment of Commerce, I contacted the gen-
tleman from Illinois and the gentleman
from West Virginia, and over a period of
a montk or so, I guess, we have been
trying to find a compromise that would
be acceptable.

I say in all sincerity there was no
intent whatsoever to sneak
through. It was just agreed to in the last

CXVI—2215—Part 26

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

couple of days that this amount would
be acceptable to the other body and
would be acceptable at least to some of
us here,

On the basis of that, the gentleman
from West Virginia, at the request of
the gentleman from Illinois and myself,
agreed to take the action today. I do not
think he should be condemned but he
should be praised for trying to cooperate,
and I do praise him for that effort.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. I want to say that my
question still has not been answered,
nor was the question answered that day
in the House when by its resounding ac-
tion it did speak its will.

Whatever devices have been agreed
upon between the leadership, so far as
any understanding is concerned, they
could, on a previously defeated confer-
ence report, have at least said that either
the conference report was going to be
called back up so we could dig into our
legislative files and have it with us on
the floor today—or they could have said
that they were going to call up a different
action from the other body and disagree
with that action and substitute an
amendment of the House instead. Then
we could have been prepared. There are
some of us who still like to do our home-
work.

I am still opposed to this proposition
and I hope the House will vote it down.

Mr, GROSS. Cut it thick or cut it
thin—this is a $500,000 increase over the
figure originally voted by the House and
only $500,000 below what the House
voted against by a substantial majority
vote on July 16.

This is increased from $250,000 to
$750,000—and, I say to you—it is wholly
unnecessary, and a waste of the tax-
payers' money.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, HR.
14685 would amend the International
Travel Act of 1961 and would create a
National Tourism Resources Review
Commission. The amendments to the In-
ternational Travel Act are designed first,
to grant additional authority to the Sec-
retary of Commerce for this important
program and second, to increase the ap-
propriation authorization for the pro-

. The US. Travel Service, estab-
lished by the International Travel Act of
1861, is charged with developing, plan-
ning, and carrying out a comprehensive
program fo stimulate and encourage
travel to the United States by residents
of foreign countries. Visits to the United
States by international travelers not only
produce friendly understanding and
goodwill among people of foreign eoun-
tries and of the United States but also
help to reduce the travel deficit in our
international balance of payments.

The creation of a National Tourism
Resources Review Commission will be
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the existing programs and for coordinat-
ing our Gover t's travel pr jon
efforts.

Mr. Speaker, this bill was approved by
a record vote of the House of Repre-
sentatives on May 14, 1970. The other
body made certain amendments to the
bill and & conference was held to con-
sider the differences. The conference re-
port—Report No. 91-1209—was ap-
proved by the other body but was re-
jected by the House on July 16, 1970. It
apparently was the view of the House
that the appropriation authorization for
the National Tourism Resources Review
Commission which was agreed to in the
conference was too high.

The amendment which I offer today
would incorporate the determinations al-
ready made in the course of the consid-
eration of this bill except that it would
reduce the appropriation authorization
for the National Tourism Resources Re-
view Commission to $750,000 for the
2-year period of the study.

Mr. Speaker, the promotion of tourism
to our country is of importance for many
reasons. In the past decade tourism has
developed into one of the most dynamic
forces in the world economy. Interna.
tional tourism r not only
for the largest single item in world trade
but they are growing at a rate faster
than the value of total world exports. As
the current director of the U.S. Travel
Service, C. Langhorn Washburn, testi-
fied in our hearings, the funds spent on
these travel programs are really an in-
vestment. An investment in promoting
goodwill and improving our balance of
payments. I urge favorable action on my
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request that further
reading of the motion be dispensed with?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from West
Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr, Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois whatever
time he might require.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I do not
want the House to pass over this bill with
no more review than has been given to
it here. I do not know whether my col-
leagues remember the debate we had on
this bill when it was before the House.
Unfortunately, at that time I could not
be present and it was handled by the
chairman of the subcommittee. I wish I
had been present so that I could have
explained what the history of the bill
Was.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield so that I might correct an
error?

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MOSS. It was not the chairman of
the subcommittee who handled it. I hap-
pened to be chairman of the committee,
and I also was absent on that occasion.

Mr. SPRINGER. I thank the gentle-
man. I mean the ranking Republican

ber of the ittee from which

significant in reviewing our ing pro-
grams to promote travel to and within
the United States. The Commission will
be charged with the responsibility of
making recommendations for changes in

this bill came who handled it on my side
of the aisle,

Let me review the bill a little, if I may.
‘This bill was enacted in 1958, The author
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of that bill was Peter Mack, who is no
longer in this body, but who was chair-
man of the subcommittee of which the
distinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. Moss) is now the chairman. He
spent about a year and a half with the
State Department traveling over a good
part of the globe to find out whether or
not this legislation had value. What he
found in substance was that every other
country that did any traveling in the
world had an agency like this agency to
develop trade in its own country, except
just one country, and that was us. And
who does the most traveling of any coun-
try in the world? The United States of
America.

Two years ago right now, in Septem-
ber, I went over to Stockholm when they
closed the office in Stockholm and com-
bined it with the office in London. Gen-
tlemen, the last year that the Stockholm
office was in existence, 60,000 people
from Scandinavia visited the United
States, That was the greatest exodus of
visitors to this country ever in history.

What did they do? They closed up the
one that was most successful. I am not
going to find fault with the State Depart-
ment. That is all water over the dam.
What I am saying is the truth. I went
out in the country and saw SAS in con-
Jjunction with the consulate and the Em-
bassy in Stockholm. I went out of the
country to villages where there were not
over a thousand people—think of this—
and those people paid a dollar, which is
a lot of money in Stockholm, to see SAS's
travel movies. I am speaking of villages
in the country with not over a thousand
people in the village, and there they were
having as high as 400 or 500 people,
half of the people in those villages where
those pictures were being shown, paying
a dollar to see them and to learn about
the United States.

Is it any surprise that in that l-year
period 60,000 people visited this country?
I will admit that Norway, Sweden, and
Denmark have in their countries a lot
of people who are related to those who
live in Minnesota, Wisconsin, and the
Northwest. There is a rather close re-
lationship. At the same time I can re-
member being over there when I believe
the Governor of a State—I think it was
the State of Washington—who was over
there visiting some of his relatives. There
is a close afinity between the people in
some of those countries and the people
in the United States.

But to go back to 1958, this is in essence
what the Subcommittee on Commerce
and Finance found to be true. I will ad-
mit, without casting any fault, that there

been some doubt among certain

s of the Sub ittee on Appro-
priations. I have talked with them, and
they are absolutely sincere—and I do not
equivocate at all on their sincerity—
Members who have not felt that the pro-
gram has produced what it ought to. But,
gentlemen, if you will go back and see
the appropriations that have been given
to this project, you will observe that they
have been almost infinitesimal. I am
talking about the needs and what we
would like to set up. We had, at the most,
1 believe, seven offices. The farthest away
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was Sydney, Australia. We had, I believe,
three or four in Europe. But we had
seven all over the world.

I do not believe we can promote tour-
ism unless we put a little money into
the program. Take the French as an
example. I talked to them about this.
The money which the state, which
France puts into this program is al-
most 200 times what we put into the
program. It was over 200 times what
the United States put into it.

What I said to the Members when I
was before this body the last time, when
we renewed this program before, is either
we ought to give it some money or put
it out of existence. I take it we are
ready to go ahead with the program. The
last authorization we gave was adequate.
‘The appropriation was not anywhere
near that amount of money.

Where are we today? There is not any
argument as far as I know over the
amount of money that is authorized for
the agency. There may be some, but gen-
erally I do not think that is the argu-
ment in this bill. The main argument,
as I understand the distinguished gen-
tleman from Iowa and the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri, is over this
commission which is created.

One thing that has been terrifically
lacking, as I have watched this through
the years, i5 that there simply has not
been what I would call a standing for
this. We might call it status. It simply
has had no standing in the Department
of Commerce. What little money has
been given to it has been used by some-
body, and it has beer used wisely, but
there has been nobody to take it over.
Now it is proposed to create an Assistant
Secretary of State to see if we can put
some oomph into the thing. That is the
purpose of this provision.

‘The Senate sald we ought to have $2.5
million, for a study commission and we
said we ought to have $250,000. This is
an honest difference. They simply be-
lieve we ought to have $2.5 million. We
thought we could do it for $250,000. The
figure of $750,000 is purely a compromise
between two divergent thoughts about
how much this commission needs.

I believe the commission can do a good
job. There has never been any kind of
survey made of this at the level con-
templated by this amount of money, and
I think they can do a job and come up
with some recommendations that will be
helpful—helpful not only to the State
Department, but helpful also to the De-
partment of Commerce in implementing
this program.

The program has had so much more
effect in the last 2 or 3 years than it did
8 or 10 years ago when I was somewhat
discouraged with the program. After
talking with the people in Commerce, I
sort of understood why.

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

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman cited the
French. They have been making suckers
out of American tourists for a long, long
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time. I do not anticipate, and neither
does the gentleman, that the French are
going to come this way and spend the
kind of money that Americans do in
France—and be taken the way some
Americans are. This began in World War
I. The French found out then what a fine
crop they had coming that way.

As far as Sweden is concerned, I be-
lieve the gentleman mentioned that
Sweden has many attractions for for-
eigners. I cannot help wondering
whether any of the movies being shown
there for the benefit of the tourists are
pornographic or salacious. The Swedes
seem to have attractions in their coun-
try that we do not yet have here. We
may have them soon, however. They also
have “tourists” for whom they provide
sanctuary against prosecution in the
United States. So I do not think we can
quite compare Sweden with the United
States or antici that the Swedes will
be coming here to spend money as our
tourists are spending in those countries.
I think the gentleman is comparing ap-
ples with grapes or something of that
kind.

Mr. SPRINGER. In reply to the distin-
guished gentleman, may I say what we
are doing has nothing to do with movies
or pornography. This has to do with just
tourists. What I did say was this. We did
get the greatest influx of visitors to this
country by virtue of what we were doing
in the office in Stockholm in conjunction
with the SAS Airline vo bring visitors to
this country.

May I say in reply to my distinguished
colleague from Iowa also that the num-
ber of visitors from France in the past
few years has been on a steady increase,
I admit it is nothing like the number of
visitors from the United States to
France. We can well understand that we
have more of an affluent society, so we
will have more traffic.

I pointed that out as one example
where we were successful and cut back
the program instead of encouraging it.

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

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. I thank my distin-
guished colleague from Illinois for yield-
ing. I want to commend him for his fine
statement and to say I have supported
this legislation.

I am wondering if there are any statis-
tics available on the tourism problem in
one other aspect. There are hundreds
and thousands of people who have made
application to visit the United States for
vacations, and our State Department has
been holding up on these applications.
Here we are on the one hand voting to
appropriate sums of money in order to
promote tourism while on the other hand
the State Department is taking that ac-
tion. We can check the records of these
consulate offices, I have records in my
office, and if I had known this was
coming up I would have brought them
with me. From my own district the rec-
ords show about 200 families are waiting
merely to come to the United States on
vacation, and the State Department re-
fuses to grant visas.
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Mr. SPRINGER. If the gentleman will
furnish me with those names, I believe
I am on good terms with all who are
connected with this in the passport divi-
sion, and I will take up each one in-
dividually.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. I thank the gentle-
man {rom Illinois.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ha-
wadi (Mr. MATSUNAGA) .

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in rt of the i t offered
by the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. Staccers). I rise to support the
amendment rather reluctantly, because
actually I feel we should be agreeing to
the conference figure of $1,250,000,
which amount will prove to be an invest-
ment rather than an expenditure.

The main thrust of HR. 14685 clearly
is to make tourism a major industry in
the entire United States. The most at-
tractive feature of this objective is that
tourism ean be built up as a major in-
dustry with the least expenditure for the
greatest return,

We learned this very dramatically
several years ago in Hawaii. In 1958, less
than 12 years ago, only 171,588 tourists
visited Hawail. This represented an in-
crease of only 2 percent over the previ-
ous year. The total dollar expenditure
in the islands amounted to an estimated
$82 million. In that same year of 1958
the then territorial legislature appro-
priated the sum of $500,000 for use by
the Hawaii Tourist Bureau in promoting
tourism to Hawaii.

As a consequence, in the short period
of 1 year the number of tourists to Ha-
wali jumped to 243,216, an increase of
42 percent.

These 243,000 tourists brought in $109
million to Hawaii's coffers. This meant
an increase of $26.5 million by an ex-
penditure of only half a million dollars,
a wise and profitable investment, to be
sure,

By 1968, the State legislature had in-
creased its appropriations for the promo-
tion of tourism to $1,478,500. As a con-
sequence the number of visitors to the
Aloha State had climbed to a phenome-
nal figure of 1,364,288 persons who spent
$400 million. The visitor increase in 1969
over 1968 was 13 percent.

If this type of tourist development
could be conducted on a national scale,
as this bill proposes to do, whereby visi-
tors to this country from foreign lands
could be increased in proportion to the
increase enjoyed over the past decade
by the State of Hawaill, we would not
need to worry about our deficit in our
balance of payments.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. In a minute.

A notable fact—and the gentleman
from Iowa will be interested in this—is
that about 200,000 of Hawaii's 1968 visi-
tors came from Oceania and Asia. From
Japan alone in the period of 2 years after
we had sent an agent to Tokyo and set
up a branch of the Hawaii Visitors Bu-
reau in Tokyo we inereased visitors from
Japan from 35,000 annually to nearly
100,000, and we expect by further pro-
motions in Japan to increase that figure
to 200,000 within the next few years.

If we could earry this over at the na-
tional level, this $750,000 will be a mere
pittance, but nevertheless an investment
which will save the taxpayers millions, if
not billions, of dollars.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I will be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Hawaii is a clearinghouse
for all of the junketing Members of Con-
gress as well as Government officials who
are headed across the Pacific, is it not?
They all stop there. Do they dispense
counterpart funds in Hawaii?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. No. I will have the
gentleman know, although the gentleman
may not have voted for the bill, that
Hawall was admitted as a State of the
Union in 1959. We have no counterpart
funds, no.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will my distinguished friend
yield?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I am delighted to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I have been
under the impression that the increase
in tourism in Honolulu, throughout the
Hawalian Islands, was due to the great
work of the splendid Governor of the
State of Hawali, Jack Burns. Now, am
I incorrect on that?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I agree with the
gentleman from New York, Jack Burns, a
former colleague——

Mr. ROONEY of New York. You are
saying that I am correct, then?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. The gentleman
from New York is correct. The Governor
of Hawali, the Honorable John A. Burns,
has done a great job, and it was during
his administration that we carried on the
greater part of the promotional work
through the Hawaii Tourist Bureau, to
which I referred earlier. It was largely on
account of his far-sighted leadership
that we have increased tourism as tre-
mendously as we have in the past few
years.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the amendment and the adoption of the
conference report, because we will be
making today one of the wisest invest-
ments, Take it from the experience of
the State of Hawail.

Thank you very much.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question {5 on the motion offereC by the
gentleman from West Vi {Mr.
STAGGERS) .

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that a quorum is not
present and make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 255, nays 93, not voting 82,
as follows:
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[Roll No. 229]
YEAS—255
Frelinghuysen Patten
Friedel Pelly
Fulton, Pa.

Abbitt

Pepper
Fugua Perkins
Galifianakis Philbin
Gallagher

Garmatz

Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, TIl.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Annunzio

Q

Quillen

Rees

Reid, N.Y.
. Reifel

Reuss

Bingham
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bo
Rodino
Roe

Broomfield

Brown, Callf.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, Va.

Hogan
Haolifleld
Haorton
Hosmer
Hownard
Hungate
Ichord 5t Germain
Jarman Scheuer
Johnson, Calif, Schneebell
Jones, Ala. Schwengel
Earth Scott
Kastenmeler Shipley
Kazen ;-hri\-er

Ryan

Chamberlaln
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,

Bisk

Slack
Smith. Towa
Smith, N.Y.
Springer

Staggers
Stanton

Stokes

Stuckey
Sulllvan
Symington
Taft

Talcott

Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Thompson, Ga.
Tlernan

Udall

Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik

Kee

Eeith
Eluczynskl
Koch
Kuykendall
Eyros
Leggett
Long, Md.
McCloskey
McClure
MeCulloch

McFall
MacGregor
Madden

Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Matsunaga
Meeds

Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mills
Minish

" Minshall
Mizell

Findley

Fish

Flynt

Foley O
Ford, Gerald R.
Fo O

TAmer
Crana
Davis, Wis.




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Martin
Mathias
y

. Mayne
Miller, Ohio
Mize Steiger, Ariz,
¥y  Btelger, Wis.
Thomson, Wis,
Vander Jagt
Wampler
Watson
Whalley
Whitten
Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Yates
Zion

Myers
Natcher
Pettis

Railsback

Randall

Rarick

Reid, 111,

Riegle

Roberts

Robison

Rousselot

Schadeberg
NOT VOTING—82

Dowdy Melcher

Edwards, La.  Meskill

Felghon

Fisher

Foreman

Fulton, Tenn.

Gettys

Goldwater

Gubser

Haley

Hanna

Hays

Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Jonas

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.  Satterfield
Land ylor

Snyder
Stratton
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tunney
Welcker

Wold

Young

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr., Hébert for, with Mr. Andrews of
Alabama against.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana for, with Mr.
Nichols agalnst.

Mr. Brooks for, with Mr. O'Neal of Georgia
against.

Mr, Hays for, with Mr. Dowdy against.

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey for, with Mr,
Fisher against,

Mr. Dent for, with Mr. McMillan against.

Mr, Corbett for, with Mr. Haley against,

Mr. Morse for, with Mr. Betts against.

Mr. Button for, with Mr. Gowger agn.inat

Mr. Barrett for, with Mr, Fo

Mr. Melcher with Mr. McClory.
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Pirnle.
Mr. Tunney with Mr. Clay.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Blackburn,
Mr. de 1a Garga with Mr. Jonas,
Mr. Ottinger with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Mr. Stratton with Mr, Berry.
1d with Mr.
NI! McCarthy with Mr. Wold.
Mr. Lukens with Mr. Denney.
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Pollock.

Messrs. ANDERSON of Tennessee and
ROONEY of New York changed their
votes from “nay” to “yea.”

Messrs. BROTZMAN and WINN
changed their votes from “yea" to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on this
bill.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 15424,
MERCHANT MARINE PROGRAM

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
15424) to amend the Merchant Marine
Act of 1936, 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 pro tempore (Mr.,
Horrriern). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of October
5, 1970.)

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

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania for, with Mr.
Goldwater agalnst.

Mr. McDonald of Michigan for, with Mr.
Lujan against.

Mr. Sandman for, with Mr. Snyder against,

Mr. Murphy of New York for, with Mr.
Landrum against.

Mr. Nedzl for, with Mr. Jones of Tennessee
against.

Mr. Gubser for, with Mr. Ruth against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr, Adalr,

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Ayres.

Mr. Daddario with Mrs, Heckler of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. Cabell with Mr, Derwinskl.

Mr. Long of Loulsiana with Mr, Brock.

Mr. Young with Mr. Bush.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Welcker.

Mr. Biaggl with Mr, McEneally.

Mr. Rostenkowskl with Mr. Meskill,

Mr. Gettys with Mr. O'Konski,

Mr. Feighan with Mr, Powell.

Mr. Lowenstein with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr,
Saylor.

Mr. Speaker, as the chairman of the
mAanagers on the part of the House on the
conference with the Senate on HR.
15424, I am pleased to report that we
were able to resolve our differences with
the Senate in conference on this long-
range merchant shipbuilding program.

There were a number of technical,
clarifying, or conforming changes made
by the Senate to whtt:h the Hnusa elt.her

led or reced with
(‘.‘ouversely. the Senate receded in order
to conform to other action agreed upon
by the co ittee of confi

There were seven major differences
l;zr].:een the House- and Senate-passed

1. SHIFEUILDING COMMISSION

The Senate receded from its amend-
ment of the bill which would have elim-
inated the creation of a Commission on
American Shipbuilding. The net result is
that there will be such a Commission,
The I will be appot by the
President. The purpose of the Commis-
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sion is to help insure that the shipbuild-
ing industry meets the reduced con-
struction subsidy goals of the long-range
shipbuilding program.

2. BUY AMERICAN

A compromise was reached on the
“Buy American" provision concerning
ship construction. The standard will be
“Buy American,” but the Secretary of
Commerce will be authorized to waive
certain buy American requirements if he
believes that the delivery of the ship will
be delayed if the sh is required
to use all articles, materials, and supplies
from domestic sources. This walver au-
thority would not apply to the construc-
tion of major components of the hull and
superstructure and any material used in
the construction thereof. These must be
of domestic origin.

3. GRANDFATHMER CLAUSE

The House accepted the Senate amend-
ment of the grandfather clause to elim-
inate liner vessels from coverage under
the operating-differential subsidy pro-
gram. We agreed to accept this amend-
ment because the Secretary of Commerce
will continue to have waiver authority,
under existing law, to permit a U.S. ship
operator to use a foreign-flag liner vessel
under special circumstances and because
the Senate had a iater opportunity to get
the views of interested parties on this
important provision.

4. CARGO PREFERENCE

The House accepted a Senate amend-
ment which would empower the Secre-
tary of C ce to issue regulations
for the administration of our cargo pref-
erence laws. Although there was no cor-
responding provision in the House bill,
the House concluded that it was desir-
able to localize responsibility in the
Maritime Administration to issue
standards to administer cargo preference
laws in order to best assure that the
objective of these laws will be realized.

5. DEFINITION OF "FOREIGN COMMERCE"™

The House accepted a Senate amend-
ment which would broaden the term
“foreign commerce” to permit bulk car-
riers to engage in foreign-to-foreign
movements to the extent permitted by
regulations issued by the Secretary of
Commerce. It was considered that great-
er latitude was required for the move-
ment of our dry and liguid bulk cargo
carriers than would be permitted under
the present definition of “foreign com-
merce,” which is designed for point-to-
point services in order to permit our bulk
carriers to compete in the world trade.

6. "DELTA QUEEN"

The Senate receded from its amend-
ment of the maritime bill to exempt the
passenger riverboat Delta Queen from
the requirement to comply with certain
fire prevention construction standards.
The House conferees knew of the con-
siderable public sentiment favoring con-
tinued operation of this historic river-
boat. However, we were more persuaded
by the objective and expert advice of
the Coast Guard, which is charged with
responsibility for maritime safety, which
advised that the Delta Queen should not
be operated further in overnight service
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in the interest of maritime safety because
it is constructed largely of wood, and
does not meet applicable safety stand-
ards for the protection of

many of whom on this boat typically
were aged or infirm. The Senate and
House conferees agreed, however, to co-
operate to support new legislation to
replace the Delta Queen by building the
boat in a shipyard of the United States
with the aid of construction subsidy.

7. 5T. LAWRENCE SEAWAY
The House pted the Senate d

ment to forgive certain interest obliga-
tions on the St. Lawrence Seaway De-
velopment Corporation. The action of
the Senate followed an executive com-
munication from the Secretary of Trans-
portation to both the Senate and House
recommending the cancellation of this
interest obligation. This recommenda~-
tion was based largely on the expecta-
tion that the altermative to canceling
these interest obligations would be an
increase in tolls on the seaway. This
was judged to be an unacceptable alter-
native if the use of the St. Lawrence
Seaway and the operation of ships on
the Great Lakes Is to continue to be a
part of our national transportation

system.

All outstanding differences with the
Senate having been resolved, on behalf
of the managers on the part of the
House, I recommend most strongly that
this conference report be accepted by
the House,

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. GARMATZ. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Missouri.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to express my extreme disappointment in
the action of the conferees in refusing to
exempt the Delta Queen from the pro-
visions of the safety at sea law which
was put into the bill by the Senate, I
think this disappointment is true of over
half of the Members of the Congress, both
in the House and in the Senate.

The last river boat carrying overnight
passengers must now go out of business
on November 2. I have been told that the
chairman has an agreement with the
officers of the Greene Steamship Line In
Cincinnati that he would see that legls-
lation was passed to provide a subsidy
for the construction of a new river pas-
senger vessel which would comply with
the law. Frankly I am amazed at such a
promise. My understanding of our sub-
sidy programs is that subsidies are paid
to shipyards and to ship operators in
order to have an adequate merchant ma-
rine fleet and for national defense, The
owners of the Delta Queen have never
asked Congress for financial aid. They
simply ask not to be put in the same
class as ships at sea.

Can the chairman of the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries con-
vince the Congress to vote for a subsidy
for a privately owned and operated river
boat? If so, I wish him success, and I
will work with him on any bill to save
this form of recreational transportation
on our inland rivers. I am told that a
member of the staff of the committee
threatened the operators of the Della
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Queen that if any attempt was made to
oppose the conference report, there would
be no bill of any kind to assist the Del-
ta Queen.

I shall make no attempt to oppose the
conference report, Mr. Speaker, on the
basis of the promise of the chairman
that he can do something to assure the
operation of this type of vessel on the
rivers. However, the arguments given by
the Coast Guard and the Secretary of
Transportation on the safety of this
river boat were not only unfair but were
very weak.

The passing of one of our old tradi-
tions, the last remaining boat carrying
satisfied passengers on the lazy, pleasant,
restful voyage is over, and I think it is
a sad day for all of the thousands of
passengers who have experienced the
pleasure of a trip on the Delia Queen
and who implored Congress to save the
vessel from withdrawal from cruise serv-
ice because of a law intended to protect
passengers on ships hundreds of miles,
instead of hundreds of feet, from shore,

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I might
say to the gentlewoman from Missouri,

and the ranking member on our commit-
tee, that in the report it says:

Al , they
would do what they could, through early
and npedited hearings, to fau!.llt&u the re-
the service

provided bg the Delta Queen. In whatever ald
might be provided in new legislation to as=
sist in the build of & 1l river-
‘boat, the conferees prsramd that the boat be
bullt in a shipyard of the United States with
the ald of construction subsidy.

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

Mr. GARMAT?Z. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman refresh my memory? Was there
any money in the original authorization
bill as nppmved by the House for ship

construction

Mr. GARMA’I'Z In the authorization?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. GARMATZ. In the original au-
thorization, but not in this bill.

Mr. GROSS. Not in this bill that is
the subject covered by the conference
report today—there is no money?

Mr. GARMATZ. No, sir.

Mr. GROSS. There was no money au-
thorized originally through this bill?

Mr. GARMATZ. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. That is the subject of
the conference report?

Mr. GARMATZ. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. None at all?

Mr. GARMAT?Z. No, sir.

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

Mr. GARMATZ. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Farrow), chairman of the Committee on
Public Works.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
protest to the conference report on HR.
15424, an act to amend the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936, insofar as it related
to terminating the accrual and payment
of interest on the obligations of the
st. S y De
Corporation.
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This proposal would excuse the St.
Lawrence Seaway Development Corpo-
ration from paying interest on the sea-
way debt, including wunpaid interest
which has accrued to date, approximately
$22 million, and interest that would
otherwise accrue on revenue bonds is-
sued to the Secretary of the Treasury
under section 5 of the 1954 act which au-
thorized the St. Lawrence project and
established the Corporation. In addition,
the formula for the division of revenues
between the Seaway Corporation and the
St. Lawrence Seaway Authority of
Canada is amended.

I opposed the creation of the St.
Lawrence Development Corporation and
the authorization of the seaway con-
struction in 1954 when this legislation
was proposed to the House of Represent-
atives. In House Report No. 1215, the re-
port of the Committee on Public Works
on 8. 2150, the 83d Congress, I set out my
statement of opposition in the minority
views. At that time I pointed out that no
adequate proof that the waterway would
have any likelihood of being self-liqui-
dating had ever been presented. I stated
then that this conclusion was greatly
strengthened by the vigorous opposition
to the proposal made in committee to fi-
nance the project on a genuine revenue
bond basis.

Although a recital of history is gen-
erally dull and, oftentimes, of little
significance, I believe our statement in
1954 has meaning today and I wish to
quote from that minority report of 1854:

Throughout all the years that this project
has been before Congress the proponents
have maintained that it would be econom-
jcally sound, and for the last 7 or 8 years,
when it has been predicated on o self-
liquidating basis, that it would in fact be
self-liquidating. In 1941, the proponents re-
led upon an elaborate and exhaustive traf-
fic study published by the Department of
Commerce. That survey studies the traflic
possibilities of 17 commodities and found in
prospect for the waterway 43§ million tons
of traffic. Relying upon commodities lncluded
in traffic of other p
214 milllon tons of trafMc was added to the
Department's estimate, giving a total of 7
million tons which the Department sald
might within a reasonable period be as much
as 10 milllon tons. At that time the
capacity of the waterway for new traffic
over and above the 9 to 10 milllon tons of
existing trafic on the l4-foot canals was
sald to be 16 million tons and an overall
capacity was given as 25 milllon tons.

When it became apparent that no such

volume of trafic would demonstrate any
reasonable likelihood that the project could
‘be made self-liquidating, all reliance on this
traffic survey was abandoned, and since that
time proponents have relled upon the esti-
mates of experts without the benefit of de-
tailed studies. By this method they have
raised their traffic estimate to a volume of
from 57 to B4 milllon tons, which they sald
would yleld prospective revenues of from 36
to 40 million dollars.

It Is to be noted that this trafic estimate
was still relied upon in report No. 441, on
8. 2150, of the Committee on Foregn Rela-
tions of the Senate.

Representative of the type of testimony
relied upon in support of the items of traf-
fie included in that estimate is that with
respect to the item of petroleum, which was
included at from & to 20 million tons. In-
cluded in the testimony of the then Secre-
tary of Commerce in support of his traffic
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estimate was the following testimony with
respect to the ltem of petroleum:

“Anocther item of trafic which the De-
partment expects will move via the seaway
is petroleum, although in tue case of this
traffic it is impossible to predict with any
assurance the timing, the direction. or the
volume of movement

. . . . .

“In the absence of detalled knowledge of
oll reserves and production costs in Alberta,
Venezuela, and the Middle East, no sccurate
predictions of petroleum traffic over the sea-
Wway can be made."

We think it may be fairly stated that no
testimony was p d to the tees of
Congress that could be relied upon as dem-
onstrating that the project is financlally
sound and could be made self-liquidating.

It has been the conclusion of proponents,
however, that the anticipated revenues from
the project would be at least two and a
half times as great as the annual charges
necessary to pay the maintenance and op-
eration costs of the waterway plus interest
on the in and amor of the
capltal expenditures. Relying upon these fig-
ures, proponents have maintained that the
project could not cost the taxpayers of the
United States a single penny.

However, attention should be called to the
fact that when it was proposed that the
project be put on a genuine revenue bond
basls so that the Government would not be
required to put up the necessary money or
lm credit unplwui to gumue the bonds,

1 5t ¥ to such

a propoul
There Is plenty of private capital avallable
in the United States for investment In sound
were unwill-

mg to subject *hl.s project to the searching
scrutiny and test of soundness applied by
prospective investors.

‘We think this action on the part of p;o-

IS ample subst

that the p
to be
P to self-lg

On September 14 of this year, Secre-
tary of Transportation John Volpe wrote
to the Speaker of the House transmitting
a proposed bill to accomplish what this
amendment does. The Secretary stated
in his letter that the assumptions upon
which the seaway debt payment plan
was established have not proven out over
the long term and that revenues have not
been adequate to meet the interest on the
corporation’s debt and the overall debt—
including unpaid interest—has been
growing each year until it has now
reached nearly $156 million. Thereupon,
Secretary Volpe states that the point has

ject has not been
iy sound or

our
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Transportation Volpe's letter be printed
in the Recorp at this point,

I would point out again that the pro-
ponents of the St. Lawrence Seaway
had for many years prior to the author-
jzation of the Corporation in 1954 as-
sured the Congress and the Nation that
the waterway would be economically
sound and self-liquidating. The Con-
gress was assured that the 1954 act pro-
vided the basis for negotiating an agree-
ment with Canada as to the rates of tolls
to be levied on traffic using the seaway
s0 as to obtain a returm of an amount
sufficient to defray the costs of opera-
tion, maintenance, and interest charges,
as well as to provide for amortization of
the investment over a peried of not more
than 50 years.

I am unaware of any reason to excuse
the Seaway Corporation from its com-
mitments. If the anticipated revenues
from tolls is insufficient, it would appear
to me that the solution is obvious—in-
crease the tolls so that the commitments
made can be fulfilled. Apparently, how-
ever, the 8t, Lawrence Seaway, Develop-
ment Corporation finds it expedient not
to stand by its commitments but rather
to put its hands into the pockets of all
our taxpayers regardless of where they
live and regardless of the alternative
modes of transportation presently avail-
able for moving commercial traffic.

The letter follows:

THE SECRETARY OF TRANEPORTATION,

Washington, D.C., September 14, 1970.
Hon., Jorxw W. McCoRMACK,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

October 6, 1970

maintenance, but not all of the interest ex-
penses, However, it was projected that In-
terest so deferred would be pald back by the
end of 1967. By that time, annual revenues
were forecast to be sufliclent to provide for
the payment of all operating expenses and all
current interest on the debt, and payments
on the princlpal of the debt were to begin.

Unfortunately, some of the assumptions
upon which the Seaway debt payment plan
was established have not proven ocut over the
long term. Each year since the opening of
the Seaway, the Corporation has, in fact,
paid from revenues all of its normal operat-
ing and maintenance costs. In addition, it
has returned over $36 million to the Treas-
ury. However, revenues have not been ade-
quate to meet the interest on the debt, and
the overall debt (including unpaid Interest)
has been growing each year uniil it has now
reached nearly 8156 million.

The Department belleves the polnt has
been reached where a substantial revision Is
necessary to the debt repayment plan for
the Seaway. We oppose any increase In the
present tolls on the Seaway, as we bellave
an increase in tolls would tend to discourage
use of the waterway and, in turn, be detri-
mental to the growth of the mid-western
economy. Traflic forecasts Indicate that cargo
volume eventually will Increase from the 41
million tons handled in 1967 to an annual
level of T5 milllon tons. Desplte that growth,
however, major toll increases would be neces-

to enable the Seaway Corporation to
meet its debt repayment schedule.

The Department therefore recommends
the of i ing the
requirement for the Corporation to pay in-
terest on the Seaway debt. This includes
unpald interest which has accrued to date
(approx! y 822 ) and
that would otherwise accrue on revenue
bonds issued to the SBecretary of the Treasury
under section 5 of the Act Dd' Muy 13, wrn.

d bill is

Dean Mg, Speaxzn: There I3 tr itted
herewith a proposed bill:

“To amend the Act creaiing the Saint
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation
to terminate the accrual and payment of in-
terest on the obligations or the Corporation,
and for other purposes”, together with a
sectional =1

On May 13, 1954 ess enacted the
statute creating the Saint Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation (33 US.C. 981).
The statute authorlzed the Corporation to
construct the portion of the Saint Lawrence
Beawny located In United States territory
and to operate and malntain the United

The
this alm,

Under the proposed bill, the existing re-
quirement for repayment to the Treasury of
the principal on the revenue bonds issued by

the would in effect.
Our p di that iding the
prwm.lon reliel from Interest payments
should permit the repayment of the bonded
debt within the statutory period while hold-
ing the line on tolls.

In ry, the losed bill 15 B
to place the Seaway on & sound long-term
financial footing and permit the Develop-
ment cumurnt,lon to effectively develop and

States facilities. To enable the Cor-
poration to fi its the
authorized the Corporation to lssue

of cargo
Beawny At me same time, it would retain
the t that the Corporation return

bonds payable from the corporate revenue
to the ry of the T y. The

as amended in 1957, further provided that
I.nwrm payments on the bonds could be

been reached where a substantial revi-
sion is necessary to the debt repayment
plans for the seaway.

One thing of particular interest to me
in Secretary Volpe's letter was his com-
ment that traffic forecasts indicate that
cargo volume eventually will increase
from the 41 million tons handled in 1987
to an annual level of 75 million tons.
There is as much accuracy to that esti-
mate as there was in 1954 to the state-
ments that traffic forecasts indicated

d with the approval of the Becretary
of the Treasury, but that any interest pay-
ments so deferred would bear interest after
June 30, 1960. Bonds Issued by the Corpora-
tion were to have maturities agreed upon by
the Corporation and the Secretary of the
‘Treasury, not in excess of fifty years.

The statute further provided that the tolls
charged by the Corporation be calculated to
cover, as nearly as practicable, all costs of
operating and maintaining the ml.l.mu un-
ﬁu Lhe

DI:I the
of Lha Corp 1 In ad it

that the waterway would be economically
sound and self-liquidating.

I also find it interesting that the Secre-
tary referred to the 41 million tons han-
dled in 1967—particularly since it is my
understanding that 39 million tons were
handled in 1966—this hardly looks like
Progress.

Mr. Speaker, T ask that Secretary of

tho phnr.-lpm that Seaway tolls provide the
Corporation sufficient revenues to am
the principal of its debts and obligations
over a period not to exceed fifty years,

The l!.rst ten years of operation of the

to be a

period durl.n; which revenues would mr. be
sufficlent to meet all of the annual financial
requirements. The plan for the first five yurl
was to meet all of

to the ° Treasury the amounts it borrowed to
construct the facilities operated by the Cor-
poration.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that this proposed legislation is con-
sistent with the ration's

Sincerely,

Joun VoLPFE.

(Mr. FALLON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include a letter.)

Mr. GARMATZ, Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
MarLLiarnp), the ranking Member of the
committee who has worked unceasingly
and who has been most cooperative in
working with ali of us on this conference
report.

Mr. MAILLIARD. I thank my chair-
man, the distinguished gentleman from
Maryland.

Mr. Speaker, I might say that to me at
least, this is a rather important day
because to many of us it represents pre-

bly the final action by this House
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on more than 10 years of work in trying
to put together a very complicated mix
and trying to bring up-to-date our na-
tional maritime policy which really has
not been done since 1936.

‘While, as is almost always the case, I
suppose each of us would like to alter
certain portions of the final conference
report, as we are presenting it to you
today—on balance, however, I think the
chairman and members of our commit-
tee, the Maritime Administrator, An-
drew E. Gibson, and other people in the
Department of Commerce and all seg-
ments of the industry are to be compli-
mented on finally, after all these years of
squabbling and bickering back and forth,
been able to come up with something that
has general support and agreement.

I think it is also worth noting that sev-
eral segments of the industry—and I am
talking here both of management and
labor in all segments of the maritime
industry have given up certain privileges
that they now enjoy under the 1936 act
in order to modernize our concepts to
turn around the rapidly deteriorating
state of the American merchant marine.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support and
comment briefly on the recommendation
of the conference committee on H.R.
15424,

The other body, having the greater
time to consider the extensive hearings
record of your Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, adopted a number
of perfecting amendments to which your
conferees readily agreed. There re-
mained, however, a number of substan-
tive amendments in disagreement, which
the committee of conference debated
at length.

In three instances, the committee's
recommendation takes the form of an
amendment. Section 2 of the bill amends
the authorizing provision of the 1936 act.
Your Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries adopted language author-
izing the Secretary of Commerce prior to
June 30, 1980, to approve applications
and enter into contracts for the con-
struction of 300 ships. This action em-
phasized the President's expressed de-
termination that we shall build a fleet of
300 highly efficient cargo vessels.

The other body revised this section to
overcome concern that the House lan-
guage might conflict with the require-
ments of the Antideficiency Act of 1906.
In the process, however, the Senate
adopted a 10-year open-ended authoriza-
tion for construction-differential sub-
sidy. The conference recommendation
takes the form of a policy declaration,
retaining the concept of a 300-ship—
10-year program, but eliminating con-
tract authority language of the House-
passed bill and the 10-year authoriza-
tion of the Senate-passed bill. On bal-
ance, I believe this is a sensible compro-
mise which accomplishes the principal
objective of this section—placing the
Congress clearly on record in support of
a long-range shipbuilding program.

Section 10 of H.R. 15424, as approved
by the House, amended the requirement
of the Merchant Marine Act that all ma-
terial employed in the construction of a
ship built with the aid of a construction
subsidy must be of US. origin, This
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amendment would have permitted a
shipyard to purchase equipment and ma-
chinery other than major components of
the hull and superstructure and mate-
rials used in the construction thereof
from foreign sources. The shipbuilder
would, of course, receive no subsidy on
foreign components.

During the consideration of H.R. 15424
in this Chamber, I stated my conviction
that this amendment would not result
in substantial purchase of foreign equip-
ment for subsidized vessels. I was con-
cerned that our subsidized shipbuilding
program might, as literally a captive of
American manufacturers, be placed at
the end of the line whenever the demand
for a given component requires the es-
tablishment of priorities. A delay in the
delivery of ships costs money; lost prof-
its for shipbuilder and lost freight earn-
ing for the operator.

The other body felt most strongly that
the “Buy American" concept of the 1936
act should not be altered in principal.
The Conference Committee did, however,
recognize the serious problem which
would confront a shipbuilder if construe-
tion were delayed because of the require-
ment to buy American. Accordingly, the
Conference Committee recommends re-
tention of the existing Buy-American
law with an amendment authorizing the
Becretary of Commerce to partially waive
this requirement when he finds that the
contract delivery date cannot be met.
The waiver may extend only to the spe-
cific cause of the delay. Thus, failure of
one supplier to meet its delivery sched-
ule will not result in a general release
from the buy-American statute.

No waiver may be obtained to pur-
chase major fabricated components of
the hull and superstructure or structural
steel plate abroad.

The recommended action of the Con-
ference Committee preserves Buy-Ameri-
can and at the same time meets the issue
which prompted me to support a relaxa-
tion of this requirement.

The final Conference Committee
amendment simply clarifies the defini-
tion of towing vessel in the new tax de-
ferral section of the bill. Under both the
House and Senate versions of this defi-
nition, a towing vessel and barge oper-
ated on the Great Lakes will be eligible.
The action of the other body, however,
might have enabled very small harbor-
type towing craft on the Great Lakes to
qualify. Your Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries intended that this
tax deferral privileze would apply only
to relatively large and powerful towing
vessels and associated barges. For this
reason, your committee adopted the
qualifying phrase “ocean-going.” This
was not intended to exclude towing ves-
sels on the Great Lakes but only to in-
dicate the type of vessels contemplated.

The recom ded amend t of the
Conference Committee retains the House-
approved concept of ocean-going towing
vessels, and clearly expresses the inten-
tion of both Houses that comparable ves-
sels operated on the Great Lakes are in-
cluded with the scope of the tax deferral
system.

Mr. Speaker, the balance of the recom-
mendations of the Conference Commit-
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tee involve very simply a question of
this House receding from its disagree-
ment or the other body receding from
its amendment. In each case, the re-
port and floor debate of the respective
Houses more than adequately explain
the language recommended by the Con-
ference Committee. With one exception,
I do not believe it is necessary to dwell
on these remaining recommendations.

I do believe, however, that a few words
regarding the Delta Queen are in order.
The Conference Committee was well
aware of the great public concern
which has been expressed over the im-
pending demise of this unique ship. The
Conference Committee could not, how-
ever, in good conscience ignore the over-
whelming evidence that this ship is in-
deed unsafe. It is for this reason that
it is recommended that the other body
recede from its position on the Delia
Queen. As the statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House clearly
indicates, we strongly favor measures
which will insure the continuation of
overnight passenger service on the Mis-
sissippi River, This is an experience
which should not be denied to the Ameri-
can people.

One of the House managers, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. CLARK), has taken the first step to-
ward insuring that a suitable replace-
ment for the Delta Queen will continue
that unique service. I hope that arrange-
ments can be made so that the Della
Queen will continue to operate in limited
service during the construction of her
replacement, and that she can be pre-
served so that the public may visit her
and enjoy the wonders of this beautiful
example of a bygone era.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to adopt the conference report
on H.R. 156424 so that we can move ahead
with this vital maritime program.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARMATZ. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr, Speak-
er, I would like to associate myself with
the remarks made by my colleague, Mr.
MarrLiarp, the gentleman from Califor-
nia, who has along with the others of us
has worked so hard in this fleld.

As a former member of the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, I re-
member when the fight started and I con-
gratulate the committee on bringing this
bill to the floor. It is of the greatest im-
portance to this Nation, if we are to be
an exporting nation—and we have to be
an exporting nation, we have to be able
to carry the goods that we manufacture
here to the world.

I am very happy and I thank the gen-
tleman and I would like to associate my-
self with the remarks of the gentleman
from California, my colleague (Mr. MarL-
LIARD).

Mr. MAILLIARD, I thank my friend,
the gentleman from California.

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

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, as a Mem-
ber of the House-Senate Conference
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Committee, I signed this report and be-
lieve it represents a satisfactory recon-
ciliation of the differences in the respec-
tive bills of the two bodies of Congress
to carry out President Nixon's proposal
for a new maritime policy.

For many years the members of the
House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries have sought thiz legisla-
tion and while it might not now in every
respect suit each of us, in the overall
it is a major step forward in restoring
our American flag service to the seven
seas.

It will provide our shipyards with a
competitive opportunity to build mod-
ern ships. Likewise it should redcee the
needed percentage of Federal subsidy
both to construct and operate our
American merchant ships. In addition, it
should upgrade our obsolete fishing fleet
which is badly needed.

Mr. Speaker, special credit should go
to the Maritime Administrator, Andrew
Gibson whose persistence and ingenuity
made this legislation possible.

Also, I wish to commend the chairman
of the committee, Mr. Garmarz, the
ranking Republican, Mr. Marttiarp, and
all my colleagues with whom I serve on
the Merchant Marine Committee for
their patience and determination which
overcame many serious differences with-
in the maritime industry and resulted in
the reporting of the first major Mer-
chant Marine bill since 1936.

Speaking for myself, I say in all hon-
esty that I believe with the passage of
HR. 15424 the security and the eco-
nomy of the United States will greatly
benefit from our labors. There has been
an urgent need to revitalize this Nation's
merchant shipping which this bill does.
Also, it should provide jobs that are bad-
1y needed, especially in areas such as
Puget Sound where the unemployment
rate is more than 10 percent and headed
upward.

I urge adoption of the conference re-
port,

Mr. MAILLTARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
whatever time he may require to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Dox H.
CLAUSEN) .

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to join with my colleagues
supporting passage of the conference re-
port on the merchant marine program,
HR. 15424,

I would particularly like to congratu-
late my California colleague (Mr, Marm-
Liarp) for his outstanding efforts on be-
half of this program. It is the culmina-
tion of a decade of work, study, and effort
to revitalize our merchant marine, and,
in my judgment, he is one of those pri-
marily responsible for this legislation
that is now before the House for final
action.

This program, to establish a long-
range merchant shipbuilding program
in the United States, which is designed to
provide for the construction of 200 ships
over the next 10 years, will provide a
considerable number of jobs in and
around the San Francisco Bay area,

Passage of this bill, along with other
maritime legislation passed this session,
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will, in my judsment go a long way
toward 1l the President's
long-range objective of “restoring this
country to a proud position in the ship-
ping lanes of the world."

I further believe that the timing of
this legislation provides this country
with a unique and outstanding oppor-
tunity. At a time when defense cutbacks
are being ordered, the time is appropri-
ate to divert these funds into such a
program as we have been discussing
today. It will permit us to mount an
economic offensive through a dynamic
and viable merchant marine.

Why cannot many of the jobs that will
be abelished as a result of the planned
reductions in force, be diverted toward
shipbuilding and related employment
associated with restructuring our mari-
time service?

With Japan’s merchant fleet rapidly
expanding and with the vast, virtually
untouched economic markets opening
up in the entire Pacific Basin commu-
nity, I believe the time has arrived to
start building a truly meaningful “part-
nership of the Pacific"” that will help pre-
vent future Vietnams from happening.

Mr. Speaker, the possibilities and po-
tentials are great, and I strongly urge
prompt and favorable House action on
this report.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mich-
igan ‘Mr. Gerarp R. Forp), the minority
leader,

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the
gentleman from Maryland, the distin-
guished Chairman of the committee.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, this Is
landmark legislation, one of the most
constructive proposals that this Congress
will approve in either 1969 or 1970, It is
the culmination of a tremendous effort
by a great number of people. It was ini-
tiated by the President of the United
States, but it must be recognized that it
could not have come to this point with-
out the leadership of the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Garmatz) and the leader-
ship of the gentleman from California
(Mr, Mamriarp) and all members of that
committee, the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

Pralse should also be accorded those in
the other body who took the initiative on
this legislation, following the action
taken on this side of the Capitol. We
all recognize that the American mer-
chant marine for the last decade has
fallen from a position of leadership to
one that was teetering on the brink of
second class. This legislation will rein-
vigorate the merchant marine of the
United States and will give us an oppor-
tunity once again to be a forceful factor
on the oceans of the world.

I think the action taken by the other
body in adding an amendment that in-
volved the Saint Lawrence Seaway was
constructive, and I am grateful to the
House conferees for their understanding
of the need for & of the 8
amendment. It not m.l_v,r will benefit im-
measurably the Middlewestern areas that
are involved in the Great Lakes, but will
be beneficial to the Nation as a whole, I
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think those in the other body who took
the initiative should be commended, and
I am grateful to those on this side of the
Capitol who found it possible to support
the amendment that was offered and ap-
proved in the other body.

I conclude by saying, Mr. Speaker, this
is landmark legislation, and those two
men particularly, the gentleman from
Maryland and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, are to be congratulated. The
House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, as well as the conferees
as a whole, deserve commendation from
the American people and from this body.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio,
({Mr. Tary) .

{Mr. TAFT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr, TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Maryland for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, coming as I do from the
home port of the Delta Queen, I feel
constrained to talk today for just a few
minutes about the Queen. She has been
part of the great tradition of America
and our riverboat history, which has had
a marked impression on the history of
the country.

Not only has she had a real place in
history, but also she has a real place
today. Just today on the conference re-
port we were talking about travel in
the United States, and this ship has been
one of the primary attractions.

I have to take issue, I believe, with the
attitude expressed by my colleague, the
gentlewoman from Missouri, somewhat
earlier in saying she did not feel this
was an appropriate area in which to con-
sider a subsidy approach similar to the
construction subsidy approach we have
used in building U.S. commerce in oth~=
aspects of our building program.

I think the bill we have before us today
is excellent, and I go along with others
in congratulating the committee on both
sides of the aisle for the fine work they
have done in connection with it. But
rather than landmark legislation, I
would say to the minority leader, I think
this is seamark legislation.

Mr. Speaker, there is & problem here
we have to recognize. We extended the
life of the Queen, and I think it is ap-
propriate to do s0. There has been argu-
ment back and forth about the degree of
safety involved. The ship does have a
very full water sprinkler system in ac-
cordance with the standard, as I said,
that is used in almost all the other mari-
time nations of the world.

That is not saying I am attempting
to defeat the conference report today.
Quite the contrary. The owners of the
Queen, after having considered the ac-
tion of the Congress today, have author-
ized me to say they are going to try to
operate the Queen in compliance with
the U.S. Coast Guard regulations in an
interim period of a year or 2—hopefully
no longer—on this premise, the hope of
legislation authorizing assistance with a
construction subsidy, marking the dif-
ferential between the cost of construc-
tion in this country, where such a vessel
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must be constructed, as compared with
the cost of construction abroad is con-
tained, as the chairman has said, in the
conference report.

I think the fact that all conferees have
gone along with the report is a reassur-
ing fact, I think it is important thai the
whole tradition of the sternwheel river-
boats and the tradition they represent,
as well as the very real economic and
pleasure potentials for those who use it,
should be preserved in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for support of the
conference report.

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

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, certainly
I wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio.

I remember the Delta Queen over many
years having been a source of pleasure
for many of the people from EKentucky
and Ohio and Missouri, who rode this
beautiful paddleboat steamer.

It is of great historic value and sig-
nificance and I would hate very much to
see this ship go into oblivion. I would
like very much to see justice tempered
with mercy, so that the ship may be per-
mitted to go its way at least for a few
years.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his contribution. There
have been a number of Members of Con-
gress who have supported this legislation,
especially my colleague from Cincinnati,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Crancy)
as well as the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
McCurrocH), They have been, indeed,
leaders in this fight. The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. McCurrocn) circulated and
obtained signatures of 189 Members of
the House of Representatives advocating
the Senate exemption be carried out in
the House. So I think had we gotten to
a vote, the chances of success on it might
have been very considerahble. I think the
gentleman deserves a great deal of credit
for his work in that connection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BRowxN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend the gentleman and as-
sociate myself with his views in this
matter and compliment him on the lead-
ership he has shown with reference to
the matter of the Delta Queen in which
we are interested. If we are in a position
to have saved the Delta Queen In one
form or another, I think his efforts have
been crowned with some success. I am
sorry the compromise that has been
reached does not save it in its original
form, but I hope the sternwheeler will
be with us for many years to come.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his contribution.

Mr. Bpeaker, I ask for support of the
conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I also ask all Members,
when the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries reports the bill, as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

(Mr. Crarx) to support the bill to save
this great tradition and extend the life
of this vessel.

Today, with the problems of war, crime
in the streets, disorders on campus, and
the crisis in the Middle East, it is a
pleasure to stand on the banks of the
Ohio and wateh the riverboat Delta
Queen slowly pass by. It may seem out
of place in the space age, and perhaps
some detractors of our society may not
find this majestic Queen to be relevant,
but I feel that this symbol of America’s
past is symbolic of much that is good
about this country.

In today's sophisticated world we of-
ten think it corny to reminisce with Tom
Sawyer, sitting in class daydreaming
about a trip down the great Mississippi
or Ohio on a giant paddle wheeler, But
these dreams come to life in a rare ex-
perience when you are aboard the Delta
Queen.

In reaction to ocean tragedies, the
Congress passed the much needed safety-
at-sea law; but as a side conse-
quence, this same law could stop the
Queen from traveling along the Nation's
inland rivers.

But what crime has this majestic lady
committed? First, she has an upstairs,
made of Oregon cedar, which is consid-
ered the finest lJumber known to the art
of shipbuilding. Her ornate staircases
and cabin interior panelings are of sea-
soned white oak and have been minutely
carved by some of the finest craftsmen
of a bygone era. To rebuild a memory of
the past would be impossible—to create
an imitation will cost millions. A most
elaborate sprinkler system and other
strict safety devices and practices are in
operation on her.

The Congress now has an opportunity
to save this important piece of Ameri-
cana, All of us point to the Nation’s past
with great pride and, in this era of at-
tacks on our institutions, it is healthy to
have reminders of previous moments of
greatness and ways of life. But as with
other problems in our society, talk is
cheap and will accomplish nothing: The
Queen cannot survive if all she receives
is condolences—what she needs is ac-
tion. We have worked out a compromise
aimed at keeping the Delta Queen on the
rivers for those who want this unique
experience. The compromise may not be
the best solution; but at least it is our
best hope that the Queen shall live to sail
another day.

I include the following:

CONGRESS OF THE UNTTED STATES,

HovsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., September 28, 1570.
Hon., EpWArRD A, GARMATE,
Hon, WiLiam 8. MATLLIARD,
U.5. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Messas, GARMATE AND MAILLIARD: AS

you know, on November 2, less than a month
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‘tao intervene favorably on behalf of the Delta
- Ycu.r colleagues who have signed this let-
ter, many constituents from around the na-
tion, as well as citizens from the great river
states across the nation do not want to see
the cessation of this great tradition by legis-
lation that Is primarily Intended to rid the
high seas of unsafe oceangoing ships.

Since your colleagues in the House have
not had an opportunity to express their
views with regard to whether the Delta
Queen should be into t
the 189 co-signatures appearing on this let-
ter are respectfully submitted to assist you
in your consideration of this issue and we
are hopeful that you will support our posi-
tion when H.R. 15424 goes to conference,

Respectfully submitted.

Willilam M. McCulloch, Leonore K. Sulll-
van, Robert Taft, Jr., William H. Harsha,
Clarence E. Miller, Watkins M. Abbitt,
Thomas G. Abernethy, E. Ross Adair, Bill
Alexander,

Glenn M. A John B.
Willlam R. And Frank A Les-
lie C. Arends, John M. Ashbrook, Thomas L.
Ashley, William H. Ayres, William A. Barrett,
Page Belcher,

Alphonzo Bell, Jackson E. Betts, Mario Bi-
aggi, Edward G. Blester, Jr., Jonathan B.
Bingham, Benjamin B. Blackburn, Ray
Blanton, Hale Boggs, Frank T. Bow, John
Brademas.

Willlam G. Bray, W. E. (Bill) Brock, Wil-
liam 8. Broomfield, Clarence J. Brown, Garry
Brown, George E. Brown, Jr., J. Herbert
Burke, Patrick T. Caffery, Tim Lee Carter,

Emanuel Celler, Donald D. Clancy, Frank
M. Clark, Willlam (Bill) Clay, Harold R. Col=
ler, James M. Collins, William M. Colmer,
Barber B. Conable, Jr., Robert J. Corbett.

Jorge L. Cordova, James C. Corman, Wil-
liam O. Cowger, Philip M. Crane, John OC.
Culver, Glenn Cunningham, Emilio Q. Dad-
dario, Glen R. Davis, John W. Davis, David
W. Dennls, Samuel L. Devine, Willlam L.

Dickinson.

Harold D. Donohue, Wm. Jennings Bryan
Dorn, John J. Duncan, Florence P. Dwyer,
Don Ed ds, Edwin w Marvin L.
Esch, Edwin D. Eshleman, Michael A. Felg-
han, Paul Findley.

Daniel J. Flood, Walter Flowers, Donald M.
Fraser, Peter H. B. Frelinghuysen, Samuel N.
Friedel, James G. Pulton, Richard Fulton,
Barry M. Goldwater, Jr., Kenneth J. Gray,
Charles H. Griffin,

Charles 8. Gubser, James A. Haley, Lee H.
Hamilton, John Paul Hammerschmidt, James
F. Hastlngs, Wayne L. Hays, F. Edward
Febert, Ken Hechler, Henry Helstoski, Floyd
V. Hicks.

Chet Hollfleld, Frank Horton, Craig Hos-
mer, W. R. Hull, Jr., Edward Hutchinson,
Richard H. Ichord, Andrew Jacobs, Harold
T. Johnson, Ed Jones, Robert E. Jones, Hast-
ings Keith,

Dan Kuykendall, Earl F. Landgrebe, Odin
Langen, Delbert L. Latta, Robert L. Leggett,
Donald E. Lukens, Richard D. McCarthy,
Robert McClory, Paul N. McCloskey, Jr., Jo-
seph M. McDade, Jack H. McDonald.

John J. McFall, Dave Martin, Robert B.
Mathias, Wiley Mayne, Lloyd Meeds, Thomas
J. Meskill, Robert H. Michel, Abner J. Mikva,
Willlam E. Minshall, Wilmer Mizell, Robert
H. Mollohan.

a V. (Sonnp,] Momgomery. Thomas E.
Morse, John E. Moss,

and a half from today, by Act of C
the Delta Queen will be retired from service,

‘The public sentiment In favor of saving
the Delta Queen is very strong. This public
support Is reflected In the 189 members of
Congress who have joined me in signing this
Jotter. I that the of this

Luclen N. Nodzl Robert N. C. Nix, David R.
Obey, Alvin E. O'Konski, Thomas P. O'Nelll,
Jr., Richard L. Of . Otto E. P

Wright Patman, Edward J. Patten, Thomas
M. Pelly, Carl D. Perkins, J. J. Plcklo. Alex-
Poage, Bertram Posdell,
David Pryor, Graham

great riverboat mve many

I am sure they will, which was
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania

with fro
all over the Unlwd Btates urging

m people
Congress

Albert H. Qule, Tom Rallsback, Willlam
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J. Randall, Thomas M. Rees, Charlotte T.
Reid, John J. Rhodes, Donald W. Riegle, Jr.,
L. Mendel Rivers, Peter W. Rodino, Jr., Rob-
ert A. Roe, Benjnmm 8. Roeentha.l

Dan
Henry C. Schndeberg. Wllliam J. Elcherle
Herman T. Schneebeli Gar-
ner E. Shriver, H. Allen Smlth M. G. |Genel
Snyder, J. William Stanton, Willlam A.
Stelger.

Frank A. Stubblefield, James W. Syming-
ton, Frank Thompson, Jr., Vernon W. Thom-
son, Robert O. Tiernan, Lionel Van Deerlin,
Charles A. Vanik, Joe D. Waggonner, Jr., John
C. Watts, Lowell P. Weicker, Charles W.
Whalen.

J. Irving Whalley, G. William Whitehurst,
Charles E. Wiggins, Lawrence G. Willlams,
Jim Wright, Wendell Wyatt, Chalmers P.
Wylie, Louis C. Wyman, Gus Yatron, Clem-
ent J. Zablockl, Roger H. Zion, John H.
Zwach, R. Lawrence Coughlin.

Seymour Halpern, supports the amend-
ment but called too late to have his name
typed on the letter.

COMMITTEE ON
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES,
Washington, D.C., September 28, 1970.
Dear CoLiEacuk: I have received letter of
28, 1970, Jointly to my-
self and Congressman Mallliard, and co-
signed by you and other ik at the
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the aforementioned Public Law 90-435, and
in Department of Transportation letters
dated 23 and 27 May 1968 on
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months work regardless of what use she Is
put 10 next season.

two proposed bills under consideration at
that time. In this regard, I have attached
a copy of Rear Admiral Murphy's comprehen-
sive statement of 13 June 1988 before your
Committee, as well as a copy of Department
of Transportation letter dated 23 May 1068
commenting on Mr. Willlams' H.R. 15580.
The Department’s letter of 27 May 1968 In
reference to Mrs. Sullivan’s companion bill
H.R. 15714 contalned the same comments
and, theréfore, has not been included.

As you know, in addition to HR. 14002,
intended to grant the Delfa Queen an addi-
tional two-year postp until N
ber 1972, several other bills have been re-
cently introd i which, if d, would
completely exempt the vessel from compli-
ance with Public Law 89-777. Our position
with respect to these bills remains the same
as that exp on the prop two-year
postponement legisiation. In the interest of
maritime safety, we are opposed to such leg-
islation.

In addition to coples of Rear Admiral Mur-
phy’'s statement on the subject and other
related correspondence, I have also enclosed
for your use a brief fact sheet on the Delia
Queen containing, among other things, her
tonnage, length, date of build, etc.

It is a pleasure to furnish you this infor-

behest of Congressman McCulloch. You ask
that we support your position to save the
Delta Queen when H.R. 15424 goes to con-
ference.

Enclosed for your information is a form
letter containing the pertinent facts which
1 have been using to answer .he volume of
mail on this subject. Also enclosed 1s copy
of a letter dated September 2 from the Coast
Guard, mﬂrmins t.hnt. ssency 's opposition—
for of safety—to providing
further exemption for the Delta Queen.,

I appreciate the spirit in which the peti-
tion is submitted, but must repeat that since
the Coast Guard, for safety reasons, is so
strongly opposed to the continued operation
of the Delta Queen, I would not wish to take
action counter to this position.

Sincerely,

EowARD A. GARMATE,
Chairman.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
U.S. CoasT GUARD,
Washington, D.C., September 2, 1970.
Hon, EnWarD A. GARMATE, \
Chairman, Commitiee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. CHAmRMAN: The following infor-
mation concerning the river passenger
steamer Delte Queen, Including our latest
thinking on legislation affecting
her operation, is furnished in

! If the Coast Guard can be of further
assistance in this matter, please do not hesi-
tate to let me know.

Sincerely,
T. R. SARGENT,
Vice Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard Assistant
Commandant.

STEAMER DELTA QUEEN,
GrEENE LINE BTEAMERS, INC.,
Los Angeles, Calif., October 4, 1970.

Hon, EowARD A. GARMATE,

Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, CHamMAN: Although we were
deeply disappointed that the Delta Queen
aAamendment was rejected In conference, we
were most | by the deei-
sion of the Committee to recommend to the
Congress that a construction differential
subsidy be authorized for a vessel to replace
the Delta Queen.

As operators of the Delta Queen, we are
only too well aware of the operational and
safety limitations of our 44-year-old paddle-
wheeler, It has always been our intention to
retire her into actlve, but less demanding
service as soon as we could bulld & new
vessel.

Unfortunately, a new vessel has been an
impossibility up to this time. Interest rates
have been extraordinarily high. Capital has
been scarce Shipbullding costs have sky-

with your telephone call to Captain Kesler
on 22 June 1970.

The current Coast Guard position on pro-
posed leglslation to extend for two years the
existing operation of the Delta Quesn is re-
flected in the enclosed copy of Department
of Transportation letter dated 15 May 1970
to your Commitiee commenting on HR.
14002; Le., we are opposed to enactment of
such legislation.

H.R. 14002 was introduced by Mr. Corbett
in SBeptember of 1969 and, if enacted, would
provide a second two-year extension (Public
Law 90-435, enacted 27 July 1988

bids on our plans, which
are on nle at the Maritime Administration,
run approximately $10,000,000. The same
plans were bid at $4,000,000 by a sh

& construction subsidy would make
it possible to build a new boat, our stock-
holders are willing to defer their decislon
on the disposition of the Delta Queen until
the Dlst Congress adjourns. If the 91st Con-
gress passes legislatlion to authorize a con-
struction differential subsidy for a vessel to
replace the Delta Queen, our company will
immediately proceed with shipyard work to
ready the Delta Queen for overnight passen-
ger service with less than 50 overnight pas-
senger accommodations. We will make many
of the safety !mprovements previously pro-
posed but the integrity of the design and
structure of the Delta Queen will be retained.

Our stockholders are awara that they can-
not operate the Delta Queen profitably with
less than 50 overnight passengers. However,
by running at a loss, they can at least main-
tain the continuity of our business and con-
tinue to employ experienced officers and crew
until the new vessel is ready.

A federal subsidy to bulld a new river pas-
senger boat makes good sense in other re-
spects, too, If the Delta Queen s5tops operat-
ing, it will be the end of passenger service.
Despite our exceptlonal success in booking
passage, it might be many years before a new
operator could revive the indusiry. Expanding
our business with a new vessel will also bring
tourism and e to the of
citles along the riverways which had been
largely bypassed In recent years.

I am sure that the hundreds of thousands
of people who have asked for the Delta
Queen to be saved will be satisfied if we can
continue operating her with less than B0
overnight passengers and keep her to be a
proud symbol and fiagship of a new fleet. By
the same token, by carrying less than 50
overnight passengers, we can conform to the
SBafety-at-Sea law.

We hope that you will be s\lccmrul in

for a sub n this ses-
slcn ol Congress so that we can mgln work
later this year to modify the Delta Queen
for service next spring.
Sincerely,

WiLLiam MuUsTER,
CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Waszhington, D.C., October 6, 1970,
Dean Correague: I wrote you on Octo-
ber 1, 1870, indicating that I planned to
offer & motion to recommit the Maritime Bill,
H.R. 15424, to Conf with Instr
that the House Conferees follow the Senate
action exempting the steamer Delia Queen
from certain provisions of the Safety at Sea
Act. Since writing that letter, however, I
have been made aware of events which have
prompted me to change my position, As &
result I do not expect to offer o motlon to
recommit the Conference Report.
When I wrote the earlier letter, I was not
aware of the fact that the Conference Re-
port would contaln a recommendation for

in Rotterdam. Since we cannot bulld a U.S,
riverboat in Europe and since our stockhold-
ers cannot finance a U.S. bullt vessel, we
have been stymied in our efforts to go ahead
with a new boat.

With the rejection of the Senate Delta
Queen amendment, we are now forced to go
out of business November 2. We must ter-
minate our crew and then dispose of the
Delta Queen. There are several bids from

the first,) during wh.lch the Deita Queen
would be [ i in her |

mode withe Hax with the b
tible construction requirements set forth in
the Act of 6 November 1966 (Public Law 89—
T,

Our position today has not changed from
that expressed two years ago, both during
Coast Guard testimony before your Com-
mittee on proposed legislation resulting in

but so far no bid is
more than a fraction of our book value,
which is in excess of $1,000,000. We could
convert the Delta Queen to Berv-

of to provide financial
ald for the construction of a new Delta
Queen in an American shipyard, This ald
would be in the form of & construction dif-
ferential subsidy similar to that provided
elsewhere in law for other types of vessels.
Representative Clark on that same day in-
troduced a bill to provide such & subsidy.

I have now had the occasion to discuss
the matter further with the owners of the
Queen, and they Inform me that they favor
such a bill, and that they expect to operate
the vessel in an interim period, pending re-
piu:ement\, subject to the exlisting safety

ice but this means major reconstruction of
the vessel.

Our estimates run between $750,000 and
81,000,000 to do the necessary winter repalrs
and refit her for the excursion trade. What-
ever we do will have to be decided quickly
because the vessel will require at least four

dards, even a 1oss might
result.

It is my hope that all of the many friends
of the Delta Queen will support the Con-
ference Report and the further legislation
expected to come to the Floor later.

Sincerely,
RoserT TAFT, Jr.
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Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr, Dowring) a member of the
committee,

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, I quite
agree with the chairman of the full com-
mittee and the other speakers that this
is & truly significant day in the history of
the U.S. merchant marine. For more
than 10 years we have waited patiently
and impatiently for remedial legislation
while our U.S.-flag fleet sank slowly down
through the drain into obscurity. This
legislation comes not a minute too soon.
If it is implemented, we will have ap-
proximately 300 brand new, fast, modern
ships on the high seas in the 1980's. They
will be fewer ships than we have now,
but the ships will be larger, faster, and
more economical to operate.

This program, if it is implemented, will
give jobs to Americans and put ships in
American shipyards to be built, and it
will produce, I believe, a greater com-
merce and enhance our balance of pay-
ment.

I do hope, since it looks like we are
going into this shipbuilding program
now, that somehow labor and manage-
ment can get their heads together so as
not to create obstacles or pitfalls along
the way to producing the world's best
merchant marine. For this program to
accomplish its purpose, we must have
the greatest cooperation from everybody
who has the best interests of our mer-
chant marine at heart.

We need a strong American merchant
marine for our Nation's economy and
defense, I urge your favorable vote on

this conference report.
Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr, DingeLL), a member of the
committee.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend my good friend the chairman
of the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisherles, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GarmaTz), and the gentleman
from California (Mr. MamLiarp) and
the conferees on the part of the House,
They took a good bill from the House,
a good bill from the Senate, and have
brought back an excellent conference re-
port, one which I am sure every Member,
regardless of the part of the country from
which he comes, can support with enthu-
siasm.

The proposal brought before us is one
which will rebuild the American mer-
chant marine taking into consideration
knportant sectional questions, especially

1 our ns and prok in
the Great Lakes, I thank the conferees
for their careful and solicitous considera-
tion of the problems we in the Great
Lakes have, and for the fashion in which
they have helped us to continue our pat-
tern of economic growth.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr, Vanix).

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this time to direct the attention of
this committee and the House to the
construction by the Japanese of ore-
carrying vessels designed to carry iron
ore in slurry carriers. A slurry ship will
load ore mixed with water which is re-
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moved while the ship is at sea. When the
ship reaches its destination, the ore will
be mixed with water and leave the vessel
as a slurry,

This type of vessel will create a form
of marine pollution which could con-
taminate the oceans and convert our in-
land waterways into “red seas.” It is my
hope that in the program anticipated by
this bill, American vessels will be de-
signed in such a way as to prevent any
form of pollution from entering the
waterways.

It is time for the nations of the world
to enter into compacts which will pre-
vent the construction and development
of vessels or tankers which will add to
the pollution of our oceans and water-
ways—a pollution which has already
reached critical levels.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Maryland yield for a
question?

Mr. GARMATZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Do I correctly assume
that the shipping industry and the mari-
time unions support this bill?

Mr. GARMATZ,. Yes, sir.

Mr. GROSS, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the
conference report on H.R. 15424, the bill
designed to provide a long-range mer-
chant shipbuilding program of 30 ships
per year for the next 10 years,

In essence, the program under the bill
is to build a substantial number of
standard design merchant vessels over
the next decade and to produce these
ships in such quantity as to reduce unit
costs. In this way, the rate of uonstruc-
tion differential subsidy may be red
from a present ceiling of 55 percent sub-
sidy of foreign costs for a comparable
ship, to 35 percent of such costs.

I am particularly pleased that the con-
ferees adopted a provision which would
authorize the Secretary of Commerce to
promulgate regulations by which all
Government agencies must administer
I;helr activities under cargo preference
AWS.

According to Public Law 83-664, a
minimum of 50 percent of U.8. Govern-
ment-generated cargo must be shipped
by American-flag vessels. However, on
occasion, some Government agencies
have frustrated the will of the Congress
by setting up administrative procedures
that make it impossible for U.S. ships to
carry even the minimum of 50 percent
of their cargoes. For instance, the De-
partment of Agriculture—operating un-
der title I of Public Law 83—-480—shipped
only 43 percent of their cargo by US.-
flag ships in 1968.

Hopefully, the new regulations will
encourage greater usage of US.-flag
ships.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I commend the

ittee for its outstanding work in
this field, and I am pleased to support
H.R. 15424,

Mr. PICKELE. Mr. Speaker, although I
am certainly not opposed to strengthen-
ing our merchant marine fleet, I want
to reemphasize a point that I have made
on several other occasions when we have
considered bills authorizing money for
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building and operating merchant ships.
My concern has been with what com-
modities these ships financed with tax-
payers’ money are going to carry as cargo,
I never have received a satisfactory an-
swer. This conference report states that
it is the ‘rtention of Congress to build
300 ships in the next 10 years. No one
has said what these ships are going to
transport. I see nothing in this bill to
keep these ships from being used to carry
foreign products into this countr: which
will compete with our own domestic in-
dustry.

My concern centers around a situation
that arose in my district in Texas. A little
over a year ago there were plans under-
way to use the differential subsidy to haul
in aragonite from the Bahama Islands
into the coastal areas at almost half the
cost at which the domestic limestone in-
dustry would compete.

I say that this would be unfair com-
petition. We would be allowing taxpayer
money to be used to put our domestic in-
dustry out of business. I have been ask-
ing for assurance for several months now
that these 300 ships will not be hauling
foreign products in competition with our
own industries. No one has given me that
assurance. I am utill seeking assurance.
Other people, as well, would desire an
answer.

Mr. Speaker, I call on the Maritime
Commission to clarify their position and
to give us assurances that these pro-
posed ships will not be used to trans-
port commeodities into this country to
the distinct disadvantage of our own
merchants.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, the new maritime program, as
envisioned in H.R. 15424, marks the be-
ginning of a new era in America's mari-
time history. I have served on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee
of the House for many years, and there
have been periods of complete frustra-
tion. We have struggled, urged, and even
cajoled several administrations for a
program that would truly revitalize our
merchant fleet.

We all remember some of the inade-
quate proposals of the past. We can
recall quite clearly the building abroad
feature of former Secretary Alan Boyd,

which certainly spelled the doom of that
program. The great majority of the
Members of the Congress recognized that
we cannot forsake our shipbuilding in-
dustry in order to build up a fleet of
active merchant vessels.

Consequently, it is truly gratifying to
me to be able to support this program
which was submitted to the Congress by
President Nixon, but which could not
have been successfully enacted without
the guidance and able leadership of my
distinguished chairman, Epwarp A. Gar-
matz. I am, therefore, very proud to cast
my vote and my support for this bill
which will henceforth be known as the
Merchant Marine Act of 1970.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 343, nays, 4, not voting 82, as
follows:

|Roll No. 330]

Abbitt Howard

Abernethy
Adams

Hu:
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
.{armlu

¥
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
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Plekle 8t Germain
Pike

Poage

Podell

Poflt

Preyer, N.C.

Price, L. Vander Jagt
Vanlk

5 Vigorito
Pucinski Waggonner
Purcell ‘Waldle
Quie ‘Wampler
Quillen Watson
Rallsback 5 Watts
Randall Whalen
Rarick Whalley
Rees

Reid, 111,
Reid, N.Y.
Reifel
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rivers
Roberts
Robison
Rodine
Roe

White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall

Steed
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sulllvan

Dingell Callf.
Donoh Fa

Taft

Jones, Ala,
Earth
Eazen
Kee

Dorn
Downing
Dulskl
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt

Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
Erlenborn Euykendall
Esch Kyl

Eshleman Kyros
Evans, Colo. Landgrebe
Evins, Tenn. Langen
Fallon Latta
Farbstein Lennon
Fascell Lioyd

Keith
Eing

Kleppe
Kluczynski

Findley
Fish

Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Foley
Ford. Gerald R.
Ford,

William D,
Fountain
Fraser

Frey
Friedel

Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Martin

Taleott

Taylor

‘Teague, Calif.
NAYS—4

Eastenmeler Schmite

NOT VOTING—B82
Mun;nn

Frellnghuysen Murphy NY.
Fulton, Tenn. Nedzl
Gubser O'Hara
Haley O'Eonski
Biagel Hanna O'Neal, Ga.
Blackburn Hawkins ottinger
Brock Hays Patman
Hébert Pirnle
Heckiler, Mass. Pollock
Jonas Powell
Jones, N.C. Rogers, Colo.
Jones, Tenn.  Rostenkowski
Landrum Roth

Leggett

Long, La.

Lowenstein

Berry
Betts

Brooks
Burlison, Mo,
Bush
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell
Corbett
Cowger
Daddario
Dawson

de la Garea
D‘.‘D?ﬂy
Darwhmki

ich.
Dowag McEneally

Matsu.nn;l
Haame

Mll:h!‘l
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Mink
Minghall
Mize

Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Hagan
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hozan
Hollfield
Horton
Hosmer

lausen,
n H.

mwsan Del Moss

i Murphy, IiL
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

Obey

Olsen
O'Nelll, Mass.
Passman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis

Daniel, Va. Philbin

Edwards, La Melcher Young

Feighan Meskill
So the conference report was agreed

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Adair.

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. Thompson of MNew Jersey with Mr.
Morse.

Mr. Burlison of Missourl with Mr. Welcker.

Mr. Hays with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Dent with Mr. McKneally.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Ed-
wards of Alabama.

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Pirnie.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. Corbett,

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Button.

Mr. Nedzi with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr, Brock.

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Berry.

Mr. Hanna with Mr, Snyder.

Mr. Daddario with Mr, Meskill.

Mr. Cabell with Mr. Roudebush.

Mr. Long of Loulsinna with Mr. Lukens.

Mr. Young with Mr. Betts,

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Ayres,

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mrs. Heckler of
Massachusetts.

Mr. O'Neal of Georgia with Mr. Jonas.

Mr, Pelghan with Mr. Powell.
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Mr. Lowensteln with Mr. Diggs,

Mr. Melcher with Mr. Roth.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Wold.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Bush.

Mr, Tunney with Mr. Pollock.

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Lujan.

Mr. McCarthy with Mr. Denney.

Mr. Wright with Mr. McClory.

Mr. Landrum with Mr. McDonald of Michi-
gan.

Mr, Patman with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Poreman.

Mr, McMillan with Mr. Ruth.

Mr. Dowdy with Mr. O'Konski.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Rogers of Colorado.

Mr. Morgan with Mr, Murphy of New York.

Mr. Satterfield with Mr. Haley,

Mr, Ottinger with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Stratton with Mr. O'Hara.

Mr, PIKE changed his vote from “nay"
to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was Ilaid on
the table,

CORRECTION IN ENROLLMENT OF

HR. 15424

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker,
i t for the
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. T68) to make a cor-
rection in the enrollment of HR. 15424,
s0 that the Act may be cited as the
Merchant Marine Act of 1970.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Maryland?

‘There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution as follows:

H. Con. Res. 768

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That in the en-
rollment of the bill (H.R. 15424) to amend
the Merchant Marine Act, 1838, the Clerk of
the House of Representatives shall add at
the end thereof the following new section:

“Sgc. 44. This Act may be cited as the
‘Merchant Marine Act of 1970"."

I ask

The concurrent resolution was agreed

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Maryland?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED
REPORTS
Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on

Rules may have until midnight tonight

to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.
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ORGANIZED CRIME CONTROL
ACT OF 1970

Mr. SISK, from the Commiitee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 1235, H. Rept. 91-
1566) which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

H. Res. 1236

EResolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itselfl into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (5.
30) relating to the control of organized crime
in the United States, and all points of order
against said bill for fallure to comply with
the provisions of clause 3, Rule XIII are here-
by walved. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue
not to exceed three hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committes
on the Judiciary, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be In order to consider without the
intervention of any point of order the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
recc by the C on the Judi-
clary now printed in the bill as an original
bill Tor the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule, and said committee sub-
stitute shall be read by titles instead of by
sections. At the i of such 1
eration, the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and any
Member may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 1235 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is, Will the House now consider
House Resolution 1235?

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
House agreed to consider House Resolu-
tion 1235.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. SmiTa), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1235
provides an open rule with 3 hours of
general debate for consideration of 8. 30,
the Organized Crime Control Act of 1970,
The resolution provides that all points of
order shall be waived against clause 3,
rule XIII, because of failure to comply
with the Ramseyer rule and that all
points of order are waived against the
committee substitute because a question
of germaneness may be raised. It shall be
in order for the committee substitute to
be considered as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment and the bill shall
be read for amendment by titles instead
of by sections.

The purpose of 5. 30 is to seek the erad-
jcation of organized crime in the United
States by strengthening the legal tools
in the evidence-gathering process, by es-
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tablishing new penal prohibitions, and
by providing new remedies to deal with
unlawful activities of those engaged in
organized crime.

Title I of the bill establishes special
grand juries to sit in major population
centers or in other areas at the designa-
tion of the Attorney General.

Title II of the bill is a general Im-
munity statute that will afford “use” im-
munity rather than “transaction” im-
munity, in line with the provisions of
H.R. 11157 which was reported by the
Judiciary Committee on June 15 of
this year and is pending on the House
calendar.

Title IIT is intended to codify present
civil contempt practice with respect to
recaleitrant witnesses in Federal grand
jury and court proceedings. This title
also subjects witnesses to Federal sanc-
tions who flee State criminal investiga-
tive commissions to avoid giving testi-
mony.

Title IV is intended to facilitate Fed-
eral perjury prosecutions and establishes
a new false declaration provision appli-
cable in Federal grand jury and court
proceedings.

Title V authorizes the Attorney Gen-
eral to protect and maintain Federal or
State organized crime witnesses and
their families.

Title VI authorizes the Government to
preserve testimony by the use of deposi-
tions in eriminal proceedings.

Title VII intends to limit disclosure of
information illegally obtained by the
Government to defendants who seek to
challenge the admissibility of evidence
because it is either the primary or indi-
rect production of such an illegal act.

Title VIII defines an “illegal gambling
business” and makes it unlawful to en-
gage in a conspiracy to obstruct the en-
forcement of State law to facilitate an
“fllegal gambling business”; makes it
unlawful to engage in the operation of
the “illegal gambling business" itself; es-
tablishes, effective in 2 years, a Presiden-
tial commission to conduct a compre-
hensive review of present Federal and
State gambling law enforcement policies
and their alternatives; makes enforce-
ment possible by court order electronic
surveillance and makes clear that State
law is not preempted by them.

Title IX creates a new chapter in the
criminal code entitled “Racketeer Influ-
enced and Corrupt Organizations,”
which contains a threefold standard,
first, making unlawful the receipt or use
of income from “racketeering activity” or
its proceeds by a principal in commission
of the activity to acquire an interest in
or establish an enterprise engaged in in-
terstate commerce; second, prohibiting
the acquisition of any enterprise engaged
in interstate commerce through a “pat-
tern” of “racketeering activity,” and
third, proseribing the operation of any
enterprise engaged in interstate com-
merce through a “pattern” or “racket-
eering activity.”

Title X authorizes extended sentences
of up to 25 years for dangerous adult spe-
cial offenders defined to include: First, a
three-time felony offender who has been
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mitted as a part of a pattern of criminal
conduct, and third, an offender whose
felony offense was committed in further-
ance of a conspiracy of three or more
other persons to engage in a pattern of
criminal conduet. This title also author-
izes the Attorney General to establish in
the Department of Justice a central re-
pository for records of convictions.

Title XI establishes Federal controls
over the interstate and foreign commerce
of explosives and is designed to assist the
States to more effectively regulate the
sale, transfer and other disposition of
explosives within their borders.

Title XII establishes, effective in 2
years, a National Commission on Indi-
vidual Rights which is to conduct a com-
prehensive study and review of Federal
laws and practices relating to special
grand juries and to special offender sen-
tencing authorized under the act, wire-
tapping and electronic surveillance, bail
reform, and preventive detention, no-
knock search warrants, and the accumu-
lation of data on individuals by Federal
agencies as authorized by law or acquired
by executive action.

Title XIII of the bill contains a sever-
ability clause.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the adoption of the
rule in order that the bill may be con-
sidered.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gentle-
man from California (Mr. S1sx), has ex-
plained this resolution which covers the
manner in which 8. 30, the Organized
Crime Control Act of 1870, will be han-
dled. I concur in his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I simply add the purpose
of this bill is to amend a number of exist-
ing criminal statutes, with particular at-
tention to the problems raised by or-
ganized crime, in order to enable local,
State, and Federal law enforcement offi-
cers and our court systems to deal more
effectively with the problem of organized
crime in a number of aspects.

There are 12 different titles in this
bill.

In the interest of saving time and in
view of the fact that there are 3 hours
to discuss this and with the hope that
we may adjourn sine die before Novem-
ber 3, Mr. Speaker, I will not go into
details on the explanation of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, three members of the
C ittee on the Judiclary filed addi-
tional views and three members filed dis-
senting views. The bill was reported
unanimously by the subcommittee and as
I understand it by a vote of 32 to 3 by the
full committee.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. PoFF).

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday
of last week, the Judiclary Committee
filed its report on 8. 30, the Organized
Crime Control Act of 1970. Three of my
colleagues, Representatives CoNYERS,
Mixva, and Ryan, filed dissenting views.
I did not wish then to delay further the

previously incarcerated; d, an of-
fender whose felony offense was com-

i of 8. 30. Consequently, I did
not attempt in the report itself to re-
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spond to their arguments against 8. 30.
1 rise now, however, to come to the de-
fense of the proposed statute.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues begin by
suggesting that S. 30 is but “another
dreary episode” in a “ponderous assault”
on freedom and that it embodies a “‘spirit
of repression.” Nothing is further from
the fact. 8. 30 is instead the careful
product of 2 years of hearings, lta-
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that the courts will be unable to act
here.

My colleagues also quote at length
from the decision of the New York court
of appeals in the case of Wood v. Hughes,
9 N.¥, 2d 144, 154, 173 N.E. 2d 21, 26
(1961). The material quoted is a strong
condemation of grand jury reports iden-
tifying individuals. Their use of it, how-
ever, is misleading, since it fails to men-

tions, and debate. It is a thoroughly bi-
partisan bill that embodies the best of
the recommendations of such distin-
guished groups as the American Bar As-
sociation, the American Law Institute,
and the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice. Indeed, in the other body, S. 30
commanded virtually unanimity: 95 Sen-
ators have publicly announced their
support for the measure.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues have at-
tacked virtually every title in S. 30, but
they have concentrated on titles I, VII,
IX, and X. I should like, therefore, to
examine each of their arguments in turn.

TITLE 1. SPECIAL GRAND JURY

Title I of 5. 30 authorizes the issuance
of grand jury reports in certain narrowly
circumstances subject to strict
safeguards. My colleagues term this
“sanctified calumny.” What they do not
say is that grand jury report powers, al-
though a revival in our present federal
system, have been retained from the
common law or statutorily enacted in
several of our States. Twenty-one States
have legislation similar to the New York
statute which, in Jones v. People, 101
App. Div. 55, 92 N.Y. Supp. 275, appeal
dismissed, 181 N.Y. 389, 74 NE. 226
(1805), was construed to authorize re-
ports, while six States explicitly author-
izes such reports by statute, and others
have sanctioned them on a common law
basis. See, for example, In re Report of
Grand Jury, 11 So 2d 316 (Fla. 1945).

My colleagues begin their specific at-
tack by acknowledging that ample safe-
guards are written into the statute, but
then suggest that they are an illusion,
since the grand jury is not limited to
considering evidence admissible in a
common law criminal trial. Unless such
a rule is adopted, they suggest, court
review is “completely nebulous.”

This statement, of course, flies in the
face of voluminous State and Federal
experience with judicial review of de-
terminations made by administrative
agencies, Federal administrative agen-
cles, for example, can base their deci-
sions in large part upon evidence, in-
cluding hearsay, not admissible at trial.
See, for example, 5 U.S.C. section 556(d)
Administrative Procedure Act; 45 CF.R.
section 702.8(a) “rules of evidence” “not
control,” Civil Commission;
Morelli v. United States, 177 Court of
Claims 844 (1966) ; NLRB v. Imperato
Stevedoring Corporation, 250 F. 2d 297
(3d Cir, 1957) ; NLRB v. Amalgamated
Meat Cutiers and Butcher Workmen of
North America, Local 127, 202 F. 2d 671
(1953). The use of hearsay evidence by
such agencies has in no way prevented
courts from reviewing agency determi-
nations under the “substantial evidence"
rule, and there is no reason to suppose

tion that the people of New York,
through their State legislature, re-
sponded to the Wood decision by prompt-
ly enacting comprehensive legislation—
on which title I itself was modeled—
authorizing reports critical of identifia-
ble individuals, under limitations de-
signed to overcome the civil liberties ob-
jections voiced by the court. See Laws
of 1964, Cr. 250, Code of Criminal Pro-
cedure Sec. 253-a.

What lies at the heart of my col-
leagues’ objection to reports is, I am sure,
a fear of abuse. Yet none of the wit-
nesses who appear in the Senate or House
hearings, even though they were asked,
were able to document actual instances
of abuse. I feel these reports will play an
important role in keeping the people in-
formed. And as New Jersey Chief Justice
Arthur T. Vanderbilt stated in 1855, in a
decision upholding the grand jury re-
port power over civil liberties objections,
grounded on a fear of a possible abuse
of the rights of individuals, In Re Pre-
sentment by Camden County Grand
Jury, 10 N.J. 23, 89 A. ed. 416, 434 (1951) :

A practice imported here from England
three centuries ago as a part of the common
law and steadily exerclsed ever since under
three successive state constitutions is too
firmly entrenched in our jurisprudence to
yleld to fancied evils.

TITLE VII: SUPPRESSION OF EVIDENCE

Next my colleagues turn to title VII
of S. 30, which would, first, reverse the
Supreme Court’s decision in Alderman
v. United States, 394 U.S. 165 (1969) re-
quiring, under its supervisory power, the
lisel e of Gover t files in erimi-
inal trials, and which would, second, set
a 5-year “statute of limitations" on in-
serting issues dealing with the “fruit of
the poisonous tree” in similar cases.

The need for remedial legislation here
is well illustrated by the progress of the
Federal Government's case against Felix
“Milwaukee Phil” Alderisio following the
Supreme Court's reversal of his convic-
tion for committing extortion in Colo-
rado in 1959. He was a codefendant of
Alderman himself, and the Supreme
Court remanded Alderisio’s case for full
disclosure of the confidential files and
a new hearing on his claim that the evi-
dence against him was the indirect
“fruit” of unlawful electronic surveil-
lance.

The district court, after extensive dis-
closure and 2% days of defense interro-
gation of numerous FBI agents and su-
pervisors connected with the surveillance,
found that “there is absolutely no rele-
vancy in any of the material from any of
the logs of the electronic surveillance to
any evidence offered at the trial of this
case,” and reaflfirmed Alderisio's 415 -year
prison sentence for the extortion—United
States v. Alderman, Crim. No. 17377,
U.8. District Court, D. Colo., July 7, 1969,
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rev'd, 7T Crim L. Reptr 2122 (10th Cir
3-31-70) (in camera hearing on relation
between “logs” and “airtels” ordered).

Alderisio, still pursuing the dilatory
tactics he had used since the extortion
case began, appealed the district court's
latest decision and secured the new hear-
ing, noted above. However, on January
30, 1970, the case finally was closed. Al-
derisio agreed not to seek further review
of the extortion conviction, and to plead
guilty to a charge of possessing—as a
convicted felon—three firearms confis-
cated from his home, and no defense to
one of 21 counts of bank fraud—both
committed while he was free during the
extortion proceedings, which had begun
when he was indicted in 1964. In return,
he obtained the Government's agreement
to drop the other 20 fraud counts and to
let the new 2-year sentence on the gun
charge and S-year fraud sentence run
concurrently with the extortion term.
Since the new sentences are concurrent,
they will add only 80 to 120 days to Al-
derisio’s time in prison.

Alderisio, who has been identified as
an enforcer and leader of loan sharking
and gambling operations for La Cosa
Nostra in the Chicago area, thus used the
dilatory tactics title VII would curb to
postpone beginning his punishment for
extortion until 10 years after the crime
and 5 years after indictment, remain-
ing free in the meantime to commit bank
fraud and a gun violation punished by
only 80 to 120 days imprisonment—and
this despite the fact that his motion to
suppress was groundless. He now prac-
tically concedes he was guilty of all three
crimes. The FBI, the Justice Depart-
ment, and the Federal courts, on the
other hand, spent a fortune and 10 years
obtaining his imprisonment. Soclety got
4 raw deal, and Alderisio, as the Chicago
Sun-Times reported—January 13, 1870,
page 6—said, as he walked grinning
from the court:

I just made the best deal of my life.

Worst of all, one result of the existing
law, reflected in Alderman, is that some
criminals are now given a “license to
steal"—and to murder, rape, rob, and de-
stroy—for their entire lives. An orga-
nized crime figure, or an ordinary thief,
may be oveheard incidentally during un-
lawful surveillance of a spy ring or a for-
eign b . The Gover t may be
absolutely unable to disclose the fact of
the surveillance or the location of the
electronic device. However, the criminal
presently has an absolute right to ex-
amine the transcript and, when the tran-
script is not disclosed, to obtain dismis-
sal of any State or Federal charge
against him for any crime committed at
any time. Therefore, he can go on to com-
mit any crimes he chooses, as often as he
pleases, with complete immunity from
punishment and control. Title VII elimi-
nates that intolerable dilemma, and re-
vokes the criminal’s license to terrorize
law-abiding citizens,

‘There are analogous precedents sup-
porting title VII's 5-year provision in
areas other than suppression of evidence,
as well. There are, for example, the stat-
utes of limitations which prevent the
bringing of criminal prosecutions and
civil lawsuits more than a given period




October 6, 1970

after one becomes entitled to do so. In
comparing the 5-year provision of title
VII with those statutes of limitations, it
is important to notice that title VII's 5-
year provision does not foreclose a “de-
fense,”"” as my colleagues suggest, which
goes to the question of guilt or innocence.
The motion to suppress is instead a
means to the affirmative enforcement of
a right, and in this respect is quite simi-
lar to the bringing of a civil sult or erim-
inal prosecution. Indeed, the Federal
Government and some of the States pro-
vide, as a remedy for a person who is
subjected to unlawful electronic surveil-
lance, not only the remedy of suppres-
sion of evidence in any criminal case
against him, but also the additional rem-
edies that the offending officer may be
criminally prosecuted and that the per-
son surveyed may bring a civil action for
damages against the officer. The statutes
of limitations limiting the commence-
ment of such civil actions have been held
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Court has, however, recognized that the
relationship between an unlawful in-
vestigative act and evidence derived in-
directly from the act can become so
“attenuated” that the derivative evi-
dence should not be suppressed, and that
even evidence which was obtained by the
exploitation of an unlawful investigative
act should be admitted in evidence if it
was obtained in part from a second, In-
dependent source Wong Sun v. Uniled
States, 371, U.S. 417, 487 (1963); Nar-
done v. United States, 403 U.S. 338, 341
(1938)—so attenuated as to dissipate
the taint *“; Costello v. United States, 365
U.S. 265, 280 (1961). In Nardone v.
United States, 308 U.S. 338, 341-42
(1939), Mr. Justice Prankfurter put it
this way:

Sophisticated arguments may prove a
signed to overcome the civil liberties ob-
tained through Illicit wiretapping and the
Governments proof. As a matiter of good
sense, however, such connection may have

50 att d as to di the

to be consistent with due process despit
the fact that they deprive a person
surveyed of a property right—his cause
of action—after a given period of time.
Note, of course, that under due process
no legislature has the right to destroy an
existing cause of action. Angle v. Chicago
St. Paul Ry., 151 US, 1 (1894). But no
one questions the right of the legislature
to say that it must be exercised, if at all,
within the period of limitation in order
that justice may be done on fresh not
stale claims, This is true despite the fact
that his claim for damages, or the erim-
inal case against any officer, may be
clearly valid and amply supported by ev-
idence, especially since it is the time
when the civil suit is brought or the crim-
inal prosecution against the officer is
commenced which determines whether
or not the action is barred by the statutes
of limitations: Those periods of limita-
tions are not so defined as to bar Im-
plausible claims, only those which have
become stale.

The question is not merely whether
the evidence is the fruit of the unlaw-
ful seizure but whether, unlawful fruit
or not, suppression or admission of such
evidence would have a substantial im-
pact upon the degree to which the sup-
pression rule deters unlawful police con-
duct. M ed by tandard, enact-
ment of the 5-year provision of title
VII would have no impact upon the ef-
ficacy of the suppression rule. It would
be foolhardy for a police officer to make
an illegal search or surveillance in 1870
in the hope that, on that day, he would
discover evidence useful to prove a crime
which will not even be committed until
1976, and police will have no incentive
to waste their time and resources in that
fashion.

Indeed, the principle applied by the
5-year provision of title VII already has
been specifically recognized by the Su-
preme Court. The Supreme Court has
not, of course, approved a specific period
such as 5 years between an unlawful
police act and a later event to be proved
declaring that claims that the unlawful
act led to evidence of the later event shall
not be considered. Specific rules of that
type are the province of the Congress,
rather than the courts. The Supreme

taint. * * =

Dispatch in the trial of criminal cases Is
essential in bringing crime to book. * * *
To interrupt the course of the trial for [a

PP ] imp the
of the main proceeding . . . Like mischlef
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it is to attempt to confuse, not to en-
lighten.

My colleagues are on no better grounds
when they attack the use of the tech-
nique of criminal forfeiture in title IX,
Obviously, the time has come for a
frontal attack on the subversion of our
economic system by organized criminal
activities. That attack must begin, how-
ever with the frank recognition that our
present laws are inadequate to remove
criminal influences from legitimate en-
deavor organizations. The traditional ap-
proach has been to seek through fine and
imprisonment to deter or prevent the
perpetration of criminal behavior. The
President in his message on organized
crime of April 23, 1969, observed:

The arrest, conviction, and Imprisonment
of a Mafla lleutenant can curtall operations,
but does not put the syndicate out of busl-
ness. As long as the property of organized
crime remains, new leaders will step forward
to take the place of those we jail,

The Attorney General in testimony be-
fore the Senate subcommittee said:

While the prosecutions of organized crime
leaders can seriously curtall the operations of
the Cosa Nostra, as long as the flow of money
continues, such prosecutions will only result

would result were t claims
to justify the trial court’s indulgence of in-
quiry into the legitimacy of evidence in the
Government's possession. So to read . . .
[the suppression rule] would be to subordi-
nate the need for vigorous administration of
Jjustice to undue solicitude for potential . . .
dizobedience of the law by the law's officers.
Therefore, claims that taint attaches to any
portion of the Government's case must
satisfy the trial court with their solidity. ...

TITLE IX: D OF 1

My colleagues next raise questions
about title IX, Strangely, however, they
seem to object that the title IX places
too high a burden on the prosecution be-
fore it can bring into play criminal for-
feiture and the possibility of a $25,000
fine and up to 20 years imprisonment
where “racketeering activity"—at least
two independent offenses forming a pat-
tern of conduct—Ileads to the takeover or
is used to run a business. I, for one, feel
that these evidentiary showings are not
only right but proper. The proposed stat-
ute is not aimed at the isolated offender
and it does not use mild remedies. It
would go too far if it required much less.

Moreover, my friends are only throw-
ing sand in the eyes of those who might
not read the proposed statute carefully
when they suggest that it poses difficult
“choice of law"” questions when “rack-
eteering activity” under the statute is de-
fined in part by reference to local law.
This is a common technique in Federal
criminal statutes that play a role in aid-
ing local law enforcement to aid itself.
See, for example, 18 U.S.C. 1952—travel
to aid racketeering business, The Su-
preme Court has had no difficulty in
dealing with these statutes. See, for
example, United States v. Nardello, 393
U.S. 286 (1968), upholding Federal ex-
tortion prosecution under 18 U.S.C. 1952,
where the meaning of “extortion” was
taken from Pennsylvania law. Local law
is used in the context of the Federal stat-
ute only when the local law itself con-
trols the conduct in question. It is as sim-
ple as that. To attempt to make more of

in a y ret

and p
system as new people step forward to take

the place of those convicted. [Senate Hear-
ings at 112.]

Fine and imprisonment as crimjnal
sanctions are not new. The use of crim-
inal forfeiture, however, represents an
innovative attempt to call on our com-
mon law heritage to meet an essentially
modern problem. In English law, goods
and chattels were sutomatically forfeited
to the Crown upon conviction of felony;
lands were forfeited upon attainder, and
this common law rule was carried into
the new world by the colonists, Instances
of eriminal forfeiture, moreover, are
noted in early American reports. The use
of the ancient doctrine of criminal for-
feiture embodied in title IX, therefore,
will deal not only with individuals, but
also with the economic base through
which those individuals constitute such
a serious threat to the economic well-
being of the Nation. In short, an attack
must be made on their source of eco-
nomic power itself, and the attack must
take place on all available fronts.

Finally, my colleagues are wholly off
base when they complain that title IX
adopts the present civil investigative de-
mand provisions of antitrust law (15
US.C. §1311 et seq.) to the civil aspect
of title IX. These provisions do indeed
ignore the grand jury in this area, for
the grand jury is a method of criminal
investigation. Title IX contemplates, in
contrast, that the civil remedies, includ-
ing injunctions, may have something to
offer in this area. As a special committee
of the American Bar Association ob-
served:

The time-tested machinery of the antitrust
laws contains several useful and workable
features which are appropriate for wuse
against organized crime. [Senate Hearings at
577.]

I would credit the criticism of my
colleagues more if they would only cite
examples of the abuse they fear. These
procedures are time tested in the anti-
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trust area, I see no reason why they may
not prove valuable against organized
crime.

TITLE X: SPECIAL OFFENDER SENTENCING

Next, my friends turn their attention
to title X, which provides for, subject to
strict safeguards, sentences of up to 25
vears for “dangerous special” offenders.
The inadequacy of sentences imposed
upon organized crime leaders has been
well known to racket prosecutors for
years. Our people, tco, are aware of the
facts. A Gallup poll early last year found
that 7 percent of those interviewed
thought that our courts did not deal
harshly enough with criminals—New
York Times, February 16, 1969, page 47,
column 1. A recent study based on FBI
sentencing data, moreover, confirms that
experience and the judgment of our peo-
ple. The study appears in the CONGRES-
SIONAL REcorp, volume 115, part 25, page
34390, so it is necessary now to point out
only that two-thirds of La Cosa Nostra
members included in the study and in-
dicted by the Pederal Government since
1960 have faced maximum jail terms of
only 5 years or less, and that nevertheless
fewer than one-fourth have received the
maximum jail terms, and the sentences
of the remainder have averaged only 40
to 50 percent of the maximums.

Title X will begin to correct that situ-
ation by impl t the principle, ap-

proved by the Department of Justice, the
American Bar Association, the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency, the
American Law Institute, and the Presi-
dent’s Crime Commission, that the Con-
gress should authorize one maximum

sentence for ordinary offenders and a
greater maximum for more dangerous
offenders.

The provisions for Government and
defendant appellaie review of sentences
found in title X, too, are of great im-
portance. They implement a recommen-
dation of the President’s Crime Commis-
sion that—

There must be some kind of supervision
over those trial juries who, because of cor-
ruption, political considerations, or lack of
knowledge, tend to mete out light sentences
in cases involving organized crime manage-
ment pmunncl. Consideration should there-
fore be given to allowing the prosecution the
right of appeal regarding sentences of persons
in management positions in organized crime
actlvity or groups. Constitutional require-
ments for such an appellate procedure must
first be carefully explored. (Report at 203.)

‘The appellate review provisions of title
X have been drawn with great care so as
to avoid infringing individual rights un-
der the due process and double jeopardy
clauses. Supreme Court decisions ren-
dered last term, and lengthy and detailed
hearings into the legal and constitutional
aspects of appellate review of sentences,
have indicated that the concept can be
implemented at title X does within con-
stitutional bounds. Appellate review un-
der title X will not only permit correction
of unjust sentences in particular cases, it
will also promote the evolution of sen-
tencing principles and enhance respect
for our system of justice. It promises a
major impr t in the administra-
tion of justice, Key cases supporting title
X include rulings that the double jeop-
ardy provision permits sentence in-
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creases after reversal of a conviction—
North Carolina v. Pearce, 395 US, T11,
719 (1969)—or after failure of a trial
court to impose a mandatory minimum
sentence—for example, Bozza v. United
States, 330 U.S. 160 (1947). Those rulings
are analogous rather than direct author-
ity, but they offer strong support for title
X against double jeopardy objections.

Under the existing precedents, there
no longer can be any doubt as to the
consistency of permitting the Govern-
ment to appeal and obtain appellate in-
creases of sentences with the double jeop-
ardy clause. Dean Peter Low, who ana-
Iyzed the issue carefully in the Senate
hearings before the Supreme Court de-
cided North Carolina v. Pearce, 395 US.
711, T17 (1969), stated after the Pearce
decision that the double jeopardy argu-
ments against an increased sentence on
appeal had been “weakened if not com-
pletely destroyed.” Senate hearings at
544.

My colleagues’ views of special offend-
er sentencing as an evasion of consti-
tutional trial procedures—an "‘end run,”
they say, “around due process"—are not,
fortunately, typical of professional au-
thorities, The concept implemented by
title X has been endorsed, as I noted
previously, by the President's Crime
Commission, the American Law Insti-
tute, the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency, the American Bar Asso-
ciation, and other august associations.
At the same time, my colleagues, in ana-
lyzing title X, seemingly ignore what is
the law today as to sentencing: No
standards or limits are placed upon the
judges discretion. Would they have us
merely raise the penalties on existing
statutes without granting safeguards?
As the commentary to the American Bar
Association’s standards on sentencing
notes—

It would indeed be lroniec if procedural dus
process required the absence of legislative
guidance in order for the sentencing pro-
ceeding to be Informal. The Advisory Com-
mittee is confident that such a result need
not follow. (ABA Standards Relating to Sen-
tencing Alternatives and Procedures at 264.)
{Approved Draft, 1068.)

Title X preserves, in short, the tradi-
tional principle, approved by the Su-
preme Court in Williams v. New York,
337 U.B. 241 (1949), that sentencing pro-
ceedings are exempt from the rules of
evidence constitutionally required at
trial. The Williams case, which was re-
affirmed by the Court in 1967 in an opin-
ion by Mr. Justice Douglas, Specht v.
Patterson, 386 U.S. 605, 606, held that
a sentencing court, unlike a trial court,
can consider hearsay allegations not
tested for reliability by the constitutional
procedures of confrontation and cross-
examination. Mr. Justice Black, in the
opinion for the Court in Williams, spelled
out in these terms the policies wh.tch un-
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ment have made It all the more necessary
that a sentencing judge not be denied an
opportunity to obtaln pertinent information
by a requirement of rigid adherence to re-
strictive rules of evidence properly applica-
ble to the trial.

The due pr clause should not be
treated as a device for freezing the eviden-
tinl procedure of sentencing in the mold
of trinl procedure . . . (Willams v. New York,
supra at 247-51.)

My colleagues attempt to evade ap-
plication of these principles to special of-
fender sentencing by saying that sen-
tencing under title X is comparable to a
second trial, and the sentencing allega-
tions to a separate “charge” of crime.
This is hardly a sound basis for exempt-
ing title X from the rule of the Williams
case, since the hearsay which was used
in sentencing Williams himself related
to his commission of many serious
crimes other than that for which he was
being sentenced. As the Director of the
National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency, whose Model Sentencing Act was
one basis for title X, testifies before the
Senate subcommittee:

A sentencing statute certainly does not
take the place of new definitions of racke-
teering crimes, appropriate and specific to
the methods of operation in organized crime.
The Model Sentencing Act does not define
crimes. But if a defendant is convicted of an
offense such as tax evasion, assault, criminal
coercion, it makes a great deal of difference
whether his crime was an individual act, or
was part of a racketeering operation. If the
Iatter, the sentence should be a severe one,
and we s0 recommend in our act. (Hearings
at 251.)

The sentence is more severe, as the
U.S. Supreme Court has made clear re-
garding extended sentencing of recidi-
vists, not because the defendant is re-
ceiving an additional punishment for his
previous crimes, but because the fact of
his previous conduct aggravates his latest
felony and justifies the imposition of a
more severe sentence in lieu of the ordi-
nary one. See, for example, Moore v, Mis-
souri, 159 U.S. 673, 677 (1895). Both the
Model Penal Code and the Model Sen-
tencing Act have rejected the notion that
special offender sentencing is like a trial
and requires application of trial rules of
evidence, and the ABA has done likewise
after an unusually thorough and schol-
arly study of the question,

My friends also assert that it. vwlaws
the privilege inst self-inerimi
to permit an inference against a defend-
ant alleged to be a professional offender
to be drawn from his income or property,
where it is not explained as derived from
a source other than crime. This assertion
is incorrect for several reasons.

First, title X does not require that a
defendant desiring to explain his wealth
testify in person. The defendant instead
cem offer other witnesses or documentary

derlie enlightened tencing §
and preclude the extension of even con-
stitutional exclusionary rules to sentenc-
ing proceedings:

Highly t—if not to his
| the sentencing Judge's| selection of an ap-

and doing so is not considered
self-incrimination.

Second, this provision of title X does
not compel a finding that a defendant
with unexplained wealth is a profession-
al offender, it does not create an irre-
buttable or even a rebuttable presump-

propriate : 15 the of the
Tullest infor b the

t.i(m to that effect, and it does not even

defendant’s 1ife and And
modern concepts individualizing punish-

! the court to draw any infer-
ence from the unexplained wealth. It is
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clear, from a careful reading of the face
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clu hl.s uptmn and then allowing the de-
his

of the provision, that its sole effects are
to declare unexplained wealth to be
relevant, and to permit the drawing from
it of any inference of fact which is logi-
cal and persuasive in the circumstances.
In this connection, it is like similar per-
missible inference that follows from the
recent possession of stolen property,
which has been long upheld. See Wilson
v, United States, 162 U.S. 613, 619 (1896).
The inference may be very strong in
some cases and nonexistent or very weak
in others, depending upon the type of
wealth, the circumstances of its acqui-
sition, the facts concerning the felony
for which the defendant is to be sen-
tenced, and the other circumstances of
aggravation.

Third, the Marchetti and Grosso cases,
Marchetti v. United States, 390 US. 39
(1968) ; Grosso v. United States, 390 US.
62 (1968) relied upon by my friends shed
no light on title X, since the law they in-
validated made one's fallure to inerim-
inate himself a crime in itself.

My colleagues “due process™ objection
to title X is that the defendant would be
deterred from appealing if he knew that
Government could then appeal as well
and have his sentence increased. I seri-
ously question the care with which my
friends examined title X, which takes
great pains to prevent exactly the type
of deterrence of which they warn. Since
a defendant might be deterred from ap-
pealing if the Government could then

. appeal as well, title X requires that the
Government take any review it desires 5
days before the defendant must do so.
By the time the defendant is about to
make his decislon, the Gover t al-
ready has appealed or lost its chance
to do so, so the defendant cannot pos-
sibly fear such retaliation.

In addition, the section of title X deal-
ing with a llate review of
section 3576—provides expressly that
when a sentence review is taken by the
United States, the court of appeals may
increase or reduce the sentence, and that
“any withdrawal of review taken by the
United States shall foreclose change to
the disadv but not ch to the
advantage of the defendant.” These pro-
visions prevent the taking of routine
Government appeals in the manner de-
scribed by iny colleagues dissenting state-
ments, since taking routine appeals would
expose the Government to the possibility
of sentence reductions, a possibility not
foreclosed by Government withdrawal of
review. Further, the sentence review pro-
visions include a provision that “any re-
view taken by the United States may be
dismissed on a showing of abuse of the
right of the United States to take such
review." These safeguards, coupled with
the 5-day lag itself, provide ample pro-
tection for a defendant against being
penalized for taking an appeal. This con-
clusion, too, is concurred in by Dean Low,
who emphasized the due process prob-
lems concerning sentence increases on
appeal in his prepared testimony before
the Senate subcommittee, He then was
asked, during the hearing:

Could part of your objection to the prose-
cutor having the right to be obviated
by glving him a short period of time to exer-
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option at o later
point, bm. not permitting increase on appeal
where the prosecutor did not elect to exercise
his option at the earlier point? (Senate Hear-
ings at 211.)

Dean Low replied:

I believe that would be very good. I believe
it would be very good provision. I think the
prosecutor could not then appeal In response
to a defendant’s appeal. I think that would
be an excellent suggestion. (Ibid.)

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, in closing,
make passing reference to several other
titles of S. 30. But here they did not seem
to press their objections quite so hard.
I shall not, therefore, burden the Recorp
further with detailed reply. I should like
to close, however, by making reference
to the opinion of Justice Keating of the
New York Court of Appeals in People v.
Kaiser, 21 N.Y, 2d 86, 233 N.E. 2d 818, 829,
aflirmed, 394 U.S. 280 (1969) Affirming
the extortion conviction of an alleged
Cosa Nostra member secured by wiretaps,
Justice Keating replied to the civil lib-
erties objections:

[M]uch as we might like, we cannot ignore
thorm.ll.mo{uh.Wounnotimmum
rise of vity and “fami-
les* w‘nop‘romiu tupruﬂdat-h.m “big
brothers™ of 1984. As the facts in this case
reveal, some . . . [police investigative tech-
nigues] under the most severely mglunm
and restricted conditions are n
the only security we enjoy is that from’ gor-
ernment introsion.

Mr. Speaker, I, for one, am willing to
give law enforcement the tools it needs to
get the job done. I have supported it in
8. 30 in the committee and I intend to
support it on the floor. I urge my col-
leagues to take this same course of action.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

i?i motion to reconsider was Iaid on the
table.

Mr. CELLER, Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (S. 30) relating to the control of
organized crime in the United States.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore (Mr.
HovrrELn) . The question is on the mo-
tiankoffered by the gentleman from New
York.

The motion was agreed to. .

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill 8. 30, with Mr.
Roower of New York 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 CHATRMAN. Under the rule, the
distinguished gentleman from New York
(Mr. CeLrLer) will be recognized for 132
hours, and the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. McCurrocH) will be rec-
ognized for 115 hours.

The Chair recognizes the distinguished
gentleman from New York (Mr. CELLER) .

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
mysel such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, this bill has been the
subject of much controversy. When it
came to the Judiciary Committee from
the other body it contained many imper-
fections. I might say that it contained

many titutional potholes. We filled
them wlth constitutional prmrldons and

ities. We thed out
mme of u‘.le rugged and extremely re-
pressive provisions.

Mr. Chairman, we revised the bill and
made it in accord with the legal process.

Mr. Chairman, our subcommittee
worked assiduously and laboriously many
hours refurbishing and smoothing out
some of the wind rows, if I may put it
that way, which were contained in this
bill. It was approved unanimously by the
subcommittee and had the pre; t
vote of approval of the full committee.
It is a good bill, but not perfect. What
is? I have frequently said that even the
sun has its spots. There is no light with-
out shadow. So, this bill may have some
imperfections, but it is a bill that is
well rounded and it has compromises.
But, is not all civilization the result of
compromise?

Mr. Chairman, we conducted lengthy

ciation, the Association of the Bar of the
City of New York, the New York County
Lawyers Association, and other bar asso-
ciations as well as the American Civil
Liberties Union. We heard Members of
both the House and the Senate, profes-
sors of law, experts in the criminal law,
and judges.

If we are to deal however meaningfully
with crime we must deal with the deep-
seated causes of crime. We must address
ourselves to the dehumanizing effect on
the individual of slums, ignorance, sheer
violence, corruption, poverty, idleness,
hunger, disease, drug addiction, and
overcrowded jails.

The use of naked power is not enough.
‘We must care not only for law and order
but for justice as well.

When I recite these horrendous evils
that beset our society I do not pretend
that we are lost and helpless, that in the
proverbial sense we are going to the dogs,
not at all. We need not let fear possess us.

I am young encugh to know that the
best is yet to come. We shall find solu-
tions through patience, justice, and
wisdom.

A nation that withstood the heolocaust
of a civil war where a million of our brave
sons were slaughtered, a nation that
withstood the anti-Chinese and the
anti-Catholic riots of the 1840's and
1850's, the antidraft riots of the 1860's, a
nation that fought two World Wars to
trimmph, that survived the Pullman and
Homestead strikes and all the turmoil
involved therein, a nation that lived
through the boom and bust and gripping
fear of the depression of 1929, such a na-
tion can cope with and triumph over the
present erime wave.

The bill before us I must admit is no
panacea for the overall eauses of erime
but it will help. It will provide more tools
and measures to invoke punishment to
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those who heretofore have escaped sanc-
tions.

There is an old saying, “If passion
drives let reason hold the reins.”

I am free to confess that emotion and
passion inspired the bill originally but
reason must now control. The bill re-
flected originally public hysteria caused
by the escalation of crime. Our commit-
tee I think put reason in the driver’s seat
and made the bill palatable and indeed
worthy of your support,

‘We made some 50-odd changes, offered
some 50-odd amendments to the Senate
bill. This legislation manifests the dili-
gence and the Judiciary Committee’s de-
sire to produce a fair bill.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of 5. 30, as
amended, is to curb organized crime by
strengthening the Federal criminal jus-
tice system. There has been considerable
confusion over what this measure really
does provide and what it may actually
accomplish. As reported by the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, the bill contains an
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
Although S. 30 embodies the same 11
titles in the measure which the Senate
approved, each title has been reworked
or amended to some degree. In addition,
the bill contains two new titles: Title
XI—providing for the regulation of ex-
plosives; and title XII—establishing a
National Commission on Individual
Rights, It may be helpful to the ensuing
debate to summarize the main features
¢ each of the titles of the bill, as
reported.

TITLE I—SPECIAL GRAND JURIES

Title I provides for the impaneling of
special or investigative grand juries in
major population centers and in other
areas designated by the Attorney Gen-
eral. As amended by the committee, these
special panels would serve, as do regular
grand juries, under the supervision of the
Federal district courts. They would be
authorized to sit for extended periods—
up to 36 months—and to issue reports
first, concerning misconduct involving
organized criminal activity of appointed
Government officials, and second, regard-
ing organized crime conditions within
the district. When such reports are erit-
ical of identified indviduals, the bill es-
tablishes procedures for notice, the op-
portunity to present evidence, to file an
answer and to judicial review prior to
publication.

TITLE II—WITNESS IMMUNITY

Title IT contains a general Federal im-
munity statute that affords “use” immu-
nity rather than “transaction” immunity
when a witness before a court, grand
jury, Federal agency, either House of
Congress, or congressional committee or
subcommittee, asserts his privilege
against self-incrimination. This title
would displace the privilege against self-
incrimination by granting protection in-
tended to be coextensive with the privi-
lege; that is, protection against the use
of compelled testimony directly or indi-
rectly against the witness in a criminal
proceeding,

TITLE II—RECALCITREANT WITNESSES

This title seeks to codify civil con-
pt tice with t to lei

tempt p resp
trant witnesses in Federal grand jury and
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court proceedings, The title spells out the
powers of the court summarily, without
a jury, to coerce testimony by imprison-
ment. As amended by the ittee
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Parts B and C establish two new sub-
stantive Federal offenses. The first pro-
scribes conspiracies to obstruct the en-
for t of State law to facilitate an

maximum confinement authorized is 18
months, and the applicable standard of
bail during an appeal of a contempt order
is made consistent with the Federal Rules
of Criminal Procedure.

Title IIT also applies Federal sanc-
tions to witnesses who flee State process
in order to avoid testifying before State
criminal investigatory agencies.

TITLE IV—FALSE DECLARATIONS

Title IV establishes a new Federal false
declaration standard applicable to grand
jury and court proceedings. Its purpose
is to facilitate Federal perjury prosecu-
tions by permitting convictions based on
irreconcilably inconsistent declarations
under oath. In order to encourage truth-
ful testimony, the title, as amended, per-
mits recantation to be a bar to a false
declaration prosecution in certain cir-
cumstances.

TITLE V—PROTECTED FACILITIES FOR HOUSING
GOVERNMENT WITNESSES

As a further effort to secure and pre-
serve essential prosecution testimony in
an organized crime proceeding, title V
authorizes the Attorney General to pro-
tect and maintain Federal and State or-
ganized crime witnesses and their fam-
ilies. It is provided that State witnesses
may be protected on a reimbursable
basis.

TITLE VI—DEPOSITIONS

Title VI authorizes the Government
to preserve testimony by the use of a
deposition in a criminal proceeding, a
right which now exists only for the de-
fendant under the Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure—rule 15. The Gov-
ernment’s access to depositions is con-
fined to organized crime cases, and as
amended by the committee, the bill
makes clear that such access shall not
infringe the defendant's rights under the
fifth amendment. It is also provided that
the scope of examination and cross-
examination shall be the same as at trial.
TITLE VII—LITIGATION CONCERNING SOURCES

OF EVIDENCE

Title VII intends to limit disclosure
of information illegally obtained by the
government to defendants who seek to
challenge the admissibility of evidence
because it is either the primary or in-
direct product of such an illegal act. The
title also prohibits any challenge to the
admissibility of evidence based on its
being the fruit of an unlawful govern-
mental act, if such act occurred 5 years
or more before the event sought to be
proved. As amended by the committee,
the application of title VII is limited to
Federal judicial and administratve pro-
ceedings, and to electronic or mechanical
surveillance which occurred prior to
June 19, 1968, the date of enactment of
the Federal wiretapping and electronic
surveillance law—chapter 119, title 18,
United States Code.

TITLE VIII—SYNDICATED GAMBLING

This title contains five parts:

Part A contains a congressional find-
ing that illegal gambling involves the
widespread use of, and has an effect on,
interstate commerce and its facilities.

illegal gambling business, An illegal gam-
bling business is defined as one which
is conducted in violation of State or lo-
cal law, which involves 5 or more persons
who duct, finance, or own all
or part of the enterprise and which is in
substantially continuous operation for
over 30 days or has a gross revenue in
excess of $2,000 in a single day. A fine
of up to £20,000 or imprisonment for not
more than 5 years, or both, is provided.
The second offense makes it unlawful
to engage in the operation of the illegal
gambling business itself, defined as
above. Any property used in violation of
these provisions is made subject to for-
feiture and a fine of $20,000 or imprison-
ment for not more than 5 years, or both,
is authorized.

Part D establishes, effective in 2 years,
a presidential commission to conduct a
comprehensive review of Federal and
State gambling policies and their alter-
natives.

Part E expressly authorizes court or-
der electronic surveillance to enforce the
provisions of parts B and C.

TITLE IX-—RACKETEER INFLUENCED AND CORRUPT
ORGANTZATIONS

Title IX is designed to inhibit the in-
filtratlon of legitimate business by or-
ganized crime. In addition to creating
new Federal offenses punishable by tradi-
tional eriminal sanctions of a fine of not
more than $25,000 or a prison term up
to 20 years, or both, title IX also creates
civil remedies modeled on those found
in the antitrust field. These include or-
ders of divestment, prohibition against
business activity and orders of dissolu-
tion or reorganization, and treble damage
suits on the part of private parties who
are injured. The title also authorizes for-
feiture of any interest which has been
attained in violation of the criminal
provision.

The title prohibits the investment of
funds derived from a pattern of racke-
teering activity or from the collection
of an unlawful debt, where the investor
participated as a principal, in a business
engaged in interstate commerce. It also
proscribes the acquisition, maintenance
or control of any interest in a business
engaged in commerce through a pattern
of racketeering activity or the collection
of unlawful debts. The conduct of the
affairs of a business by a person acting
in a managerial capacity, through racke-
teering activity is also proscribed. Con-
spiracies to violate any of the provisions
of the title also are made punishable.

Racketeering activity is defined in
terms of specific State and Federal crimi-
nal statutes,

As amended by the committee, pattern
is defined to require at least two racket-
eering acts, one of which occurred after
the effective date of the statute, and the
last of which occurred within 10 years—
excluding any period of imprisonment—
after the commission of a prior racket-
eering act.

Provision is made for nationwide venue
and service of process, the expedition of
actions, civil investigative demands, and
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the use of court order electronic surveil-
lance and its product.
TITLE X gt AL
SENTENCING

Title X authorizes extended sentences
of up to 25 years for dangerous adult spe-
cial offenders defined to include first, a
three-time felony offender who has been
previously incarcerated; second, an of-
fender whose felony offense was com-
mitted as part of a pattern of criminal
conduct, and third, an offender whose
felony offense was committed in further-
ance of a conspiracy of three or more
other persons to engage in a pattern of
criminal conduct.

The impeosition of the extended term
must be based upon a charge by the
prosecuting attorney and a hearing be-
fore the sentencing court following con-
viction. The *itle provides for the assist-
anee of counsel, compulsory process and
eross-examination of witnesses. Appel-
late review of the extended sentence is
provided for both the Government and
the defendant, but the Government must
exercise the option to seek review at least
5 days before the expiration of the time
for review by the defendant. Further, the
bill permits an nppeslhw the Government
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institutions or organizations receiving
Federal finaneial assistance such as uni-
versities, hospitals, and police stations.
The title also specifically proseribes
malicious damage or destruction by ex-
plosives of real or personal property used
in interstate or foreign commerce or in
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8. 30—as reported—is a better bill
Provisions have been made workable.
Constitutional rights have been pro-
tecl&d Measures have been dnri.ﬁzd But
eyond that, the itt
new title to combat the recem. rash of
bnmhings The new title is basically a
ot tion of two bills—H.R. 16699 and

any activity affecting ate or for-
eign commerce. Existing penalties are
increased and the death penailty is ex-
tended to new offenses ndded by the
title. The new eriminal offenses become
effective upon enactment of the legisla-
tion; the licensing provisions become ef-
fective in 120 days.
TITLE XI—NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
INDIVIDUAL RIGMTS

This title, added by the committee, es-
tablishes, effective January 1, 1972, a
National Commission on Individual
Rights which is to conduect a comprehen-
sive study and review of Federal laws
and practices relating fo special grand
juries and to special offender sentencing
authorized under this act, wiretapping
and electronie surveillance, bail reform
and preventive detention, no-kneek
search warrants, and the accumulation
of data on individuals by Federal agen-
cies as authorized by law or acquired
by utive action.

to resu‘.it in an insa
t or a reversa] of

the trial court’s finding that the defend-
ant is not a dangerous special offender.

Title X also authorizes the Attorney
General to establish in the Department of
Justice a eentral repository for records
of convictions. Records maintained in
this respository are made admissible in
evidenee in the Federal courts.

TITLE XI—REGULATION OF EXPLOSIVES

This title, added by the commitiee,
establishes Federal controls over the in-
terstate and foreign commerce of explo-
sives and is designed to assist the States
to more eflectively regulate the sale,
transfer and other disposition of explo-
sives within their borders, The title estab-
lishes a system of Pederal licenses and
permits; licenses are reguired of all ex-
plosives manufacturers, importers, and
dealers; and permits are required of all
users who depend on interstate commerce
to obtain explosives. The title prohibits
the distribution of losi to persons
under 21 years of age, drug addicts, men-
tal defectives, fugitives from justice, and
persons indicted for or convicted of cer-
tain crimes. Licensing authority is vested
in the Secretary of the Treasury who is
also authorized to regulate the storage
of explosives. The title also makes it a
Pederal offense to falsify records, or make
false statements to obtain explosives, to
sell explosives in violation of State law
and to traffic in stolen explosives.

In addition to the Federal regulatory
scheme, title XI strengthens the Federal
criminal law with respect to the illegal
use, transportation or possession of ex-
plosives. Under this part of the title the
definition of explosives is broadened to
include incendiary devices such as
“Molotov cocktails.” In addition to in-
creasing present penalties for the il-
legal use of explosives, title XI amends
Federal law to cover malicious damage
or destruction by explosives to Federal
premises and other Federal property as
well as to the premises and property of

The Commission is authorized to
make interim reports as it deems advis-
able and shall make its final report to
the President and the Congress within
6 years of its establishment.

CONTLUSION

Mr. Chairman, measures such as S.
30 may well contribute to improving the
capacity of the criminal justice system to
respond tothechaﬂeugeorahmenning
crime rate. Buf no single antierime bill
8. 30 or any other, will furnish thepam

HR. 18573—which I introduced and
which were cosponsored by numerous
colleagues. But even with such provisions,
5. 30 is no panacea. We who advocate this
legislation do not claim that it is solution
to all our crime problems. In fact, in my
opinion, this bill is not the ultimate solu-
tion even to the problems posed by or-
ganized crime and by bombings. But
this bill will mark the beginning of a
vigorous attack on those problems, a day,
which all may well be proud.

The Committee on the Judiciary built
upon the work of the other bedy. The
first 10 titles still retain their basic
t.hru.st The first five titles are designed to

one simple purpose: to get
Laets Title I establishes speeial grand
juries which may exereise more inde-
pendence in fulfilling their duties and
may sit for a period of time up to 26
months, In attempting to find out the
facts, the grand jury may summon wit-
nesses and compel them to talk by grant-
ing them immunity against the use of
their testimony against them—Title IL
H they refuse to talk, they may be held
in eivil contempt—Title ITL If they talk
but do not speak the truth, they may be
tned for perjury. Title IV eliminates
al rules of evid which hobblk
prosecution for this crime. And if the
witness talks and places his life in jeap-
ardy, title V authorizes the Government
to protect him or even to relocate him.
ﬁﬂeswmmtumtatestheutum

cea to the crime problem. Heig
prosecutorial powers, enhanced eriminal
sanctions and longer periods of incarcer-
ation deal enly with the symptoms of the
basic problem.

As long as prisons resemhbie human
warehouses and fail to provide adequate
programs of rehabilitation, as long as
the rate of criminal recidivism in-
creases and the underlying causes go
unattended, then efflective crime control
and effective crime prevention must
await.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. Cerrer) has consumed
27 minutes.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. McCULLOCH) .

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 8.
30. The bill as it passed the Senate con-
sisted of 10 titles aimed primarily at the
problems created by organized erime. The
11th and last title tained a standard

trial of or i eri 1s. Title VI al-
lows the Government to take a deposi-
tion of a Government witness and use it
at trial if the witness is for certain rea-
sons not available. This nof only pro-
tects the Government’s case but the
witness as well. The organized criminals
have no motive to kill or kidnap a wit-
ness if the damning testimony is re-
corded and admissible.

Title VII precludes litigation concern-
ing claims of ifllegal electronic surveil-
lance by the Government which could
not have possibly produced evidence for
the prosecution.

Titles VIII and IX create substantive
criminal offenses related to organized
crime. Title VIII makes large-scale
gambling operations in violation of State
law a Federal crime. It also outlaws
bribery of State and local officials in
connection with such gambli enter-
prises. Title IX makes it unlawful to en-
gage in a pattern of racketeering activity
asa of acquiring, maintaining, or

separability clause.

The Co ittee on the Judiclary ree-
ommends that S. 30 pass with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute. The

conducting a business and creates civil
and criminal remedies such as are found
in antitrust law.

Title X establis} Ak

substitute incorporates many ch

which were the product of months of
serious painstaking study. The 13 days
of hearings and the 7 days of executive
meetings, some around the clock, do not

tenci mcedu.re for detemllmng
wh.etherthe defendant is a habitual, pro-
fessional, or organized criminal. 'Such
an oﬂmder may then be accorded an

extended sentence.
on the Ju-

begin to tell the story of the tl

ALt rh the Commi

and deliberation that went into the com-
mittee substitute.

diciary mdenboutsuc]mmlntms
legislation in fashioning its substitute,
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there are three major points that merit
discussion.

First: The Senate version allowed spe-
cial grand juries to make reports con-
cerning the noncriminal misconduct,
malfeasance, or misfeasance in office by
a public officer or employee as the basis
for a recommendation of removal or dis-
ciplinary action. The committee limited
the application of the report power to
appointed public officers and employees.
The limitation has two purposes. The
first is to keep the special grand jury
from “playing politics.” Some members
of the commitiee feared that a special
grand jury might be tempted to abuse
its power by trying to influence the out-
come of an election.

The second purpose of the limitation
is to protect further this grant of power
to the special grand jury from attack on
grounds that it violates the due process
clause. Some have criticized this provi-
sion in the Senate bill as granting the
special grand jury what is in effect the
power to indict without according the
identified individual the opportunity for
vindication. The phrase—as the basis for
a recommendation of removal or disci-
plinary action—did not make sense when
applied to instances of elected officials
such as mayors or Governors. To whom
would the recommendation be made?
The people? Who had the authority to
remove or discipline such an official? If
no such power to remove or discipline
existed, was the special grand jury yet
authorized to issue the report?

The answers to such questions become
evident when the reporting power is lim-
ited to appointed officers and employees.
Then the report may be viewed as a rec-
ommendation to the appointing agency
to remove or to discipline. The identified
individual thus has a further recourse.
He may present his case anew to the ap-
pointing agency. He will have an oppor-
tunity to vindicate his position. The
analogy to an indictment without a trial
i& no longer valid.

Becond: Title VII is intended to di-
minish litigation over the sources of evi-
dence. In Alderman v. United States, 394
U.S. 165 (1968), the Supreme Court held
that a defendant challenging the admis-
sibility of evidence who demonstrates the
illegality of governmental electronic sur-
veillance and that he has standing to
assert the illegality of such surveillance
is thus entitled to disclosure of the con-
tents of such surveillance for purposes of
litigating the challenge to the evidence.
Litigation results whether or not there is
any arguable connection between the
Government's illezality and the case
being made against the defendant.

During the hearings it became evident
that the problem presented was primar-
ily one resulting from cases of electronic
surveillance arising in the absence of
guidelines from either the Supreme
Court or the Congress. Those guidelines
were handed down by the Supreme Court
in Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347
(1967) and by the Congress on June 19,
1968, when title III of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act be-
came law. In other words, the bulk of
the problem concerned illegal electronic
surveillance occurring prior to June 19,
1968,
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However, testimony was also received
that the Alderman decision could not be
changed by statute since it was based on
an interpretation of the fourth amend-
ment. In the situation alluded to before,
Alderman would require disclosure to the
defendant so that the defendant could
make & claim that the evidence offered
must constitutionally be excluded under
Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 343 (1961). But
if the fourth amendment does not re-
quire that Mapp itself be applied retro-
spectively, Linkletier v. Walker, 381 U.S.
618 (1965); it would seem ironic that a
rule ancillary to Mapp could merit su-
perior constitutional rank.

If the Government could be relieved
from the burden of its irrelevant mis-
takes made at a time when appropriate
guidelines were not yet in existence and
if Alderman were not applied retrospec-
tively, no violation would be worked upon
the fourth amendment. Thus the com-
mittee found it possible to limit the mis-
chief of Alderman without having to de-
cide whether it was constitutionally
based

The question remained as to what date
was an appropriate one for marking the
prospective application of Alderman. Re-
cent decisions of the Supreme Court
have increasingly allowed law enforce-
ment officials to rely on practices until
proscribed, Jenkins v. Delaware, 395 U.S,
213, 218, n. T (1969). Since Katz brought
nontrespassory electronic surveillance
under the fourth amendment on Decem-
ber 18, 1967, that date seems most ap-
propriate. But the choice of date in a
case such as this is not a matter of con-
stitutional compulsion but rather one of
reasonableness, as the Court said in
Jenkins. Hence, Congress in making the
choice of date could reasonably pick the
date on which the legislation guidelines
were enacted, provided that such date
was not later than the date of enactment
of 8. 30. Such later date would be con-
stitutionally forbidden by Mapp.

In summary, if the Alderman rule is
constitutionally based, then the com-
mittee's amendment has saved the pro-
vision and remedied most of the problem.

Third: Title XI is basically a combina-
tion of two bills which I introduced.
HR. 18573 establishes a regulatory
scheme for the importation, manufac-
ture, distribution, and storage of explo-
sive materials which in many respects
parallels the Gun Control Act of 1968.
H.R. 16699 provides criminal penalties,
including the death penalty, for the
illegal use of explosives. The committee
adopted H.R. 18573 but authorized the
Treasury Department, not the Interior
Department, to administer the title be-
cause of its experience with the Gun
Control Act of 1968, The committee also
adopted HR. 16689 with the exception
of one minor criminal provision. How-
ever, the committee extended the provi-
sion protecting interstate and foreign
commerce from the malicious use of ex-
plosives to the full extent of our consti-
tutional power. It also adopted a pro-
vision protecting institutions and orga-
nizations receiving Federal financial
assistance from the malicious use of ex-
plosives. Lastly, the committee included
the criminal provisions within the list of
offenses for which electronic surveil-
lance may be authorized by court order.
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However, the combining of these two
bills under the umbrella of title XI pro-
duced a problem. Had H.R. 16699 been
enacted separately, it would have fol-
lowed as a matter of course—without
any express provision—that the Federal
Bureau of Investigation would have had
the authority to investigate any poten-
tial violations of law.

But when the regulatory measure
which authorized the Secretary of the
Treasury to administer the chapter con-
taining the provisions normally within
the investigatory authority of the FBI
was combined with the criminal measure
which was silent regarding the authority
of the FBI, some questions arose as to
whether the FBI had been displaced. To
eliminate such a negative implication, it
was written that the FBI—together with
the Secretary—may investigate the
eriminal provisions. Why the phrase “to-
gether with the Secretary”? Because the
Treasury Department has authority un-
der the Gun Control Act of 1968 and
under this legislation to investigate many
explosions which may have resulted
from a violation which the FBI is now
given authority to investigate.

Thus the committee intended to grant
the Treasury Department and the FBI
the investigatory authority each would
have had if HR. 18573 and H.R. 16699
had been separately enacted.

The next question concerns what in-
crease in authority has been given to the
V"BI through the provision making it
criminal to bomb an institution or or-
ganization receiving Federal financial
assistance, The FBI may presently in-
vestigate potential violations of section
245 of title 18, United States Code, Sec-
tion 245(b) says:

Whoever * * * by force or threat of force
willfully injures, intimidates, or interferes
with, or attempts to injure, intimidate, or
interfere with any person because he 15 or has
been * * * participating in or enjoying the
benefits of any program or activity receiving
Federal financial assistance.

It would seem to me that the FBI
could invoke either section 245(b) or pro-
posed title XI to justify investigating a
campus bombing. The difference between
the two provisions would be seen at trial
rather than during the investigation.
At trial, title XI would relieve the Gov-
ernment of the burden of proving that
the purpose of the bombing was to inter-
fere with the enjoyment of a federally
alded program.

Finally, no action taken by the com-
mittee was intended to change the
method of operation of the FBI. The FBI
has generally cooperated with local au-
thorities in the past, and it is expected
that they will continue to do so. Prag-
matically, it is difficult to imagine how
the FBI could otherwise proceed.

I urge the adoption of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks
on the proposed legislation which is some
of the most important antieriminal leg-
islation that has been offered in my life-
time in the war on criminal activities.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
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gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Ro-
DINO) .

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express my support of S. 30, the Orga-
nized Crime Control Act of 1970, as
amended by the House Judiciary Com-
mittee.

This complex measure was considered
by the Senate for over a year, and our
committee gave it intensive study re-
sulting, in my judgment, in improve-
ments to some of the Senate-passed pro-
visions that might raise constitutional
challenges, In addition, we added two
new substantive sections. The first deals
with the relatively recent but extremely
grave problem of bombing incidents that
have plagued the Nation. The second
would establish a commission charged
with the specific responsibility of assess-
ing the impact of the provisions of this
and other acts on the individual rights
of our citizens.

8. 30 stems from efforts to implement
recommendations of the 1967 report of
President Johnson’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice. C ission’s Task Force on
Organized Crime succinctly described
the extent of the problem in its state-
ment:

Organized crime exists by virtue of the

r it purchases with its money. The
millions of dollars it can invest in narcotics
or use of layoff money give it power over the
lives of thousands of people and over the
quality of life in whole neighborhoods. The
milllons of dollars it can throw into the
legitimate economic system give it power to
manipulate the price of shares on the stock
market, to ralse or lower the price of retall
merchandise, to determine wheth entire
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make it a crime to use income from orga-
nized crime or racketeering activity to
acquire or establish a legal interstate
business. In addition, it clarifies the ad-
missability of evidence obtained from
electronic surveillance in Federal judi-
cial and administrative proceedings.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to stress
particularly the two new titles to 5. 30
which were added by our House Ju-
diciary Committee,

Title XI, the regulation of explosives,
is designed to help prevent the shocking
and tragic bombing incidents that have
been taking place across the country. It
is patterned after the Gun Control Act
of 1968 and would establish effective Fed-
eral controls over interstate and foreign
commerce in explosives, It sets up a sys-
tem of Federal licenses and recordkeep-
ing for dealers in explosives and requires
permits of all users obtaining explosives
in interstate commerce. Distribution of
explosives to drug addicts, mental defec-
tives, fugitives, persons indicted for or
convicted of certain crimes, and to per-
sons under 21 years of age, is prohibited.
It increases penalties for illegal use of
explosives and expands present law to
cover damage by bombings of Federal
property as well as property of institu-
tions or organizations receiving Federal
financial assistance.

The second title added to S. 30 by the

ittee would establish, effective in 2

years, a National Commission on Indi-
vidual Rights to conduct a comprehen-
sive review of Federal laws and practices
under this bill and other Federal laws to
assess the impact on the rights of our

industries are union or nonunion, to make
it easler or harder for businessmen to con-
tinue In business.

In fact, as the Task Force report con-
cludes:

The purpose of organized crime is not com-
petition with visible, legal government but
nullification of it.

Many of the provisions of S. 30 are
directly designed to carry out the Com-
mission's recommendations, and I would
like to call particular attention to these.

The Commission recommended that at
least one investigative grand jury be im-
paneled annually in each jurisdiction
that has major organized crime activity,
and in title I of 8. 30 provision is made
for special grand juries to sit in major
population centers or in other areas des-
ignated by the Attorney General. The
bill also provides authority for such
grand juries to issue reports, as recom-

ded by the C ission.

The bill provides for general immunity
of witnesses and protective facilities for
crime witnesses and their families, as

d in the C ission’s report. It
also carries out another Commission rec-
ommendation by authorizing extended
sentences of up to 25 years for dangerous
adult special offenders. Criteria to define
such offenders are included in the bill,
and legal safeguards and appellate re-
view are provided Zor in such cases of
extended sentences.

The bill also contains vital provisions
to bring major illegal gambling opera-
tions within Federal jurisdiction and

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Ju-
diciary Committee I have been concerned
and deeply involved for years in the de-
velopment of anticrime legislation, and I
have long been aware of the desperate
need for a national strategy to combat
organized crime,

The Senate-passed version of 8. 30 has
been improved by our committee, includ-
ing some amendments suggested by the
American Bar Association. However, I
still have serious reservations about some
of the principles newly established in the
bill, and I am glad that we have author-
ized a National Commission on Indi-
vidual Rights to study the effects of the
provisions of 8. 30 and other major anti-
crime measures.

Mr. Chairman, organized crime affects
the lives of millions of Americans, yet
operates outside the control of the
American people and of our govern-
ments. Drastic methods to combat it are
essential, and we must develop law en-
forcement measures at least as efficient
as those of organized crime. With 8. 30
we will provide not a panacea to rid
the Nation of organized crime but the
basis for en effective national program
and generate a truly full-scale it
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Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. St
GERMAIN) .

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of 8. 30, the Organized
Crime Control Act of 1970. The strong
measures contained in this legislation
are aimed at ridding our society of the
highly profitable business of organized
crime, and they are long overdue. Orga-
nized crime has been financially bleeding
this country with increasing efficiency
over a period of years. An estimate re-
ported by the New York Times early
this year, indicated that the rackets
gross more than $30 billion, with net
profits of between $7 and $10 billion. This
is a conservative figure—a minimum
estimate. Chairman DANTE FAscELL of the
Government Operations Subcommittee
on Legal and Monetary Affairs, of which
I am a member, estimated the gross reve-
nue of organized crime in this country at
$60 billion. Our subcommittee, as you
know, has oversight authority over the
Federal efforts against organized crime.
Time magazine reported last year that
profits from the rackets are—and I
quote—"as big as United States Steel, the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
General Motors, Standard Oil of New
Jersey, General Electric, Ford Motor Co.,
IBM, Chrysler, and RCA put together'—
and most of this, of course is untaxed.

Gambling is generally thought to be
the most profitable of the illegal goods
and services provided by the rackets and
the syndicates. The President’s Crime
Commission reported in 1967 that en-
forcement officials believe that illegal
betting on horse races, lotteries, and
sporting events totals about $20 billion,
with a net profit of $6 to $7 billion a year.
If gambling is the most profitable of the
rackets—and some believe loan shark-
ing may be about equal with it—it is not
the most lethal. The profits from gam-
bling and usurious loans go into financ-
ing the deadly narcotics trade, and the
profits here at the importing and whole-
saling ends are as astronomical as is the
cost paid for this traffic by society—in
terms of human lives and the street
crime motivated by the addicts’ need for
money to buy drugs.

Contrary to the popular view, orga-
nized crime does not confine its activi-
ties to the underworld. In his recent
book, “Theft of the Nation,” Prof.
Donsald Cressey wrote that the greatest
danger from organized crime lies not in
its provision of illegal goods and services,
but in its penetration of the country’s
legitimate institutions. In his words:

‘The danger of organized crime arises be-
eause the vast profits acquired from the sale
of illicit goods and services are being in-
wvested in licit enterprises, in both the eco-
nomic sphere and the political sphere. It is
when eriminal sy start to

ment to destroy the insidious power of
organized crime groups. So while I have
serious questions about some provisions
of 8. 30, I support it and urge its approv-
al. It is an essential measure in the ef-
fort to eradicate the dreadful disease of
organized crime that now afflicts the
Nation.

basic ic and political traditions and
institutions that the real trouble begins. And
the real trouble has begun in the United
States.

For example, I noted earlier that
most of organized crime’s profits are un-
taxed, but there are considerable over-
head expenses. One of the most ominous
statistics turned up by the President's
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Crime Commission In their surveys was
the estimated $2 billion paid out each
year by organized crime to public officials
in and out of the criminal justice sys-
tem to buy immunity from the law. Fur-
ther, from fake bankruptcy suits to theft
of Wall Street securities to “partnership”
in small and large manufacturing ecom-
panies, the syndicates are well repre-
sented in business and industries, al-
phabetically from automobile agencies to
vending machines, in which organized
crime is active, and indicated that this
was only a partial list.

While general counsel for Senator
JorN McCLELLAN'S Government Opera-
tions Subcommittee on Investigations,
Robert Kennedy—a man not given to
scare tactics—concluded that, and I
quote from “The Enemy Within,"” “if we
do not on a national scale attack orga-
nized eriminals, with weapons and tech-
niques as effective as their own, they will
destroy us.” That was in 1960. In 1967,
reporting to President Johnson and the
country, the President's Crime Commis-
sion concluded: “Efforts to curb the
growth of organized crime in America
have not been successful.” In words
reminiscent of the late Senator’s, they
reported:

Law enforcement's way of fighting or-

crime has been primitive compared
to organized crime’s way of operating. Law
enforcement must use methods at least as
efMclent as organized crime’s. The public and
law enforcement must make a full-scale
commitment to destroy the power of or-
ganized crime groups.

This “full-scale commitment,” how-

ever, is not simply a question of where
there's a will, there's a way. In the words,
again, of the President’s Crime Commis-
sion:

From a legal standpoint, organized crime
continues to grow because of defects in the
evidence-gathering process. Under present
procedures, too few witnesses have been pro-
duced to prove the link between criminal
group members and the illicit activities they
sponsor.

Law enforcement officials know who
the racket leaders are, and they know the
organizational hierarchy of the different
“families” of organized crime. This in-
formation, in fact, is freely available to
the public: the most recent organization
charts of the underworld are published in
the Senate hearings on S. 30, pages 124 to
128. However, under current laws and
procedures, the men at the top are virtu-
ally untouchable because they seldom
commit crimes for which they can be

fully pre ted. Further, they
are buffered from the law by layers of
subordinates and flunkies to the point
where the numbers runners and nar-
cotics pushers frequently don't know for
whom they're really working, and those
who do know also know what happens to
“informers.” The brutality recorded in
“The Godfather" pales in comparison
with some stories in the police files.

The major purpose of the legislation
under consideration today is to provide
the criminal justice system with the nec-
essary legal tools to get at organized
crime. Titles I through VII are aimed at
strengthening the evidence gathering
process and insuring that the evidence
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will then be available and admissible at
trial. Briefly, title I increases the powers
and independence of Federal grand juries
investigating organized crime cases; title
II consolidates and amends general im-
munity statutes with the purpose of en-
couraging those implicated in organized
crime cases to testify. Title III increases
the penalties available for witnesses who
refuse to testify, and title IV would make
perjury cases easier to prosecute, in ac-
cordance with recommendations of the
President’s Crime Commission. Title V
provides for protected facilities for hous-
ing Government witnesses; title VI pro-
vides for the taking of pretrial deposi-
tions in certain cases; and title VII is
aimed at restricting within reason litiga-
tion concerning sources of evidence.

Titles VII and IX would create two new
substantive laws aimed at controlling
organized crime activity. Title VIII,
Syndicated Gambling, would make large-
scale gambling a Federal offense, Title
IX, Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organizations, is aimed at keeping or-
ganized crime out of legitimate busi-
nesses through the use of both criminal
and civil penalties. Title X provides for
25-year sentences for certain categories
of convicted special dangerous offenders,
including those with proven organized
crime connections.

The House version of S. 30 contains a
new title XI, Regulation of Explosives,
which is an antibombing rather than an
antiorganized crime law. This title was
added by the House Judiciary Commit-
tee in a bipartisan effort to increase the
controls on the sale of explosives, and
the penalties for their use. In addition
to tightening an earlier Federal anti-
bombing law, title XI extends Federal
jurisdiction to bombings on campuses
receiving Federal financial assistance,
allowing the use of wiretapping in such
cases and, of course, bringing in the FBI
to assist State and local authorities in
investigations. The need for immediate
passage of strong antibombing legisla-
tion is tragically apparent from sta-
tistics released this summer by the
Treasury Department. During the 15-
month period of January 1, 1969 to April
15, 1970, there were 4,330 bombings in
the United States, 1475 attempted
bombings, and 35,120 bomb threats.
Forty-three people were killed and 384
were injured, many of them very seri-
ously. Property damage during the pe-
riod was estimated at $21,800,000. Only
36 percent of the bombing cases were
solved, and, of these, 56 percent occurred
in ion with disturbances.

I urge that S. 30 be enacted into law
without further delay. Hopefully, a major
effect of this legislation will be to deter
both the cold-blooded businessmen of
crime and the hot-headed anarchists
from further activity.

Thank you.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
should now like to say what I should
have said, but did not say, when I was

before. I have been on the
Committee on the Judiciary of the
U.8. House of Representatives for well
over 20 years and I have watched able
staff members come and go, but never
have I seen staff members who were in
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charge of the work on such important
legislation who worked more diligently
and who worked longer hours and de-
voted holiday time to getting in shape
such important legislation, and I want
to compliment them for the work they
have done in their assignment.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield such time
as he may consume to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. Porr).

Mr, POFF. Mr. Chairman, the commit-
tee amendment to S. 30 measurably im-
proves upon the original version of the
organized Crime Control Act. Most of the
changes recommended by the American
Bar Association and many of those urged
by the Association of the Bar of the City
of New York have been adopted. The
total result is a cleaner, stronger, fairer
and more effective piece of legislation.

The bill contains 13 titles. These can
be classified in 5 operative categories—
evidence, gambling, racketeer organiza-
tions, special offender sentencing, and
explosives.

The evidence category includes the first
seven titles of the bill. If organized crim-
inals are to be discovered, apprehended,
charged and convicted, the Federal sys-
tem of gathering and utilizing evidence
must be strengthened. That is the pur-
pose of titles I through VIL

A continuing thread of relevance con-
nects each title with each of the other
six. Title I authorizes special grand juries,
citizen-oriented, to sit in major popula-
tion centers to investigate, to indict, and
to report upon organized criminal activ-
ity in the District and those in Govern-
ment who are involved.

Title IT makes it possible to compel
witnesses before the grand juries or else-
where to testify under a guarantee that
neither their testimony nor the fruits of
their testimony will be used to prosecute
them.

Title III recognizes that, even under an
immunity guarantee. Some witnesses
may refuse to testify and therefore codi-
fies the law whereby the court can coerce
testimony under pain of imprisonment
for contempt.

Title IV provides for the case of the
witness who testifies but testifies falsely,
as sometimes becomes apparent by his
contradicting his own previous testi-
mony.

Title V rec i that pr tion
witnesses and members of their families
sometimes never live to testify and ac-
cordingly authorizes the Government to
furnish special sanctuary living quarters.

Title VI is further recognition of the
intimidation and violence visited upon
prosecution witnesses by those engaged
in organized criminal activities. It au-
thorizes the Government to take deposi-
tions in advance of trial, not only to pre-
?er':)e testimony but to preserve life and
imb.

And finally, title VII insures that once
the evidence is lawfully discovered and
assembled, it can be used at trial without
the time-consuming frustration of frivo-
lous and dilatory challenge to its legality.

Of the seven titles in the evidence
category, only two, titles I and VII, are
likely to provoke much debate.

The gambling category is found in
title VIII. Syndicated gambling is the
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mob's principal source of income, esti-
mated at $7 billion a year. The inter-
state gambling enterprise could not
function without the connivance and
corruption of State and local officials in
the obstruction of State laws, Title VIIT
makes this conspiracy a Federal crime.

The racketeer organizations category
in title IX is related to the gambling
category. The which the syndicate
uses to infiltrate legitimate business en-
terprises comes largely from gambling
receipts, Whether the technique of in-
filtration is intimidation and violence or
simply public purchase, the consequence
of mob ownership of business concerns
are always evil. Business competitors
suffer unfair competition. Workers are
the victims of sweetheart labor con-
tracts. And consumers are the victims
of inferior products and services, price-
fixing and most of the other predatory
practices of monopolies, Title IX mobi-
lizes both the criminal and civil mecha-
nisms of the Sherman Act and other
antitrust statutes against the barons of
organized crime.

The category of special offender sen-
tencing is found in title X, Title X is
essentially the same as the amendment
I offered to the Drug Control Act 2 weeks
ago.

As the name of title X implies, it fixes
special rules and special penalties for
sentencing special offenders. It does not
create a new crime. It does not apply to
a juvenile or to the average occasional
offender. It applies only to the most dan-
gerous, persistent, hard-core criminals,
those who fall in any of three groups—
the organized crime offender, the pro-
fessional eriminal—who may or may not
be a member of an organized mob—and
the habitual criminal—who may be nei-
ther a professi bst

mal nor a *

Even the hard-core criminal is not
subject to the special sentencing pro-
visions of title X until he has first been
convicted of a felony by a jury of his
peers. Then, in the absence of the jury,
the judge proceeds, just as he does under
present law, to determine whether there
are any mitigating or aggravating cir-
cumstances which he should consider in
fixing the sentence, Title X gives the
convicted defendant an adversary hear-
ing with notice, the right to counsel, the
right of compulsory process, the right of
cross-examination of Government wit-
nesses and the right to access to the
presentence report. If the judge finds
that the defendant is a hard-core re-
peat offender, this becomes an aggra-
vating circumstance which authorizes
the judge, if he further finds that he
poses a danger to society, to impose a
sentence up to 25 years.

Thereafter, title X gives the convicted
defendant for the first time in Federal
criminal law, the right to obtain an ap-
pellate court review of the propriety of
the sentence imposed. Although the Gov-
ernment is given a similar right, there
can be no increase in the sentence on
the defendant's appeal alone,

The American Bar Association en-
dorses title X as amended. The concept
also has the endorsement of President
Johnson's Crime Commission, the Amer-
ican Law Institute, the National Coun-
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cil on Crime and Delinquency and a host
of legal scholars and penologists,

The fifth operative category concern-
ing explosives found in title XI, is not
restricted to organized crime. It is
prompted by the national emergency of
criminal bombings brought into dra-
matic focus by the recent tragedy at the
University of Wisconsin. In order to as-
sist the States in the enforcement of
their laws on explosives, title XI estab-
lishes a Federal system of Federal reg-
ulation and licensing of the interstate
movement of explosives. It also writes
new Federal penalties for the use of ex-
plosives and incendiary devices to de-
stroy property used in interstate com-
merce and property under the ownership
or control of the Federal Government,
including the property of institutions
and organizations receiving Federal
assistance.

‘This is a long bill, a complicated bill,
a bill of criminal law reform and inno-
vation. But it has been carefully and
laboriously tested in the laboratory of
public hearings and committee debate
and comes to the calendar with only
three votes against it. We must not
shrink from it because it is new and
different. Rather, because the problem is
new and different, we must resist the
temptation to be content with the old
and customary.

Under unanimous consent granted in
the House, I quote the following letter:

AMERICAN BaR ASSOCIATION,
September 11, 1970.
The Honorable EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman, Commitiee on the Judiciary,
Rayburn House Office Building.

Dearn CHamMAN Cruier: During the testl-
mony, some guestioning occurred regarding
the Model Act on Perjury, especially as to a
comparison between it and Title IV on the
language and effect thereof regarding false
and contradictory declarations; also concern-
ing the requirement (or lnck thereof) of the
element of materiality. Likewise we were re-
quested to supply for the record information
a5 to adoption of the Model Act on Perjury
in the states. (Typewritten transcript pp.
409-504).

With further reference to the element of
materiality, the prefatory note to the Model
Act on Perjury indicates the draftsmen in-
tended to alleviate or cure a number of de-
fects in perjury law, one of which was the
requirement of the Pederal statute, 18 US.C.
sectlon 1621, that “a false statement must be
proved not only to be false but also to be
material to the proceeding for which it was
made. This rule has meant immunity for
many witnesses who have willfully given false
evidence in court, and much delay and un-
certainty has arizen in the course of the in-
terp and 1 fon of the rule.”
(Prefatory Note, para 2).

The word “"material” as quoted in Sections
1 and 2 of the Model Act (my statement,
p. 16) is bracketed. The comment to these
sections by the Natlonal Conference of Com-
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ity" of perjured statements can and should
be recognized by courts not as an element of
gullt but in apportloning sentence, as pro-
vided In Model Act Bec. 4(2), and Sec. 5.”

Similarly, Sectlon 4 of the Model Act, deal-
ing with “Proof” furnishes two alternatives,
depending on whether or not “materiality™
is included In Sections 1 and 2:

“[{2) Proof of Materiality under Act. (This
alternative is to be used if the word “mate-
rial” is inserted in Sectlons 1 and 2.) The
question whether a statement was material
shall include only whether the statement
might affect some phase or detall of the trial,
hearing, investigation, deposition, certifica-
tion or declaration, and Is a gquestion of law
to be determined by the court.]”

“{2) Proof of Materlality under Act. (This
alternative Is to be used if the word “mnate-
rial” is not inserted in Sections 1 and 2.)
Lack of materlality of the statement Is not a
defense [but the degree to which a perjured
statement might have affected some phase or
detail of the trial, hearing, Investigation, de-
position, certification or declaration shall be
considered by the court, together with the
other el or nees, in impos-
ing sentence].”

Finally, on the gquestion of acceptance of
the Model Act on Perjury by the states, I sub-
mit the following information for the record.

Two states have adopted sections of the
Bar Assoclation’s approved Model Perjury
Act. Arlzona adopted all of it in 1953, Arnis.
Rev. Stat. #13-561-66. Illinois adopted its
contradictory statements provisions in the
same year. Ill. Ann. Siat. ch. 38, #32-2. No
other Btate has directly adopted the lan-
guage of the Model Act.

The policy judgments its provisions em-
body. however, are reflected in other States.
The two witness rule has been abrogated by
statute in New Jersey, N.J. Stat. Ann., #2A:
131-6, and New Hampshire N.H. Rev. Stat.
Ann, #£597:1-d, and relaxed by decision in
Arkansas, Harp v, State, 58 Ark, 113, 26 5. W.
714 (1884). The direct evidence rule has been
from its scope in California, People v. O'Don-
nell, 132 Ca. App. 2d B840, 283 P, 2d 714
(1855) and holding it wholly inapplicable
where direct evidence is, by the character of
the issue of fact, e.g., opinion, belief, or mem-
ory. necessarily unavailable in California,
People v. DeMartini, B0 Cal. App. 109, 194 P.
506 (1920); in Kansas, State v. Wilhelm, 114
Ean. 348, 219 P, 510 (1923); in Illinols, John-
#on v. People, 94 I1L 505 (1880);: in New Jer-
sey, State v. Sullivan, 24 N.J. 18, 130 A. 2d
610 (1957); in Oklahoma, Shoemaker v. State,
20 Okln. Cr. 184, 233 P. 489 (1926) ; and Penn-
sylvania, Com'm v. Sumrak, 148 Pa. Supr.
412, 25 A, 2d 605 (1942). In addition, the fol-
lowing eleven States have adopted contra-
dictory statement provisions: Cal. Penal Code
#118a; La. Rev. Stat. Ann. #124; Md. Ann,
Code art. 27 #435; Minn, Stai. Ann. 2609
48 (3); N. H. Rev. Stat. Ann. #587:1-b; N.J.
Stat. Ann. #2A:131-5; N.Y. Penal Law £210-
20; Okla. Stat, Ann. tit. 21, #496; Tenn.
Code Ann. #30-3301; Utah Code Ann. 276-
45-1; Va. Code Ann. #18. 1-276.

In the course of my testimony on behalf
of the American Bar Association in the hear-
ings on 8. 30 of the House Judiclary Com-
mittee's Subcommittee No. 5, you requested
that I supply a further statement describing
the title X of 8. 30 as it

missioners on Uniform State Laws
mends omission of the word for these rea-
sons:

“It is (1) unnecessary, being mainly a his-
torical survival; (2) it ls difficult or impos-
sible of application In many cases, leading
to strained and interp: t

by
the courts; and (3) it is confusing when
argued by counsel and applied by courts and

Juries, thereby leading to miscarriages of
Justice and to weakness in the courts in pro-
tecting themselves agninst obstruction by
perjurers and suborners of perjury. More-
over, (4) degrees of importance or “material-

the Senate and title X as it would be
amended if the ABA's recommendations were
followed, and stating what portions of the
existing title X would remain after the ABA's
amendments. (Type-written transcript of
July 23, 1870, hearing at 481, 494.)

I must begin my response to that request
by describing certain points on which sup-
posed differences between title X and the
ABA's tions were dur-
ing my testimony.

The provisions of title X which authorize
the government to take review of a sentence
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and obtaln an increase are fully supported
by the ABA, which pr
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pearing In my prepared statement to the

oposes No

to those provisions. It is true, as I tried to
indicate In response to questions of the coms-
mittee counsel during my testimony, that the
Standards for Criminal Justice of the ABA
do not themseolves offer affirmative support
for the concept of government review of
sentencing. (Type-written transcript at 483.)
It is equally true, on the other hand, that
the Standards do not oppose that concept.
Instead, the St ds support t in-
crease on review taken by a defendant, and
are gllent on the guestion whether review
and increase at the Instance of the govern-
ment should be permitted. (Project on Mini-
mum Standards for Criminal Justice, Stand-
ards Relating to Appellate Review of Sen-
:ema §§38.2, 3.3 (Approved Draft, 1068).)

(At 25-26.) That amendment
is simple, would not interfere with the efl-
cacy of title X, and conforms title X fully
with ABA policy, eliminating the constitu-
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tial pr report d should be
replaced with the more detalled but similar

provisions In the ABA Signdards.
8) A sentence should be added prohibiting
lon of the of the specinl

tional issues such as {on
to during the hearings as well as policy ob-
excessive or disproportionate

;BD‘EDMB.

A second respect in which title X now falls
to conform to ABA pﬂllcy is that its defini-
tions of p and or ized crime
offender would be improved by |

sentencing notice before trial to the
Judge.

The v:ompnrlaon of title X with the ABA
Standards on Alternati and
Procedures, and on Appem:re Review of Sen-~
tences, pl.ax:ed in the record by Congressman
Pofl durmg my testimony, is helpful in un-

their specificity In line with the recom-
mendation of the ABA Standards, quoted in
my prepared statement, that criteria for
special offender sentencing “carefully delin-
eate the type of offender.” (Statement at 28,)
Attached to this letter are suggestions for

v to the ds on Ap-
pelllu Review of Sentences ausgest-u disap-
proval of llate review aof at the

of the gover . {Id. at 58, Sup-
plement at 3.) The commentary, however,
has not been approved by the Board of Gov-
ernors or the House of Delegates of the ABA,
and does not state ABA policy.
‘I'.ne declsion made by the ABA w.‘nen the
5 on A I of S

further the pts of
“a substantial source of income,” “special
skill or expertise,” and “pattern.” Those are
the only three terms In title X requiring
further elaboration,
While It Is not the customary practice for
us to urge any particular language in con-
ton with dments, I do ap-

the relat p between title
X and the Standards. The first 22 Items in
the comparison are accurately described in
the ison as “si " They obvi-
ously are points of similarity rather than
polnts of identity, as the comparison makes
clear when It sets out summarles of the
provislons which are similar though not
identical. That comparison is conslstent with
the statement of the ABA to the Subcom-
mittee, and with the lst of suggested
amendments contained in this letter. What
the ABA has done, In effect, s to suggest
that two of the differences between titie X
and the ABA Standards—the length of the

the dil which difl of

P
opinion creaw and that it is u.sier m criti-

were
on review tnken by a defendant and to take
no position on review taken by the govern-
ment, was made on the assumption that case
law existing at that time established the
on re-
view taken by n dercmdnnl. but did not
answer the g of the
of review taken the government. On that
assumption, the position taken by the Stand-
ards seemed the surest way of providing that
sentences would be open to increase on re-
view, and was adopted by the ABA. Subse-
the Court de-
cided two cases I.Price V. Georm 7 Crim. L.
Reptr. 3103 (1970); North Carolina v. Pearce,
395 U.S. T11 (1968) ) strongly Indicating that
sentence review at the Instance of the gov-
ernment as provided in title X is consti-
tutional.

It was with those cases in mind, as well as
earller declsions (e.g., Green v. United States,
3556 U.S. 184 (1957): Kepner v. United Stales,
195 U.S. 100 (1904)). that the Board of
G on the appel-
Iate review pruvlslona of title X. The resolu-
tion adopted by the Board, which already is
in the record of the Subcommittee’s hearings
makes no reference to the Standards on Ap-
pellate Review of Sentences, and approves
title X's appell review provision
exception or . That app of

on review taken
by the povernment constitutes the sole occa-
sion on which the ABA has taken a position
on that lssue, and unequivocally supports
the concept as well as the specific provisions
of title X. There is thus no difference b

cize ly than to alter-
natives. Hence, I took the nben.y of consult-
ing some of the Senate ttee stafl

term, md the require-
ment of app roportionality for each
term—are differences which should be elim-
inated when 5. 30 Is enacted, and that on

on this issue. They drafted suggested lan-
guage which I have reviewed and submit
herewith as one form which would seem to
satlsfy the need for increased specificity:
“For purposes of paragraph (2) of subsec-
tion (e) of Section 3575, a substantial source
of Income means a source of income which
for any period of one year or more exceeds
the minimum wage, determined on the basis
of a forty-hour week and fifty-week year,
without reference to exceptions, under sec-
tion 6(a) (1) of the Falr Labor Standards
Act of 1038 (52 Stat. 1062, as amended, 80
Star. 838), and as hereafter amended, for
in or in the
pruducttcm of goods for commerce, and which
for the same period exceeds fifty percent of
the defendant's declared adjusted gross in-
come under section 65 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (68A Stat. 17, as amended,
83 Stat. 655), and as hereafter amended. For

8 other npec!tlc points where
title X and the Standards are similar, the
ABA would prefer to see title X made lden-
tical to the Standards or nearly so, or other-
wise to be improved as suggested in our
statement,

‘When one compares the amount of title X
which the ABA would like to see amended,
with the amount of title X which it approves
exactly or substantially s wrltten !.t Ix seen
that the ABA ap;
the werw.‘nnhmng bulk and prinnlp&l provi-
slons of title X. The only suggested amend-
ment which apparently would significantly
impede the use of title X is the amendment
which would specify a maximum period of
time between a defendant's most recent con-
viction and the offense for which he s to be

As Cong Poff
during my testl y. that d
place some limitation upon the effectiveness
of one of the three definitions of special of-
the ABA considers the

purposes of paragraph (2) of this subs

tion, specinl skill or expertise in criminal
conduct includes unusual knowledge, judg-
ment or abllity, including manual dexterity,
rnclllmr.lng Lhe Initiation, organizing, plan-
ning, fi su-
pewul.cn. execution or nunoealmem of crim-

the of

benefits of such a lmitation to outwelgh
the modest harm it does to the effectiveness
of the Act. In any case, the suggested amend-
ment is & short and simple one, requiring
only the addition of ons p‘hra.u to the bill.

Three other prop reduc-
ing the 1 term from 30 to 25 years,

ln such conduct, the escape from detection
or for such d or the dis-
puumcm of the frults or proceeds of such
conduct. For purposes of parugraphs {2) nnd
(38) of this

title X as passed by the Senate and ABA

policy concerning appellate review of sen-

tences at the instance of the government.
Another point on which a be-

forms a if ¥ acts
that have the sam! or almllar purpmes re-
sults, parti of
eommiusion, or otherwise are inr.erralmd by

ishing characteristics and are not

tween title X and the ABA's positlon was
sald to exist durin, the hearing is the re-
guirement that a special sentence for a dan-
gerous offender be approprhtely pruportlun-
ate to the t for

The importance of such a roquiremm. is mll
stated In the from the

isolated eventa.”
‘The other 1

requiring that a recidivist's three felonles
have been committed on three oceasions, and
prohibiting communication of the special
sentencing notice to the judge before trial—
‘would not even interfere with the basic effect
and value of title X, though they would
slightly restrict the authority granted by the
bill. The three amendments could be made
by adding a total of about two sentences
to the bill.

The other four proposed amendments—

to title X proposed
by the ABA are as follows:

1) A sentence should be added reculrine
that the three felony convictions which make
one a recidivist be for offenses committed
B s

to the ABA Standards on Sentencing Auer\-
natives and Procedures quoted by committee
council during the hearing. ( tten
transcript at 405.) The difference between
title X and the Standards on this point, how-
ever, may be only of explicitness, since the
Senate Judiclary Committee Report on 5.
30 suggests legislative intent that each sen-
tence imposed under title X must be “appro-
priate”. (Report at 91, 166.) Since clarity on

three

2) A phrase specifying a maximum period

of time between a defendant’s most recent

felony conviction or release from imprison-

ment and his present offense might well be
Here, however, it Is the factor of time

rather than any specific period that is the
of the o

3) At one point, the word “shall* ghould

changed to “may” to clarify the Intent
that no special sentence is mandatory.

4) The 30-year maximum should be

this important issue 1s desirable, neverthe-
less, the ABA has of
title X to add the nmr lines suggested ap-

d to 25 years.
5) Title X's p i

defining three terms used, adding speclnclty
mnc«ming P report

making explicit on the face of the bill t-he
requirement of proportionality of sentences,
and clarifylng the discretionary rather than
mandatory nature of the special sentence—
simply clarify and do not contradict or re-
strict the provisions already found in title X,
although they would require the addition
of severnl paragraphs of language, found in
my prepared statement and in the attach-
ments to this letter.

All eight amendments, therefore, would
require the deletlon or revislon of only some
ten lines or 0 in a title covering some eight
pages or nearly 200 lines, and the addition of
several paragraphs of material merely clari-
fyhlg existing provislons of title X. And when
s are evaluated not
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in terms of bulk but in terms of the relative
importance and number of the provislons
suggested to be revised, it is seen that the
ABA has positively endorsed well over 85%
of the substance and provisions of title X, in-
cluding every key concept and provision. Fur-
thermore, if those eight amendments to title
X are adopted, title X will without exception
conform to the ABA Standards and the for-
mal position of the ABA.

The same observations may be made con-
cerning the other nine titles of 8, 30. With
them, as with title X, the Board of Gov-
ernors received, considered and rejected as
without merit a great number of constitu-
tional and other criticisms of those titles. The
ABA suggested only a limited number of
specific amendments, preserving the basic
thrust and concept of each of the various
titles of 5. 30, as well as the great bulk of
specific provisions of every title. Indeed, the
enly suggested amendment to any of the first
nine titles which to any substantial extent
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Mr. ECKHARDT. Yes, there are ac-
tually three, but the first is in the cate-
gory of an offense for which the person
has been convicted. The others are in
the category of offenses for which the
person has not been convicted. Am I cor-
rect in so saying?

Mr. POFF. The first category is the
special offénder category defined as one
who has been previously convicted in the
courts of the United States or the States
of this Nation for two or more felonies,
committed on occasions different, one
from another.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Let me say to my
friend, I am not raising the points in
objection that I am raising here with
respect to that section but I understand
that in addition to that section, title X
may be activated where it is shown that

could be d to the

ness of the title s the proposal thnt tltie 1
grand juries be denled the power to file re-
ports criticizing or exonerating specified pub-
lle officlals. Even that proposal, of course,
preserves all the other key provisions of title
I, including the power to file reports recom-
mending legislative, executive, or administra-
tive nction, or describing organized crime
conditions in the district, and a long list of
other provislons the

and authority of grand juries created under
title I. Even in title I, adoption of the ABA's
amendments would only partially restrict the
effectiveness of the title, while the ABA's
amendments to the other titles of 5. 30 trench
still less upon the key provisions of each
title.

That Is not, of wurse, to minimize the
slgnificance of the by
the ABA. As I testified in the heartng, each
proj is one of and

Never

posed
would p the
the amendments touch a small part of 8. 30,
They are, however, respects in which some
room for improvement in this important
plece of legislation exists—they are not grave
fa

d the is grateful for
the cpportunity to present to the Subcom-
mittee both Iits suggestions for specific
changes in the bill and its unequivocal sup-
port for ensctment at the earliest possible
date,

I trust the foregoing adequately answers
all of the inquiries and requests made of
me by the Committee. Thank you for your
induigence.

Sincerely,
Epwanp L. WRIGHT.

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

. POFF. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. ECEHARDT. Mr. Chairman, as
the gentleman knows, I am most inter-
ested in a constructive way in title X
of the bill. I know the gentleman has
been the author of the present draft of
that section and was also the author of
what has been called the Poff amend-
ment in the drug bill. I would like to
clear up one thing with my friend on the
other side of the aisle on this point. Do
I understand correctly that there are two
ways in which this sentencing procedure,
which I understand is what the gentle-
man calls it, is activated: One way is by
virtue of showing that there have been
previous jury convictions. That is one
way, is it not?

Mr, POFF. That is one way, but I will
say to the gentleman that there are three
activating definitions,

certain el 5 tial to accentua-
tion of the sentence exist, and these ele-
ments may be proved in the post-convic-
tion presentencing hearing. Is that
correct?

Mr. POFF. The gentleman is correct.
And with respect to the second definition
if the defendant is found gullty and ad-
judged to have committed the felony of
which he stands convicted as a part of
a pattern of conduct which is criminal
under the laws of the jurisdiction, and
that pattern of conduct constitutes a
substantial source of the defender's in-
come, and the defendant himself was
possessed of special expertise or skill,
then he would meet the definition of a
professional and would activate title X.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Yes, I understand.
As a matter of fact, we might divide this
second category of elements which are
approved in the post-conviction pre-sen-
tencing trial into two groups. One has
to do with that which involves participa-
tion in certain gains, or certain profits,
and the other has to do with certain aec-
tivities like engaging in a bribe. These
two, I understand, are actually different
approaches to this objective, and I as-
sume that is the reason the gentleman
is referring to three.

Mr. POFP. The gentleman is not quite
correct, although he is not altogether in
error.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I so frequently find
myself in that position.

Mr. POFF. The third definition to
which I have reference undertakes to de-
fine the typical member of an organized
crime conspiracy.

That definition is found on page 145
of the bill. If the defendant is found by
the judge to have committed the felony
of which he is convicted at bar as a part
of a conspiracy with three or more other
persons, to engage in a pattern of crimi-
nal conduct, and the defendant himself
managed or supervised as part of the
conspiracy, or in the conduct of the con-
spiracy, or if he gave a bribe in connec-
tion with the conduct, then he would
meet the definition of an organized crime
special offender and the judge could sen-
tence him up to 25 years as a special
dangerous offender.

Mr. ECEHARDT. Then am I correct
in saying with respect to these cate-
gories—and I am eliminating from con-
sideration the first category of a prior
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conviction—that there need to be two
basic bodies of facts proved. Number
one: There has to be the conviction, for
instance by a jury, of the original of-
fense which may carry a penalty up to
5 years, say, but not in excess of that
amount. Second, it must be proved as an
element of applying a 25-year sentence a
bedy of fact the gentleman describes in
these categories, the one which relates
to the participation in the gains of a
crime and the other which invelves close
participation in a conspiracy, which in-
volves certain elements which are erimi-
nal. But in both instances facts in addi-
tion to those before the jury must be
presented to the court without a jury
and the court determines these without
a jury, and these elements in addition
to what went before the jury are ele-
ments necessary to support the enhanced
penalty; is that correct?

Mr, POFF, The gentleman is correct.

I might add that evidence given be-
fore the jury which is relevant to the
question of speclal offender could be
considered by the judge in addition to
information presented to him in the
post-conviction hearing.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I understand that.
In other words, evidence can really come
in through two sources, but I suppose it
would all be, as a practical matter, prob-
ably embraced in the probation officer's
report. But it could come rmm the te.st.ed
source of evid introd
and accepted by the court in the jury
trial, or it could come in through the
source of the probation officer’s investi-
gation of the additional facts which we
have discussed here as being that other
element that makes up the basis for the
enhanced sentencing; is that not correct?

Mr. POFF. The gentleman is substan-
tially correct.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the gentle-
man.

(Mr, McCLORY, at the request of Mr.
Porr, was granted permission to extend
his remarks at this point in the Rec-
ORD, )

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, it was
my privilege to serve as & member of a
subcommittee which heard the testi-
mony relating to 8. 30—the organized
crime bill. This lengthy and compre-
hensive measure is directed at many
aspects of the organized crime network.
It places in the hands of the prosecution
a number of necessary weapons in order
to deal with the sophisticated operations
of organized crime—including its con-
nections with many public officials, In-
deed, it is charged that without the co-
operation of many of those who are in
positions of authority, the crime syndi-
cate could not exist. Accordingly, this
measure touches new and sensitive areas
which have not heretofore been at-
tempted in any Federal legislation.

In addition to the wide range of sub-
jects covered in this comprehensive bill,
I am pleased and proud to point out that
the members of the subcommittee upon
which I serve gave thoughtful consider-
ation to virtually every line and para-
graph in the bill. I want particularly to
pay tribute to the chairman (Mr. Cer-
LEr) and to my colleague from Virginia
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(Mr. Porr) for the very painstaking
manner in which they dealt with the
entire bill—including the numerous
amendments which our subcommittee
recommended and adopted. In my ex-
perience, no single measure has received
more thorough consideration by a leg-
islative committee than this bill. On nu-
merous occasions, it required lengthy
discussion in order to arrive at a con-
sensus or a compromise which would ac-
curately reflect the overall views of the

13 ittee b S. Pl d ts as
contained in numerous court decisions
were reviewed and weighed—and every
effort was made to produce a strong and
effective tool with which to combat or-
ganized crime—and at the same time
deal fairly with all who might be affected
by this legislation—whether part of the
crime syndicate or not.

Mr. Chairman, I shall not undertake
to review the various provisions of this
bill. This has been done by the chairman
of the committee as well as by others.
The committee report accurately de-
scribes the provisions and impact of this
bill, and I am persuaded that it will be
fully acceptable to the Department of
Justice and to the President, and hope-
fully will be concurred in by the other
body before Congress adjowrns or re-
cesses later this month.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the testi-
mony of individuals who appeared before
the committee, the position of the Amer-
jean Bar Association, as well as other
organizations which have studied and
reported upon this bill, were given due
weight and consideration. In my opin-
jon, this is a good bill, consistent with
the provisions of the Constitution and
responsive to the urgent need for added
legislative authority which the Attorney
General and the courts require in dealing
with the insidious and horrendous im-
pact of organized crime.

Mr. Chairman, I support this measure
as reported by the committee and urge
its overwhelming passage by the House
of Representatives,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MIEVA) .

Mr. MIKVA, Mr. Chairman, I suppose
I am addressing these remarks to those
few people who come from safe districts
or to those who decided for some rea-
son or other that they do not want to
come back here, or to those who have
some kind of death wish about reelec-
tion; because I recognize at this point
that urging people to vote against S. 30
is not the most politic thing to do.

This bill is not the most politic thing
that ever came out of the Committee on
the Judiciary, either. The fact of the
matter is this bill is not really a bill at
all, it is a bagatelle, a clip-and-paste job,
put together under pressures that had
nothing to do with trying to find real an-
swers to the real problems of crime,
organized and otherwise.

I asked my colleague from Virginia to
vield to me but he ran out of time; I hope
we can engage in colloguy on my time if
not on his time.

‘This bill iz for the purpose of con-
trolling organized crime in the United
States, Throughout the bill, aside from
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title XTI, which was thrown in at the last
minute, organized crime is used over and
over again as the hallmark of the bill.
The bill is aimed at controlling organized
crime,

I ask my colleague from Virginia this
rhetorical question: where in the bill does
one find a definition of organized erime?
There are at least six instances in which
that term is an operative fact that is
necessary to make other sections come
into being; but there is no definition.

When I asked one of the staff members
over in the other body, who was one of
the major draftsmen of this bill, why
there was no definition he said, “Oh, you
know, it is very hard to try to agree on
a single definition of organized crime.”

That answer may satisfy when you are
talking about resolution urging the ex-
ecutive to do something or about me-
morial resolutions for the folks back
home but not when you are talking about
the eriminal law of the United States. It
seems to me that if you are saying that
the term is incapable of definition, then
how in the world can you ask judges and
juries to apply it and use it in a eriminal
law case?

Take, for instance, the very lucid but
unfortunately incomplete explanation of
title X by my colleague from Virginia.
The gentleman from Virginia talked
about it as if it were very clear that it is
aimed solely at the racketeers and syndi-
cate members that all of us despise and
who have no friends in this Chamber.
I ask the gentleman if he can show me
why, under the various loose definitions
put together in title X, that special dan-
gerous offender category does not also
include somebody who violates income-
tax laws or antitrust laws or the Pure
Food and Drug Act or any of the other
Federal laws that contain criminal
sanctions. Because the operative language
under the second category is that the
defendant “committed such felony as
part of a pattern of conduct which was
criminal under applicable laws of any
Jurisdiction which constituted a substan-
tial part of his income"—and most in-
come tax evaders do pretty well until
they get caught—"and in which he ex-
hibited special skill and expertise.” All of
the antitrust cases that I ever read would
indicate that the perpetrators of an
antitrust conspiracy indeed manifest
great expertise and skill and engage in
many acts over a long period of time.
Thus, the “pattern of racketeering” as
defined in this bill would clearly cover
that, too.

I will be glad to yield to the gentleman
if Iam in error.

Mr. POFF. No. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I do not rise to say that the gentleman
was in error, but I simply wanted, if I
could, to respond to his earlier question
about why income tax law violations
were not specifically included in title X.

Mr. MIKVA. I did not ask whether
they were specifically included, but I ask
are they excluded in any way.

Mr. POFF. I will say to the gentleman
that it would be difficult to define an
income tax violation as a dangerous
offense as that offense is defined under
subsection (f) on page 14T.
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Mr. MIKVA. I beg to differ. Will the
gentleman read that section, please?
It does not say dangerous offense.

Mr., POFF. It says the defendant is
dangerous.

Mr. MIKVA. It has nothing to do with
the offense.

Mr. POFF. Does the gentleman con-
tend because a defendant filed deliber-
ately an erroneous income tax return that
that makes him dangerous?

Mr. MIKVA. No. But the judge may
find him dangerous for a variety of
other reasons. The point is that the lan-
guage operates to include him. You had
no intention of covering income tax vio-
lators or antitrust violators or Pure Food
and Drug Act violators, but it includes
them even though the section was aimed
at racketeers.

Mr. POFF. Exactly.

Mr. MIKVA. But, unfortunately, the
language does not so limit itself even
though I think the intent of the com-
mittee was pure,

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

Mr. MIKVA. I would be glad to yield
further to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF. The gentleman inquired
rhetorically as to why no effort was made
to define organized crime in this bill
It is true that there is no organized
crime definition in many parts of the
bill. This is, in part, because it is prob-
ably impossible precisely and definitively
to define organized crime. But if it were
possible, I ask my {riend, would he not
be the first to object that in criminal
law we establish procedures which would
be applicable only to a certain type of
defendant? Would he not be the first
to object to such a system?

Mr. MIEVA. That is not a rhetorical
question. I had always understood that
the criminal laws were supposed to zero
in on a particular type of offense. My ob-
jection to this bill in toto is that what-
ever its motives to begin with, we will
end up with cases involving all kinds of
things not intended to be covered, and
a potpourri of language by which you
can parade all kinds of horrible exam-
ples of overreach.

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

Mr. MIKVA. I would like to yield fur-
ther but I have more examples of over-
reach which would even curl the hair
of the gentleman from Virginia.

I do not know how many of my col-
leagues engage in a friendly game of
poker now and then, but under this defi-
nition if five or more of them engage in
such a game of poker and it lasts past
midnight—you do have that safeguard—
thus continuing for a period of 2 days,
then you have been runming an orga-
nized gambling business and you can get
20 years, and the Federal Government
can grab off the pots besides.

All of us I am sure, have come ACross
strange characters who are convinced
that they have uncovered the scandal
of the ages. They are people who are
convinced that the entire history of this
country was written in a conspiracy and
that every elected official and anyone else
in a newsworthy capacity is involved in
a conspiracy to bring down the democ-
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racy. Under this bill the US. attorney
must take as real every single complaint
that is brought to him by any such per-
son and present it to the grand jury
and explain to the grand jury why he
decided not to call this person before the
grand jury. This really makes every U.S.
attorney into a gossipmonever, because
he has to take every loose tale or story
and present it to the grand jury no mat-
ter how ridiculous it may be; then it is
available to the grand jury to proceed
from there.

Let me give you another example as
to what I mean. We have a whole serles
of new crimes involving gambling and
some of them, as I indicated, include
even the poker game which goes beyond
midnight. Under the bill, it can be an
organized gambling game and one can
get up to 20 years for having participated
in that poker game. But at the same time
the bill recognizes that our gambling
laws have been notoriously inefficient in
dealing with crime. We have had great
concern about this entire business of
gambling and whether the manner in
which we have undertaken to deal with
it federally and at the State level makes
sense. And so in this bill we put in a
commission to study whether or not we
ought to have laws about gambling and
what they ought to be. But in the mean-
time we are going to stiffen all the penal-
ties just in case we were right in the first
place.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. MIKVA. I yield further to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF. I suggest that the gentle-
man is in error when he poses his hy-
pothetical statement. I direct his atten-
tion to page 11, lines 15 and 16 of the
'bill. There you will find that illegal

g means a busi and has been
and remains in substantially continuous
operation for a period in excess of 30
days or has a gross revenue in excess of
$2,000 in any single day. The poker game
which the gentleman has described does
not meet that criterion.

Mr. MIKVA. But that is not true be-
cause later on there is a presumption that
it is an illegal gambling business. That
language appears on page 114 and is
as follows:

If five or more persons conduct, finance,
manage, supervise, direct, or own all or part
of a gambling business and such business
operates for 2 or more successive days, then,
for the purpose of obtaining warrants for
arrests, , and other hes and
selzures, pmbnble cause that the business re-
celves gross revenue in excess of $2,000 in any

single day shall be deemed to have been
established.

Mr. POFF. If they are in the gambling
business.

Mr. MIEVA. I suppose it depends
whether you are gambling for profit or
pleasure, but I happen to know a lot of
people who do enjoy the profit as well
as the pleasure, and I would hate to rely
on the “nondefinition” of bust to
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I can make clear one other point before
my time elapses.

There are a lot of people here who are
very concerned about the federal sys-
tem; I for one like to think that I am
very concerned about the federal sys-
tem. The genius of this country and its
laws has been the federal system. In such
a system, we recognize that the primary
protectors of our security, are the State
and local governments, and that the
Federal Government intervenes only in
those areas where the interstate nature
of the crime or the overwhelming public
aspects of the crime requires such inter-
vention. Yet on page 122 of the bill I
would point out to my colleagues a defi-
nition of racketeering activities, which
brings into play the whole title IX and
all kinds of things we have not yet talked
about. This definition states that “any
act or threat involving murder, kidnap-
ing, gambling, arson, robbery, bribery,
extortion, or dealing in narcotic or other
dangerous drugs, which is chargeable
under State law and punishable by im-
prisonment for more than one year” be-
comes an act of racketeering under this
statute. What we have done in one fell
swoop—and the States-righters who
may be in this room should listen—is to
incorporate as a part of the Federal law
all of the offenses which heretofore have
traditionally been treated as under State
and local jurlsdictions.

Let me talk for a few moments, if I
may, about the problem of forfeiture of
property and corruption of blood. We are
al concerned about organized crime—
syndicated crime or whatever other term
you want to use—getting involved and
engaged in legitimate businesses, I am
worried about it, too. I would hope we
could come up with something that ad-
dresses itself to this problem. But all we
have come up with in this bill is a forfeit-
ure of property and corruption of blood,
a concept that the First Congress de-
cided was a bad statutory policy and a
bad constitutional policy. Under this bill,
if you are engaged in two acts of gam-
bling—and we may argue about the defi-
nition, whether it is mine or that offered
by the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
Porr)—and you are engaged in an inter-
state business or any business that af-
fects interstate commerce—and you
know how broad that definition can be—
this bill can give you 20 years for engag-
ing in interstate business. Moreover, they
take your business away as well. And
then just to make sure that we have been
innovative enough, we also put in a pri-
vate remedy that says that any competi-
tor can accuse you, and if he can prove
that you have gambled and used the pro-
ceeds in the business, then he can go
after you and put you out of business.

Now, it would be nice to get the syndi-
cates out of legitimate business and to
get organized crime away from the fruits
of legitimate enterprises; but we should
not do it in a way in which we throw out
all of these deep-seated traditions about

protect somebody from a zealous U.S.
attorney.

If my colleague, the gentleman from
Virginia, would do so, I would prefer not
to yield for a few moments just so that

tection of private property and about
umlting the penalty to what it says in
the statute books without any forfeiture
of property or corruption of blood.
‘These are the kinds of problems that
are involved in this bill. I could go on.
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There are perhaps seven, eight, or nine
different more “horribles” that could be
paraded before you—dealing with “civil
investigative demands” by which every
book and every record of every private
business and individual can be brought
before the U.S. attorney without even a
grand jury proceeding. These books and
records can be retained by the U.S. at-
torney for an unspecified “reasonable"”
period.

It might take him 1 year, 2 years, 8
years to search the records. Meanwhile,
the businessman has no recourse.

‘The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illincis (Mr. Mixva) has
expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr, MIKVA).

Mr. MIEVA. Mr, Chairman, I thank
my distinguished chairman, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. CELLER).

Let me just summarize by saying, as
I started out at the beginning, that the
salutary purposes for which this bill
aimed at organized crime was intended,
somehow never come to fruition. Instead,
the spread of the shotgun approach will
involve a lot of activities not intended to
be covered and will not be successful in
addressing itself to the problems that
were intended to be covered.

It will subject the courts, the prose-
cutors and indeed every person who
studies the law to incredible burdens and
problems in trying to decipher, admin-
ister, and uphold some of the provisions
that we are about to enact.

The overreach, the looseness of the lan-
guage, the whimsy in this bill just simply
do not enhance the legislative process.

‘When it passes, and I am well aware
that it will pass, no person is going to be
any more secure in his home than he
was the night before. There is nothing in
this bill that is going to deter street
crime, about which people are up so tight.
But that fear about the problem of street
crime is being used to justify a deep cut
in some of our traditional liberties and
a deep cut in our constitutional protec-
tions, and a deep cut in the federal sys-
tem which has worked so well over these
last 200 years. We do this in a spirit and
period of repression which is caused by
street crime, but about which this bill
does nothing.

Mrs. Mitchell’s husband was quoted at
a party not too long ago as saying that
this country was going to go far to the
right under his tutelage. I do not know
whether he said it or not. But if he said
it then I think that S. 30, and the zeal
with which we dedicate ourselves to the
task of tearing asunder some of our very
important freedoms and libertles is an
indication that perhaps Mrs, Mitchell's
husband is a self-fulfilling prophet.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr,
Crawncy) such time as he may desire.

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, T rise in
support of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the crime problem has
today reached an overwhelming dimen-
sion. Action must be taken before this
problem becomes so great that effective
actlon will not be possible. The simple
fact is that crime and violence, both in
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the streets and on our campuses, are
intimidating us, They are threatening
our heritage, our traditions, but most of
all they now threaten our future and our
children’s future.

The President has made many sig-
nificant proposals which are necessary
in order to wage an effective war against
these forces. As the President himself
has noted:

No subject has been the matter of more
legislative requests from the Administration.

President Nixon has fulfilled his re-
sponsibility by presenting an effective
far-reaching anticrime program. The
time has come for us, as Members of the
House, to fulfill our responsibility by tak-
ing quick decisive action to approve this
program. I urge my fellow Members of
the House to join with me in support of
the Organized Crime Control Act. The
time is now., We must take action before
we no longer have an opportunity to act.

The last decade has brought an in-
creased growth in violence and destruec-
tion to this country. Riots, bombings,
campus disorders, and a 100-percent in-
crease in the crime rate have charac-
terized the 1960's. It is now the decade
of the seventies and action must be taken
to correct the aftermath of the 1960's.
A shadow of fear resulting from the de-

1 of the attitude of total disre-

gard for individual lives and property
has spread throughout this Nation. The
Federal Government must take steps so
that our citizens can feel safe to walk
down our city streets and our students
can feel safe to study in campus build-
ings without the fear of the building

being bombed.

When I joined in cosponsoring the or-
ganized crime control legislation, I was
convineed that this was a necessary tool
to effectively combat this problem. To-
day, I am even more certain that this
bill will assist this Nation to once again
begin to recover from its present state
of fear. I sincerely believe that one way
to effectively combat crime, particularly
organized crime as well as violence in
the streets, is to enact the measure be-
fore us today. It is clearly time that we
face the facts. The crime problem is no
longer merely an issue for discussion, but
it is a eall to action which demands our
immediate action.

Organized crime today represents a
serious threat to the well-being of this
entire Nation. It is an evil which is
gradually infiltrating and poisoning ev-
ery phase of American life. It is corrupt-
ing our society, our economy, and our fu-
ture. The money and power gained by
the masters of organized crime is amaz-
ing. This illegal menace is entering into
every phase of our lives. It drains count-
less dollars from our economy, it cor-
rupts our free enterprise system and our
democratic processes, and, in general, it
undermines our entire Nation and our
way of life.

How did our Nation come to be faced
with this problem of such an overwhelm-
ing dimension? In recent years, we have
frequently heard the recurring cry from
our courts that the right of the individ-
ual must be upheld over the right of so-
ciety. Mr. Chairman, I submit that it is
time that action be taken to strike a bal-
ance between the need for the effective
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administration of justice with the desire
to preserve our substantive rights. The
legislation we are considering here today
represents the means to effectively
achieve this balance. Our Bill of Rights is
one of the most sacred portions of our
heritage left to us by our forefathers. It
is to be respected and revered. However,
if it, as well as the other elements of our
heritage, are to be preserved, steps nust
be taken to prevent a total state of law-
lessness from engulfing the Nation. I be-
lieve this legislation returns to legal
forces necessary tools for the effective
administration of justice while .at the
same time protects the rights guaranteed
to us by the Constitution.

The Organized Crime Control Act rep-
resents an integrated approach to the
problem of fighting crime. It presents a
means to strengthen the legal tools in the
evidence-gathering process. The bill is
also designed to combat organized crime
by providing new remedies to deal with
individuals engaged in organized crime.
Among other things, this bill provides for
increased sentences for dangerous adult
special offenders—the recidivist, the pro-
fessional offender and the organized
crime leader. I believe this legislation an-
swers the challenge that organized crime
presents to the Nation today.

Perhaps one of the most significant
portions of this legislation was recently
added to the bill by the House Judiciary
Committee. This provision, title XI, deals
with the regulation of explosives. The re-
cent increase in bombings clearly points
to the need for immediate action in this
regard. The ease of access to explosive
materials has led, I believe, to the recent
increase in destructive bombings. Legis-
lation to provide for effective checks on
the procurement of these explosive ma-
terials is necessary. For this reason, I
have joined in cosponsoring legislation to
provide for the necessary checks on these
materials. I was most pleased to learn
that the House Judiciary Committee has
decided to incorporate this concept as a
E;J]l;tion of the organized crime control

It is the purpose of this provision to
assist the States to effectively control the
sale, transfer and disposition of explo-
sives within their borders, This provision
establishes a system of Federal licenses
and permits. Licenses are to be required
of manufacturers, importers and dealers,
and permits are to be required for all
users who depend on interstate com-
merce to obtain explosives. In addition to
the Federal regulatory system established
here, this title strengthens the Federal
criminal law with respect to the illegal
use, transportation or possession of ex-
plosives.,

Student disorders have become a con-
cern for all of us. The activities of a small
group of activists are jeopardizing the
safety and education of the majority of
students who wish to acquire an educa-
tion that will permit them to make a
meaningful contribution to society. The
use of bombs and bombings as a tool of
demonstration has instead become a tool
of death, as witnessed at the University
of Wisconsin. For this reason I whole-
heartedly support this legislation and its
provision regarding campus bombings.
By making the provisions of this bill ap-
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plicable to anyone who maliciously dam-
ages or destroys or attempts to damage or
destroy any institution or organization
receiving Federal financial assistance,
this legislation provides the Federal Gov-
ernment with an effective means to help
in the efforts against such incidents as
took place at the University of Wisconsin.
We must act now before more lives are
lost. We must make our campuses safe
50 that our students will not have to fear
the fact that the building they are study-
ing in may explode any minute, The ad-
dition of this provision, presents a sig-
nificant new dimension of this legislation,
a dimension which I feel deserves our
fullest support.

Organized crime, indeed all forms of
crime, today offer a challenge to this
Nation. A challenge to see if we will do
anything to stop the activities and
growth of this menace. I believe that the
Organized Crime Control Act is an an-
swer to that challenge. This bill repre-
sents the necessary means we have been
looking for in order to root out this evil
which has developed such a grasp on
our Nation. I urge my fellow Members
of the House to join with me in support
of this legislation so that we can offer a
resounding answer to the challenge of-
fered to us by crime.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
vield to the gentleman from North Da-
kota (Mr. KiepPe) such time as he may
require,

Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Chairman, the
threat of organized crime cannot be ig-
nored or longer tolerated. It is America’s
prineipal supplier of illegal goods and
services—gambling, usurious loans, il-
licit drugs, and prostitution; daily it in-
creases its operation in flelds of legiti-
mate business, employing such illegiti-
mate techniques as bankruptey frauds,
tax evasion, extortion, terrorism, arson
and monopolization. Its sinister effects
upon our Nation must be eradicated.

In his message on organized crime,
forwarded to Congress in April 1969,
President Nixon proposed new legislative
weapons to enable the Federal Govern-
ment to strike at the hierarchy and the
sources of revenue of the criminal syn-
dicate.

S. 30, as passed by the Senate and
amended by the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, incorporates the President's pro-
posals and three of its titles, titles II,
IX, and X, include provisions contained
in legislation I introduced in February of
1969, covering general witness immunity,
the suppression of the infiltration of legi-
timate enterprises by racketeers or the
proceeds of racketeering activities where
interstate or foreign commerce is af-
fected, and provides for increased sen-
tences for dangerous habitual, profes-
sional and organized offenders.

The United States will never fall to
external enemies unless it has been
weakened beyond redemption by the
enemies within, America’s internal ene-
mies today are the eriminals, the law-
breakers and those who prey on the poor,
the young, the weak, and the innocent.

I feel certain we all are deeply aware
of the dangers the scope and incidence
of crime pose to our Nation. We must be
determined to institute actions wherever
and whenever possible to give law-cn-




October 6, 1970

forcement officers at the National, State,
and local levels the tools to cope with
crime and the courts the means with
which to deal ad tely with criminal

At the same time we must remain
determined to provide justice under the
law, to protect the innocent and to as-
sure the constitutional rights of all our
citizens.

S. 30, the crime bill before us today,
provides the additional tools with which
we can remedy the problems presented by
organized crime.

In conclusion, I want to commend the
members of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee for including title XI, the admin-
istration's proposals to halt the rash of
bombings across the Nation.

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of 8, 30, the Organized Crime
Control Act of 1970, as amended by the
House Judiciary Committee. Stronger
laws are needed; let us pass them, Let us
start enforcing the ones we have. Every
citizen of this country has the right to
justice. But let us consider the rights of
those who do not break the law as well
as we protect the rights of those who do.
Rioters and organized groups who flaunt
the law and destroy private property
must be dealt with strongly.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 1
have no further requests at this time.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Ryan).

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, as a for-
mer assistant district attorney in New
York County and as the Representative
of a city afflicted by crime, I know full
well the vise of crime which grips Amer-
ica and the need for effective Federal
legislation to assist State and local gov-
ernment in dealing with the problem of
crime. I cosponsored H.R. 17825, amend-
ing the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, which passed
the House on June 30, 1970. Unfortu-
nately, the Senate has yet to act upon
that bill which is addressed to the very
serious menace of street crime which is
of such legitimate concern to millions
of Americans. At the same time, I also
am very much aware of the precious civil
liberties which protect our citizens from
the overzealous judge or prosecutor or
police officer.

8. 30, unfortunately, is a direct chal-
lenge to these basic rights. It contains
various provisions which severely re-
strict and infringe upon certain basic
rights, depriving defendants, as well as
those who are not charged with any
crime but who are accused of non-
criminal miseconduet, for Instance, in the
special grand jury proceedings sanc-
tioned under title I, of fundamental
rights.

Not only would passage of this bill
indeed be an assault upon the Constitu-
tion, but it would fail to produce an
effective remedy. S. 30 offers no solution
to organized crime or to street crime
Its vague and jumbled language, its mis-
perceived ends, and its erection of bar-
riers, rather than paths, to conviction—
all result in a bill which simply fails to
construct an intelligent, effective ap-
proach to the problems of organized
crime.

I have set forth along with my col-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

league from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
and my colleague from Illinois (Mr.
Mrxva) in dissenting views, the reasons
which compel me to oppose this bill,
reasons which describe the infirmi-
ties which exist in many of the titles.
I shall briefly refer to the major defects
and then examine them in more depth.

I should like to point to title I, which
makes it possible for a special grand jury
to defame an appointed public official by
accusing him of noneriminal miseon-
duct, but excludes from its ambit elected
public officials.

I should like to point to title II, which
I believe raises very serious constitu-
tional and policy questions in that it
rejects the absolute immunity which has
previously been granted to those required
to testify under compulsion and substi-
tutes transaction, or use, immunity.

I should like also to point out that
title IX, which has been so well described
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Mixva) in his eloguent statement, raises
serious constitutional questions because
of the ambiguity of its definitions.

Title X is probably the most pernicious
title of the bill with its so-called danger-
ous special offender provisions which
would make it possible for the first time
for the Government to appeal a sentence
and have it increased on appeal, and
even for the Government to appeal a&
finding by the trial court that a defend-
ant is not a dangerous special offender.
This raises the question of double jeop-
gds', and we should look askance at

at,

For all these reasons I find that S. 30
is defective in its assault on basic civil
liberties, and I hope that Members of
the House, despite the emotional times
in which we legislate, will look to the fact
that we are making laws which will gov-
ern U.S. attorneys and our courts for a
long time to come. Let us not legislate
out of the passion of the moment, but
with regard for the basic fundamental
rights, which are essential to the sur-
vival of our democratic soclety.

I have made my views on this bill
known extensively in the committee re-
port on it—House Report 91-1549. I there
Jjoined with my distinguished collegues
from Illinois (Mr. Mixva) and from
Michigan (Mr. ConyYErs) in explaining
the pernicious features of this bill, as well
ar its inept attempt to erect a legislative
plan to fight orsaniud crime. I shou.ld
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We commend the committee for having
considerably improved upon the Senate ver-
sion of this bill by modifying and deleting at
least some of the offensive provisions of that
plece of legislation, The result, however, is a
“scissors and paste” cosmetizing job that
cannot overcome the basic defects of the bill.
As Mr. Justice Brandels wrote in Olmastead v.
United States, 277 U.S. 436, 485 (1828):

“Our Government is the potent, the omni-
present teacher. For good or for {11, it teaches
the whole people by its example . . . If the
Government becomes a lawbreaker, it breeds
contempt for law; it invites every man to be-
come a law unto himself; it invites anarchy.
To declare that the adminlstration of the
criminal law the end justifies the means—to
declare that the Government may commit
crimes in order to secure the convliction of
a private eriminal-——would bring terrible ret-
ribution . . . {House Report, p. 182)

Almost every one of the 12 titles of
S. 30 is subject to meaningful criticism.
However, there are seven titles which are
particularly egregious, and it is these
which I want to briefly discuss.

TITLE I

Title I authorizes special grand juries
to be created at the instance of the Attor-
ney General. These special grand juries
would have the power not only to indict,
but also to submit to the court of their
district reports when the evidence is
insufficient to warrant an indietment.
‘These reports are to be issued concerning
noneriminal misconduct of appointed of-
ficials,

As we stated in our dissenting views in
the committee report:

In brief, this title proposes to create offi-
cial bodies bedecked with the power to
accuse, while leaving the accused bereft of
any effective means of rebuttal. (Page 182).

These grand juries are going to under-
take investigations—not of eriminal con-
duct—and issue reports which may well
be used to smear officials. Two things are
of particular note here. The so-called
procedural safeguards granted the non-
criminal accused are totally ineffectual,
and he is going to be subjected to what we
termed in the dissent “sanctified cal-
umny." And, second, the bill, as reported
out of the House Committee on the Judi-
ciary excludes elected officials from the
ambit of this title. As we said in our
dissent:

(I)n case anyone might quarrel with our
characterization of these special grand jury
reporting powers, he might first ponder why
the Senate version of this bill was amended
by the House Commitiee to exclude elected

like to quote from our in
as it obviously expresses my objections to
8. 30:

In sum, the Organized Crime Control Act
is no answer to the hundreds of thousands
of criminal acts which are terrarixlng t.ms
country. It is aimed—at least
organized crime, and any person who sees Ltl
its passage the turning of the tide against the
street crime which is the vital, immediate
concern of every American family suffers
faulty vislon.

Even 50, were this bill an intelligent, rel-

from the reach of these minl-star
chambers, (House Report, p. 182.)

I think it beyond imagination that
anyone might claim that I hold any
brief for official corruption. But I also
believe that this title is itself a crass cor-
ruption of basic rights. Thus, this title
constituted one peg in my decision to
oppose 5. 30.

TITLE IT

Title II proposes to supplant to abso-

lute i ity granted to those forced to

h to the probl of

crime, wn wm:ld. gladly aupport it. As Gov-
ernment officials, we are espeo‘lally oll’end.ed
at the freq links or

crime and politics;: and we are deeply con-
ecerned about inflltration of legitimate busi-
ness by organized crime. But, intentionally
or otherwise, this bill directly assaults the
liberties and rights of all Americans, while
only ineptly flailing out at organized crime.

sacrifice their fifth amendment right to
remain silent, for transaction, or use,
immunity. I have previously expressed
my opposition to this departure in the
law in my minority views on H.R. 11157,
the Federal Immunity of Witnesses Act,
which has not come to the floor, but
which is incorporated into S. 30 as title IL.
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Both as a matter of law and as a mat-
ter of pol.icy 1 believe title IT raises seri-
ous I am ding my views
on HR. 11157—which is the same as
title XI—in order that these questions
may be thoroughly explicated.

TITLE VI

Title VI's aim is to enable the Govern-
ment to preserve testimony in a criminal
proceeding by authorizing the taking of
pretrial depositions. However, once again
there is serious defect, as is pointed out
by the report of the Association of the
Bar of the City of New York on the Orga-
nized Crime Control Act:

One of the most serious problems with
Title VI is that it fails to deal with the need
of a criminal defendant, faced with cross-
examining a Government witness in a depo-
=ition, for information as to the theory of the
Government's case and some opportunity for
pretrial discovery. We doubt whether a de-
fendant can effectively cross-examine at a
pretrial deposition with the limited discovery
rights provided under the rules now govern-
ing eriminal procedure . . . At o minimum,
the Government should be required to pro-
vide a statement of its theory and the ex-
pected testimony in suflicient detall to enable

the to app the sign
of the testimony. (Pp. 17-18).
TITLE VII

Title VII proposes to establish a
statute of limitations on the exercise of
the right to challenge the admissibility
of illegally obtained evidence. The so-
called justification for this ploy is the
inconvenience for the prosecution of lit-
igating supposedly “stale” matters. Were
the countervailing balance to the Con-
stitution such ‘“convenience,” I would
venture that we would quickly see much
of the Bill of Rights sink into senescence.

Again, the observations of the report
of the Association of the Bar of the city
of New York on the Organized Crime
Control Act are very cogent in analyzing
this title:

It may be reasonable to preclude the com-
:mem:ins nl’ utlsat-lon after a given period of

the def should
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example, a basic provision is section
1962(a) of title IX, defining what con-
stitutes unlawful activity, This provision
employs the phrase “pattern of rack-
eteering activity,” which is in turn de-
fined by section 1961(5).

The result of these provisions is that
for an unlawful act i.nvolving ra.cketeer-
ing to be established, the
must prove beyond a ren.snm.hle douht
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bar against double jeopardy. By author-
izing the Government to appeal the
length of sentences imposed, it gives the
prosecution the power to penalize the de-
fendant should he himself attempt to
appeal.

In brief, title X is totally insupport-
able. As we said in our dissent:

Title X, were it not such a dangerous
special offender itself, would be ludicrous,

two illegal acts—not just one—ab

prior conviction. And what is more, t.he
prosecution must also undertake the
enormous burden of tracing funds from
their source to their investment. In brief,
title IX may well succeed in aiding rack-
eteers to insulate themselves from prose-
cution, rather than facilitating convie-
tions.

Title IX also adopts & provision which
for 180 years has been absent from
American criminal law—a provision pro-
viding for forfeiture of the convicted de-
fendant's property. I think the observa-
tions which I and my colleagues, Mr.
Mreva and Mr. Coxyers, offered on this
aspect of title IX in our dissent are well
on point here:

We think the potential scope for depriva-
tion of property by criminal forfeiture con-
stitutes & threat to legitimate business far
beyond what should be the ken of a bill
aimed at organized crime.

Moreover, not only does criminal forfeiture
unduly penalize the man who may simply
have engaged In two separate poker games
and thereby subj d to fon
for having engaged In a “pattern of racket-
eering actlvity.” It also leaves far too un-
cértain the rights of entirely blameless citl=
zens and organizations. A minor leglslative
bow in thelr direction is made in section
1963(c), which states that “The TUnited
States shall dispose of all such property
{which has 'been Torfeited to it) as soon as

due p
for the righu of innocent pel'mm" But the
selzure and sale by the Government of prop-
erty which was used as collateral by the
offender for a legitimate loan may well leave
an unsecured creditor out of luck, or sale by
the Government of a forfeited business on a

not be forced to answer, nor the court to
hear, charges which can only be substantiated
by evidence weakened by time, or because
the as been in failing
o bri.ng suit ml.iar It would be & novel
application of this logic, however, to allow
the defendant to be brought to trial and at
the same time to hamper his

market may well undercut Inno-
ftors or

cent P

Finally, I would note that title IX, by
authorizing the Attorney General to is-
sue “civil investigative demands™ to any
person or enterprise he believes “may be

m possession, custody, or control of any

-
precluding him from raising r:onsumtionj
isgues which might otherwise be available
to him. (P.24).

TITLE IX
I think our introduction to the discus-
sion of the defects of this title, in our
di t on 8. 30, very quickly pinpoints

the problems with title IX:
Title IX, entitled Racketeer Influenced and

Corrupt Organizations, seeks to stymie or-
ganized crime’s growing infiltration of legiti-
mate business.

But it runs amuck. It embodies poor drafts-
manship, and it employs penalties and in-
vestigative procedures which are both

and with the for
abuse. {House Report, p. 185.)

The defects of title IX are numerous,
and explanation of them must by neces-
sity be fairly complex. One flaw lies in
the inept drafting which has resulted in
key definitional terms being totally in-
adequate, misguided, or even wrong. For

y materials relevant to a
racketeering Investigation,” opens up the
door of virtually every American busi-
ness to Government snooping. I think
this is unnecessary and unwise. At the
least, the grand jury should be interposed
between the curiosity and perhaps even
malice of the Government, and the per-
son or business which is the subject of
such snooping.

TITLE X

Title X, concerned with the sentencing

the p of a ca s course on the
Constitution. As it is, It contravenes the
Constitution, 1t substitutes revenge for
reason, and it flaunts the concept of fair
treatment. It i a parody of justice made
tragic by the damage it will do—to indi-
viduals, and more important, to our system
of rule by law. {House Report, p. 183.)

Title XI creates a Federal eriminal
law regarding bombing. Certainly, no
one can condone the lawless acts of
bombing which have occurred in recent
vears. But, in incorporating a death
penalty provision, I think title XT errs.
There is virtually no evidence to support
the notion that the death penalty works
as a deterrent.

Moreover, the very issue of the death
penalty is the subject of consideration
by the National Commission on Reform
of Federal Criminal Laws—a Commis-
sion which is the creation of the Con-
gress. Surely, we ought to at least await
the conclusions of this Commission,
created “to make a full and complete
review and study of the statutory and
case law of the United States which
constitutes the federal system of crim-
inal justice for the purpose of formulat-
ing and recommending to the Congress
legislatlon which would improve the
federal system of criminal justice.”

CONCLUSION

8. 30, the O Crime Control
Act of 1970, should not be passed. It is
both ineffectual and offensive—a com-
bination rarely paralleled in past legis-
lation. Were this bill an answer to crime
and were it consonant with the Consti-
tution, I would be among the first to
endorse it and support it. It is neither.

I believe Mr. Justice Stewart has very
accurately stated, in Elkins v. United
States, 364 US. 206 (1960), what I re-
gard as a fitting epitaph for 8. 30:

{N)othing can destroy a government more
quickly than its failure to observe its own
laws, or worse, its disregard of the charter
of its own existence.

‘The dissent which I offered on HR.
11157, the Federal Immunity of Wit-
ness Act, which is incorporated into this
bill as title IT, follows:

MmomTy Views oF How. WniLusm F. Ryan
ox HR. 11157

I belleve HR. 11157 to be seriously sub-
Ject to question as to its constitutionality.
And, that issue apart, I find HR. 11157 a mis-

of so-called dangerous special offenders,
is probably the grossest refutation of due
process which this bill contains. In brief,
it drops by the wayside such due process
procedures as confrontation and cross-
examination. By attempting to disguise
whatkmﬁyahenﬁngunmeissueof
guilt as a “sentencing” hearing, it denies
the right to trial by jury. By autiwnﬁns
the Government to ap

gulded tion of fifth amendment
rights which, if they are to be eroded and
even abolished, should suffer this fate at the
hands of a constitutional amendment, not
plecemeal legislation.

Mr. Justice Frankfurter, had a very fitting
statement to make about the fifth amend-
ment in Ullmen v. United States, 350 US.
422, 426-27 (1956) :

It is rel t to define ly the spirit
in whk;b l.he fifth amendment's privilege

sentences, it v‘lol.nt.es the constit

g should be ap-

proached. This d of the fifth amend-
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ment (“nor shall any . . . person be com-
pelled In any criminal case to be a witness
aganinst himself * * * ) registers an im-
portant advance in the development of our
liberty—"one of the great landmarks in
man's struggle to make himself civilized.”
[Citing Griswold, *The Fifth Amendment
Today" (1855), 7.] Time has not shown that
protection from the evils against which this
safeguard was directed is needless or unwar-
ranted. This constitutional protection must
not be interpreted In a hostile or niggardly
spirit, Too many, even those who should be
better advised, view this privilege as a shel-
ter for wrongdoers. They, too, readily assume
that those who invoke It are either gullty
of crime or commit perjury in claiming the
privilege. Such a view does scant honor to
patriots who sponsored the Bill of Rights as
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ment, to be valid, must afford absolute m-
Inst future pr for the
ol!enae to which the question relates,

H.R. 11157 clearly falls fatally short ol' the
standard set in C 1 That
was subsequently upheld in Brown v. Walker,
161 U.S. 591 (1896); Ullman v. United States,
supra; Hale v. Henkel, 201 U.S. 43 (1006);
and Reina v, United States, 364 U.8. 507
(1860} .

The prime support for the proponents of
the constltutionality of the proposed use
immunity embodied in H.R. 11157 is Murphy
v. Waterfront Commission, 378 US. 52, 79
(1964). In that decislon, Mr. Justice Gold-
berg, writing the opinlon for the Court, stated
that a witness cannot be compelled to testify
by state officlals “unless the compelled testi-
mony and its frults cannot be used in any
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relates.” * * * M d by these standards,
the d by section 4(f) [of
the statute before the Court in Albertson]
is not complete.

Notice the Court's words: “measured by
these standards.” Murphy was decided only
& year previously. Surely, if Murphy in {nnt
erected new ds, they, not Ci
man's, would have governed the Court in
Albertson, Clearly, they did not.

Nor did they do so In Stevens v. Marks,
383 U.S. 234 (1866). in which the Court vin-
dicated, In passing, Counselman, when it
stated at page 244-45.

‘We need not stop to determine whether
the immunity sald to be conferred here—
which merely prevents the use of the defend-
ant's testimony or its fruits in any subse-
qlmnt. prcmecutlcn but, appuehtly does not

by Federal lon

@ condition to nee of the C fon
by the ratifying States. The founders of the
Nation were not nalve or disregardful of the
interests of justice * * *.

No doubt the constitutional privilege
may, on occasion, save a guilty man from
his just deserts. It was almed at a more
far-reaching evil—a recurrence of the In-
quisition and the Star Chamber, even If not
in their stark brutallity. Prevention of the
greater evil was deemed of more importance
than occurrence of the lesser evil. Having
had much experience with a tendency in hu-
man nature to abuse power, the Founders
sought tu close the doors against like future
abuses by law-enforcing agencles.

1 would add one addendum to Mr, Justice
Frankfurter's eloguent statement. He made
it in speaking for the majority in a case In
which a Federal Immunity statute was up-
held as not being violative of the fifth

He was not di ing the con-
cept of immunity; in fact, he was sustain-
ing it.

HR. 11157, both by the concept of use
immunity which it embodies, and the pro-
cedures it provides for I ation of

with a criminal prosecution agnlust him."
This language 1s read by the proponents of
H.R. 11157 to support Its use Immunity.
rather than the nhsolute Immunity of Coun-

1 and its

In fact, Murphy v. Wnser{mt Commission
is weak ground on which to base such a sig-
nificant assault on the fifth amendment as
HR. 111567 constitutes, For, if Mr. Justice
Goldberg's statement following the quota-
tlon I have just noted is read, it 15 seen that
his decision was written in the context of a

tion based on “Independ-

ent” evidence * * * —constitutes that “ab-
solute Ilmmunity against further prosecu-
tlon” about which the Court spoke in
Counselman v, Hitchcock, 142 U.S. 547, 586,
and which the Court said was necessary if
the privilege were to be constitutionally
supplanted. And see Albertson v. Subversive
Activities Control Board, 382 U.S. 70, T9-81.
I am aware that at least three States'
courts have ruled that prosecution immunity
Is not required by the fifth amendment, re-
:Iylng on Murphy v. Waterfront Commission,

concern for Federal-State relatl This was
what was at issue, and Mr. Justice Goldberg
wrote, at page 79 of the opinion:

We conclude, moreover, that in order to
implement this constitutional role and ac-
commodate the interests of the State and
Federal Governments in investigating and
prosecuting crime, the Federal Government
must be prohibited from making any such
use of compelled testimony and ita frults,
This exclusionary rule, while permitting the
States to secure Information necessary for
effective law enforcement, leaves the wit-
ness and the Federnl Government in sub-

this concept falls far short of the concern
for basic rights so finely expressed by the
filth amendment.

The bill provides for a new general im-
munity provision to title 18 of the United
States Code, applicable to proceedings before
or ancillary to (1) & court or grand jury of
the United States, (2) an agency of the
United States, or (3) either House of Con-
gress, a joint committee of the two Houses,
or a committee or a subcommittee of either
House.

It further provides that, If a witness re-
fuses to testify or provide other information
in such proceedings, he may be ordered to
provide the information and

* * * may not refuse to comply with the
order on the basls of his privilege against
self-incrimination; but no testimony or
other information compelled u.nder the order
(or any 1
derived from such mﬂmmy ur ot.hor I.n-

st ly the same [ as if the wit-
ness had claimed his privilege in the absence
of a State grant of Immunity.

The Court was faced with the problem of
the interaction of Federal and State govern-
ments, and Mr. Justice Goldberg’s opinion is
an attempt to deal with that problem.

On the one hand, the application of Coun-
selman’s absolute immunity to State pro-
ceedings would have opened the door for
State prosecutors to give “Immunity baths"™
to witnesses, The States would hn\re had it in

. I do not belleve that decisions
based on a case ambiguously at odds both
with its predecessors and with the successor
Albertson and Stevens decislons can serve
to justify the Congress in taking the step
of passing H.R. 11157.

But my objections to HR. 11157 extend
beyond the very serlous question of this
bill's  constitutionality. Even granting that
HR. 11157 could possibly withstand consti-
tutional scrutiny—a concession I make only
in order that I may pass on to those other
aspects of the bill which I belleve suspect—
this bill is still otherwise serlously flawed.

‘The bill fails to take any cognizance of
the fact that it Is virtually impossible to es-
tablish tainted e that is, evid
that has been developed from leads which
appeared from the compelled testimony or
Information of the 1mmunized wnnm Ver;r
simply, to el use to
law is to declare a murut-nrl.um on the effec-
tiveness of the fifth amendment and to leave
it moribund, It is not difficult to mask evi-
dunce ao that it appears to have been de-

thelr power to and
bribegivers from all prosecutlon. Given the
potential for local corruption, this created a
very real problem.

On the other hand, the Court clearly was
not prepared to reject Counselman, else lt

1y of the wit-
nesu mtlmony or information.

Even though, technically, the burden is
usually on the prosecution to disprove taint,
as a practlcal matter It works the other way.
Guum have both evoked doctrines and
made fi in related areas which show

would have done so if it
use Immunity to supplant lbloluto im~

how feeble such an alleged protection is. In

munity. Inadvertence in failing to
overrule Counselman Is to faclle an explana-
tion, since, certainly, Mr. Justice White's

formation) may be used
in any criminal case, except a pmecutlon
for perjury, giving a false statement or other-
wise failing to comply with the order.

Until 1064, there was little question that
where a witness was required to testify or
mher fon was , he must

from p
tiun ‘This was established by the court in
Counselman v. Hitchcock, 142 U .S, 547, 585-
86 ll&ﬁﬂ:‘ in which the Cou.rl. held an im-
ional and stated:

‘We are clearly of the opinion that no stat-
ute which leaves the party or witness sub-
Ject to prosecution can have the effect of
supplanting the privilege conferred by the
Constitution of the United States, Section
860 of the Revised Statutes does not supply
a complete protection from n11 the perils

in Murphy v. Waterfront
COmmtsﬂcm was ample reminder to Mr. Jus-
tice Goldberg, and tho colleagues who joined
in his opinion, of Ci 's ex

Thus, Murphy signals no rejection of
Counselman’s vitality. Moreover, Counsel-
man's vitallty wns confirmed only a year
after Murphy was decided, in Alberison v.
SACE, 382 US. 70, 80 (1865), in which the
Court stralght-forwardly quowﬂ the key

guage of the 1802

“In Counselman v. Hitchcock * * * the
Court held “that no [Immunity] statute
which leaves the party or witness subject to
prosecution after he answers the criminating
question put to him, can have the effect of
supplanting the privilege. * * *.)” and that
such a statute is valid only Iif it supplies “a
complete protection from all tho perils

many courts have ruled that,
where the taint is “attentuated,” the deriva-
tive evidence is admissible. Wong Sun v.
United States, 871 US. 471 (1963), Some
courts have ruled that if the evidence could
have been obtained from an independent
source, it will be admitted. Wayne v. United
States, 318 F.2d 205 (D.C. Cir.), cert. denied,
375 U.B. 860 (1963). Some courts have ruled
that the testimony of witnesses whose names
have been obtal y Is not
excludable because too remote and “atten-
uated.”

In sum, courts are often hostile to exclud-
ing evidence of gullt and find ways to avold
such a ruling aven whm such evidence is
traceable to ill
As Professor John Mansfield of Harvnd Law
Bchool has suggested:

The upshot of a rule restricted to forbid-
ding prosecution use may be that a person
is In fact much worse off in regard to the

ngainst which the const
was designed to guard, and is not ‘a full sub-
stitute for that prohibition. In view of the
constitutional provision, a statutory enact-

inst which the lonal pr

danger of p lon and

was designed to guard * * *" by g
“absolute Immunity against future prosecu-
tion for the offence to which the question

he had ined silent.
Case: Conflict Between the Privilege Against
Self-Incrimination and the Government's
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Need for Information,” 1866 Sup. Ct. Re-
view 103, 165.

HR. 11151’ emhod.lu

F 1d warns. B of the

that i statutes
h.:ve to grant tmmumw agalnst prosecution
rather than merely protection against direct
and indirect use, there is very little experi-
ence with the effects of such a statute. But
the prosecution has had little dificulty dis-
proving taint in related areas.

For example, a large number of cases were
sent back for hearings on whether any of
the evidence in the cases involved was de-
rived from admittedly llegal wiretapping
and ea ng. Very few, if any, courts
have found such a taint and set aside a con-
wviction. This is quite astonishing, In one
sense, for virtually all of this illegal wire-
tapping was done by Federal agencies at a
time when they had no expectation that it
would ever be disclosed and when thers was
thus no reason to obtain much independent
and duplicating evidence.

In another sense, such a result might be
expected. As noted, judges are reluctant to
set aside or to Tud il
and they often straln to avold uolng 50, par-
ticularly if the issue comes up after a full
trial and conviction. Recently, a practice has
grown up of holding taint hearings after
trial, for various reasons, some and
some not so good. The inevitable result of
this ir to the self-incrimi

the wice of which
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to limit it to the scope

with the goals we seek. Arguably, the Court
might ulth 1y insist on y for all
related acts if a mere use doctrine proves
Inadequate, but of course it has not done so
explicitly. This rel is partly b

the feeling is strong against the notion that
“the criminal is to go free because the con-
stable has blundered” to use Judge Cardozo's
famous line in People v. DeFore, 242 N.Y.
13, 21 (1926).

The rationale for immuntty legislation is
rather diff The is legally
taking away a ‘constitutional right against
the person's will. When the community legiti-
mates the involuntary deprivation of rights
80 that he may be legally punished for con-
tinuing to try to exercise such rights, it
must make absolutely sure that the protec-
tion Is complete. Unlike the situation where
the evidence is legally obtained, the wit-
ness no longer has a constitutional right to
deny the State such information, If a right
is to be deliberately removed by the State,
there should be no doubt about the ade-
quacy of the compensating protection.

There are some final points I wish to ad-
dress. T think HR. 11157 deficlent in its
wide-ranging application. The authority to
grant only use Immunity Iz extended
throughout the government to agencles of
the United States, which include any execu-
tive depmmem and to numerous Federal

nation srea—and there is no reason why it
should not be—is that the p on the

s and boards. I have very serlous
doubts that such potent authority—the
ting of use imm —should be so lib-

court not to find a taint wl:ll be the same.

This reluctance can also be seen in the
wvarious “harmless error” rules which courts
have devised to make sure that even if there
has been error at a trinl, constitutional or
otherwise, the trial will not be set aside. Re-
gardless of the merits of such rules—and
obviously, they have a good deal of merit if
applied carefully—the result is to water down
even further the protections of the person
whose rights were violated.

The p for a is
where t.he evidence is given before another
body: e.g., an agency. In that situation, the
derlvation may be virtually impossible to
prove, since all the agency may do Is to
notlfy the prosecutor that the witness should
be investigated with respect to certaln mat-
ters, and the evidence actually used may
seem gquite Independent.

The foregoing examples do, of course, have
certaln ishing features, but they are

erally d when the & of abuse
of the use Immunity standard are so lmmi-
nent and significant.

Moreover, I reject the Infringement of ju-
dicial powers which this statute constitutes.
Provision 1= made in regard to witnesses
seeking the protection of the fifth amend-
ment that, upon the request of the U.S, at-
torney for the judicial district In which the
proceeding is or may be held, the district
court shall issue an order requiring the
testimony or information to be given. In
brief, the courts become paper shuffiers, re-
moved from any substantive role in deter-
mining whether such order should properly
issue. This Is a departure from the usual
provision in Federal immunity statutes
which states that a court may issue an order

I should also ke to note that the blunder-
buss approach of H.R. 111757 applies to all
proceedings before or ancillary to a court,
grand jury, agency, Congrm and congres-
sional tees and ittees. In

sufficlently similar to the self-i lon
problem to serve as ents, and they
indlcate a dominant attitude Courts do not
‘want to exclude evidence and they will strain
to find ways to avold an exclusionary rule.
This hostility toward exclusion is most pro-
nounced among trial judges, and since such
matters are virtually nonreviewable except
In the grossest cases, there will be little
control.

Anocther paint I wish to make concerns the
argument that, since a prohibltion on direct
and Indirect use is the anly consequence of
lllegally obtained evidence, why a broader
protection in this area? Although the anal-

the past, in passing legisiation providing for
the granting of immunity, the Congress has
had the opportunity to consider whether the
legislation Inveclved warranted the employ-
ment of the Immunity approach. This stat-
ute removes that opportunity to balance
the proposed immunity grant in light of the
subject matter legislation to which it is at-
tached.

In conclusion, I want to stress that I am
entirely in favor of whatever measures can
help to extend and perrect the rule of law—
provided these
and provided the vices t.hey themselves erect

ogy seems strong, I think it f

do not gh the evils against which their

misconcelves the purposes of the
ary rule and of protective legislation,

The usual reason for excluding illegally
obtalned evidence and its fruits is to punish
the man who has violated the still-existing
rights and thereby to deu!r him from such
impropriety.
A measure of despu:rahlnn born from the
fallure of other devi to a such

'n:m will llwsys be peopi.e or good will

who will view difl

needs which they tdem.u'y at individual
rights versus the public good. That competi-
tion is an eternal one, and a constantly vary-
ing one. In this instance, I believe the bal-
ance swings unduly against individunl rights,
as p by the fifth amendment. And—

By it, the the
continuing existence of such rtsht.l which
by definition have not been legally removed
but only illegally impaired; the witness can-
not legally be forced, by contempt or other-
wise, to give evidence as a result of the official
illegality, for he retains his rights despite
such official acts. The exclusionary rule is
thus a necessary evil, and it is appropriate

mdth}.slsve.rytmporunb—ldnnotbe—
lieve the public good to be In any way im-
pinged If H.R. 11157 is rejected. The skills of
our law and tory agen-
cies mre, if applied intelligently and dili-
gently, fully capable of meeting the chal-
lenges which exist and which, I am fully
aware, have not been sufficiently met thus
Tar.
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1 should like to quote again from Mr, Jus-
tice Goldberg, whose opinion In Murphy v.
Waterfront Gommission, supra, 15 viewed as
the touchstone for H.R. 11157. In Escobedo v.
Illinots, 378 U.S. 478 (1064), he sald:

If the exercise of constitutional rights will
thwart the effectiveness of a system of law
enforcement, then there is something very
wrong with that system.

The d turned on di issues, but
I think the reasoning equally apt here.

WiLLiam F. RYan.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr, CONYERS).

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this bill
is another episode in the continuing
problem that we are confronted with here
when public hysteria inspires legislative

i and fr tly the results are
difficult to overcome. I have noticed with
some understanding the tremendous role
of the chairman and the many Members
who have voted for this bill in committee.
I have noticed the reluctance with which
they have brought it to this Chamber.
Only a few hours ago did this bill clear
the Rules Committee under what I am
told was an extraordinary procedure.

Why are we moving with such speed a
bill of so many pages that has taken so
many months and that fails even to de-
fine some of the major terms that so
grandly change the character of Federal
criminal statutes in this country?

I hope those Members who can afford
the luxury of honestly evaluating this bifl
will examine each of the provisions, and
if they find they cannot in good con-
science support it, I hope they will join
the probably less than 3 or 4 dozen Mem-
bers who will vote against it. My appeal
is to a reasoned evaluation on the part
of Members who aside from the political
pressures will be able to analyze this
bill that compromises the Bill of Rights
to a very large and serious degree.

Mr. Chairman, it has been stated that
some of the bar organizations supported
some of the provisions of this bill, but it
should be made clear that many of the
bar organizations have not supported
even the completed provisions, and more
than 50 changes in the Senate version
have failed to make this bill satisfactorily
meet, in my judgment, the minimum re-
quirements of the Constitution of the
United States.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have in my district,
as I am sure the gentleman does in his,
a great many people who have been
either mugged or held up in hallways or
subjected to street crimes, who are ter-
ribly concerned about this, and they
want action by the Government. I won-
der if the gentleman could tell me, if
I were to support this bill, or the final
bill, what could I say to the people of
my district this bill does about street
crime?

Mr., CONYERS. I would say to the
gentleman from New York—and I would
stand to be corrected by anyone here in
the House—that there is not one pro-
vision in this bill that directly confronts
the problem posed by the gentleman
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from New York. That is to say, even if
this bill went seriously into the dimen-
sions of organized crime, which I sub-
mit it does not, it would still not speak
to that crime for which the American
publie, paﬂlcu]arly in urban areas, is
seeking reli

Mr. BIN’GHAM, Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, as I was
listening to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr, Mmva), and reading some of the
provisions of the bill, it seemed to me
people who might engage in casual
gambling on more than one occasion,
gambling that might be against the law
of their State, could be subjected to very
serious risks of prosecution under some
of the loose language of this bill, as
distinet from the muggers and the push-
ers of narcotics on the streets of the
cities. Is that correct?

Mr. CONYERS. It is absolutely correct,
as the gentleman from Illinois described
it, but further than that I think it opens
the avenues in criminal law for per-
sons who may have been previously con-
victed to be subject to the provisions in
this bill which would allow a judge at
his own discretion, under the very loose
definitions that exist, and under the ad-
mission that in some instances no def-
initions covering the descriptions of the
criminal activity complained of exist in
the bill, to sentence additionally up to 25
years.

This poses some extremely serious
problems for those of us who have had
even a passing concern with civil liber-
ties over the past 10 or 15 years, for what
it does is allow other considerations ex-
traneous to the conviction to be entered
into a decision that would then be post
trial presentence, in which the judge
could add on a period of years which
might be far in excess of what the de-
fendant had recently been convicted of.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will my
friend on the Judiciary Committee yield?

Mr. CONYERS. Your friend on the
Judiciary Committee will yleld with
pleasure,

Mr. POFF. 1 thank the gentleman.

Before the gentleman from New York
leaves the floor I should like to have
his attention. The gentleman from New
York inquired if this bill contains any
provision designed to control the problem
of street crime. I ask my friend from
New York the question: Would he want
the Federal police establishment to be so
strong as to reach into local street crime?

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the guestion was
addressed to me,

I certainly would not want the Federal
police to be given that type of power,
but I believe the people who have ex-
pressed concern about the erime problem
in this country—at least, the kind of
people I have in my district—are going
to be very concerned when they dis-
cover that this bill about which there
has been so much debate and so much
discussion does not address that problem.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr, Chairman, we who
have signed the dissenting views rec-
ognize that there will be not too many

CXVI—2217—Part 26

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Members who will vote in the final nega-
tive on this bill. But I believe that there
will be a thread of discussion through-
out consideration of this bill which will
attempt to honestly portray the de-
ficiencies that still exist.

It is true, of course, that even the sun
has its spots; but, of course, we cannot
control the spots on the sun. We, on the
other hand, have the most complete con-
trol over the kind of legislation that
issues from the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, from its subcommittees, and finally
from this Committee of the Whole, which
will debate this bill.

I am hoping that we will not leave an
improved Senate bill to be an acceptable
substitute for a still inadequate House
bill. I do not believe that is an adequate
measure. I would hope that we would
examine this with the care and scrutiny
that a bill of this magnitude obviously
requires,

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield with pleasure
to my distinguished chairman of the
Judiciary Committee.

Mr. CELLER. Would the gentleman
prefer to have the bill as originally sent
over to the House by the Senate, known
as S. 30, or would he rather take this
bill, which painstakingly was changed so
as to be considerably modified by the
Judiciary Committee? Which would the
gentleman choose, the original bill or this
bill?

Mr. CONYERS. Well, unfortunately,
Mr. Chairman, I have been put in a very
difficult position. I would not accept the
Senate bill. By the same standard with
which I measured the Senate bill, Mr.
Chairman, I have found myself again
unable to accept the version of the bill
that has come out of the committee.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman's answer
does not quite cover the question I put.
It is possible under the circumstances
that I read out that you would have been
compelled to take 8. 30 as it was passed
by the Senate. What would the gentle-
man say, then, if he had the opportunity
to ameliorate the harshness of the Sen-
ate bill and he did not do it?

Mr., CONYERS. Well, if I were com-
pelled to choose between the Senate ver-
sion and the committee version that
emanated just last week from the chair-
man’s distinguished committee, of which
I am proudly a member, I would without
hesitation almost cheerfully accept the
House version. Eowever, I presume that
the chairman's question is hypothetical.
I say that because we are not in that
position. We do not have to accept legis-
lation, as I understand the rules of this
House, which emanates from the Sen-
ate any more than we are compelled to
accept the House bill that emanates
from this committee.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. C’halr‘man if
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Mr. EYL. Mr. Chairman, I have not
only listened to the gentleman from
Michigan, but I have also read his com-
ments in the Recorp. I have listened to
this colloguy, and there are a number of
thoughts which he expresses which con-
cern all the members of the committee
that brings this bill to the floor and all
the Members of this body.

This bill is not designed to take care of
street crime, that crime which touches
the average citizen more directly and
more frequently, and a field, incidentally,
in which the matter of gathering evi-
dence and prosecution is infinitely more
simple than those dealing with orga-
nized erime.

Organized crime today is the prineipal
supplier of illegal goods and services, and
it costs the people of this country billions
of dollars a year.

There is, as & matter of fact, a third
area of lawlessness with which I am con-
cerned, too, and which this bill does not
touch, nor should it touch it, and that
is the general area of lawlessness, of the
flaunting of the law—the use of a viola-
tion of a statute to shock the public
conscience; because this fleld represents
an area which presents a problem to the
legal system in a way that cannot be
cited.

I agree with the gentleman from
Michigan who just spoke that there are
some provisions in this bill which could
not have passed this body a few years
ago. They are extraordinary measures,
But it will take extraordinary measures
to achieve the purposes which we must
achieve todny.

The from Michi has
spoken about how this entire matl.cr is
somehow steeped in emotion. It is.
Thereby again hangs a good reason for
taking this step. If we look at history, I
think the predictions we can make are
rather sure: Unless we have firm law and
unless we enforce that law, then the same
people who today are emotionally as well
as intellectually concerned about crime,
not because they are stupid but because
they are human, will ultimately take the
law into their own hands. This has to be
a very real worry in a free nation. I do
not think anyone ever said it better than
Alexander Hamilton did in the Federalist
Papers when he said In a period of vio-
lence and lawlessness of this nature the
people ultimately, in order to become
more safe, are willing to become less free,

Unless we have firm law and firm law
enforcement, we then open the door to
that much more to be feared ecircum-
stances when we could get government by
men rather than government under law.

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

Mr. EYL. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan,

Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s remarks, I think that he is ob-

there remains to me as the
for the minority at this time 5 m.inutes.
I should like to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Kyr), who
has been waiting patiently.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Ohio has such time and the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Ky}, is now recognized
for 5 minutes.

viously contri to a realistic tone
that I hope the debate on this bill will
proceed in.

The gentleman indicated that there
are provisions in this measure that, per-
haps, would not have passed several years
ago. I would like to add to that state-
ment with which I agree and say that
there are provisions in this bill that prob-
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ably would not pass if the bill came up
after November 3, 1970.

Mr. KYL. Well, I would simply respond
to the gentleman’s final comment in this
fashion: I support this bill today because
1 believe it is needed, and my opinion
and my vote after November 3 would
be the same as it would be were we voting
this afternoon.

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

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri. :

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the statement of the gentleman from
Iowa. I doubt very much whether or not
we can hem in and long contain in any
committee of the Congress if the repre-
sentative system in a legislative body is
working, legislation whose time for born-
ing has come like this and where the
demand of the American people has come
as it has for a package of crime control
legislation.

I would like to ask those who are han-
dling the bill, if the gentleman will yield
further for a question, if in a union
dispute there was allegedly a rifle fired at
a Government truck or at least a truck
licensed by the Government for hauling
of all classes of explosives and radio-
active materials to the point where 42,000
pounds of dynamite exploded and not
even 4 corpus delicti could be found and
there was great damage on an interstate
highway, whether or not this would be
covered under these circumstances.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 additional minutes to the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. Kv1).

Mr. EYL. I thank the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio for this additional
time.

Mr. HALL. My question is whether or
not there is anything in this proposed
legislation which, certainly the people in
my area are demanding, because build-
ings were destroyed and great dam-
age was inflicted as far as 8 to
12 miles away and if this did come
to the question undoubtedly of har-
assing or hindering the transporta-
tion of the sinews of war of the military
by properly licensed, inspected, and de-
creed Defense Department vehicles,
whether or not under such a hypotheti-
cal situation there would not be restraint
if not indeed penalties within this bill to
cover such a situation?

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yleld to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. Porr) to
respond to that guestion.

Mr. POFF. I thank the gentleman.

In response to the question pro-
pounded by the gentleman from Mis-
souri, I read from subsection (f), begin-
ning at the foot of page 165 as follows:
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gentleman from Missouri, this language
would be applicable.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr, Chairman, would
the gentleman yield on that same point?

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. I think the gentleman
from Missouri ought also be advised that
prior to this bill ever coming to the floor
there was already in the judgment of
many people full and sufficient Federal
criminal statutes covering that price
situation.

Mr. HALL. I would simply say that I
think my point has been well made. If
the scalpel is so near the bone that there
is blood, then it is pretty obvious that
the people are in fact demanding this
kind of legislation, because I think we
would have to bring it up even in the
event of the failing of the judicial and
lacking the backing of the constabulary.

Mr. CELLER, Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr, BINGHAM) .

Mr, BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding. I have been studying the letter
which I think all Members received from
the American Civil Liberties Union on
the subject of this bill. As a former mem-
ber of the Board of the National ACLU
I always pay a great deal of attention
to what they have to say, especially in
this field where they have special ex-
pertise. Mr. Chairman, later I will ask
unanimous consent to have this letter
included in the REcorD.

The gentleman from Iowa and other
speakers have referred to the demand
of the people for action. The crime situ-
ation in this country is undoubtedly
acute. But in jurisprudence there is a
maxim that “hard cases make bad law,”
and I think we can now say that a hard
situation in the country may make bad
law, when the Congress feels forced by
the political pressures of the time to em-
bark upon unwise legislation.

The references in the letter from the
American Civil Liberties Union to the
possibility of “fishing expeditions" under
the very broad powers granted to the At-
torney General are important. Those of
us who have had some experience in the
practice of the law in dealing with ar-
dent Government prosecutors know the
dangers of “fishing expeditions.” The
time may well come when respected busi-
nessmen will be coming back to this Con-
gress and saying, “What have you done
to us? You have opened the way for the
Attorney General to come in and inspect
our books and records and call for the
production of books and records on the
flimsiest of pretexts.”

There seem to be many things in this
bill that we may live to regret. I assume
it will be passed, but I would like to

Whoever ¥
or to d or

. by maana

d the three gentlemen who are
bers of the for their elo-

of an explosive, any b

other personal or real property in whole or l.n
part owned, possessed, or used by, or leased
to, the United States, any department or
agency thereof, or any institution or orga-
nization recelving Pederal financial assist-
ance shall be imprisoned for not more than
ten years, or fined not more than §10,000, or
both;

If I correctly understood the lwpothet-
ical question posed by the distingui

quent and courageous separate views. I
am most impressed with their views, as
I am with the objections in the ACLU's
letter. The text of that letter follows:
AmErtoan Crvin LisgrTies Unton,
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1870,
Re: Organized Crime Control Act, 8. 30.
Drar ConcrEssamAN: Very soon you will be
called upon to cast your vote on 8. 30, the

so-called O d Crime Control Act, the
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stated purpose of which Is to destroy the
power of organized crime groups. We share
this goal, but belleve the bill goes far be-
yond it. In the gulse of pursuing this objec-
tive, it would make drastic revisions in our
entire system of criminal law, state and fed-
eral, which would jeopardize the civil liber-
ties of everyone.

The American Civil Liberties Union be-
lieves that the good in 5. 30 is far out-
welghed by the bad, and that it ought not
pass. We urge you to glve serious considera-
tion to our reasons for this conclusion be-
fore declding how you will vote.

TITLE 1—SPECIAL GRAND JURIES

Title I authorizes special federal grand
juries to report: “concerning noncriminal
misconduct, malfeasance or misfeasance in
office involving organized criminal actlvity
by an appointed officer or employee . . .

We are not alone in the conclusion that
it is highly undesirable to give federal grand
Juries the power to criticize public officials
and employees where there is not enough
evidence to Indict and try them In a crimi-
nal trial. A number of Bar groups have come
to a similar conclusion. An Individual ac-
cused by such a grand jury has no real way
to clear himself of charges levied by this
body which speaks with the authority of the
government and which has secured its In-
formation by using compulsory testimony
in secret proceedings.

Although a person named in a report is
given an opportunity to testify and present
a “reasonable” number of witnesses, the
value of that right is critically undercut
because he cannot know the identity of his
accusers, cannot compel the attendance of

ne, and cannot com-

pel the p lon of d

Moreover, he recelves this lunlt.ed oppor-
tunity to appear only after the grand jury
has decided to report on his guilt. The pro-
vision for judicial review is also largely il-
lusory. A report may be made public If 1t is
supported by nothing more than “a pre-
ponderance of the evidence" and a detalled
record of the proceedings need not be kept,
These procedures are totally inconsistent
with that fundamental falrness guaranteed
by the Fifth Amendment.

As a final note, we polnt out that the
Judiclary Commitiee amended the Senate-
passed version of 5. 30 to eliminate the
grand jury's power to report on the conduct
of elected officials. The Committee's unwill-
ingness to permit Congressmen to be sub-
jected to this kind of public smearing, but to
allow It to be done to appointed officials,
ralses a serlous question about a double
standard, Surely what should be sauce for
the goose should be sauce for the gander,

TITLE VII—LITIGATION ON SOURCES OF
EVIDENCE

If one title of 8. 30 had to be singled out
as the most dangerous, Title VII would have
that very dublous distinction. As the fine
dissenting views of Congressmen Mikva,
Ryan and Conyers point out, "It demon-
strates an antipathy townards, and impatience
with, the exercise of constitutional rights
which reflects another grim chapter In the
attempts to uplift expediency to the level
of constitutional legitimacy."

Title VII does two things to earn this
clearly deserved condemnation. First, it sets
a statute of limitations on complaints that
evidence was obtained by illegal 1
surveillance. Such statutes of limitation,
whatever role they might play in forcing
litigants or the government to file sult or
criminal charges in a timely manner, have
no place In the defense of constitutional
rights. To deprive the defendant of constitu-
tional def which only b
to pssert when he Is later brought to trial Is
an extraordinarily dangerous inroad on
rights we have long worked hard to protect.

Second, Title VII seeks to reverse the rul-
ing of the Supreme Court in Alderman v.
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United States, 304 US. 165 (1969), that the
defendant must be shown all tapes of elec-
tronie eavesdropping conducted by the gov-
ernment in order to determine whether those
activities tainted the prosecution's evidence.
Title VII attempts to substitute “in camera™
inspection by the court which would deter-
mine which tapes might be relevant and
turn only those over to the defendant. This
is precisely the procedure which the Supreme
Court rejected. As the Court sald In Alder-
man, we believe that only full inspection by
the defendant will “provide the scrut.lny
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distinguished in any way from the eriminal
charges which must be proved in a criminal
trial. We do not belleve that the Constitu-
tion will permit this obvious attempt to per-
mit the government to sentence a man for
allegedly committing acts which the govern-
ment could not prove beyond a reasonable
doubt in a criminal trial with full due proc-
ess safeguards for the defendant.

Appeal of Sentence. Title X authorizes
the government to appeal the length of &
special offender sentence and have it in-
creased. It may also seek reversal of a trial

which the Fourth
rule demands.” 304 US. at 184 It Is !mnic
that Title VII Iz proposed as a remedy for
tim, court pre yet would
require the judge to examine the often volu-
minous records himself before turning them
over to the defendant.
TITLE X—SPECIAL OFFENDER SENTENCING

Impogition of Sentence. Title X authorizes
a special sentence of up to twenty-flve years
for any person convicted of a federal felony
who is also found by the sentencing judge
to be a “dangerous special offender.” This
term includes any person from whom the
public needs the protection of an extended
sentence and who has (1) been convicted
of two other felonles, one within the past
five years, or (2) committed the present
felony as part of a “criminal pattern of con-
duct” (a) from which he derived substantial
income and In which he had special skill or
(b) which was part of a conspiracy of three
persons in which he played a more than
passive role.

A number of the provisions of Title X vio-
late both substantive and procedural due
process of law. Many of the definitions, for
example, are vague and do not give the de-
fendant adequate notice of the conduct
which will subject him to these lengthy new
sentences. Also, in determining whether
the is such an offender, the judge
can rely on information supplied by sources
which he need not disclose to the defendant.
Moreover, he can consider an unlimited va-
riety of information, whether or not consti-
tutionally acquired. Lastly, he need only find
that “a preponderance’ of this information
supports the allegation before imposing the
speclal sentence.

However, even theses very serlous obstacles
to the defendant's ability to clear himself
pale In the face of our basic objection to
Title X. It is clear from the definition of
“dangerous special offender” that Congress
wishes to impose lengthy sentences on those
found to have engaged in the conduct in-
cluded therein. However, Title X does not
create & new federal crime which makes
that conduct punishable. It authorizes the
judge to consider information which would
support the 2! that the defs
has in such in fashioni
the sentence, In thiz way, the government
avolds having to prove beyond a reasonable
doubt in a criminal trial that the defendant
has committed the acts for which he is to
be punished.

The Supreme Court has recognized that
this type of special sentencing provision is
subject to a higher standard of due process
than the normal sentencing procedure in
which the judge is given broad leeway.
Spechit v. Patterson, 386 U.S. T05 (1967). The
Court recognized in the Specht case that a
Sex Offender Statute involved the court in
“the of & new charge leading to
criminal punishment." 3868 U.S. at 610. We
believe that this statute must be governed
by an even higher standard of due process
than was required in the Spechi decision.
To the extent that the sentencing judge
must determine whether the defendant com-
mitted certain acts, the inguiry cannot be

court that a d is not a dan-
gerous special offender.

While the ACLU has long favored appel-
late review of sentencing as a means of con-
trolling abuses In the trial court's discretion,
we strongly support the recommendation of
the Advisory Committee of the American
Bar Association Praject on Minimum Stand-
ards for Criminal Justice that no appellate
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ment becomes puniltive, not coercive, and
should not be permitted without a complete
trial for criminal contempti of court. See
Bloom v. Hlinois, 301 U.S, 194 (1968).
TITLE V—PROTECTED FACILITIES FOR HOUSING
GOVERNMENT WITNESSES

Title V, which authorizes the Attorney
General to provide facilities for the safety
and security of government witnesses con=
cerning organized criminal activity, appears
to be a useful tool for securing needed testi=
mony. However, in light of the House Inter-
nal Security Committee’s recent refusal to
repeal provisions for federal detention facili-
ties under the Emergency Detention Act of
1950, it would be desirable to make it per-
fectly clear that no witness can be un-
willingly confined or detained in such facill=
ties,

TITLE VI—DISPOSITIONS

Title VI attempts to deal with a problem

often jated with the | lon of or-

court should be P ed to set a harsh
sentence than that imposed by the trial
court. We join with them in the bellef that
such a procedure ralses serious questions un-
der the double jeopardy clause of the Con-
stitution, especially where the defendant
is In effect “acquitted” of the charge of
being a “dangerous special offender.” More-
over, we share their fear that the govern-
ment will wrongly use this power to per-
suade defendants to plead guilty or to re-
frain from appealing either their sentence
ar the underlying conviction.,
TITLE H—IMMUNITY OF WITNESSES

Under the Fifth Amendment, no person
may be compelled “in any criminal case to
be a witness against himself.” Since 1892,
it has been the federal rule that in order to
compel a person to testify, he must be "af-
forded abszolute immunity against future
prosecution for the offense to which the
question relates.” Counselman v. Hitcheock,
142 US. 547, 586 (1802). Title II would
greatly water down that protection, permit-
ting the government to compel the witness
to testify in exchange only for a guarantee
that that specific testimony will not be used
against him, directly or indirectly, in a fu-
ture criminal trial.

As we outlined in our testimony before the
House Judiciary Committee, this lowered
standard Is not a constitutionally adequate
substitute for the privilege inst self-in-

ganlzed crime cases—that of the witness who
changes his mind about testifying against
the | at trial b of intimida-
tion, threats, or physical abuse or

cntirely. Title VI would permit the govern-
ment to take a deposition of this witness, We
doubt whether this procedurs will achieve
the desired goal. As the defendant must be
notified in advance of the deposition, we sus-
pect that those who wish to keep witnessss
from testifying against them will merely
speed up their fon or kill

whose deposition is used at trial as a warn-
ing to anyone else considering testifying in
n deposition or any other.

Even assuming this practice would pre-
serve some useful testimony, we object to Its
adoption in its present form. If the gov-
ernment s going to be able td use this evi-
dence at trial, the defendant must have &
meaningful opportunity to cross-examine
the witness during the deposition. At trial,
this opportunity exists because the defend-
ant already knows the nature of the prosecu-
tions theory of the case which he will have
to meet with hiz own evidence. At the dep-
osition stage, the defendant will still be in
the dark as to the lines of questioning he
should pursue. We strongly urge that Title
VI be amended to give the defendant ex-
panded pre-trial discovery rights in those
cases where the taking of depositions s con-

1 , 50 that he will not be prejudiced

crimination. There are too many ways to
make evidence look as if it were indepen-
dently obtalned even though the compelled
testimony has really led the government to
find it. Thus the defendant will In fact be
compelled to contribute to his own prose-
cution in direct viclation of a privilege which
the framers of the Constitution thought im-
portant encugh to include in the Bill of
Rights.
TITLE II—CONFINEMENT OF RECALCITRANT
WITNESSES

Title III gives the court the power to con-
fine witnesses who refuse to testify in a court
proceeding or before a grand jury. The Ju-
diclary Committee has somewhat revized this
Title, so that persons who refuse to testify
during grand jury proceedings cannot be
confined more than eighteen months. How-
ever, they left open the possibility of open-
ended confinement for one who refuses to
testify during “court proceedings.” As we
pointed out in our testimony before the

at trial by the use of paper testimony ob-
tained in the absence of meaningful cross-
examination,

TITLE IX—RACKETEER INFLUENCED AND CORRUIT
ORGANIZATIONS

Title IX seeks to improve government abil-
ity to stem org crime’s of
legitimate business through the use of civil
and criminal sanctions derived from the
antl-trust fleld. Unfortunately, the value of
this Innovative approach is marred by overly
broad and ambiguous provisions which per-
mit applicatlon of Title IX to a man who
twice wins 81000 in a friendly gambling
game, as well as the most professional rack-
eteer. Moreover, Title IX creates federal law
in an area where state laws have traditionally
operated, but it does not deal adequately
with conduct which may be lawful in one
Jurisdiction and uniawiul In another,

‘We are also troubled by the power given to
the Attorney-General to issue civil investi-
gnt.lva demnnds requlrl.ng the production of

rial wherever he “has rea-

House Judiclary O “gtill

in the federal court is s civil case which
began on January 28, 1840 . . . and a criminal
case filed In May, 1821." A clear time limit

son to bell.eve" that material might be rele-
vant to a Title IX investigation. No neutral
magistrate is placed between this prosecutor's

should be added to this pr
Such a limit may also be constitutionally
compelled. If & person has refused to spuk

and the In ad-
dition, the almost unlimited scope enables
the government to engage In vast “fishing

for a long time, there is little at
he will change his mind. Further co'r.mne-

Although Title IX contemplates that the
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b in this tis may
be used in subsequ.nt criminal as well as
civil proceedings, no provision in the statute
safeguards the individual’s Fifth Amend-
ment privilege against self-incrimination in
a Iater proceeding. If material acquired In
connection with a civil investigation can be
used in a subsequent criminal case, ay
Fifth Amendment privilege would thereby
be destroyed. The Supreme Court has very
recently made it guite clear that a person
fearing criminal prosecution has a constitu-
tional right to assert his privilege agalnst

self-1 in ling to a civil
investigative demand. Umlrd States v. Kor-
del, 38 USLW. 4153 (Feb. 23, 1670). Unless
this privilege covers all prosecutions which
result from the gatheri: g of this information,
broad civil investigative powers in an area
involving criminal activity would clearly be
unconstitutional.

CONCLUSION

Organized crime is a serious problem de-
serving the attention, imagination, and in-
dustry reflected in S. 30. However, serlous
constitutional problems cannot be brushed
aside in a zealous pursult of organized crim-
inals. Its impact, moreover, can effect many
others. Political dissenters, police who deprive
others of their civil rights, Congressmen who
take bribes, businessmen who violate tax lnws,

ble, or commit other “white collar"
crimes—all these could be considered “dan-
gerous special offenders.” In light of grow-
ing illegal use of wiretapping and other elec-
tronic surveillance, almost anyone could be
subject to this invasion of privacy and then
be deprived of a constitutional defense by
Title VII—In any kind of federal trial for
the smallest offense. The list could go on in-
definitely. No one can safely assume that
this bill will only affect someone else or
really evil people. Its derogation of consti-
tutional rights threatens us all.

The Judiciary Committee has added a new
title which would establish a Natlonal Com-
mission on Individual Rights. A six year
study, which will undoubtedly fm‘:e the same
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Now I think with a bit of reflection
the Members will begin to perceive that
this whole bill is based on the idea that
somehow the courts have been prevent-
ing the effective prosecution of criminal
activities in this country and that by
some means or other there are defects
in the evidence-gathering processes
which this bill has sought to remedy.

I, as one Member, want to make clear
a very distinet disagreement with the
primary motivation that s stated in the
purpose behind this bill.

The courts have not been the major
culprits in the fight against crime.

The judges have not been the ones who
have been making it difficult for pros-
ecuting attorneys to bring criminals in
the crganized syndicates to trial.

The rules of evidence, and the crimi-
nal iaw, have not been derelict or weak
or soft in any way supportive of the
criminal elements once we get them into
court.

1 think, in a nutshell, nothing will
clearly reveal the incorrect theory on
which this entire bill is based than that
section that I have cited to you in the
statements of findings and purposes.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-
man for his very important contribution.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. HUNGATE) .

Mr, HUNGATE, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation and also
in the hope that it may be improved in
the amending process.

I would call the attention of the
House to page 105 of the report, section
(¢), which is, as I understand it, re-
pealed in this legislation:

(¢) The possession of an explosive in such

fate as too many other F
sions, does not make up for the l.m.meﬂiau
loss of individual rights which will come with
8. 30. We urge you to join In its defeat.
Sincerely yours,
LAWRENCE SPEISER,
Director, Washington Office.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

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

I think the gentleman has touched
upon the character of the objections that
have motivated three of the members of
this committee to file dissenting views.

I would like to point out that the
statement of the findings and purpose
embody a very disturbing notion to me,
because we start off by finding:

The Congress finds that (1) organized
crime in the United States is a highly so-
phisticated, diversified, and wide-spread ac-
tivity that annually drains billions of dollars
from America's economy by unlawful con-
duet. . . .

Then after going on and desecribing
the acts we find at line 13 on page 76
that—

O d crime
of defects in the evid p
of the law the it of the
legally b ¥ to
bring criminal and other sanctions or rem-
edies to bear on the unlawful activities.

Chairman, will

to grow b

thering

as to evince an intent to use, or
t.na use of, such explosive, to damage or
destroy any building or other real or per-
sonal property used for educational, reli-
glous, charitable, residential, business, or
civic objectives or to intimidate any person
pursuing such objectives, creates rebuttable
presumptions that the explosive was trans-
ported In interstate or forelgn commerce or
caused to be transported In interstate or
forelgn commerce by the person so possess-
ing or using it, or by a person alding or
abetting the person so possessing or using it.

Then it goes on to say that the pre-
sumption, of course, is rebuttable.

It seems to me, under that existing
law which we are now repealing, the
FEI could be called in for the investiga-
tion of any bombing case. I am not clear
that that would still remain possible un-
der the new law.

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

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman is
right. It is a theory that has been dis-

d by some Memb This provision
of the law may be actually a weakening
amendment from the version that is
stricken in favor of the bill that is be-
fore us today.

Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentle-
man for his comments.

think unless someone can straighten
me out on that, I believe it may be a
weakening provision.
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Suppose we have a case of a chamber
of commerce building blown up such as
we had in Des Moines, Iowa? I wonder
if anyone can tell me if this new bill
would permit the FBI to go in and in-
vestigate. I think we should amend this
bill to provide at least as much Federal
investigatory authority as now exists in
bombing cases.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise as a cosponsor in support of the Or-
ganized Crime Control Act of 1970. This
legislation marks a positive step and ful-
fills an immediate need to provide some
of the ingredients necessary to wage war
on organized crime,

In my view, no other national concern
preys upon the minds of decent, law-
abiding citizens more than the consistent
and inexcusable rise in crimina’ activi-
ties in this Nation. I offer my compli-
ments to the members of the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for their work
in providing this legislation. I congratu-
late the administration which has pro-
vided leadership, background material,
and support. The bill is made possible by
the constant and diligent efforts of Sen-
ator Joun L. McCrLELLAN, of Arkansas,
who has labored long and hard for this
bill and against organized crime since
the mid 1950's.

He is indeed the first crime fighter in
the truest sense. He is the No. 1 enemy
of the criminal world and this act, in my
view, is a tribute to his labors and lead-
ership.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I am
a strong supporter of the legislation be-
fore the House today, S. 30, similar to
my bi]l H.R. 15507, which would assist
in i out or ized crime in
America. My legislation is identical to
the bill authored by Senator McCLELLAN,
which passed the Senate January 23,
1970, by a vote of T3 yeas and 1 nay.
I congratulate the chairman and mem-
bers of the House Judiciary Committee
for bringing this bill to the floor.

Reducing the amount of crime in the
United States is the domestic problem
which the Government should give No. 1
priority to in 1970 and 1971, according to
a Gallup poll released recently. We are
all very concerned with the rising crime
rate, particularly the continued domina-
tion by organized crime, and I believe
the Federal Government should be given
all the necessary and proper tools to
combat this threat to our citizens.

I have been a sponsor and supporter
of the far-reaching legislation to halt
crime reported from the Judiciary Com-
mittee in recent Congresses, including
the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of
1965 and the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968. The Organized
Crime Control Act we are discussing to-
day will add to these strong laws, and,
hopefully, reverse the crime rate, which
increased 11 percent in 1969 over 1068.

Hearings held by the House Select
Corru-nitt.ee un Crime established by a

Tut d to cosponsor
with my coileasue from Florida, CLAavDE
Perrer, indicate that strong measures
included in the Organized Crime Con-
trol Act are needed to help curtail the
narcotics traffic in our Nation. It was
brought out in hearings by the Crime
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Cc ittee last D ber that 50 to T0
percent of all the traffic in the drug
cocaine comes through the Miami, Fla.,
port and it is directed by elements of
organized crime.

The supervisory agent for the Miami
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can still stand much improvement, Rela-
tionships among Federal agencies in the
effort are still governed, basically, on an
ad hoc basis. Some agencies express little
interest in participating on a meaning-
ful basis in the overall effort. Most Fed-
eral including regulatory agen-

regional headquarters of the of
Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, Dennis
Dayle, told the Crime Committee:

While the percentage of criminals in the
Cuban community In south Florida is rela-
tively small, it is well established and per-
petuated by the planning and organization
usually assoclated with the activities of the
Mafia.

Mr. Dayle reported that there is close
connection between the Italian Mafia
and the Cuban Mafia.

Dayle said:

As the Italian Mafia has more often than
not victimized Iits own ethnic group, so
have we seen the Cuban Mafia prey upon
the Cuban community.

As the Italian Mafla migrated first to the
New York area and then invaded other parts
of the United States, so have we seen the
Cuban Mafia migrate to Miaml and then
permeate other parts of the country with
their presence and their activities of crime
and viclence. As we have seen the Italian
Mafia invests {ts ill-gotten gains in legiti-
mate business, 50 also do we see the hier-
archy of the Cuban Mafia infiltrating many
avenues of both legitimate Industry and
business.

Mr. Chairman, I have used this one
example of the illicit traffic in cocaine
in south Florida, brought out by the
House Crime Committee, to show a need
to further strengthen the laws of our
land to get rid of organized crime.

President Nixon said in a message to
Congress last year:

It is vitally important that Americans see
this allen organization (Cosa Nostra) for
what it is—a totalitarian and closed society
operating within an open and uemucrauc
one. It has 80 far
apathetic public Is not aware of the thre:n.
it poses to American iife.

Organized crime sirikes at the basic
roots of our society. It is a monster which
must be eliminated. I believe the legis-
lation being considered by the House is
the vehicle to rid our land of this scourge
and I hope it will be enacted.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this landmark legislation. En-
actment of this measure will, I believe,
bring on a new day in our 50-year strog-
gle against organized crime, A day when
witnesses, fearful of reprisal, may be pro-
tected in their desire to tell the truth
about syndicated crime; a day when or-
ganized crime bosses may not have total
assurance that their underlings will not
speak the truth; a day when legitimate
businessmen may not face the unfair and
even deadly competition posed by an or-
ganized erime-dominated business; a day
when the source of most organized crime
revenues, gambling, dries up; and a day
when the structure and or ization of

cies and Cabinet departments, provide no
training to their investigative personnel
in the area of organized crime. Those
agencies and departments charged with
the primary responsibility in this effort,
the Justice and Treasury Departments,
have training programs which place little
emphasis on organized crime subjects.
Recent hearings by the Legal and
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee on the
House Government Operations Commit-
tee, which I chair, depicted many of these
deficiencies. The resulting ittee re-
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nized erime. Consistent with the recom-
mendations of the President's Commis-
sion special grand jury provisions have
been offered. The effectiveness of the
grand jury as an investigation tool where
public officials are involved was clearly
demonstrated recently in Newark, K N.J.
These grand juries would be given spe-
cial powers to investigate the rackets.
But prosecutors have long realized that
the authority to investigate can easily be
frustrated by the silence of witnesses
caused either by a fear of prosecution or
terrified by their coconspirators. S. 30
would attempt to break down this wall
of silence by granting immunity, by pun-
ishing those who refuse to accept im-
munity, by adopting the Model Penal
Code provisions on perjury and false
stat by permitting the use of dep-

port, “Unmet Training Needs of the Fed-
eral Investigator and the Consolidated
Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter,” report No. 91-1420, was recently
issued.

It is just as important to provide the
Federal agencies, principally the Justice
Department, with the tools that 8. 30
provides, as it is to achieve a top flight,
well coordinated operation against or-
ganized erime. S. 30 brings us close to
achieving one of those goals, the other
goal remains to be met.

5. 30 is the culmination of great ef-
forts by distinguished Members of this
House and of the other body. Since its
introduction by Senator Joun McCLELLAN
in January 1969, this bill has been given
an intense scrutiny like that which few
bills have ever received. I give it my
wholehearted support.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, orga-
nized crime in America is a thriving busi-
ness, As the President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and the Administra-
tion of Justice observed almost 3 years
ago—

Organized crime is & soclety that seeks to
operate outside the control of the American
people and their governments. It involves
thousands of criminals, working within
structures as complex as those of any large
corporation, subject to laws more rigidly
enforced than those of legitimate govern-
ments. Its actions are not Impulsive but
rather the result of inftricate conspiracies,
carried on over many years and almed at
galning control over whole fields of activity in
order to amass huge profits. The Challenge
of Crime in a Free Soclety 187 (1967)

Since the issuance of the Commission’s
ﬂnal report, Congress has striven to im-
t the dations of the
Commjsstun oonslstent. with its obliga-
tion to the American people to rid this
Nation of the paralysis of crime. The
Organized Crime Control Act of 1970
embodies many of the Commissions’ rec-
ommendations on organized crime, The
bill is directed at three areas: The in-
vestigation of organized crime, the pun-
ishment. of organized crime, and the ex-

organized crime are crumbled away by a
more effective and better equipped inter-
governmental effort.
These and many other benefits may
come about by enactment of 8. 30. This
e is no p however. The
Federal effort against organized crime,
and indeed the intergovernmental effort,

tion of existing laws to determine
their effectiveness in dealing with orga-
nized crime.

A substantial part of 8. 30 is devoted
to facilitating more effective investiga-
tion of organized criminal conduct. Its
innovations are directed at the public
corruption and conspiracy of silence
which surround the activities of orga-

ositions in extraordinary cases, and by
providing for protective housing facilities
for Government witnesses and their
families.

8. 30 would also make changes in sub-
stantive criminal law. It would prohibit
the infiltration of organized crime into
business enterprises affecting interstate
or foreign commerce either by invest-
ment, unlawfully obtaining control or
using a legitimate business in a “pattern
of racketeering activities." It would also
prohibit engaging in an illegal gambling
business or obstructing local law en-
forcement officials in their investigations
of such a business. There would be spe-
cial offender sentencing procedures di-
rected at those who have made crime
their profession. Finally, conscious of the
fact that gangland killings frequently
involve the use of explosives or explo-
sive devices, the drafters of S. 30 have
incorporated a system of regulating the
importation, manufacture, and storage
of explosive materials.

A Commission To Review National Pol-
iey Toward Gambling would be created
under the act to study gambling in the
United States. Gambling is the lifeblood
of organized crime. It provides the cap-
ital with which a host of other illicit ac-
tivities are financed. Recent Supreme
Court cases have raised serious questions
concerning current Federal gambling
laws. The drafters of S. 30, recognizing
the scope of the problem, its national
significance and its effect on interstate
commerce, would provide for a thorough
study of the problem to determine the
proper legislative response.

I support 5. 30 because it represents
the recommendations of the President’s
Commission for eradicating organized
crime; because I feel that existing crim-
inal laws drafted to cope with individual
lawbreakers are insufficient to combat
the eriminal cartels that have come close
to creating a fifth estate in this Nation;
and because the objections raised earlier
on civil liberties grounds have been sub-
stantially eliminated in the current
amended version of 8. 30.

Mr., McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the pending bill, the Or-
ganized Crime Control Act of 1970.

This is a subject that is of deep con-
cern to me. It is a matter that I have
been working on since 1966. During the
course of these past few years it has been
my privilege to work with 22 of my col-
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leagues to examine the nature and scope
of crime in the United States of America.
I am deeply gratified to see that much of
that work is coming to fruition.

In August of 1967 in a special order I
reported to this House about the true
nature of those who are victims of orga-
nized crime, and I pointed out on that
occasion that the real victims of orga-
nized crime are the urban poor. I pointed
out as well that much of the street crime
in America results from organized crime
in the United States. It is estimated that
in the city of New York fully 50 percent
of the street crime which occurs there
is directly connected to the activities of
organized eriminals, I pointed out as well
that at a time when law and order are on
trial, organized crime presents a direct
threat to a nation which seeks to restore
a sense of dignity and majesty to the law.

Because organized erime cannot flour-
ish in any city of this Nation without at
least some corruption of public officials,
I stated then and I state now that orga-
nized crime teaches the lesson that the
law is for sale and that the road to suc-
cess is to follow the path of corruption.
Indeed, this may explain why in some of
the areas of our Nation a policeman has
lost his effectiveness and on some ocea~-
sions has even been replaced in the es-
teem of some by those who pursue a “get-
rich-quick” policy.

Consider if you will the cost of orga-
nized crime. Experts have estimated that
organized crime’s annual profits exceed
many billions of dollars.

There are three major sources for all of
this wealth, namely, gambling operations
with a conservative estimated take of $20
billion annually and a $6 billion profit,
most of it coming from those who can
least afford to pay; loan sharking, $350
million per year; and narcotics, $350
million ser year, almost all from the poor.

Dr. Martin Luther King once said that
“permissive crime in ghettos is the night-
mare of the slum family.” I do not mean
to imply that the tentacles of organized
crime are found only in the ghetto. I sim-
ply point out that this is where they reap
a huge part of their illicit gains. I am
most pleased to point out that we are
making progress in this battle.

Legislation to permit carefully con-
trolled electronic surveillance in orga-
nized crime cases has already been ap-
proved by the Congress. That was a rec-
ommendation I made in 1967.

In 1968, this House passed a bill which
made loan sharking a Federal offense for
the first time. I was delighted to submit
this legislation to the Congress. It is now
the law of the land, it is working, and I
am informed by officials of the Justice
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{llegal business in which the convicted
offender occupled a supervisory or other
management position.

Second. That Congress should abolish
the rigid two-witness and direct-evi-
dence rules in perjury p tions, but

October 6, 1970

sanctions or remedies to bear on the un-
lawful activities of those engaged in or-
ganized crime and because the sanctions
and remedies available to the Govern-
mcnf are unnecessarily limited in scope

retain the requirement of proving an
intentional false statement.

Third. That legislation be enacted to
extend Federal immunity provisions to
crimes relating to organized crime and
to make it a Federal crime to coerce or
threaten a person who is willing to give
vital information before a grand jury
convened to hear an organized crime
investigation.

Fourth. That the Federal Government
should establish residential facilities for
the protection of witnesses desiring such
assistance during the pendency of orga-
nized crime ltigation.

Fifth. That antitrust legislation be
passed designed to curtail organized
crime. First, legislation to prohibit the
investment of funds illegally acquired
from specified criminal activities in a
legitimate business concern, and, second,
legislation to prohibit the investment in
such concerns of funds legally acquired
but deliberately unreported for Federal
income tax purposes.

All of these recommendations which
I made then are contained in this bill
today. Mr, Chairman, I urge the adop-
tion of this bill as another firm step in
an effort to control this insidious prob-
lem in our Nation.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the House Committee on the
Judiciary, to whom was referred Senate
Bill 30 relating to the control of organ-
ized crime in the United States, having
considered the same after long, ex-
haustive hearings, at which appeared law
enforcement authorities, Governors, and
many other witnesses, from all areas of
the United States concluded, as has been
stated by the chairman and other mem-
bers of our committee, that organized
crime in the United States is a highly
sophisticated and widespread activity
that annually drains billions of dollars
from America’s economy by unlawiul
conduct and the illegal use of force, fraud
and corruption; that organized crime
derives a major portion of its power
through money obtained from such il-
legal endeavors as syndicated gambling,
loan sharking, the theft and fencing of
property, the importation and distribu-
tion of narcotics and other dangerous
drugs, and other forms of social exploita-
tion; that this money and power are in-
creasingly used to infiltrate and corrupt
legitimate business and labor unions and
to subvert and corrupt our democratic

Department they are most pl d with
the eflicacy of thislaw.

This bill today contains five additional
recommendations I made to the Con-
gress in 1967 for further gearing up to
combat and hopefully to destroy orga-
nized crime In America today.

In August 1867 I proposed
following:

First, That legislation be enacted to
provide for extended prison terms where
the evidence, presentence report, or
sentence hearings shows that a felony
was committed as part of a continuing

the

that organized crime activi-
nes in the United States weaken the sta-
bility of the Nation's economic system,
harm innocent investors and competing
organizations, interfere with free compe-
tition, seriously burden interstate and
forelgn commerce, threaten the domes-
tic security and undermine the general
welfare of the Nation and its citizens;
that organized crime continues to grow
because of defects in evidence gathering
processes of the law, inhibiting the de-
velopment of legally admissible evidence
necessary to bring criminal and other

It is the purpose of 5. 30 to seek the
irradication of organized ecrime in the
United States, by strengthening the legal
tools in the evidence-gathering process,
by establishing new penal prohibitions
and by providing enhanced sanctions and
new remedies to deal with the unlawful
activities of those engaged in organized
crime.

Mr. Chairman, I therefore rise in en-
thusiastically supporting 8. 30, entitled
the proposed organized crime control act
of 1870, as amended by the committee,
This measure iz a large, complex bill
which the members of Subcommittee 5
of the Judiciary Committee, of which I
am a member, worked patiently and ar-
duously to improve. We endeavored to re-
move vague and unworkable language
and to revise provisions which, in our
opinion, raised substantial constitutional
questions.

8. 30, as amended, has been vastly im-
proved over the bill which passed the
other body. In addition to the reform of
various aspects of Federal criminal pro-
cecure and the establishment of new
Federal substantive offenses in the fleld
of gambling and racketeers infiltration of
legitimate businesses, the committee
added two new titles.

One, title XI, provides much-needed
Federal controls over the transportation,
importation, dlstﬂbutlon. and storage of
ex ves. It also establishes new broad-
ened criminal penalties for the misuse of
explosives. It is intended to strengthen
the ability of State and local communi-
ties to cope with the growing number of
bombing outrages throughout the coun-
try.

A second title added by the committee,
title XIT, would establish a National
Commission on Individual Rights to con-
duct & comprehensive study and make
reports to the President and the Congress
on the variety of changes in Federal
criminal procedure effected by this meas-
ure and other recent enactments.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this
measure makes a valuable contribution
to the Federal effort to curb crime and
viol by streng ing the system of
gathering evidence and prosecuting of-
fenders in the federal system.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I vield 8
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr, ECKHARDT) .

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, this
bill is a fraud upon the public as time
wl]l prove. It is a monster. I make these

t ts with the ut t respect for
the distinguished Committee on the Ju-
diciary and the distinguished chairman
of that committee.

The committee contains some of the
most effective and able lawyers of this
House. I recognize them—on both sides,
for instance, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr, Porr), is a man who is very
learned in the law, as I have frequently
observed in colloquy on the floor. But he
has exercised his great expertise fre-
quently to walk with exquisite precision
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on the very outside borders of the Con-
stitution. I think he has in this case
overstepped.

The chairman of the committee is in-
deed a man who has more respect, I
think, for the constitutional process than
any other Member of this House—a man
who is devoted to drawing legislation
which is practical and effective. I recog-
nize that with what he had, he did his
best. I recognize the same qualities in
the ranking minority member.

But, after all, the chairman was merely
the obstetrician who brought this bill to
light. He had nothing to do with its ge-
netic constitution.

To adapt the words of Edmund in
King Lear—this bill was got ‘tween sleep
and wake, in the dull, stale, tired bed of
the Justice Department.

In lulls the public into a feeling of false
security when considered in light of those
uncertainties introduced by its unconsti-
tutional provisions; its overloading of the
Federal courts by moving large substan-
tive areas formerly totally within the po-
lice power of the State into the Federal
realm; its new authority to harass police
and law-enforcement authority by med-
dlesome or even politically motivated
special grand juries, probing public offi-
cials’ admittedly legal activities.

When all of these considerations are
taken into account, the bill is a backward
step.

It is always popular to advance the
proposal of a cheap solution to difficult
public questions. It is quite cheap in
money to merely increase penalties, to
expedite conviction by shortcutting new
processes and shortcropping the right of
trial by jury. But in the long run it is
the most expensive course we can take,
because if it were upheld, it would be
bought at the cost of loss of validity and
respect for law.

I am most concerned, as I think some
of my colleagues have observed, about
what is called the dangerous special of-
fender provisions of this bill and of the
drug bill. It is found in this bill at title X.
I would like to say a little about it be-
cause we have to know what it means to
know precisely how it removes from the
consideration of the jury a very serious
element of what you may either call
crime, as I prefer to call it, or you may
call a status with respect to the nature
of the dangerous special offender, as the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr, Porr) pre-
fers to call it. But I think whatever you
call it you must come to the same con-
clusion as to how the offense, or the status
if you prefer, is to be proved if the act is
to stand constitutional muster.

A person accused of factual elements
of either a crime or that which justifies
a sentence—and I know no difference
between those terms—a person so ac-
cused under American law, and under
English law before us, was entitled to
have a trial before a jury in all cases of
serious offenses. That, of course, has
been so clearly established in Duncan
against Louisiana in recent times that it
can be no longer brought into contest—
except for the fact that I suppose every-
thing can be brought into a contest
today.

I have tried a case before a Justice of
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Peace who simply remained mute, and
after a long period of time he said, “Mr.
EcxHARDT, proceed to defend your client.”

I said, “If Your Honor please, will you
instruct the jury that he must be held
not guilty?"”

He said, “Well, Mr. Ecknaror, I under-
stand the law to be that a man is guilty
until he proves himself innocent.”

I was free to admit that I had not
briefed that point for that case, but
would later give the authority.

I bad not thought I would have to
argue this question to the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States.

The Poff amendment, the dangerous
special offender provision of 8. 30, does
this: If the prosecuting attorney intends
to ask for enhanced sentencing, he gives
a notice in advance and he makes the
allegation that the defendant is a dan-
gerous special offender who, upon convie-
tion, is subject to enhanced sentencing
and, in addition, he sets out with partic-
ularity the reasons why he feels the de-
fendant to be a dangerous special
offender.

If the defendant is convicted of a
felony, after such notice has been prop-
erly given, the court, sitting without a
jury, holds a presentencing hearing
which may be based upon a report com-
piled by a probation officer. The report
itself would necessarily be constituted, in
major part, of the hearsay testimony of
various persons from whose statement it
has been compiled. Also it could be a
mixture of statements of alleged facts,
opinions, innuendo, and inflammatory
material relative to the offense upon
which the defendant was found guilty by
the jury.

Somewhat ameliorating these infirmi-
ties of the report are the following as-
surances to the defendant:

First, his counsel may inspect, except
in extraordinary cases, the report suffi-
ciently prior to the hearing as to afford a
reasonable opportunity for verification of
the facts recited therein;

Second, he is afforded compulsory
process to bring in as witnesses persons
whose hearsay testimony appears in the
report, persons who would refute the
report, or other persons who might give
material evidence; and

Third, he is afforded the right to cross-
examination of such witnesses as appear.

These protections are inferior, how-
ever, to the protection he would receive
if the case were tried before the court,
mainly because of the fact that he is not
entitled to a jury to determine whether
or not the facts are valid, But in addi-
tion the following infirmities also exist:

First. The prosecutor does not have to
elect whether or not to use a witness the
disclosure of whose identity would make
him useless in the future as an informer
or would endanger him, or to use testi-
mony which might “seriously disrupt a
program of rehabilitations.”

‘This is because, in what is called ex-
traordinary cases, the court may protect
confidential sources of information. This
would, of course, deny to the defendant
the right of cross-examination as well as
the right of jury trial.

Second. The defendant is at the mercy
of the judge's determination as to what
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material is “not relevant to a proper
sentence,” and although this question
may be carried forward into an appeal,
as I understand it, the actual material
may continue to be considered in camera
by the courts.

Third. The defendant has the tremen-
dous practical disadvantage of having to
g0 forward with the burden of obtaining
firsthand testimony and of bringing in
live witnesses to test or to refute material
which may be easily brought in against
him in the report.

This is why I say in effect the court
is holding, contrary to long-established
English and American law, that a person
is guilty until he proves himself inno-
cent. This is also found in the provision
that requires a person to carry the bur-
den of proof that certain earnings were
not earned as the fruits of a criminal
enterprise in which he is assumed to have
engaged.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman insists on that, I shall move
that the Committee rise.

I hope the gentleman will not insist on
his point of order.

Mr. CONYERS. But, of course, Mr.
Chairman, I insist on it. I think the gen-
tleman from Texas is making remarks
which should be heard by all the Mem-
bers of the House.

Mr. CELLER, Mr, Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. Rooney of New York, chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (8. 30) relating to the
control of organized erime in the United
Btates, had come fto no resolution
thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill 8. 30.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the of the tl n from New
York?

There was no objection.

HOUSE RECESS

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

Mr. ALBERT, Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to advise the House of recommenda-
tions that have been made by the lead-
ership in joint conference on both sides
of the Capitol and on both sides of the
aisle.

It is our plan to offer a resolution
within the next few days to provide for
a House recess from the close of business
on Wednesday, October 14, until noon,
Monday, November 16.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. ALBERT, I yleld to the distin-
guished Speaker of the House.
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Mr. McCORMACEK. I might say that
this was the unanimous opinion of the
leadership on both sides, both parties
in the House and both parties in the
Senate, recognizing that it would be im-
possible by either October 16 or Octob
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State or large State interests, have good rea-
son now to reexamine thelir earller assess-
ment. Not only do national opinion polls
and surveys of congressional districts ritest
to the natlonwide approval of this form of
electoral change, but also the action of the

23 to get through with the business that
we have to dispose of before this par-
ticular session is over.

Mr. ALBERT. The distinguished
Speaker is correct. I might say that there
are still eight appropriation bills—not
counting the one we passed today, which
have not yet gone to the White House.
That alone is quite a chore.

DIRECT ELECTION PROPOSAL
FAILURE IN THE SENATE

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

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my personal disappointment and
regret that the other body has been un-
able to call up for a vote the proposed

itutional | t providing for
the direct nationwide popular election of
the President and Vice President. The
proposed amendment was overwhelm-
ingly approved in this Chamber, 339 to
70, over a year ago, on September 18,
1869. The vote reflected approval by bet-
ter than two-thirds of the full member-
ship of the House. It disclosed that 36
State delegations supported the pro-
posal—24 unanimously—and five addi-
tional delegations were split evenly. Not
only do national opinion polls and sur-
veys of congressional districts attest to
the nationwide approval of the direct
election proposal, but also the substan-
tial support it received in this House
furnishes overwhelming evidence of the
likelihood of ratification.

Mr. Speaker, I profoundly believe that
the Nation now stands on the threshold
of meaningful electoral reform. I still
hope that in the remaining days of this
Congress it will be possible for the other
body to vote on this issue.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the Recorp a copy of a letter dated Sep-
tember 24, 1969, signed by the gentleman
1rgn Ohio (Mr. McCurrocH) and my-
se!

SerrEmeEn 24, 1060
Hon. Mixe MANSFIELD,
Majority Floor Leader,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

House current evidence
of the likelihood of ratification.

The historic actlon taken by the House in
approving & plan for electoral reform for the
first tlme since 1803 should provide mo-
mentum for decisive Senate action.

We urge the Senate to give this matter the
highest priority. We profoundly believe that
the submission of the direct popular elec-
tlon proposal to the State legislatures for
ratification will mark one of the greatest
accomplishments of the 91st Congress.

Sincerely yours,
EMANUEL CELLER,
Wiiiasm M. McCULLOCH.

RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE ACT OF

(Mr. ADAMS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
uate and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr., ADAMS, Mr. Speaker, Tom
Wicker of the New York Times has
written a most informative column on
the importance of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970. This bill has passed
the Senate and 2 weeks ago was fav-
orably reported by the House interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee, with
the strong support of members of both
parties.

In his article, Mr. Wicker points out
that unless this bill is passed there very
well may be no more passenger trains
left. He goes on to say:

Fast, efficlent trains can not only move
maore people more quickly and comfortably
and cheaper than any interstate highway
ever contemplated; they can do so with less
pollution of the alr and with less disruption
af the landscape and of residential values.

The rail passenger corporation, he
adds, can be a “buffer against national-
ization” of the railroads because it will
relieve privately owned railroads of se-
rious deficits. I think Mr. Wicker’s per-
suasive commentary will be of great in-
terest to my colleagues and I include
the article in the Recorp at this point:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 27, 1970]

Rescuing THE Inon Horss
(By Tom Wicker)

Wasamoron.—The House Commerce
Committees approved this week an expanded
version of a bill already passed by the Sen-
ate that would goa long wly toward preserv-

DEAR SENATOR MANSPIELD: The prof

d t to the C House Joint
Resolution 681, providing for the direct na-
tionwide popular election of the President
and Vice President, was overwhelmingly ap-
proved (330 to TO) In the House of Repre-
sentatives last Thursday, September 18. This
vote reflected approval by better than two-
thirds of the full membership of the House
and paralleled an earll.er w!d.o mnrgl.n of aup-

ing and service
in America. Limited as the memre sﬁll is,
k of
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to the new corporation, but the House bill
would allow it 8300 million in loan AL~
tees, as compared with $165 milllon in the
Senate bill. The larger figure is what is
likely to emerge from a Senate-House con-
ference; and $100 million of the loan guaran-
tees would be for new equipment and right-
of-way improvements, The rest would be for
underwriting cash-short rmailroads that
wanted to buy into the new rail passenger
corporation.

Even so, this would only give the new
passenger system $340 million, plus a lot of
old equipment and right-of-way, with which
to fight the automobile and the alrlines. But
there would be & number of ndvantages over
the present mess.

For one thing, the rall system could con-
centrate on profitable metropolitan corridor
service, like that of the Penn Central’s Wash-
Ington-New York Metroliner, although pre-
liminary plans in the Department of Trans-
portation also suggest the mainftenance of
a basle minlmum long-haul passenger serv-
ice, particularly on the major routes to the
West Coast,

For another thing, the Inwgrnted rultlnnnd
[ 1on mulﬂ
ing, as against the pmsem hodge-podge; and
it could also institute computerized ticket-
ing, like that of the airlines. Thus, Trans-
portation Department experts belleve that
through and 5, the
new corporation might show a profit within
four years—by about 1875—and, more im-
portant, provide decent rail passenger serv-
lee where it is most sorely needed.

‘The bill to make this possible (which the
House appears ready to pass next week) is
important for a number of reasons, the most
immediate of which is that, without it, rall
passenger service In America seems almost
certain to die. But if it can be preserved and
improved, a number of things will be
achieved in the process.

Above all, it will become easler and
cheaper for people to get around. The afr-
lines, even with all sorts of Federnl assist-
ance, are in financial trouble, and are begin-
ning to abandon small-city service; and the
Interstate Highway System is not only going
to cost, when completed, about twice Its
original estimate (or more than §75 billion)
but it is already being overwhelmed by the
increasing numbers of cars on the road.

Fast, efficient trains cannot only move
more people more guickly and comfortably
and cheaper than any interstate highway
ever contemplated; they can do so with lesa
pollution of the alr and with less disrup-
tion of the and of 1 val-
ues. While 1t is true that the automobile has
n special place in the American soul, and
offers special advantages of its own, there ap-
pears no real reason why some sensible com-
bination of the two modes with air travel
should not find favor in the future. What is
most needed 15 a p and
system of p 1 rtatl rall,
highway and alr—rather than the disjolnted
efforts of private companies and the abject

it nevertheless could 1
the Nixon Administration, muﬂh as the In-
terstate Highway BSystem wu a major

bel: of p to the motorist and
the highway lobby.
It may well be that the rail passenger cor-

ach of the Eisenh
tion.
As approved by the House committee—
apparently with the advance concurrence of
e Administration and of the right Sena-

port in the Cx
belleve l,ha.t the n.ut.lzm naw stands nl: thfl
of

reform.
Analysis of the vole In the House discloses
that thirty-six State delegations supported
House Joint Resolution 681 (twenty-four

unanimously) and five additional delega-
tions were split evenly. In view of this com-
pelling evidence of support, those who have
withheld approval from the direct election
system, believing it to lack favor with small

t th would let up a semi-pub-
He on to na-
tional  rall pu.ssongm- mmmrk starting as
soon as next March 1. The ralironds would
turn over passenger equipment to the new
corporation, which would operate passenger
tralns over existing rights-of-way; the new
corporation would issue stock to those rall-
roads that wanted to particlpats.

Both Senate and House verslons of this bill
would provide $40 million in direct grants

¥ also will b a buffer against na-
th lizati of the rallroads. It will, for in-
stance, relleve existing lines of thelr pas-
senger service deficits, making them more
profitable and hence theoretically more ef-
ficient. And it will provide Government un-
derwriting of a sem!-private corporation to
operate a much-needed public service, mther
than G Ip and
management of that service,

Above all else, passage of the rall passenger
bill and its acceptance by the Nixon Admin-
istration will mean the acceptance by the
Federal Goremment of a m]or responsi-
bility—to mal tation
by relleving the alirlines and the highways of
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& burden that threatens to overwhelm both.
It remains to be seen whether this Adminis-
tration and others to come will accept the
obvious corollary responsibility—to finance
and develop the new technology and the

proved dbeds and rights-of-way that
inevitably will be needed.

PULASKI DAY, OCTOBER 11, 1870

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

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I take great pride in having
been permitted to join once again my
many Polish American friends in their
observance of Pulaski Day. I was thrilled
last Sunday afternoon to watch another
parade up Fifth Avenue, New York, of the
great organizations made up of loyal
American citizens who take such deep
pride in their Polish heritage. The parade
this year seemed to me to be the most
meaningful of all those which I have
witnessed over the past many years. The
reasons for having such a high regard
for this year's observance are many.

First of all, the observance has grown
each year, just as has the importance of
honoring the heroic Gen. Casimir Pu-
laski on this the 191st anniversary of his
death of wounds suffered in the Battle
of Savannah. In addition this year marks
the 50th anniversary of the Miracle of
the Vistula when the army of a new
Poland, exhausted after a 2-year war
brought on by a Soviet attack, were able
to miraculously defeat and rout the in-
vaders. Pulaski Day is dedicated also to
honoring the people of Poland who still
suffer from the oppressions of a Soviet-
imposed regime but who are determined
to be free again.

In these days of “anti something"
demonstrations or “anti everything”
marches, it is most refreshing and tre-
mendously reassuring to witness a parade
of loyal Americans proud of their coun-
try, sincerely respectful of their flag, and
tolerant of their fellow citizens. It was
heartwarming to see thousands of clean
faced, bright-eyed and happy children
and young people, dressed in gay cos-
tumes instead of dirty, dissident groups
clad in filthy hippy rags.

It was tremendously satisfying to see
thousands of businessmen and workers
paying deep respect to one of our great-
est heroes of the Revolutionary War,
Gen. Casimir Pulaski.

All America is grateful for the happy
reminder which it receives from the
Polish-American groups that this is the
day to recall the glorious contributions
which the exiled Polish nobleman and
soldier made to the winning of American
independence. It is fitting indeed that
our fellow citizens of Polish birth or ex-
traction remind us of the deeds of this
heroic man for whom countless parks,
highways, bridges, and monuments today
bear his name.

Just as Pulaski offered his services to
Gen. George Washington in the most
agonizing months of what seemed a
hopeless struggle, countless other Polish-
born people have subsequently volun-
teered the same kind of selfless devotion
to the preservation and expansion of our
American liberty and independence.
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These heroes and their descendants who
march in Pulaski parades are not the
sneering malcontents or the flag-burn-
ing rabble who would toss aside our hard-
won freedom. No, these modern counter-
parts of the great Pulaski are determined
to support this Nation, its Constitution,
and its laws formulated by the people, of
I.he people and for the people of this
and.

Mr. Speaker, as I witnessed firsthand
the patriotlc fervor exhibited by the
marchers, by the themes of the excellent
floats and banners, and by the thousands
of spectators who stood on the sidewalks
to view this great parade, I could not
help but wish that this event could come
more often than once a year.

How wonderful it would be if such
widespread reawakening of national
pride and personal patriotism could oc-
cur more frequently. America needs the
kind of reawakening and rededication
which Pulaski Day ceremonies provide
all over this land. For these reasons thou-
sands of our countrymen are grateful to
the Polish-American organizations for
their significant reminders of the debt of
gratitude which we owe to Gen. Casimir
Pulaski. Many thousands more of Ameri-
can citizens receive inspiration and re-
stored faith in our American way of life
because of the conduct and deeds of our
Polish-American friends.

On this Pulaski Day we extend our
deepest gratitude and our heartiest con-
gratulations to our fellow Americans who
make up American Polonia.

PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON OB-
SCENITY AND PORNOGRAPHY

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

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I was shocked

(M.
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Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, the profit-
eering hucksters who produce and dis-
tribute this prurient smut are largely
controlled by the criminal underworld.
The Congress must not be distracted or
sidetracked in its determination to ex-
pose this underworld conspiracy to un-
dermine and destroy the moral stand-
ards of our country, Now the Congress
must act to answer this threat to our
society with appropriate legislation. I
c 1d the C ittee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce and the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service for
their concern about this obscene smut
coming to our children, and for their rec-
ommendations which are contrary to
those of the President's Commission.

Mr. Speaker, with all respect to the
distinguished Americans who served on
this Commission, it must be said that
most thoughtful and responsible Ameri-
cans want the Congress to act positively
with respect to this problem, and not to
take a defeatist, negative action of re-
pealing the laws governing this fiith. We
are for freedom of expression, but this
concept has never in the history of our
constitutional Republic been interpreted
to mean absolute license to produce and
exhibit material which is totally and
solely concerned with immoral and of-
fensive filth.

OFPOSED TO TRADE BILL

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, as I have
said many times before, I am opposed to
the so-called trade bill that has been re-
ported by the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. Now it appears that the Senate is
about to attach this very poor bill to a

mane piece of legislation—to wit—

and amazed at the majority =
dations of the President's Commission
on Obscenity and Pornography. It is the
Congress who will write the laws to gov-
ern the distribution of pornography. We
are not, of course, bound to accept the
conclusions of any Presidential Com-
mission. Last week, after 3 years and
$2 million, the President's Commis-
sion on Obscenity and Pornography
released this report Among other things,
the Cc i the repeal
of all laws agalnst pornography for con-
senting adults. This recommendation
was based on the Commission’s as-
tounding conclusion that pornography
is harmless for adults.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with Mr, Keating
in his minority report. There is no doubt
that the increase in crime, particularly
sex crime, is related to permissiveness,
moral laxity and, yes, Mr, Speaker, ob-
scene, filthy, and suggestive literature
pouring through the mails across State
lines. The committees of the Congress
have conducted for years a very thor-
ough investigation and study of this
menace. Thousands of pages of testi-
mony have been heard of witnesses from
throughout the country. Many of us
have testified before these committees to
oppose the sending of this smut through
the malils and across State lines. Experts
on this subject have appeared time and
again before our committees.

the social security bill—and send it back
to the House without the House
having had an opportunity to vote
on this legislation. This unusual
and unorthodox maneuver flies in the
face of our Constitution which gives to
the House the sole and exclusive right of
originating this type of legislation. In
addition, Mr. Speaker, this unwise move
is a violation of the comity that each
House of this Congress must have for the
other.

Two weeks ago, Mr. Speaker, I stood
here in the well of this House and op-
posed & move that would require a two-
thirds vote on Senate amendments to
House bills that were nongermane under
our rules. I opposed the requirement of a
two-third vote because I thought it would
destroy the good working relationship
that the House and the Senate must have
with each other in order to carry out our
legislative responsibility. I hope that the
Senate will refrain from attaching this
antitrade bill to a social security measure
or any other nongermane piece of legis-
lation.

How unjust would it be to use the backs
of the aged, the inflrm, and the poor to
carry this misguided antitrade measure.
These people have enough trouble trying
to get along on their small pensions, but
to make their legislation the vehicle by
which everyone's cost of living will be
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substantially increased is an injustice
that is irreconcilable.

Mr. Speaker, when one thinks that this
quota bill, this antitrade bill, contains a
provision that will make it impossible
for any future President to take off of
the backs of the consumer the more than
£5 billion per year in excessive payments
to the oil companies, one wonders how
it could be supported by any Senator or
Congressman. And further, when one
thinks of the fact the owners of the tex-
tile and garment industry have Increased
their profits over fourfold in the 1960's,
and have increased their return on in-
vested capital by better than 30 percent,
one wonders how anyone can impose
mandatory import quotas for the bene-
fit of the textile and garment producers.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, many of us worry
about American labor and its competi-
tion with other labor throughout the
world but when the facts show that the
number of jobs in the textile and gar-
ment industry increased by about 300,000
during the 1960's one again wonders how
s0 much misdirected support has been
generated for this antitrade legislation.

1 hope that the Senate will not break
faith with the House of Representatives
and use the social security legislation as
a part of the log-rolling operation that
has developed this antitrade bill.

Mr. Speaker, this morning there ap-
peared a very interesting article in the
Washington Post entitled “The Textile
Lobby and the Trade Bill." The author,
Mr. John M. Leddy, served for many
years with great distinction as a leading
trade policy official of the U.S. Govern-
ment. B some Memb may not
have had an opportunity to read it, I will
include Mr. Leddy’s article in the REcorp
at this point.

The article follows:

Tue TexTiLe Loy anp THE TranE BIiLn

(By John M. Leddy)

As the trade bill nears the final stage of
congressional action, it is important to un-
derstand what the driving force behind that
bill is: the textile industry. Does this im-
portant industry have a legitimate case for
speclnl treatment or is it leading the coun-
try down a false and costly trall?

The pushing of special interests at the
expense of the general public is not the old-
est profession in the world, but it Is vener-
able enough so that the hallmarks of 1ts

are The p
of half-truths is among them.

One is the use of the Soviet statistical
technique of citing large increases, percent-
age or other—in this case of imports—with-
out providing the relevant basls for compari-
son, There has been talk of the tremendous
upsurge in textile and apparel imports to
double their level at the beginning of the
decade, It Is important to remember, how-
ever, that while textile and apparel imports
increased from 340 milllon pounds in 1861
to 813 million pounds in 1968, U.S, produc-
tion increased by seven times this amount,
or from 6,581 million pounds in 1861 to
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equivalent of 26 cents per hour (in Hong
Eong) or 30 cents per hour (in Japan). But
nhow is It that, if the domestic textile and
apparel industry cannot compete with low-
wage (orutgn labor, net profits after taxes
of d U.S. firms p g textile mill
products were repomd at 7.9 per cent on
equity last year, and that U.S. firms produc-
ing apparel and other finishel products re-
ported an 119 per cent profit figure?

To be sure, wage rules are the element in
costs of production which over a period of
time, play a role in the ability of the indus-
try of one country to compete in the market
of others. But it is precisely the cbject of &
sensible trade pollcy to promote interna-
tional competition on the basis of all ele-
ments of comparative advantage—capital, re-
sources, geography, and technology, as well
as wage rates.

‘Then it 1s sug to the inflati -
scious American consumer that imports tend
to increase domestic prices. These days even
the kiddies know better than to swallow this
kind of breakfast cereal. If textile producers
don't want high domestic prices, why do
they want import quotas, whose major pur=-
pose |s to keep domestic prices higher than
they would otherwise be?

We are also told that protection is now
necessary for our industries because other
countries are not treating us fairly—in fact,
playing us for an easy mark in the commer-
cial field. Of course, foreign countries still
have trade barriers, and Japan has been no-
tably Iaggard in liberalizing trade and invest-
ment. But so do we have trade barriers—wit-
nes our oll guotas; our agricultural import
restrictions—including sugar, dairy products,
and meat; our “escape clause” actions on
glass, carpets and rugs and planos. The prob-
lem is to bring all these barriers down at
home and abroad. The way to get them down
is through multilateral and hardheaded ne-
gotiation. Legislating textile quotas won't do
this and isn't intended to.

In 1870, as a result of a persistent U.S.
effort to promote liberal world trade, tariffs
and trade barriers among the Industrialized
countries have been brought to their lowest
point in the twentieth century and the econ-
omies of the industrialized countries are
more open to one another than e\-er before
in history.
tion has been Intensified In a way that is lit-
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The risk is great. And the maln argument
for running this risk—that the U.S. textlle
industry needs protection—won’t hold water.
If these simple facts can be brought to the
fore of public debate, we may yet be saved.

THE INTERNATIONAL LABOR
ORGANIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Ecrnarnt). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Bmnguam) is recognized for 60
minutes,

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today the House very briefly considered
the conference report on the State, Jus-
tice appropriation bill, The entire pro-
ceeding lasted only 9 minutes, and many
of us who would have liked to discuss a
particular matter in connection with that
report were unable to do so. Therefore, I
have asked for this time to make some
remarks on the subject and to introduce
a pertinent document.

The conference report presented a very
serious question about the United States
and its relationship to the International
Labor Organization, If we are going to
leave the International Labor Organiza-
tion, we should certainly not take that
step in the course of a 9-minute debate
on the floor of the House in which the
matter certainly was not made clear to
the many Members. Such a step would
have great impact not only on our rela-
tionship with the ILO but also with other
international organizations,

We have sharply criticized the Soviet
Union and France in the past for refus-
ing to pay legal assessments to the United
Nations. Now by action of the Congress
we are apparently putting the United
States in exactly the same position.

I think it is especially regrettable that
such action should be taken in such a
hasty manner without giving the Mem-
bers of the House an opportunity to ask
questions or to di&cuss the pros and cons

tle short of revolutionary. Inter

among the countries of the non-Communist
world in trade, money and investment 1s far
greater than at any time in the past. The way
to destroy this structure is to let loose a new
trade war a Ia 1930's. Action to legislate quo-
tas on textiles, given the pressure for re-
strictions on many other products, could do
just that,

If apologists for the current bill would
simply tell us, “Boys, if you want to con-
tinue along the path of freer trade you'd
better knuckle under to the textile industry
because that's where the political clout is."
this would at least have the merit of can-
dor, But it would probably also be wrong.
The administration and the unfortunate
{and probably uncomfortable) Chalirman
Mills of the Ways and Means Committee are
now discovering to their sorrow that the
ancient art of log-rolling is still alive and
well on Capitol Hill. The trade bill reported
by the commitiee would provide legislative
quotas not only for textiles and apparel, I:n.ltr
also for shoes. In additlon, gquotas

10258 million pounds in 1968, Thus p
tion at home incrensed by 3.7 billion | l

the 1‘Dr T4 wlth
“trigger” mecha-

while Imports Increased by less than 0.5 bil-
lion pounds. Do such figures suggest that im-
ports have put the Industry in deep trouble?

Some other half-truths need spotlighting:

We are told that the domestic apparel in-
dustry, in which average hourly earnings in
1868 were $2.31, cannot be expected to com-
Ppete successfully with imports produced by
Inbor which is paid as little as the US.

nism is mtabl!shed Lo spreud quotas all over
the land. imports a
little table to d ic producers.
A chain of retallation and counter-retalia-
tion would be almost certain to follow. The
resulting damage to the international eco-
nomic and monetary structure so palnstak-
ingly bullt up over a quarter of a century
would be something to behold.

of the prop cut.

Mr. FASCELL. Will the gentleman
yleld?

Mr. BINGHAM. I will be glad to.

Mr. FASCELL. I want to thank the
gentleman for raising that issue and say
that I agree with him that it would
have been extremely important to have
clarified in the Recorp at the time the
conference report was being considered
the exact course and directlon which
we in the United States are seeking to
take with respect to action. It would
indeed be unfortunate if what occurred
would be misinterpreted, and I think that
is entirely possible. Therefore, I welcome
the gentleman from New York taking
this time to help make some additional
record with respect to the faet that a
reduction in an appropriation bill deal-
ing with the U.S. contribution to an in-
ternational organization, specifically, the
ILO, does not in itself necessarily mean
that the United States as a participant
in the ILO is changing its course and
direction in the ILO. I think we are
both agreed, are we not, that this would
indeed be a backhanded way of ap-
proaching the simple question as to
whether or not the United States should
continue its participation in the inter-
national organization. I certainly agree




October 6, 1970

further with the gentleman that if that
is the decislon we are trying to make,
we certainly do not want to make it in
a backhanded way by making it appear
that we are withdrawing our financial
support, freely and duly entered into
under a treaty requirement, and that
we would be reneging on our contribu-
tion in a fashion which we criticize very
strongly when other nations do it. The
problem itself concerning the participa-
tion in international organizations and
the use of international organizations as
a political forum is as old as the inter-
national organization itself is. The
United States has to face the problem, it
seems to me, quite squarely. We pointed
out in previous committee reports in the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, particu-
larly with respect to the international
organization, the ILO and others, where
it is obvious that the communist bloc
are using all international forums as
political forums as well as technical
forums. Therefore, it is incumbent on
the United States to deal with both
problems intelligently and not be piqued
at & time when a political question has
arisen that does not suit our purposes
and then respond in this fashion which
can be misinterpreted and which does
not really solve the basic political prob-
lem.

So I comirend the gentleman for rais-
ing the issue, and I trust we will meet
the problem squarely.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman
from Florida very much for his contri-
butlcm I would like to ask him from his

ound—and he ducted a splen-
did investigation of this very problem in
1963—does the gentleman have any in-
formation that the American labor move-
ment today and the American business
community today, both of which are rep-
resented in the ILO, want the United
States to withdraw its participation?

Mr, FASCELL. I have no information
to that effect, and I think it would just
be horrendous, frankly, to think that the
United States would withdraw from the
ILO and just turn over to the Commu-
nists the whole political apparatus and
technical capability of it and leave this
political apparatus available to them. I
do not see how you can win a fight by
walking away from it. It seems to me
that the free labor movement and the
concepts it has been able to bring
throughout the free world as contrasted
with the very opposite that exists in
Communist nations is a very important
contribution to the world community.
If because of our pique and because the
Communists have been able to make po-
litical capital and use the organization
as a political forum we would turn our
back on it, we would just be giving up
the fight. I do not think American busi-
ness or American labor intends to do

that.
BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-

Mr.
man.

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I am glad to yleld to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MIKEVA. I would like to commend
the gentleman from Florida for his re-
marks and especially commend the gen-
tleman from New York in the well for his
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zeal in bringing this matter at least into
a little bit better focus than it would
have been last week where but for his
diligence this whole thing might have
been allowed to slide through in a man-
ner which would have made it appear
that we were in fact using the back
door approach in an appropriation con-
ference report to withdraw from the only
international organization which deals
with the problems of organized labor and
particularly which deals with the prob-
lems of the free world labor movement.

‘When I was a practicing lawyer I was
involved in the labor movement and
spent a good deal of my time represent-
ing them. I know of no large interna-
tional union which would have liked to
see us, as the gentleman from Florida
suggested, turn our backs on the prob-
lems of our communications with other
countries that do have free labor move-
ments and are wrestling with problems
with those that do not have it. And, cer-
tainly, we ought not to learn bad habits
from our adversaries by using this kind
of approach,

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
gentleman upon his approach in seeing
to it that the back door is closed, because
if we have anything to say about the
International Labor Organization, we
ought to stand up and say it directly.

Mr. BINGHAM. I appreciate the
gentleman’s remarks.

The proceedings in the House earlier
today on the conference report on the
Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the judiciary, and related agen-
cles appropriation bill for the current
fiscal year were as follows: The confer-
ence report was very briefly explained
by the chairman of the subcommittee
concerned, Mr. Rooney of New York;
Chairman Rooxey then yielded for a
question to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN) and a brief
colloquy ensued on the elimination from
the appropriation bill of the U.S. assess-
ment for the International Labor Or-
ganization; then, although it was clear
that other Members wished to discuss the
ILO matter—one such Member, who had
a few vears ago conducted a thorough
congressional investigation of the ILO,
was conspicuously on his feet for that
purpose—Chairman RooNEY abruptly
moved the previous question on the con-
ference report without endeavoring to
ascertain whether other Members wished
to ask questions or meke comments upon
it. The conference report was then adop-
ted by voice vote. The entire matter, in-
volving a multibillion-dollar appropria-
tion bill and including controversial
items, was disposed of in 9 minutes.

Members of the House and other read-
ers of the ConcrEsstonaL Recorp would
be mistaken if thw were to conclude
from this tr ideration that
Members on parts o! the conference re-
port, Two of the House managers, in-
cluding Chairman Rooney, themselves
disagreed as to two of the items.

A
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feeling that, if the U.8, Congress is seri-
ously concerned about the manner in
which the ILO has been conducting its
business, a thorough Investigation of the
organization and U.S. participation in
it should be conducted by the appropri-
ate substantive committee, similar to the
investigation conducted by the Subcom-
mittee on International Organizations,
chalred by Mr. Fasceir of Florida in
1963. If the decision was that the United
States should withdraw from the ILO,
then that decision should be Imple-
mented in an orderly way.

In his remarks, Chairman RooxEY
made it clear that he did not contest the
validity of the assessment levied against
the United States; he did not deny that
this constituted a binding international
obligation; he merely restated his view
that the ILO had become Communist-
dominated and that the United States
should not pay anything further on its
assessment, Chairman Rooxey made it
clear that it was his desire that the
United States should terminate its mem-
bership in the organization.

The action of the House in concurring
with the conference report as a whole
certainly cannot be construed as in any
way supporting the view of the gentle-
man from New York that the United
States should pull out of the ILO. It
would, indeed, be absurd to contend that
any such far-reaching step, having im-
plications for the future of international
organizations in general, and destruc-
tive of the hopes of the peoples of the
world that eventually a structure assur-
ing world peace through law can be con-
structed, could be decided by the House
of Representatives in 9 minutes.

It is true, as Chairman Rooxey stated
on the floor, that Mr. George Meany,
president of the AFL-CIO, was highly
critical of the ILO in the hearings held
before Mr. RooNeY's subcommittee in
July, particularly because of the use by
the Communists of the ILO as a propa-
ganda forum, and because of the ap-
pointment by the new Director General
of a Soviet citizen as an Assistant Direc-
tor General. However, Mr. Meany did not
propose that the United States stop pay-
ing its dues; instead, he stated, In reply
to a question on this point—

I think that is a decision which will have
to be made a little farther down the road.

In August of this year the council of
the AFL-CIO issued a statement on the
ILO situation which expressed great dis-
satisfaction but certainly did not indi-
cate the view that the United States
should repudiate its financial obligations
to the ILO or withdraw from the organi-
zation. The text of that statement fol-
lows:

STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXECUTIVE
CounciL ON INTERNATIONAL Lasor Om-
GANIZATION
The AFL~CIO is proud of the long record

of constructive support the Amerlcan trade

union movement has given to the Interna-

tional Labor O ization. G

first Presid of the American Federation

iderable \s of Members,

including several members of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, disagreed
with the action taken in deleting funds
for the $3.75 million remaining unpaid
of the U.S. Government's obligation for
dues to the ILO. There was a widespread

of Labor, presided over the group which 51
years ago, during the Paris Peace Conference
after World War I laid the groundwork for
launching the ILO. Since the United States
joined the ILO in 1834, US. trade union
representatives have played a leading role
in the work of that organization.
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The AFL-CIO has supported the TLO for
four basic reasons:

First, because of its unique tripartite
structure, the ILO is the only international
body in which trade union representatives
have an equal volce with employer and gov-
ernment representatives in policy determi-
nation.

Second, the ILO was set up for the pur-
pose of Improving the conditions of work
and llfe of workers all over the world. This
is a goal to which the American trade union
movement has always been committed.

Third, despite very modest resources, the
ILO has made a significant contribution to-
ward enhancing the welfare of workers. It
has made its mark by adopting interna-
tlonal labor standards on such matters as
maximum hours of work, minimum wage-
fixing machinery, occupationsl health and
safety, social security and in a host of other
areas of vital concern to workers. In recent
years, ILO technical cooperation programs
have alded social and economic progress
in developing countries.

Fourth and most important, the ILO has
espoused principles and policies dedlcated
to the protection of basic human rights.
These are best summed up in the follow-
ing excerpt from the Declaration of Phila-
delphin, adopted by the ILO In 1944:

“All h beings, pective of race,
ereed or sex, have the right to pursue both
their material well-being and their spiritual
development in conditions of freedom and
dignity, of economic security and equal op-
portunity;

“The attainment of the conditions in
which this shall be possible must constitute
the central alm of national and interna-
tional polley.”

In Hne with these basic principles of hu-
man rights, the ILO has adopted interna-
tional conventions on forced labor. freedom
of sssoclation and the right to organize and
discrimination in employment.

But the AFL-CIO has become increasingly
concerned that while the TLO still pays lip-
service to human rights, it has, in fact,
turned a blind eye to the most blatant vie-
Iations of basic freedoms in its member
countries. What happened, and did not hap-
pen, at the Lo annual oonrerelace 1ast June

L tren

A major item on the agenda of that con-

ference was “trade union rights and ecivil
libertles.” A ringing resolutlon unanimously
adopted resulted from discussion of that
vital Issue:

Asserted that the absence of civil liberties
removes all meaning from the concept of
trade union rights;

Expressed deep concern about repeated
violatlons of trade union rights;

Urged efforts to strengthen machinery for
securing national observance of ILO prin-
¢iples concerning freedom of assoclation and
trade union rights; and

Called for comprehensive ILO studies with
a view to considering further actlon to se-
cure full respect for trade union rights and
related civil liberties.

Yet, that same conference rejected rather
mild resolutions calling for restoring trade
union rights under the dictatorial regimes
of Spain and Greece.

Even more shockingly inconsistent with
the ILO's professions of devotion to freedom
and democracy was its failure even to con-
sider the depredations against trade union
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str h the d 1 ts of
all stripes in the ILO.

Moreover, the ILO's failure even to criticize
d

atic
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I profoundly believe that by this action
U.S. influence in the ILO will be im-
paired, rather than increased. Our rep-

government of the 11
“trade unions” in the Soviet Union and the
other Communist countries has tended to
place n false stamp of legitimacy on those
compliant tools of totalitarian governments.
Only U.S. trade union representatives at ILO
meetings have called attention to the fact
that the sc-called “trade unions” of the
USSR are bossed by Alexander Shelepin, one-
time head of the Soviet secret police.

While the ILO has Ignored the most fAa-
grant viclations of liberty and human rights
in totalitarian countries, It has permitted its
annual conferences to be taken over by Com-
munists and their allies for unrestrained po-
litleal attacks on Israel, a bastion of democ-
racy and soclal justice in the Middle East,
and the United States. Year by year, the
Communist elements have been gaining
greater influence and control of the ILO al-
most without resistance from free trade un-
ion and other democratic elements.

The AFL-CIO cannot, in good consclence,
and will not complacently accept this trans-
formation of a once worthy organization into
an Instrument for spreading Communist
propaganda and attacks on genuine freedom
and democracy. Nelther in the ILO nor any-
where else will we accept a double standard
involving favored treatment for one group of
totalitarian countries, the Soviet Bloc.

The AFL-CIO will take whatever means
avallable to it In order to have the ILO re-
turn to its historic mission of defending hu-
man rights and worker's freedoms every-
where in the world.

In his comments on the floor, Chair-
man RooNey stressed that the Senate
had voted 49 to 22 in favor of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee's recom-
mendation for cutting off further pay-
ments to the ILO. It should be noted,
however, that the Senate was told that
Mr. Meany had urged the cutoff of “unds,
which was certainly not true insofar as
the record of the hearings before Mr.
RooneY's subcommittee is concerned.
Also, the Senate was apparently not ad-
vised during the debate that the admin-
istration had taken a firm stand against
the proposed cut, The letter to that effect
from Deputy Under Secretary Macomber
was inserted in the Recorp for August 24,
1970, at page 20879, without being read
to the Senate.

If at this time the House were debating
the issue of whether the United States
should withdraw from the ILO, I would
point out that this would be playing right
into the hands of the Communists and
would leave them free and unopposed to
use the organization for their own pur-
poses.

However, this is not the issue. The
issue at this point is very simply whether
the United States should deliberately de-
fault on an admittedly legal financial
obligation. By making such a decision,
the Congress is putting the U.8. Govern-
ment squarely into the category of the
Soviet Union and France as deliberate

rights and civil liberties under the d.
regimes in the Communist countries, Ind.eed
the IO has increasingly adopted a head-
in-the-sands approach to Communist viola-
tions of human rights as if to ignore them
would somehow obliterate them.

The result of this inconsistency between
lofty ILO prinelp and the letely con-
trary practices under Communlist totalltar-
innism which the ILO has failed to challenge
has been to weaken the forces of freedom and

Iters on fi ial obligations within
the U.N. system of organizations. How
often have we heard Members of the
House castigating those two nations for
refusing to pay their assessments when
the U.N. undertook a course of action
they disapproved of. Yet, now the Con-
gress is putting the United States in the
position of doing precisely the same
thing.

T tatives at the ILO will be embar-
rassed and handicapped. The many mem-
ber States who constitute the large ma-
jority of the ILO membership and who
belong neither to the western bloc nor
to the Soviet bloe will deplore and dis-
approve the action and will be the less
Likely to follow the U.S. lead on substan-
tive issues as they arise.

I hope that the action taken by the
House today will be corrected in the not
too distant future. If the United States
is to remain as a member of the ILO—
and I am sure this is the view of the
administration, of the American business
and labor community, and of the great
majority of this House—the assessment
for the current year will eventually have
to be paid,

PRESIDENT NIXON AND BLACK
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Eck-
HArpT). Under a previous order of the
House the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Anperson) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, this weekend—October 10 and 11—
the executive board of the Black Silent
Majority Committee will be meeting at
the Washington Hilton here in Washing-
ton. Almost 50 black leaders from 30
States will be gathering for a major con-
ference. I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to welcome this organization of
l::liack leaders to our Nation’s Capital

ty.

I think this meeting provides an ap-
propriate time to look at the record of
the Nixon administration as it relates
to black America. As I shall point out,
this administration has demonstrated
deeper concern than many realize for
America’s 22 million black citizens, Pres-
ident Nixon was expressing his true con-
viction when he stated in his inaugural
address that—

To go forward at all is to go forward to-
gether. This means black and white together
as one nation, not two.

This administration is committed to
racial equality in the United States, as
a look at the record will show. Several
areas in particular stand out. These in-
clude the number of black appointments,
inauguration of the Philadelphia plan,
the proposed changes in welfare and
manpower training, the proposal for
health insurance for poor families, the
increase in food assistance programs, the
increased support for black colleges, ef-
forts at school desegregation, and sup-
port for the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission.

BLACK AFPPOINTMENTS

President Nixon has appointed 64 per-
cent more nonwhites to top executive
positions than the Johnson administra-
tion. Among the many prominent blacks
appointed to executive positions by Pres-
ident Nixon are Washington Mayor Wal-
ter Washington, EEOC Chairman Wil-
liam Brown, Assistant Labor Secretary
Arthur Fletcher, Assistant HUD Secre-
tary Samuel Jackson, James Farmer at
HEW, and many others.




October 6, 1970

The same survey shows that at the level
just below that of Cabinet secretary,
there are approximately 102 Presidential
appointees of nonwhites. This is an in-
crease of five over the Johnson adminis-
tration,

Mr. Speaker, I noticed in last Priday's
Washington Post that although the num-
ber of Government employees is falling
slightly, nevertheless, the number of
minority group members in the Govern-
ment is increasing. During a 2-year

period—November 1967 to November
1969—Federal jobs declined by 16,400 in
41 metropolitan areas. During the same
2-year period, however, minority group
employment in Federal jobs rose by about
4,600,

BCHOOL DESEGREGATION

In the area of schocl desegregation,
this has been a very significant year.
The volume of school desegregation this
year has been greater than that for any
vear since the Supreme Court ordered
the end of dual school systems in 1954.

Three hundred and thirty six school
districts were desegregated in 14 States
this year under voluntary plans. Of these,
227 eliminated segregation completely,
and 109 were taking important steps
toward complete desegregation in the
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the Philadelphia plan, it is being ex-
panded to 18 other cities in the United
States. Although the problem of minor-
ity group employment is certainly a na-
tional problem, the Federal Government
is encouraging hometown solutions to the
problems that exist in each area. The
Federal Government will only intervene
when a local area is recalcitrant.
WELFARE AND MANPOWER TRAINING

Mr. Speaker, most of us are well aware
of the innovative proposal for welfare
reform that has been made by President
Nixon. This proposal would create a na-
tional floor of income support for poor
families, yvet it would also contain the in-
centive for work. The proposal would also
put an end to the incentive for families
to break up, which has been a character-
istic of the current system.

The President has also proposed a re-
vision in the manpower training pro-
grams of the Federal Government. The
bill supported by the President would
consolidate all job training programs of
the Federal Government within the
Labor Department, would give States
greater control in administering Federal
programs, and would create a national
job computer bank.

Both of these bills need to be enacted,

next school year. It should be pointed out,
Mr, Speaker, that these 336 school dis-
tricts compare with only 55 during the
previous school year, so I think that this
indicates that progress is being made.

A look at the percentage of black stu-
dents in the 11 States still containing the
greatest number of dual school systems
show additional progress. In 1967, almost
14 percent of the black students in these
States attended majority white schools.
This figure rose to 20 percent in 1968,
and estimates for this year range from 33
to 40 percent. This is real progress, and
I think that we can all be pleased that
this process is occurring with a mini-
mum of disorder.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT

Under the Nixon administration, the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission is taking a new policy direction.
Under President Nixon, the budget for
the EEOC has been more than doubled
when compared to the Johnson admin-
istration. William Brown, chairman of
the Commission, has pointed out that
many of the EEOC's problems could be
traced to the meager budgets provided
during the Johnson administration.
President Nixon has sought to alleviate
this problem by greatly expanding the
EEOC budget. In fiscal year 1968, the
last full year of the Johnson administra-
tion, the EEOC had a budget of $6.6 mil-
lion. In the next fiscal year, 1969, the
budget was $9.1 million. In fiscal year
1970, the first full year of the Nixon
administration, the EEOC had a budget
of $13.5 million, more than double the
amount spent during the last yvear of the
Johnson administration.

FHILADELFHIA PLAN

The Philadelphia plan, which was de-
veloped by the Nixon administration, is
designed to increase minority group em-
ployment in six higher paying construc-
tion trades in the Philadelphia metro-
politan area. Because of the success of

Mr, Speaker. Whether the Democrat-
controlled Congress will do so, however,
is another question.

HEALTH INSURANCE FOR THE POOR

President Nixon proposed basic re-
forms in health care for poor families in
June of 1970. The reforms will be pro-
posed in amendments to the Family As-
sistance Act by mid-February of 1971
Although the proposal is still to be
worked out in detail, certain objectives
will be kept in mind.

First, the Nixon proposal will not dis-
criminate against the working poor and
low-income male-headed families like
the present medicaid system does.

Second, the new proposal would be
graduated with respect to contributions
from families participating in the family
assistance program.

Third, it would establish national
standards for eligibility which would be
uniform and would provide a reasonable
Federal floor of health benefits for poor
families with children.

FOOD ASSISTANCE

When President Nixon delivered his
message on hunger to Congress on May
6, 1969, only 6.9 million poor Americans
were participating in the food stamp
program or the commodity distribution
program. A year later, there were 10 mil-
lion Americans participating in these
two programs. The $1.25 billion budgeted
for food stamps in fiscal year 1971, it
should be noted, is a seven-fold increase
over the $185 million spent in 1968. In
addition, the administration has estab-
lished a Food and Nutrition Service
within the Department of Agriculture to
administer nutrition programs for fam-
ilies and children.

SUPPORT FOR BLACK COLLEGES

1 noticed last week, Mr. Speaker, that
HEW BSecretary Elliott Richardson an-
nounced that the Office of Education will
provide more than $30 million in supple-
mental funds this calendar year to as-
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sist predominantly black colleges and
black students.

This action came following a letter
last month from President Nixon to the
President of a black college in Ohio, in
which he stated:

The present financial plight of many of our
small and the overwhelming majority of our
predominantly black colleges clearly demon-
strates to me that the Federal Government
must strengthen its role in support of equal
educational opportunity.

CONCLUSION

This administration has clearly shown
through sound but progressive and for-
ward-looking programs that it is con-
cerned with black America and its prob-
lems. To charge, as one person has, that
this administration can be “rightly char-
acterized as anti-Negro” is simply fool-
hardy and not based in fact. This admin-
istration is making progress in the civil
rights field, and it is progress that we can
be proud of as Americans.

Mr. RAILSEACK. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to join with my colleague from Illinois
in welcoming the executive board of the
Black Silent Majority Committee to
Washington, and I also want to commend
him for pointing out the progressive rec-
ord of the Nixon administration with re-
gards to black Ameriea. This group of
black leaders from all over America is a
real credit to our country. As Clay Clai-
borne, the national director of this com-
mittee, has said:

We believe that black revolutionaries and
militants, upon whom some segments of the
news media seem to dote, are not dedicated
to progress for our people.

I was particularly pleased to read their
statement of beliefs, which says in part:

There are millions of biack Americans who
work every day., keep their kids in school,
have never been to jail, pay their taxes, shop
for bargains, have never participated in a
riot—but are being shouted down by a hand-
ful of black militants. We have organized to
ralse the volce of patriotism and respon-
sibility for the black silent majority and to
demand the rightful share of national atten-
tion due us as a majority within the black
minority.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this group
of black Americans more truly represents
the spirit of black America than revolu-
tionary groups like the black panthers.
Although they may get more publicity in
the long run, it is groups like the Black
Silent Majority Committee which make
the lasting contribution to America.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to join
with my distinguished colleagues from
Illinois in welcoming the Black Silent
Majority Committee’s Executive Board
to our Nation's Capital this weekend. I
too noticed their statement of beliefs,
and I was particularly pleased to note
that section which said:

We organize to urge blacks to participate
in the el 1 p and to P &
strong two-party system within black voting
districts, supporting only candidates who ad-
here to the principles of constitutional gov-
ernment, law, order, and justice,

Mr. Speaker, I ask for unanimous con-
sent to include in the Recoro the com-
plete text of the statement of beliefs
issued by the Black Silent Majority
Committee, Statement of beliefs follows:
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A BTATEMENT OF BELIEFS OF THE BLACK
SmENT MaJORITY COMMITIEE

We believe that progressive, upstanding
but sllent cltizens—by the millions—are be-
Ing shouted down by a handful of militants
who do not represent us. Therefore, we or-
ganize to help raise the volce of patriotism
and P lity and the rightful
share of national attention due us as the
majority within the black minority.

We believe that revolutionaries and mili-
tants—upon whom the news media seem to
dote—are not dedicated to progress for our
pecple but their own aggrandizement and
to vioclent overthrow of the Amerlcan way
of life. Therefore, we organlze, as al] patri-
otle Americans are learning they must, to
speak out, using the press, television, radio,
newsletters and all othier means available in
this bountiful land.

We belleve that the principles of consti-
tutional government should be taught and
instilled in black communities by black eltl-
gens and that this 1s the only way to break
the “welfare-liberalism™ stranglehold that
has bound too many blacks for too long.

Therefore, we organize to urge blacks to
participate in the electoral process and to
develop o strong two-party system within
black voting districts, supporting only can-
didates who adhere to the principles of con-
stitutiona]l government, law, order and
Justice,

TAEE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MiuLer) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, to-
day we should take note of America's
great accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-

selves as individuals and as a nation.
Charles Gould, the publisher of the San
Francisco Examiner, has noted the fol-
lowing facts about America:

More than 196 milllon of our people will
not be arrested. More than 89 million mar-
ried persons will not file for divorce. More
than 115 million individuals will maintain
a formal affiliation with some religious group.
More than 49 million students will not riot
or petition to destroy our system. More than
nine million of our young men will not burn
their draft cards.

TOWARD FPEACE IN VIETNAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Rosison) is
recognized for 15 minutes,

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, it may
be useless to speculate concerning the
specifics of any new peace initiative for
Vietnam the President may announce
tomorrow night. However, there is no
harm done in stating what someone in
my position might like to see included
in any new Nixon effort to get the stalled
Paris peace talks off dead center.

I do not think there can be any doubt
about the President’s desire to end this
long and difficult war at the earliest pos-
sible date. There are some who do not
think it matters how the conflict ends—
they would end it now, or even have had
it end on yesterday if that were possible,
in effect letting whatever might then
happen in Southeast Asia just plain
happen.

The President sees things differently,
and I do, too.
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Perhaps we should never have gotten
into this war—I would not argue that
question on the affirmative side—but I
do think it important, now, how we get
out of it.

What is the present situation?

The President is pursuing his program
of “Vietnamization”—that being a pro-
gram of gradual withdrawal of the U.S.
military presence in Vietnam, the pace
thereof being geared to the growing mili-
tary capabilities of the South Viet-
namese, themselves, As I saw for myself,
on my visit to Vietnam earlier this year
as & member of the House Select Com-
mittee on United States Involvement in
Southeast Asia, this program is going
well; so well, indeed, that as I have said
before it was probably the judgment of
a majority of the members of that select
committee that the pace of our with-
drawal could, and should, be accelerated.
Unfortunately, that judgment was not
made a matter of record in our report
and remains, at the moment, largely an
unspoken one except insofar as some of
us have alluded separately thereto.

On August 3 of this year, I went into
this guestion in some detail in a major
House speech aimed at developing con-
gressional support for the President’s
policy. On the same day, I introduced
House Concurren’; Resolution 698—later
reintroduced with some additional co-
sponsors as House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 703—the thrust of which was to
have Congress enact, as it has never yet
done, what amounted to a national
policy for terminating this war via the
“Viethamization” route without, at the
same time, putting the President as
Commander in Chief into a straitjacket
by mandating withdrawal deadlines
upon him, through a cutoff of funds or
otherwise, that would require him to
complete our withdrawal under any and
all circumstances.

The attempt to legislate such a man-
dated deadline was, as I saw it, the fatal
defect in the so-called McGovern-Hat-
fleld amendment that eventually garn-
ered only 39 votes in the other body. And
House Resolution 1000—which may or
may not be offered later this week as an
amendment to the forthcoming-Defense
appropriation bill—has the same defect
and, if so offered, will be defeated for
basically the same reason.

By contrast, what I proposed was con-
gressional approval of “Vietnamization™
on an irreversible basis—even as various
administration spokesmen have de-
seribed the President’s pollcy—so that
Congress would share with the Presi-
dent the burden of the failure of that
policy should it go sour, which is by no
means & remote possibility. And, going
further, I suggested that we should set
forth—if we could find a consensus as
to applicable dates—the sense of Con-
gress as to the timeframe within which
we thought the President might try to
complete our withdrawal. This, you see,
is far from mandating a comparable
time frame but would, instead, leave the
President the flexibility most of us feel
he needs under the circumstances while
vet, at the same time, glving him new
leverage to put on the SBaigon govern-
ment—by providing it with a clearer un-
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derstanding of our intentions than it
now seems to have, so it can no longer
avold the hard decisions that are essen-
tial to a future for South Vietnam with-
out American er for its def .

There were two parts to the timeframe
I suggested—as reference to my pro-
posal will disclose. First, I urged a sense-
of-Congress endorsement of May 1,
1971—next year—as the terminal date
for any and all participation by US.
forces, anywhere in former Indochina, in
ground combat activities. This is a
wholly reasonable and, in my view, fully
attainable goal, in light of the marked
progress made by South Vietnamese
ground forces. Second, I suggested a
sense-of-Congress endorsement of July 1,
1972, as the tentative terminal date for
all other U.S. combat-support activities
anywhere in former Indochina. Again,
this is a reasonable—and attainable—
goal in my view, though I recognize full
well that it is too long a time in the eves
of some, too short a time in the eyes of
others.

For present purposes, however, I be-
lieve the President would do well tomor-
row night to announce his determina-
tion—absent any escalation of the con-
flict by the enemy in South Vietnam or
elsewhere in Indochina—to withdraw all
U.S. ground forces from the area by July
1, 1971. I would prefer a May 1, 1971,
date for reasons already mentioned, but
Mr. Nixon may feel an additional 2
months is indicated, in order to be on
what he considers the safe side.

But the importance of the July 1, 1971,
date is that the same would constitute a
partial, affirmative response to that por-
tion of the Vieteong's recently revised
peace proposals—now on the table at
Paris—which now demand a total, un-
conditional withdrawal of all allied
troops from Vietnam by July 1, 1971, in
return only for a Vietcong promise not
to attack during such withdrawal period,

That proposal is manifestly unaccept-
able—the current U.S. position, as I un-
derstand it, being one of offering a grad-
ual withdrawal of all US, and allied
forces over a 12-month period following
some sort of settlement of the basic is-
sues in dispute, the rate of our with-
drawal being paced to North Vietnam's
own troop withdrawals.

To complete the picture, the prior
Vietcong demand was simply for an un-
conditional withdrawal of all foreign
forces from South Vietnam, with no date
being set.

So, withdrawal dates are now separate-
ly important to the Communist side in
this struggle—and, if the President would
g0 at least as far as I suggest in this
connection it might be the key needed to
further open the door to meaningful ne-
gotiations toward a cease-fire that would
seem to be the logical, next-step in any
settlement process.

Surely, a standstill cease-fire by all
forces in Vietnam would seem to be a
desirable thing, and I would thus also
hope to see such a proposal made by the
President tomorrow night. As we also
know, the idea of a cease-fire has strong
public and editorial support around the
Nation, and was recently endorsed by
about a dozen Members of the other body
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which grouping included—if one has to
use rms—"hawks” as well as
“doves" over Vietnam.

In point of fact, in my aforementioned
proposal I urged Presidential initiatives
to achieve a negotiated settlement, in-
cluding efforts to arrange a cease-fire,
precisely because—as I pointed out-on
August 3—our mere withdrawal, via
“Vietnamization” or any other route, is
not a satisfactory policy in and of itself,
This is because, while it forecasts the
end of participating in the conflict di-
rectly on our part, it forecasts an on-
going war for the Vietnamese on both
sides of this tragic struggle, and would
demand of us—unless we were no longer
willing to bear it—a continuing, heavy
burden of providing armaments and log-
istical support to whatever free govern-
ment may survive in Saigon.

So, a settlement of the central, politi-
cal issues underlying this war is our ma-
jor necessity—and should be our prime
goal—for that is the only way it will truly
be ended.

If a cease-fire moves us in that direc-
tion—and, for the first time in their re-
vised proposals, the Vietcong now seem
interested in such a proposition—then
let us move, if we can, that way, But, in
attempting to do so, let us also fully un-
derstand exactly what it is we are talk-
ing about when we say ‘‘cease-fire.” Are
we talking “cease-fire” or are we talking
“settlement”? There is a difference—to
which difference I should think the Pres-
ident will have to address himself tomor-
row night—and that difference is well
spelled out in the following editorial from
the September 14 issue of the Washing-
ton Post, which I now set forth as the
concluding item in these remarks:

ViETNAM: “CrAsE-FIRE” OR “SETTLEMENT?"

Any number of thoughtful {and not so
thoughtful) people have decided that the
best way to end the war 15 not Vietnamiza-
tion, which only ends American participa-
tion, and still less victory or an abrupt and
arbitrary withdrawal, but a standstill cease-
fire. Some dozen senators of almost every po-
litical per have p d that prop
tion upon the President, prompted by some
old Vietnam hands now out of the govern-
ment and some prestigious voices in the
press. Notwithstanding recent experience
with this sort of thing In the Middle East,
where the boundary lines are clearly fixed
and violations readily detectable, the idea is
earnestly put forward as the answer to every-
thing: it would stop the shooting and there-
fore the bloodshed; It would jar loose the
impasse at Paris and lead inexorably to sub-
stantive talks about a real solution. It would
do all this, it is argued by the more serious
proponents, because it would oblige both
sides, In working ocut the terms of a cease-
fire and a standstill, to face up to the reall-
ties of the current balance of force and ef-
fective control in SDutI: Vietnam. And this
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cease-fire In Vietnam has gotten nowhere:
none of the participants is prepared to ad-
mit that when he is talking cease-fire he is
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For our part, it is hard to see a settlement
which does not accept some variation on a
coalition regime, some sharing of power,

really talking settlement. The p
simply go on demanding that the ad.rninl.u-
tration try it, and the administration goes
on saying that It has tried it—and they are
talking about entirely different things. So
the first step perhaps is to define what peo-
ple mean when they say “cease-fire."

What the Nixon administration and the
Thieu government mean s a cessation of
hostilities, a kind of freeze In position, which
means freezing Mr. Thleu In his position as
President, and accepting, at least by implica-
tion, the writ of his government throughout
the country until free elections establish
some other regime. This is what has been
“tried” and It should surprise nobody that
it does not interest Hanol very much. What
other advocates of a cease-fire have in mind
i1s something quite different; it too would
freeze the situation but it would acknowl-
edge Communist control of those areas which
were in fact beyond the effective control of
the Salgon government. It would begin the
process of parcelling out ultimate power, and
the sponsors of this approach make no secret
of their belief *hat it would Jead inevitably
to some measure of Communist participa-
tion in the central government in Saigon,
coalition if you will,

Needless to say, not all the Senators who
signed the letter to Mr. Nixon would concede
for & moment that they are proposing any-
thing that could lead to a coalition govern-
ment in Salgon, and their letter doesn't even
suggest this. But the fact remains that this
is what many backers of this move, Including
the men who drafted the letter, think would
probably result from a standstill cease-fire
of the sort they have in mind. It is what
makes the ldea appealing to such men as
Cyrus Vance, to name one who had a hand
in shaping it; the whole poinr. i that n.

some § by both sides of some part
of thelr orlglnal objectives. So there is much
to be said for a standstill cease-fire, if the
Salgon g can be p to ac-
cept the Idea and the Nixon administration
can be persunded to take the risks involved.
The alternative, is to proceed at a steady rate
with Viet jzation and A Tl with-
drawal from the war. There 15 & limit to what
we can do for the Thieu government and, as
we have repeatedly argued, we have about
reached that limit. If the Saigon regime
wants to push on alone it is welcome to try.
The worst course of all would be to tie
ourselves tightly to the unrealistic settle-
ment terms of & Salgon government which
rejects the notion of a compromise settle-
ment and expects us to hang around for as
long #s it takes to make sure that it won't
have to compromise at all.

NATURAL GAS SHORTAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. Price) is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to introduce a bill to deregulate the
price of natural gas at the wellhead.
I believe such a step to be a necessary
prerequisite to the efTective revitaliza-
tion of the domestic natural gas indus-
try and the elimination of the serious
natural gas shortage that presently faces
our country.

The magnitude of this shortage has
only recently been brought to the public
eye. Last April, Columbia Gas System
Inc., the Nation’s largest gas utility, an-

would force & realistic ack
the actual state of affalrs on the ground In
South Vietnam.

So when you boll it all down, there is not
much magic in this catch-all word “cease-
fire" unless it comes accompanled by some
explanation of what one is prepared to settle
for in the end. This is not to say that it
shouldn't be tried—only that it shouldn't
be tried in a dishonest way since it could
be dangerous to initiate negotiations on the
terms of a cease-fire without having to come
to grips with the question of terms for a set-
tlement. It is hard enough to envisage a
cease-fire, even if both sides could accept
the principle.

There are no front lines In this war; a
heavy proportion of the casualties are in-
flicted by mines and booby traps; a Inrgn
part of the and how
do you enforce a mtion of ierroristic
threats designed to condition men's minds? If
you ean h cool the in Viet-
nam, what about Cambodia? And what of
the areas in that middle category which are
controlled neither by Saigon or the Viet-
cong, or are controlled by one during the
day and the other at night. Finally, consider
the possible impact on the war of merely
negotiating over a standstill cea.st-nru based
on actual in ifi i vil-

would lead 1
of how political power shou.ld be parcelied
out in a final settlement.

So what the serlous advocates are really
proposing are not just means but ends as
well and that, of course, is the rub. For you
have only to look down the list of those sen-
ators who have endorsed the idea In a letter
to President Nixon to know that Senators
Mansfield and Goldwater and Jackson and
Daole and Prouty and Scott could not possibly
agree on the settlement they want in Viet-
nam, leaving aside whether the Nixon ad-
ministration and the Thieu government and
the North Vietnamese could all agree. This
is precisely why the public discussion of a

lages, and nces. The incentive
could be all the greater upon both sides to
intensify the war in an effort to show who
has the upper had in Village X or District ¥,
Thus a proposition advanced in the interest
of lowering the level of violence might well
raise it, with all that this could mean for the
pace of Vietnamization and American with-
drawal.

The first question to be answered by those
who would press this proposition on President
Nixon, therefore, if they are really serious
about it, is what they are prepared to accept
in the way of final settlement terms that
North Vietnam could reasonably be expected
to accept.

d it could not meet all the de-
mands of either the utilities supplied by
its pipeline subsidiary or the customers
of its own retail companies. Since then
utility after utility has announced re-
strictions despite some near-frantic ef-
forts to contract for gas from Canadian
pipelines and for liquefied natural gas
which can be shipped by tanker from
Algeria and Venezuela. This has shocked
the public into awareness of a problem
the petroleum industry and concerned
parties have been predicting for some
time.

It seems that until quite recently it was
assumed that because the United States
had large reserves of fuel in the form of
coal and oil shales and nuclear fuels—
provided the breeder reactor could be
perfected—there was little prospective
shortage of available, useful energy. Re-
cent warnings, however, have been heard
that the United States may be passing
from a situation of energy abundance in-
to one of energy scarcity. If so, this
would have grave prospects for this Na-
tion's future ability to further increase
the standard of American living and to
further increase the productivity of the
American economy.

As for electricity, some local short-
ages occurred during peakload periods
in the summer and winter of 1969. The
pattern repeated itself this past summer;
in fact, the Washington area was hit by
brownouts just last week. The forecast
for this winter is grim, particularly in
the heavily industrial Midwest and
Northeast. Many utilities in those areas
have already notified long-standing in-
dustrial customers that they may get
less gas this year than they did last
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year, a year when many of them were
already being shorted.

Most experts in industry and Gov-
ernment agree that a shortage of major
proportions seems all but unavoidable
this winter when home heating demands
put a heavy strain on resources. Short-
ages are likely to be aggravated in those
densely populated parts of the country
that use large amounts of electricity but
where land is not readily available for
either large new powerplants or trans-
mission lines. Some shortages may also
oceur because of shortfalls in the sup-
ply of coal and because of changes from
coal to oil or gas occasioned by increas-
ingly severe limitations upon the per-
missible amount of sulfur in coal burned
in powerplants.

In the wake of these shortages, many
experts foresee temporarily closed fac-
tories and laid-off workers, the burning
of more expensive and more polluting
fuels like coal and heavy industrial fuel
oil, more fuel imports, and lost profits
for gas pipelines and utilities.

Mr. Speaker, the full burdens of the
shortage in natural gas has yet to fall.
Present conditions will get worse for at
least three reasons:

First, a 4- to 6-year leadtime will be
required to develop new gas reserves,

Second, consumer demand for natural
gas is growing faster than our population,
because more and more people are turn-
ing to natural gas for thier energy re-
quirements. From 1960 to 1968, the popu-
lation increased 11 percent, while our
energy requirements increased 41 per-
cent, and this trend is still continuing.
Since natural gas presently supplies 35
percent of our energy requirements, it
seems inevitable that as our population
increases during the next 4 to 6 years, the
consumer demand for gas should increase
at an even faster rate.

The third reason why the natural gas
shortage promises to become more severe
is that new antipollution laws will serve
to widen the gap between the supply and
demand for natural gas even further.
Some States have already restricted the
use of some fuels that significantly con-
tribute to air pollution, such as coal and
heavy industrial fuel ofl, These laws
affect natural gas the least, because it
pollutes less than all presently available
fuels. As a consequence of these laws,
consumer demand for natural gas will be
driven to even higher levels,

Perhaps the problems inherent in the
natural gas shortage can best be appre-
ciated in a historical perspective.

The natural gas shortage has not de-
veloped suddenly—the first signs became
apparent about 15 years ago. They were
recognized, unfortunately, by so few pol-
icymakers that virtually nothing was
done to prevent the situation that exists
today. The seeds of today's problems,
however, were sown even further back
than the middle fifties. The lingering
effects of the great depression in the
early thirties. A business recession in
1938, and large-scale discoveries of new
reserves together caused the price of do-
mestic erude oil to be severely depressed
immediately prior to World War IT. Ii
was frozen at that depressed level during
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the war by price controls imposed by
the Federal Government.

With the lifting of the price controls
in mid-1946, the price of d tic erude
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Regrettably, Mr, Speaker, the mistakes
of the past tend to perpetuate them-
aelves Thu.s slt.hou.gh the Federal Power

oil began to advance. Between early 1946
and early 1957, the average price rose
from $1.22 to $3.17 per barrel. At the
same time, the demand for domestic
crude oil was growing at a healthy rate
of 4.3 percent a year, Together, these de-
velopments caused the wellhead value of
the Nation's petroleum production to in-
crease nearly fourfold. As a result, the
industry had a rapidly expanding finan-
cial base from which to generate capital
funds. And it also had the incentive to
reinvest those funds in the search for
more domestic oil and gas.

During this period, as gas consumption
by residential and industrial users and
private and commercial transportation
became more and more common through-
out the Nation, field prices of natural gas
became a national issue rather than a
merely regional coneern. Political pres-
sures for price regulation multiplied, and
consumer interests focused on the goal
of establishing some form of Federal con-
trol of natural gas field prices.

Economic growth and political pres-
sures collided in the Supreme Court's
landmark decision in the 1954 Phillips
Petroleum case. In the Phillips case the
Supreme Court interpreted certain long-
disputed wording in the Natural Gas Act
of 1938 to mean that the Federal Power
Commission was required to regulate
field prices for natural gas. As a result of
that decison, thousands of individuals,
independent producers and major pro-
ducers of natural gas were subjected to
Federal price regulation. This was the
only competitively produced commodity
to be so regulated by the Federal Govern-
ment, except in time of war.

The Supreme Court decision startled
the Congress, the Federal Power Com-
mission, and the Nation's petroleum in-
dustry. Congress had explicitly set forth
in the Natural Gas Act of 1938 that the
provisions of the act were not to apply
to the production and gathering of gas.
The Federal Power Commission had long
claimed that it had no legal jurisdiction
over gas production. And the petroleum
industry, an industry providing a tre-
mendously vital and important com-
modity at reasonable cost to millions of
Americans, found itself faced with new
forms of Government control.

At the outset, it was predicted in some
quarters that FPC regulation of natural
gas was impractical and unworkable.
These dour predictions were borne out
by bitter experience. For 6 years—1954
to 1860—producer prices were regulated
by the FPC on an individual cost-of-
service-utility basis. This method of val-
uation proved inappropriate and too
burdensome to practically administer. In
1960, the *“area rate” approach was
adopted. This approach, in effect, was
based on a cost-of-service utility concept
for an area rather than an individual
producer, It has also proven to be im-
practical and burdensome. And its ad-
verse impact is evidenced by the fact
that the U.S. natural gas reserves to pro-
duction ratio has fallen from 20.0 in 1960
to 13.3 in 1969,

the grave prob-
lems inherent in the natural gas short-
age and is attempting to institute actions
to alleviate them, there does not seem
to be a clear willingness on the part of
the FPC to question the feasibility of
continuing the regulatory structure it-
self.

I think this is a basic question, indeed
it is the most basic public policy question
surrounding the natural gas shortage.
I say most basic because the facts of the
matter indicate quite persuasively that
the natural gas pipeline industry has en-
countered adverse trends in recent years,
not because prices received have been so
high as to inhibit sales. Rather, it has
encountered adverse trends because
prices have been too low to generate the
level of activity needed to maintain in-
dustry vitality. What I am referring to, of
course, is that incentives for exploration,
drilling, and other pipeline activities
have become critically weakened.

In an effort to facilitate a resolution
to this problem of revitalization I joined
last August in sponsoring legislation ex-
pressing House concern for the domestic
natural gas shortage, urging the Federal
Power Commission to raise the price for
natural gas, and expressing the belief
that natural gas prices should ultimately
be determined through a free market
system. Senators Joun Tower, CLIFFORD
Hawxsew, and Bos Dork, introduced the
resolution in the other body and my dis-
tinguished colleague from Texas (Mr.
Busa) and I worked together on the
resolution in the House, We were most
gratified that almost 20 other Members
from both parties asked to become a part
of this effort to establish a needed equi-
librium in the nautral gas industry.

At present, the FPC is attempting to
respond to the natural gas shortage with
the means it has at its disposal. In Sep-
tember the FPC approved a settlement
which increases rates in the Hugoton-
Anadarko area. And although this does
not constitute any major breakthrough
in prices paid to natural gas producers,
it does represent a step in the right
direction.

More significantly, the FPC based its
decision on settlement terms agreed to by
the producers making the sales, the pur-
chasers, distribution companies and
most of the other parties involved. The
success of this approach may herald new
breakthroughs in the FPC's ratemaking
practices, aithough a test case may be
filed to determine whether ratesetting
by rulemaking as opposed to ratesetting
by hearing is legally permissible.

Mr. Speaker, looking at the natural gas
problem in perspective, it seems to me
that the resolution of the problem de-
pends on how quickly and how exten-
sively our domestic resources can be de-

1 d. I say ie b utilizing
foreign supplies is obviously no answer.
The FPC has recently approved proposals
to use liguefled natural gas imported
from Algeria and Venezuela to augment
domestic supplies in periods of peak use
this winter. Yet while there is a great
deal of political flack over increasing do-
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mestic prices in any amount, not much
thought is being given to the fact that
the delivered cost of imported liquefied
natural gas is two to three times the cost
of domestic natural gas. Liquefled na-
tural gas imports from Canada or Alaska
would also cost the American consumer
two to three times what domestically
produced natural gas would cost.

Based on the economic realities of the
situation I believe that increasing do-
mestic incentives is the most pragmatic
way to fulfill both consumer and pro-
ducer needs. Moreover, I believe that the
best and quickest way for the gas in-
dustry to be given the proper incentives
for revitalization is for the FPC to phase
itself out of the regulatory market with
as much dispatch as is possible. This is
why I am introducing a bill to deregulate
the wellhead price for natural gas. I be-
lieve this goes to the very heart of the
cause of the natural gas shortage. For if
the price of natural gas is established in
the open market rather than by adminis-
trative decree, this single factor may well
provide sufficient incentive for domestic
producers to initiate a healthy of
exploration and development of this Na-
tion's domestic natural gas resources.

In a general sense, this bill provides
that certain provisions of the Natural
Gas Act relating to rates and charges
shall not apply to new sales of natural
gas in interstate commerce for resale by
persons engaged solely in the production,
gathering, and sale of natural gas. More
specifically, the major elements of the
bill are: first, prices of new gas con-
tracted for bet the independent pro-

ducer and the pipeline oomnmy would
no longer be determined or approved by

the Federal Power Cc 1ssi Second,
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would further strengthen and improve
the bill, Today, I would like to call that
amendment to the attention of Mem-
bers, and solicit their support for its
adoption.

The amendment relates to title IX,
which defines as unlawful the use of
specified racketeering methods to ac-
quire or operate commercial organiza-
tions in interstate commerce. When 8.
30 was passed by the Senate on January
23, 1970, title IX provided two types of
remedies for violations of its provisions:
the eriminal penalties of imprisonment,
fine, and forfeiture, and the ecivil, equi-
table remedies brought to their fullest
development under the antitrust laws.
Both the criminal and the civil remedies
could be invoked, under the Senate bill,
only in proceedings commenced by the
United States.

On June 17, 1970, I appeared as a wit-
ness in support of 8. 30 during the hear-
ings held by Subcommittee No. 5 of the
Judiciary Committee, At that time, I
brought forward the suggestion that
there be added to title IX the additional
clvil remedies now provided by law for
antitrust cases—see CONGRESSIONAL REC-
oRD, page 27738, August 6, 1970. In addi-
tion to equitable relief at the instance
of the Government, which title IX al-
ready authorized, those antitrust reme-
dies include treble damage actions by
private citizens who have been harmed
in their businesses or property, suits for
equitable rellef for private citizens
threatened with such injury, and actions
by the United States for actual damage
to its business or property.

The suggestion very rapldly attracted
widesnread support. The American Bar

all prices and escalations would be stated
in definite prices per unit terms. Third,
provisions of gas purchase contracts
other than price would continue to be
regulated by the FPC.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
examine most carefully the terms of this
proposal. While it may not be the final
answer to the problems of the natural
gas industry, I do believe it to be of
singular value with regard to the pricing
of natural gas. In my opinion, FPC regu-
lation of natural gas prices has created
more problems than it has solved. As I
see it, the regulatory system should be
scrapped, not face-lifted.

ABA AMENDMENT TO 5. 30, THE
ORGANIZED CRIME CONTROL
ACT OF 1870

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. STeEIGER) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, the Organized Crime Control Act of
1970, 8. 30, on September 23, 1970, was
reported favorably by the Judiclary
Committee, as Members know, and in
all likelihood it will be taken up on the
floor shortly. The bill, as amended by
the Judiclary Committee, is a good and
extremely important bill. I look forward
with great pleasure to supporting its
passage oy the House. I intend, in addi-
tion, to offer an amendment which

CXVI—2218—Part 26

iation, for when it ex-
amined S. 30 in detail and adopted a res-
olution strongly urging its swift enact-
ment, recommended specifically that title
IX be amended “to include a provision
authorizing private damage suits based
upon the concept of section 4 of the Clay-
ton Antitrust Act"—ConcresstoNAL Rec-
ORD, pages 25190-25191, July 21, 1970.
International Intelligence, Inc., com-
monly known as Intertel, a corporation
managed by prominent organized crime

offered its support for 5. 30 and title IX
in particular, and has warmly endorsed
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less repr ible and seld violent.
There can be no reason not to provide
the individuals harmed by title IX viola-
tions, as well as the general publie, with
the additional protection those further
remedies would provide.

I am extremely pleased, therefore, that
the Judiciary Committee has approved
that basic concept and added to 8. 30 a
provision authorizing treble damage ac-
tions by private persons injured in their
businesses or property by title IX viola-
tions.

The bill reported by the committee,
however, does not do the whole job. It
makes the mistake of merely authorizing
such suits, without resolving the many
and varied procedural questions which
will arise in its application, and without
granting to the courts the full extent of
remedial authority contained in the
comparable antitrust laws.

‘The existing antitrust laws, for exam-
ple, contain specific provisions dispensing
with the monetary floor on district court
jurisdiction and dealing with the statute
of limitations for damage actions, sus-
pension of the period of limitations dur-
ing proceedings brought by the United
States, collateral estoppel or establish-
ment of prima facie evidence through a
prior judgment, and intervention in pri-
vate actions by the United States. (See
15 U.S.C. 15-33.)

Exnerleme with the antitrust laws

trates the r ity of including
aimﬂar provisions in title IX. Indeed, it
is nr overstatement to say that the civil
remedies prrvided by title IX, although
they give the appearance of strength,
largely depend for their effectiveness on
the clarity and contours of the title's
procedural provisions. The same factors
which led to the inclusion of those pro-
cedural provisions in the antitrust laws
are applicable, with still more force, to
title IX, The unlawful conduct which the
private plaintiff must prove often in-
volves interstate operations, which can
raise problems of venue and service of

. The task of proving the unlaw-
ful conduct often is difficult and involves
protracted pretrial proceedings. The re-
lationship between proceedings brought
by the United States and proceedings
brought by private plaintiffs is a complex
and subtle one, often requiring defer-
ment of one proceeding or another for a
period of time, Before we deny to a vie-

the idea of adding private civil di
modeled on the Clayton Antitrust Act—
id., page 28585, August 12, 1970.
Authorization in title IX of the entire
range of civil as well as criminal reme-
dies, private as well as public, is very im-
portant to the effectiveness of the title.
‘The value of private treble damage and
equitable suits has been amply demon-
strated in the antitrust field, where they
have been extremely effective in prevent-
ing and rectifying economic harm to in-
dividuals and panies, and in further-
ing the public purpose of preventing im-
proper commercial practices, That entire
gamut of civil remedies is still more im-
portant in title IX where corrupt and
violent means are used to take over legit-
imate businesses, than in the antitrust
laws, where the unlawful means used are

tim of or ized crime the procedural
advantages given to every antitrust
plaintiff, we must recall the very difficult
position in which a citizen who sues
under title IX will place himself. He may
be one individual suing an arm of La
Cosa Nostra, and the subject of his law-
suit may be its corrupt involvement in a
major industry. He will need not only
courage, but every procedural and re-
medial advantage which the law already,
as a matter of public policy, grants to
plaintiffs in antitrust cases.

I hope that, if title IX were enacted
with the Judiciary Committee amend-
ment only, the courts would construe
that amendment as importing into title
IX all the procedural provisions of the
antitrust laws which logically could be
s0 applied. There are, however, because
of the differences between the antitrust
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laws and title IX, some specific provi-
sions of the Clayton Act which might be
difficult to apply under title IX unless
they had been adapted or modified to an
extent which is more appropriately done
by the Congress than by the courts. Fur-
thermore, even if the more easily trans-
ferred provisions were eventually held
to govern proceedings under title IX as
well as under the Clayton Act, judicial
resolution of those procedural issues
would involve extended litigation and
delay, making title IX much less effec-
tive than if such procedures were pro-
vided on its face. In addition, the Judi-
ciary Committee version of title IX fails
to provide not only the necessary pro-
cedural provisions but also two impor-
tant substantive remedies included in the
Clayton Act: compensatory d
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under title IX, upon which the Judiciary
Committee has agreed and with which I
think every Member of the House can
agree, be done comprehensively and in
a manner which will make those rem-
edies truly effective. My amendment
will do exactly that, and will insure both
that title IX is a powerful weapon
against organized crime and that indi-
vidual persons can receive the justice that
they deserve in our courts. I ask the sup-
port of every Member for this amend-
ment, and hope we can all work together
to see that it is adopted.

The amendment follows:

AMENDMENT OFFERED TO 5. 30 BY
Me. STEIGER OF ARIZONA

On page 56, line 11, insert ', willmm. re-

mﬂ.‘tl to the nmoum. in controversy,” after

to

the United States when it is injured in
its business or property, and equitable
relief in suits brought by private citizens.
The amendment to title IX which I
have suggested authorizes the entire
range of civil remedies and specifies the
procedural rules to be followed in civil
cases under title IX. The provisions of the

jur

On page 56, lines 23 and 24, Insert “sub-
section (a) of" after “under” each time it
Appears.

On page 58, line 23, strike “action”
inse. . in lieu thereof “proceeding”.

On page 57, lines 6-16, strike subsections
(c) and (d) and insert in lleu thereof:

“{c) Any person may Institute proceed-
ings under subsection () of this section. In
any ding brought by any person un-

and

amendment cover the specific subject
dealt with in the comparable provisions
of the antitrust laws, including the period
of limitations and its suspension, inter-
vention, and several other procedural is-
sues. There could, of course, be reason-
able difference of opinion as to the exact
manner in which those procedural issues
should be resolved, but the provisions of
my amendment were adapted from those
in the Clayton Act, in light of the pur-
poses of title IX, and I am convinced that
they would serve well.

My amendment, in addition, went be-
yond the antitrust laws to include a wit-
ness-immunity provision authorizing the
courts in private civil cases under title
IX to grant immunity on request of a
private litigant, if the approval of the
Attorney General were granted. Author-
izing immunity grants in private eivil
cases, on request of private litigants,
goes beyond the ABA and other endorse-
ments my proposal has received and it is
not clear that it is needed to the same
degree as the other provisions. I plan,
th e, to lude that provision from
the amendment which I shall offer to
title IX when S. 30 comes up on the floor,
in order that there need be no contro-
versy concerning its acceptability. For
the same reason, I have substantially re-
worked the amendment. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. Porr) and the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. McGrecor),
both of the Judiciary Committee, have
given their valuable support to the con-
cept of broad equitable and damage rem-
edies under title IX, and those gentle-
men have introduced Iidentical clean
versions of 8. 30 containing remedial and
procedural provisions based upon my
amendment but substantially refining
it—ConcreEssioNAL Recorp, page 31814,
September 15, 1970, Mr. Porr, HR.
19215; id., page 32347, September 17,
1970, Mr. McGrecor, HR. 19340. The
provisions which they have introduced

der subsection (a) of this section, uner shall
be granted In ty with the principl
which govern the gra.m.lng of injunctive re-
lief from threatened loss or damage in other
cases. Upon the execution of proper bond
against damages for an injunction improv-
idently granted and a showing of immediate
danger of irreparable loss or damage, a pre-
liminary injunction may be issued in any
action before a determination thereof upon
its merits,

“{d) Whenever the United States is In-
jured in its business or property by reason
of any violation of section 1962 of this chap-
ter, the Attorney General may bring a civil
action in a district court of the United
States, without regard to the amount in con-
troversy, and shall recover the actual damages
sustained by it, and the cost of the action.

“(e) Any person who is injured in his
business or property by reason of any viola-
tion of section 1962 of this chapter may
bring a civil action in a district court of the
United States, without regard to the amount
in controversy, and shall recover threefold
the actual d sustained by him, and
the cost of the action, including a reason-
able attorney's fee.

“{f) The Attorney General may upon time-
Iy application intervene in any civil action
or proceeding brought under this chapter,
if the Attorney General certifies that in his
opinion the case is of general public im-
portance. In such action or proceeding, the
United States shall be entitled to the same
relief as if it had instituted the action or
proceeding.

“(g) A final judgment or decree rendered
in favor of the United States in any criminal
or civil action or proceeding under this chap-
ter shall estop the defendant in any sub-
sequent civil proceeding as to all matters
respecting which sald judgment or decree
would be an estoppel as between the parties
thereto,

*(h) Except as hereinafter provided, any
civil action under this section shall be barred
unless it is commenced within five years
after the cause of action accrued. wmm“er
any civil or eriminal action or
other than an action under subsection :dj
of this sectlon, Is brought or intervened in
by the United States to prevent, restrain, or
punish any viclation of section 1962 of this

are excellent, and the d t I shall
offer to 8. 30 on the floor will reflect their
provisions.

It is essential, Mr. Speaker, that our
establishment of private civil remedies

T the running of the period of limi-
tations p by this sub lon with
respect to any cause of action arising under
subsections (c) and (e) of this section,
which is based in whole or in part on any
matter complained of in such action or pro-
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ceeding by the United States, shall be sus-
pended during the pendency of such action
or proceeding by the United States and for
two years thereafter.”

On page 57, line 22, strike “action under
section 1964 of” and Insert in lieu thereof
“elvil action or proceeding under”,

On page 58, lines 4 and 5, strike
tuted by the United States”,

On page 58, line 14, insert “civil or crim-
inal” before “action”,

On page 58, lines 19 and 20, strike “any
civil action instituted under this chapter
by the United States” and insert in lieu
thereof “any civil action or proceeding under
this chapter in which the United States is
o party”.

On page 59, lines 17 and 18, strike “prior
to the institution of a civil or criminal pro-
ceeding” and insert in lieu thereof “before
he institutes or intervenes in a eivil or crim-
inal action or proceeding".

On page 63, lines 6, 7, 11, 17, and 24, and
in lieu thereof “civil or criminal action™.

On page 63, lines 6, 7, 11, 17, and 24, and
on page 64, line 2, strike “case” each time it
appears and insert in lieu thereof “action”.

“insti-

US. INVOLVEMENT IN MEDITER-
RANEAN—U.S. ABANDONMENT IN
CARIBBEAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. RARICK) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, our Presi-
dent has now completed his junket to
the Mediterranean and we hope his
peace, at whatever the cost, objective
will prove fruitful.

Many have known for years that the
imperialistic enemy we repeatedly en-
counter around the world has been Soviet
Russia. Many feel that a vietory policy
in South Asia would be just as forthright
a deterrent against increased Soviet ag-
gression as can be accomplished by
creating a new battlefield in the Middle
East. In fact, has not the no-win policy
in Vietnam induced the tensions in the
Middle East by showing a soft line
against communism?

With critical elections just weeks off,
the American people can well expect to
be barraged with solutions from the
peace efforts. Yet, the President himself
indicated that throughout his trip he en-
countered fear from large and small
NATO allies that the United States would
shirk its treaty agreements. Were such
fears not based upon our policy and ac-
tivities in Vietnam?

While many of these same European
allies reject our stand against commu-
nism in the Far East, their analysis of
our no-win policies in South Vietnam
prompts their questioning our reliance in
treaties in other areas.

The President has given assurance that
we will stand firm—at least in the Middle
East it seems—but European diplomats,
trained to evaluate politicians’ public
relations statements, can be expected to
minimize what we say but rather judge
our credibility by what we do.

Mr. Nixon's advisers have shown great
concern over the Mediterranean situa-
tion. As we hear assurances of honoring
our commitments to NATO, there are
those Americans who would rather hear
reassurances of commitments to our peo-
ple. Communist aggression and imperial-
i_s‘m are not limited to the Middle or Far

ast.
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We are advised that the Russian Navy
is building surface and submarine facili-
tie= in Cuba. The Caribbean is far more
important to us of the United States than
is the Mediterranean. Yet, we see little
concern and no show of force off our
continental shores.

We are not advised of any treaties
which obligate us to any of the countries
of the Middle East. This perhaps explains
the political rationalization being fed to
our people that our presence is necessary
to protect the oil routes to the European
nations who are members of NATO and
Japan.

Interestingly, the oil imports from the
Middle East are only 3 percent of U.S.
consumption, while the imports to Japan
are 85 percent, and to the NATO coun-
tries in excess of 75 percent of their total
consumption. Yet, neither Japan nor our
NATO allies have made any show of force
to protect their vital oil sources.

Arab States of the Middle East are the
major oil producers, Israel does not pro-
duce any great amounts of oil and if the
defense of the oil fields in the Middle
East is regarded as the motivating influ-
ence, are we supposed to believe that our
presence in the Mediterranean is to pro-
tect the Arab nations?

To the converse, the largest .oil-pro-
ducing States in the United States are
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas, which
produce thousands of times more ol than
Israel, yet with the Russians building a
naval base just off our shores, are not the
oil interests, especially the offshore oper-
ations, endangered right here at home?

We hope that President Nixon’s jun-
kets may have helped relieve world ten-
sion as we continue 1-0 hear about peace
through 1 ressi ts with
the Soviets, but we might. ask, “Mr, Pres-
ident, how can the American people gain
by bringing peace to the world while
being threatened in our own back yard?"

I include related newspaper clippings,
as follows:

[From the Washington Evening Star, Oct. 5,
1970)

NixoN WarNS ON MEDITERRANEAN—VIETNAM
Poricy Srirrs HINTED WITHIN A WEEK
(By George Sherman)

Dusrin.—President Nixon closed his elght-
day European trip today after warning that
he is ready to raise the American military
ante in the Mediterranean.

At the same time there were hints of a
fresh move on Vietnam,

The President and his wife boarded Alr
Force One and left for Washington early
this afternoon,

. . - . .
READY FOR INCREASE

Nixon issued his warning on Mediterranean
military strength in a speech to the press
yesterday in Limerick.

“The 6th Fleet presently can meet its mis-
slon,” he sald. ""We shall be prepared to in-
crease its strength In the event that its posl-
tion of over-all strength is threatened by
the actions of other powers wno take another
position in the area than we do.”

The warning was almed d.lrectly at the
Russians, whose fleet in the
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DIDN'T TALKE ON VIETNAM

Al igh the President's 20 talk
to the press avolded any discussion of Viet-
nam, there were strong feellng that some-
thing Is happening,

‘White House Press Se Ronald L.
Zelgler, speaking with calculated inscruta-
bility, sald Ambassador David K. E. Bruce,
the chlef U.S. negotiator in Paris, had new
general instructions to get the peace nego-
tiations off “dead-center.”

Though the American negotlator had no
“massive set of new instructions,” Zelgler
sald, “obviously every time Ambassador Bruce
and the President get together to talk about
Paris, they don't stay In the same position
in that discussion as they were In maybe
two months ago.”

From Zeigler's careful comments it ap-
pears that the U.S. negotlating team has gone
back to Parls to continue probing whether
the Viet Cong hints of a cease-fire and nego-
tiatlons over American prisoners of war
mean anything more than meets the eye.

But that is only part of the game. Almost
universal suspicion exists that the Presl-
dent Is preparing a major new peace initia-
tive which he will present to the American
public, perhaps within the week. If so, the
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HITS HARD ON DOCTRINE

The President hit hard the persistent
theme that this Nixzon doctrine for paring
unilateranl American obligations is not a pre-
scription for withdrawing from the world.

‘The purpose of the Nixon doctrine is to
provide a policy under which the United
Btates can meet its responsibilitles more
effectively by sharing those responsibilities
with others, he said.

The President was reacting throughout his
trip, he sald, to fears among large and small
NATO allies about an American retreat. Com-
ments by political figures in the United
States, Nixon said, had led to the belief “that
the United States might not meet its NATO
responsibilities and was on the verge of re-
ducing its contribution to NATO.™

. . - . .
TIES STRENGTH TO TURMOIL

Throughout hls remarks Nixon tied this
need for military strength to the threat of
constant turmoil in the Middle East. He
aimed harsh words at the Palestinlan guer-
rillas and the radical regimes in Syria and
Irag. The Mideast threat came, he sald,
“From radical which
might take action which in turn would
set . . . in motion . . . a train of events that

review with Bruce was part of the
tion, and his general instructions for Parls
were part of a holding action,

Experlenced observers of the fine art of
Vietnam policy-making find new evidence
every day of an move. O
timlng is important, If only becsuse of t.he

would into a fon
between major powers in the area.”

Nixon chose not to be pessimistic on the
ocutlook for peace in the Middle East. In
every country he had vislited, Nixon sald,
there had been agreement that the Israsli-
mh cease-fire must continue. He could say

Thz latest hint is Ziegler's word yesterday
that the Presldent has decided to hold a
meeting sometime next week with the bi-
partisan leadership of Congress to report on
his elght-day journey and the Vietnam dis-
cusslons in Ireland.

. . . . .

Currently the administration is pledged to
have 150,000 more troops out of Vietnam by
May—50,000 of those to be out by mid-
October.

What remains unknown here is whether
Nixon intends to tie an accelerated
withdrawal to a larger peace Initlative pro-
posing an immediate cease-fire,

POLICY SINCE MAY 1969

Previously the Nixon polley, enunciated
first in May 1960, has been a cease-fire as part
of an over-all agreement for with-

that nefther Israel nor the
Arab amm could gain by breaking the cease-
fire.

He sald he belleved that an of
the 90-day cease-fire, now scheduled to end
Nov. B, wnl the “p:ope‘: course and that it
has 1o

| From the W 4 Post, Sep
26, 1970]
Sovier Sus BasE ReporTED In CUBA
(By Peter Braestrup)

The Nixon admi said d.
that the Soviet Union may be hu.\]dlns a
strategle submarine base in Cuba and warned
that any such development would be viewed
“with the utmost seriousness.'™

A White House official, who declined to be
quoted by name, was asked about reports of

drawal of U.S, and North Vietnamese troops
from the south.

Aldes in the administratlon have argued
that a simple cease-fire, without any over-all
agreement, would slmply be cosmetlc. Since
Vietnam is largely a guerrilla war, fought
without set lines of battle; a cease-fire would
be unenforceable and a boon to the Viet
unless tied to a mutual withdrawal of outslde
Iwceo-—w me nrgume‘nt has gone.

'I'hamcu.uufﬂuonlremarn

a per Soviet missil ne base
under construction at Clenfuegos, a deep-
water port on Cuba’s south coast.

“We are watching it very closely,” the of-
ficial sald. “The Soviet Unlon can be under
no doubt that we would view the establish-
ment of a strateglc bass In the Caribbean
with the utmost serlousness."”

He sald Unlted States pollcy was still that
enunciated during the 1962 Cuban missile
crisis by President EKennedy, who sald that
peace could be maintained If SBoviet offensive
from the Carlbbean

on the Mediterranean and tl:w Middle xm.
and the Nixon talks with the two elder poten-
tates on either end of the Mediterranean—

1 Tito in Yug and Gen. Franco

in

Using carefully chosen words and speak-
ing sternly, Nixon gave the firmest commit-
ment yet issued to uphold the American role
in NATO and U.S. military strength in the
Mediterranean.

“I stated categorically to the NATO com-
manders,” he said of his conversations in Na-

Ples last week, “and I do hereby publicly
smu again that the United States will under
reduce uni ally its com-

now roughly equals in numbers—if not in
power—the 45 ships of the 6th Fleet,

“In the event that other forces, naval
forces, should threaten the position of
strength which the 6th Fleet now enjoys,™
repeated Nixon, “then the United States must
be prepared to take action necessary to main-
taln that over-all strength of the 6th Fleet.”

miLmznt to NATO."

Any reduction of NATO forces, he con-
tinued, would only take place through con-
sultation and agreement with the allies and
on & basls of what the forces “lined up
against the NATO forces” might do. In other
words reduction would be "mut basis"

were
and kept out In the future.

“We are watching the events in Cuba,” the
official sald. “We are not at this moment in a
position to say what they mean . . . Nothing
very rapld and dramatic is likely to occur.”

‘The White House warning followed earlier
reports of a visit to Cuba by a small SBoviet
task force, Including a gulded missile cruiser,
a guided missile destroyer, a tanker and a
submarine tender. The tender has been In
Clenfuegos harbor several weeks.

Earlier L in to L]
querles, Jerry W. H‘:Iedhc.lm deputy assistant
secretary of defense for public afalrs, said
that Soviet ships had moved three heavy
barges and other equipment into Clenfuegos
harbor during the past few weeks. This, he
sald, “makes us feel they may be seeking sus-
talned capabilities in the area.™

Asked If the Clenfuegos installation might
SCTVE 85 & Carl.bbun hue tur the Soviet
Yankee-cl to US.

with the Soviet bloc.

Polaris mbma.ﬂ.nes) Fﬂpﬂm}m eald;
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“We can't rule out that possibility.”

The barges brought Into Cienfuegos, Fried-
heim said, were first transported aboard a
Soviet amphiblous ship across the Atlantie,
then off-loaded, possibly In Havana, and
towed around the island to Cienfuegos.

“We are not sure that they are bullding
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for the “foreseeable future,”
spokesman said today.
Four additional two

a Pentagon
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first since the summer of 1962 when he visited
New York before the October missile crisis.
A it was not discovered until later

eqmpped with missiles, Joined the 6th Fleet
today, P B press n Harry W.
Friedham announced.

Part of their duties will be to provide

a submarine support facility,” Friedhei
sald In part. “There are some new naval
facilities In the Clenfuegos area within the
past several months. S8ome of the Soviet sup-
port ships have visited there. There are no
submarines there at present.”

As Friedheim noted, Daniel Hankin, his
immediate superior, said in a Monday speech
that the Soviet Unlon was showing an “ap-
parent intention"” to be able to conduct
“sustained surface and submarine opera-
tions in the Caribbean.”

The administration has been worried for
several weeks about Soviet activity in the
Caribbean which some officials linked to
Soviet testing of T.S. resolve in the Mideast
crisis.

On Sept. 16, administration officials In
Chicago briefed Midwest editors on foreign
affairs Including the latest Soviet Navy visit
to Cuba. (Under the briefing ground rules,
the officials could not be ldentified).

If the Soviet Union started operating
strategle forces such as Polarls-type sub-
marines, the officials sald, the Nixon admin-
istration would study this very carefuily.

If the United States put its Polarls sub-
marines into the Black Sea (which borders
on the Soviet Unlon), the officials said, the
newspapers would describe It as provocative,
although there is no legal restrictlon on
such a U.S. move.

But both Americans and Russians, the offi-
clals said, have to decide whether they want
to hold back on some legally-permissible
military moves, in the interests of some
longer-term settlement, or to press every ad-
vantage they have a legal right to take.

At that time 10 days ago, the administra-
tion officials reported it was not clear what
the Russlans were up to in the Caribbean.

According to several U.S, Navy sources, the
Russians do not need a secluded base like
Cienfuegos unless they plan to support a per-
manent naval presence or stockpile sophisti-
cated equipment.

The U.S. Navy has such bases at Rota,
Spain, and Holy Loch, Scotland.

Like the U.S. fleet, the Soviet Navy has
support ships which can repair and replenish
supplies at sea. Big Soviet Navy ships can
stop off at Havana where some 30 well-

d Soviet t 1 sortie forth to
gather Intelligence as well as fish,

The current Soviet visit to Cuba is the
third reported so far. A seven-ship squadron
salled into Havana in July 1969. Shadowed
by a U.S. destroyer, a seven-ship force, In-
cluding a submarine tender and two Diesel-
powered submarines visited Cienfuegos last
May 15.

The Soviet forays into the Carlbbean—
long regarded by the US. as an American
lake—have paralleled a growing Soviet naval
presence in the Mediterranean and the In-
dian Ocean.

“Ships of the Soviet navy are systemati-
eally present in all oceans, including the
areas of the NATO navies,” declared Adm.
Sergl Gorshkov, commander of the Soviet
navy, last July. “Such a situation is un-
doubtedly not to the liking of imperialist
hawks."

| From the Washington Evening Star,
Oct. 1, 1970]
THE 6TH FLEET To REMAIN AT INCREASED
STRENGTH
(By Orr Kelly)
The US. 6th Fleet In the Mediterranean
will remain at ita present strength-—the
strongest since the Berlin crisis of 1960-61—

anti-sub ine protection for the third ear-
rier, the John F. Kennedy, that jolned the
fleet last week, he said.

The Eennedy was accompanied by two de-
stroyers when she entered the Mediterran-
ean. Already on duty there were the carriers
Independence and the Saratoga.

Asked how long the three carriers would
remain in the Mediterranean, Friedham sald:

“There they are and I know of no plan
to divert any. On the other hand, I know of
no plans to leave them there permanently.”

He declined to comment on reports from
newsmen traveling with President Nixon that
the buildup of the 6th Fleet is designed as
visible proof that the Nixon doctrine does
not imply a total withdrawal of American
power from the world.

Not since the Berlin Crisis of 1660-61 has
the U.S. had more than two carriers assigned
o0 the 6th Fleet on a regular basis. Occa-
sionally there have been three in the sea
while one relieved another on station.

Priedham sald the destroyers that arrived
today had been under way for several days
and were dispatched as part of the U.S. re-
action to the Jordanian crisis.

But he declined to relate their presence in
the Mediterranean now to any specific event.
He described their arrival as a “precaution-
ary augmentation of our fleet to meet all
contingencles.”

In addition to the Kennedy and the de-
stroyers with her, five other ships also have
reached the Mediterranean In the past few
days. These include a helicopter carrier, the
Guam, carrying about 1,500 Marines, and
emaller ships.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Oct. 1, 1970]
Pravapa Rars U.S. “Fuss” Over Sup Base 1N
Cusa

Moscow.—The Soviet Communist party
newspaper Pravda accused the United States
yesterday of ralsing a “racket” over alleged
Soviet plans to build a strategic naval base
in Cuba. Pravda charged that this is part
of a campaign to create "military hysteria"
among Americans.

Pravda did not deny that the base Is b!ing
built, but chided W for

“too lght y noisy
palgns,

‘The newspaper apparently was referring to
& statement by a White House official last
week that the United States would view
“with utmost serlousness” the installation of
# Soviet naval base in Cuba.

The official cited evidence that the Soviets
might be building a permanent base in Cuba
to service their missile-carrying submarines.

Pravda cited the “fuss" over the base as
one of a serles of official U.S. efforts to “arti-
ficlally aggravate the international situation,
create an atmosphere of military psychosis
among the ordinary Americans and exert po-
Htical pressure on the capitals of some other
capltalist states."

cam=-

[From the Manchester (N.H.) Union Leader,
Oct. 5, 1970)
IMPLICATIONS IN CasTRO's Visrr

WasHINGTON.—Cuba’s Fidel Castro is com-
ing to the U.S. later this month to engage In
some anti-Ameriean brinkmanship.

The * 1 ©
will be visiting New York to attend the
United Nations General Assembly and to con-
duct a series of private meetings with Rus-
sian and Soviet Bloc leaders.

Castro's appearance at the UN will be his

Castro used his 1962 UN trip as a cover for
meeting with Russian officials to make final
5 for of Soviet

AITANE!
to Cuba.

The coming UN visit of Castro could be
just as omnlous for the U.S. Foreign dip-
lomats in Havana have warned American In-
telligence officials that Castro plans to use
the UN to try to force a diplomatic con-
frontation with the U.S. over bases in Cuba.

Their unconfirmed report is that Castro
will deliver a major address demanding that
the US. withdraw its marine and naval
forces from the big Guantanamo, Cuba, naval
base.

Since even Castro knows he has little
chance of getting the UN to support such
# move, American authorities here believe he
will use the UN maneuver to justify the es-
tablishment of & Soviet naval base at Cien-
fuegos on the Southern coast of Cuba.

In private conversations with forelgn dip-
lomats In Havana, Castro has flatly stated
that “our ports will always be open to Soviet
naval ships regardless of what the U.S. says
or does. I am going to ask the UN to guaran-
tee this"

Castro also hinted to these diplomats that
A new ic-military conf ion with
the U.S, was brewing and that both the So-
viet Union and Cuba are making prepara-
tions for it.

White House warning—Significantly, Nixon
Administration officials raised the specter of
a possible new Cuban missile erisis almost
at the same time Castro was talking to the
foreign diplomats in Havana.

In a background briefing, White House
nides made it clear that a crisis could develop
if construction of Soviet naval facllity at
Cienfuegos, Cuba, continues.

The Intriguing part of this carefully
planned White House warning was its tim-
Ing. Construction work on the Soviet base,
which began in February, was confirmed last
July by U.S. Intelligence officials,

Until this week, official policy has been
to say nothing publicly about the Soviet base
on the grounds It was a matter of discussion
in the Strategic Arms Limitations Talk
(SALT) underway with the Soviet Union,

Members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who
expressed growing concern over the Soviet
base last month, were privately informed by
the White House that the matter was a "dip-
lomatie rather than military question at
this time.”

The Presidents’ military advisers were told
that the Clenfuegos base issue was included
in the BALT negotiations on the recom-
mendation of Henry Kissinger, the Presi-
dent’s chief foreign policy adviser. Why Kis-
singer made the recommendation is not
known.

The secrecy ban on Information gathered
about the Soviet base was lifted by the White
House after the Defense Department re-
ported that several members of Congress had
learned about it and demanded that some-
thing be done to counter the threat.

Several members of the House Armed Serv-
ice Committee headed by Representative
Mendel Rivers (D-5.0.) warned the White
House that they planned to reveal detalls of
the Soviet base If the Administration did
not do so.

Just what President Nixon plans to do
about the new Sovlet base Is still not clear.
Members of Congress are being told that the
development is still being treated by the
President as a diplomatic and not military
issue.

Whether Castro's coming visit to the U.N,
will change this White House position Is
being watched closely here. It should also
indicate whether the Nixon Administration
believes the strategic U.S. base at Guantan-
amo s negotiable.
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Note: Extra security precautions will be
in force during Castro’s three-day visit. U5,
are now how to handle
possible demonstrations by Anti-Castro Cu-
bans in the New York area.

Cuban fallout—American Intelligence au-
thorities say there are no Soviet submarines
in Clenfuegos now, but a submarine tender
is there along with three other vessels. All
of the ships are part of a Soviet naval task
force, including nuclear submarines that
arrived in the Caribbean late in August . . .
Russia now has 13 operational Polaris-type
nuclear cubmarines. During the 1862 Cuban
missile crisis, they had none . . . Cuban re-
fugees report that the Russians are now
equipping Castro’s MIG-21s with short-
range missiles which could be used against
U.S. ships in the Caribbean area . . . Several
mysterious large boxes have been unloaded
from Soviet ships recently at Casablanca,
Cuba, according to eyewitness reports of
Cuban refugees. Each box was more than
10 meters In length, 3 meters in width, and
4 meters in helght and was taken aboard fiat-
bed trucks to the mountainous part of
Pinar Del Rio province. The trucks were part
of a Soviet military convoy.

THE CASE FOR PUBLIC SERVICE
EMPLOYMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. O'Hara) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. O'HARA, Mr. Speaker, last week-
end’s news of the new heights reached
by the unemployment rate is not news
which anyone will greet with enthusiasm.
Whatever may be the alleged political
effect of high unemployment, its real ef-
fect on the lives of the American people
is traumatic. All of us—including those
who are not actually displaced, are none-
theless affected, and affected in serious
ways by high unemployment.

Unemployment statistics are soon felt
in retail sales figures, in the income of
farmers and service employees and pro-
fessionals who still have their jobs, and
in the tax revenues available to our com-
munities. Unemployment, Mr. Speaker, is
nobody’s idea of good news.

It is therefore with some grim satis-
faction that I am able to announce that,
while these new flgures were coming out,
the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee was also concluding months of
work on manpower legislation by report-
ing, with impressive bipartisan support,
a bill which will, as urged by the admin-
istration, restructure the manpower serv-
ice delivery systems of the Nation, but
which will also, as urged on this side of
the aisle, create a massive program of
public service employment.

HR. 19519, ordered reported by the
committee last week enjoys, as I have
said, strong bipartisan support. The dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from EKentucky (Mr. Pen-
Kins, the able ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Avres), the gentleman from New Jersey,
(Mr. Dan1ELS), who serves as chairman
of the sub mittee which conducted
weeks of extensive hearings, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. Steicer), and
many of the rest of us have joined our
names to this bill. Of 19 sponsors, HR.
19518 has 10 Democrats and nine Re-
publicans.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, although
this bill was developed in a Democrati-
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rate is r I il higher. It is

cally controlled House and ittee,
it enjoys the unequivocal written en-
dorsement of the Nixon administration,
expressed in a letter from Secretary of
Labor Hodgson, received the day we re-
ported the bill to the House. I ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. Speaker, that the let-
ter be printed at this point in the Recoro.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, September 30, 1970.
Hon. Cart D. PERKINS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CHAIRMAN PErKINS: It gives me great
pleasure to advise you that the bill entitled
the G ve M Act, intro-
duced wday by Cungreamen O'Hara, Qule,
and Steiger, has the full support of the Ad-
ministration. This bill is a responsible re-
sponse to Presldent Nixon's request for com-
prehensive manpower legislation and |Is
consonant with the basle prlm:lplea of man-
power program reform he p

higher for many specific areas, it is higher
for certain kinds of workers, and it is higher
for certain age groups—particularly youth.
As disturbing as the average are, it's
more disturbing to realize that the lkeli-
hood for significant change in the foresee-
able future ls remote, particularly when one
looks closely at a breakdown of figures.
Common Cause, formerly the Urban Coali-
tion Action Council, has analyzed the pub-
lished unemployment figures of the Depart-
ment of Labor and arranged them by state
and congressional districts. The attached
analysis will give you a true picture of what
the unemployment rate ls in your district
as opposed to the natlonal average. Pigures
for major labor areas are as of June, when
the national average was 4 per cent below
the present figure. They represent the most
recent compilation by the Department.
These figures are even more disturbing
when one realizes that the figures themsalves
may be conservatively .6 of one per cent low
when complred. to pre-1965 figures. In un-

You may be sure that this bill has my
warmest personal support.
Sincerely,
J. D. Honosox,
Secretary of Labor.

In spite of this impressive backing—
which crosses partisan lines, and the
line of separation between the executive
and the legislative—H.R, 19519 is go-
ing to need all the help it can get if it is
going to become law now, when its im-
pact is most needed by the growing hun-
dreds of thousands of unemployed Amer-
icans. The other body has given its ap-
proval to a bill not wholly dissimilar to
H.R. 19519 and we can, if we all make a
concerted effort, still secure its approval
by the House and work out whatever
has to be worked out in a committee of
conference before we recess later this
month.

Mr. Speaker, unemployment is not a
problem of a few large cities. Nor is it
a scourge visited on one part of the
Nation alone. Its impact is felt in urban,
suburban, and rural districts. It is a
problem in North and South, East and
West. Common Cause, the organization
chaired by the distinguished former
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Hon, John Gardner, has provided
every Member of this House with a chart,
taken directly from U.S. Department of
Labor figures, showing the unemploy-
ment rates as of June of this year, com-
pared with those of June 1969 in over
300 congressional districts—a dismay-
ingly high proportion of which have at
least small areas of persistent unem-
ployment reaching or exceeding 6 per-
cent. A disturbingly high number of these
300 districts have major labor areas with
unemployment rates at and over 6 per-
cent. Some of these districts have labor
markets with 10 percent or even more
unemployment. The bad news is shown in
these charts. He who runs, can read.

Mr. I include the sta t

y before both the House
and Sennw. Prol‘ Charles Killingsworth of
Sta d out that
definitions useﬁ by the Lahor Department up
to 1965, If used today would add at least .6
of one per cent to the present figures. The
attached release of May 18 explains this
polnt.
Common Cause has urged the Congress to
federally fund a substantial job creation pro-
gram for the public sector as an important

to p p -
icy. Buch action was important even during
periods of high employment and relatively
low unemployment because many groups in
our soclety were not reached by this pros-
perity and continued to suffer unemploy-
ment and underemployment. It is even more
urgent today when unemployment is per-
sistently high across the board.

Averages are deceptive. A man once
drowned trying to walk across a lnke whose
average depth was only three feet. Area-by-
area figures are set forth on the chart.

Sincerely,
JoHN P. LAGOMARCING,
Deputy Erecutive Director.

UNEMPLOYMENT BY CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT

The following table lists of the
House of ves who areas
with high unemployment. The table is di-
vided into major labor areas and small labor
areas. It is compiled from figures gathered
by the Department of Labor and published
l.n the Department’s “Area Trends in Em-

and T August 1970."

Ha]or Labor Areas. The Department of La-
bor each month fles 150 major P
ment centers according to their labor sup-
ply. The following table shows the unemploy-
ment rate in the areas for June 1970 (the
most recent figures) and for a year earlier.
(A few areas with unemploymem rat-u be-
low 3.0 p have been

Srrulller Labor Areas. The right- hund col-
umn in the table lists smaller labor areas,
as classified by the Department of Labor,
which hne experienced persistent or sub-

5 unems-

¥ means has averaged

0 percent or more of the work force in the
preceding calendar year and has exceeded the
national average rate by 50 to 100 percent in
the preceding two to four years. Substantial

and charts prepared by Common Cause
at this point:
CoMmon CavsE,
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1870.

Hon. James G. O'Hama,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M. O'Hara: The unemployment rate
In the nation now stands at 5.1 per cent.

ment means ment of 6
pereem: or more of the work force plus the
expectation that the rate will remain at 6
percent or more for the following two
months. Classifications are based on figures
for August 1970,

Note: The labor area designations are
sometimes larger and sometimes smaller
than Congressional districts. Thus, some
areas will appear by the names of several

But this is an average figure. A are
deceptive. In many areas of the country, both
rural and jpolitan, the

Congr in other areas, a single Con-
grﬁsman will be listed with numerous labor
areas,




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE October 6, 1970

Smaller areas—Persistent upemployment & percent or more

5
Culiman (Cullman County), Gadsden (Etowsh County).

. Eulaw (Greene Connty), Pell City (51 Clair County).

Florence-Sheffiold (Calbert, Frankiin, Laudesdale Counties), Lawrence County.

. Aleutian Istands, Anchorage, Barrow, Bethel Bristol Bay, wmamc-m;m airbanks,
Kenai-Cook Intet, Ketchikan, Kobuk, Kodiak, Kuskokwim, L its, Nome
Palmer-Talkeetna_ Prince of Wales, Ssward, Sitks, Upper \rmnntm Wade
Hamplon, Wrangell-Petersburg, Yukon-Koyuliuk.

Mchary (Apache County), Winslow (Mavajo County).

- Pocahontas (Randalph Cownt ;) Walnu! Ridge (Lewrence County).
-. Berryvilie (ClrlllN County), Clarksville (Johason Cmmly)_ crmlnl’ﬂ County Marshall (Searcy
zark (Frankim County), Paris (Logan
- Little Rock/Nerth Little Rock ... < Bll:ﬂl"!ﬂ m.;?escw ard)- lShs Oom), elbourne (irand County), Mountan
iew (Stone Counl earcy
. Camden (Calhoun Ouachita Cmnm:s) mlnm (Het Spring County).

lus:mleumseadt
eauliO.. i

Hollister (San Benito County’ r
Lakepert (Lake County), Willows {Glenn Counly), Yuba City (Shutler, Yuba Counties).

*” Anabeim Santa AnaGasden Grove.
San Diege. S et

Modesto (Stanislaus County).

Stockton
- ‘San Bernarding, Riverside Ontar
- Fresno_. . _ 8 Merced (Merced County).

S ; c:munent cnrm Nntll Cwany} Eureka (Humboldt County), Santa Resa (Senoma County),

Lchm-l‘.lmlile (Bulte mnlﬁ Grasy I'alle; Hlud! County), Madera
Iade.rl Wlﬂﬂ. g:dmm Cnnn ncy (Flumas County),
ed Elufl (Tehama County), nl e Tasimaos Gounty). Stsen:
ville (Lassen County), Weaverville ( nmly 3 reka (Siskiyou County).
Salinas-Monterey g:lenlern County), Santa Cruz (Santa Cruz County).
Oxnard (Ventura nly).
- Bl Centre {Imperial County).

- Antonio (Conejos County), Center (Saguache County).
. Blanca (Costifta County), rdwlr(!:mu'lq County), Trinidad (Las Animas County), Walsenburg
(Huerfano County),

g .
aww N

Ansonia (Towns of Ansonia, Derhl Oxford, and Seymnul in New Haven County).
Bristol Plymouth, Torringtan, Litlchheld, Winchester

A e EENpe e
~Nn @ WODgmm
M g iR,
e @ ws

- lﬂ'lh:?uoﬂl (Franklin County).
eland (Polk County).
t somm (Hatmes Caunty),

.0 Hawkinsville (Pulaski County).
.. Chatsworth (Muruy Cmmle Dallﬂ (Pauldmﬁﬂoumﬂ, Douglasvile (Dougles County).
Manchester (Meriwether County), I
Ludowici (lnnc Coully}, Pemhmha (Bryan Guuﬂl\‘l. Snm-m (Treutlen County).
& County), Cumming (Forsyth CBuugf}_ McCayrvilla

annin uu i Ywn Harris (Towns County).
P E (h ! ngm‘:’l;?‘“ Gal{nas {Clay County).
5 81¢kshurg‘l‘me County), Exstman (Dodge County), Fitzgerald (Ben Hill County), Nahunta
{Brantley ty).

el
Honoluha.
da.
I!rig_ﬂ('l‘mnf.ou

g2 mty)
T il (Idsba Cointy), Horseshos Bend (Boise Cauniy). MeCall (Valey County), Orefine
(Clearwater Coum'n 5L Maries (Benewah Counly), Sa int { Bonnar County).
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Illmu—conhnud i
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5t. Clair County,

7
7
e
7 §
0
2

.. Davenport/Rock Island Moline. = 3 .
Findley. ... is = Hardin (l::muwn Cwnly) leuazmlie“&l:rs Counly).
Gray - - bon e, aski Eounnes)_ Carmi (White County), DuQuoin
(Pn c?'m;‘t‘ﬁ “:rb"“u(‘isl \Uelall F(r_'mﬂlurt I;emn Franklin,
3 ora (Hamilton County), Rosiclare (Hardin
County), Shawnestown (Gallatin County). )' g
Indiana:
Adair > - Forl Wayne
Brademas. . . - South Bend
Bray 4 . Indianapolis. . ..... SThaasT g
Hamilton - . il o i . Begl:‘nil guueue Counly), Lowrenceburg ‘Dearborn, Ohio Counties), Scottshurg (Scolt
niy)

Jacobs. ... Indianapol
Landgrebe ... _
Madden. .

. Knox (Starke County).

Clay County, Linton {Greens County) Vermillion County.
Mar’cngo( rawlord lg«mly}_ 7 .

Gary...
Terre Hau
- Evansville.
- Cedar Ranm
Des Moines. .
5 Rock tsland, Moline. .

B e pgnent .
W R raml

Lo s e e

Wichita
LN Coffeville {Montgomery County).

Albany {Clintom County), Barbourville (Knox Counly), Booneville (Owsley Counly), lhfhn
o o Gt e, Mo ol s o

nty), Monl layne County), Russ prings il incol

s County), Whitley City (McCreary County). celiias i 2

- Lopsvilie

Maicher. ... .. ...... - = D i s . ... Bardstown 'S.I':ekon caunl& Brownsville (Edmonson County), Hardinsburg (Breckinridge
County), Hartlord (Divio County), Lebanon (Merion County), Leitchfield (Grayson County),
Springfield (wnnmmn County).

Perking 7 weio-.. Camplon (Wolle County), Flatwoods (Greenup County), Grayson (Carter, ENiol Counties),

Hazard (Knott, Perry Counties), Inez (Marlin County), Jackson (Breathitt County), Jenking

{Letcher County), Louisa (Lawrence County), Morehead (Bath, Menifes, Rowan Counties),

Paintsville {Johmsan Counly), Pikeville (Pike County), Prestonsburg (Flegy County), Salyers-

ville Mag’ﬁn County), West Liberty (Morgan County).

rlisle County), Cadiz ﬂrﬁmnly] Dixon (Webster County), Eddyville (Lyan

County), lefulﬂ(&rus Counl Ban Cnuty Morgantown (Butler County), Princetan

(cﬂdwdl County), Smithland (I.wmpml! Coun

Walts__.. o = ~ x ...... Georgelown (Scotl Counly), Lancaster (Garrard County), Nicholasville (Jassamine County).
Richmand (Estil, Jackson, Madisan, Rocheastle Counties), Stanton (Powell Coant ty).

Stubblefield

Loussiana:
3. New Orleans. ... - - -8
EREY T L L L L M msn_ul:mﬂhl‘“mmﬂm Parish), Reserve (SL John the Baptist Parish), 5t Martinville
ar
Abbeville (Vermilion Parish), Crowley (Acadia Parish), Jennings (leMerson Davis Parish),
I;,zl‘llﬂcjhariu (Cakeasien Parish), Opelousas (SL Landry Parish), Ville Platle (Evangeling
arish).
Hibert_ - - Wew Orleans. .
Long = 2 - e 4 = Alexandria (Avoyelles, Grant, Rapides Parishes), De Ridder (Beauregard P“Mk Leesville
(Vernon Parish), Man g‘h‘nu Parish), Natchitoches (Matchitoches Parish), New Roads
{Painte Coupee Parish), Dakdale (AMen Parish), Plaquemine (Iberville Pinﬁl
Passman. ... . R e 2 52T Dnlumbll {Caldwell Parish), Ferrday (Catahoula, Concordia Parishes), Gr nﬂm(‘ (5L
Helena Parish), Monroe (Ouachita Parish), Dak Grove (West Carroll Parish), Rayville (Rich-
land Parish), Francisville (West Feliciana leh) Winnsbora (Franklin Parish),
Raviek. ._...ooeee. ... Baton Rouge._ . 3 e o L5 Del!lnm Spm:ga (Livingstos rish), Parish), (Tangi-

pahoa
wnnonnu. o Shreveport P 4.3 Arcadia (Bienville Parish), Mansfield (DeSoto Parish),
H..l!hauy - = eeeimememaiconeoeeeeen - . Calais-Easiport (Washington County) EHsworth (Hancock Cwnly} Fort Kent, Madawaska-Van
Buren, Rockland (Knox County)'Waidoboro (Lincoln County;
Partland 3.5 Rockland (Knox caunlyj,lmldelmu{u»coln County).

. Oakland (Garrell County).

Cambridge (Dorchester Counly), Crisheld (Somerset County), Pocomoke City (Warcesler
Caunty), Prince Frederick ( llnnlr.oun by y e

5.5 Gloucester/Essex/Rochpart (Essex County), i (Eszex
County),

4.4

6.0

5.-! Ware/Belcheriown (Hampshire County).

4. n MilfordUxbridge (Worcester County).

Bourne/Wareham (barnstabls, Plymouth Counties,) Plymouth/Kingsion/Plymouth Carver
{Plymouth County), Provincetown Truro {Barnstable County).

Mszsachusetis:
Harringfon_

Morse.

y'
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lonia/ Belding Greenville.

Aima (Gratot Counly), Bay Cily (8ay Counly), Clars (Clare County). East Tawas (Alcons-
losco I‘.oamhn}, Gnylm: (Cn Counfty), lonia/Belding (uaw &, Mancelonas (Antrim
{‘.ounl‘ nly), Roscammon (Roscommon r.oualn ndish (Arenac County),

West ranai npmml:wﬂl,}.
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Michigan—Continued 2
R S , . - Adrian (Lenawee County), Wayne County (part).
Grand Rapids. & A .8 lonka/ Belding Greenville,
= W . wensns- Wayne County (part).
Bad Axe {Huron Counly), Caso (Tuscola County).
. Coldwater {Branch County), Hillsdale {Hilisdale County),

Alger Coanty, Alpena (Alpena County), Boyne City (Charlevoix County), Chm;m{ﬂmpn
County), scanaba (Delta Counly), Gaylord {D1zego County), Hancock (Houghlon, Heweenaw
Counties), HRlman (Munlmeum:v County), lron Mountain {Dickinsen Eamly} Iron River
(c;nn County), ‘ronwood (i hic Cnum',; L'Anse {Baraga Counly] M.muhnut(S:hnlcrarl
unty), Bnquella{ﬂi er arquetle Cocnties), Newberry (Luce County), Petoskey (Emmet
coum,) er'.IC!Iy( Tesque Isle County), SL. Ignace (Mackinac County) Sault Ste. Marie
hippewa unl

. Muskegon = s o L A Badmn (Lake mn] Cadillac {Missaukes, Oscecla, Wexlord Counties), Elberta (Benzie
County), Framont (Newsygo County), Hart (Ocesma County), Ludington (Mason County),

Manistes (Manistee County), Traverse Caty (Grand Traverse, Kalkasha, Lelany Counties),
Minn
- l:lulum Sumnor = .3 Aitkin (Aitkin County), Grand Rapids (Itasca County), Pine City (Pine County).

Bagley (Clearwaler Gounlsoumlll(tlll! of the Woodlcmmh') Bemidji (Beltrami County),
etroil Lakes (Becker nly), Hallock (Kittson County), Mahnomen (Mahnomen County),
Park Rapids (Hubbard County), Red Lake Falls (Red Lake County), Roleall (Rozeau County),
Walker {Cass County), Warren (Marshall County), Brainerd (Crow Wing County).
-~ Litthe Falis {Morrison ty), Princebon (Milie Lacs County),

cea Ol ] ounty), Kesciusko (Attala Counly).
o Celumbu(‘limncuunlzm e {4
(Lamar County), Richlon (Parry County), wmmm (Wayne County).

B County), L
- Jackson_ .

. Kansas City..._. 6
: g - Charleston (Mississippi Counly), Doniphan (Ripley County), Flat River (SL Francois County),
S Greenville (Wayne County).
ouis. .
. Branson (Taney County), Buffale (Dc-hv. County), Eidon (Miller County), Eminence (Shannan
Counly), Polosi (Washinglon County)

.- Glasgow (Valley County),
- Bulle (Silver Bow County), Philipsburg (Granite County), Sheridan (Madison Counly), While
Sulphur Springs (Meagher County).

- Caliente (Lincoln County).

mhnhc Cnly.
Jersey Gty
i)

- Newark

_ New Brunswick/Perth Amboy.

: Palerwnﬂ;hl'lnn,r.m.g
Trento:

Ocean City Wildwood Cape May (Cape May County), Vineland (Cumberland County).

Lol ol o o ol
" LSmeoS~

Ll o ol o
LA T TR 2

Bernalilo (Sandoval l:mmg)1| Espanol (Rio Arriba County), Las Vegas (San Miguel County),
Mountainair ('lnmnca niz Raton {Corln County), Santa Rosa (ﬁuadrﬁpa County),
Taos (Taos Cou wnd {Mora Counly!
. Carlshad (Eddy Cwnm arminglon (San Juan County), Gallup (McKinley County), Secorro
(Socorro County).

Gloversville (Fulton County),
Warren County.

Orleans Coanty, Perry (Wyoming County).

el
memEROODe M
MR
o - DT T T U )

- Catskill (Graene County), Cobleskill (Schoharie County).
T uwensbur:..mmu {um (Franklan, SL Lawrence Counlies), Oswego County, Platisburg
Hriton

: wm (Dﬂllvnrl: nunly
- Auburn (Cayuga County), Norwich {Chenango County), Oneonts (Olsego County),

x Charlotte.
Tayler. ilie. . E?Wn C|t|-(s|uu;[:wuly) Hayesville (Clay County), Marshall {(Madison County), Robbinsville
i
IR e s von s 0 00 bie wuian i e S i e S I ey IR L EHENON r.wnly) Snew Hill (Greens County), Wilson (Wilson County).
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Merth Caroline—Continoed
Jones iy i

(Pitt County),
Mantea (Dm Cwnm Nnynck (bumluck cwnh') Pamlico é-vunly, Ifmdnr (Bartie

[Ilz:he{ﬁlnnn {Bladen Counly), Lumberton (Robeson Coanty), Whitev:lte (Columbus County).
Rolla (Rojette County),

. Cleveland.___
do. .

Akron___.
Cincinnati_ .
S Ao
Youngstown Warr
Hamiltea Middled
Lorain/Ebyri
Stoubenvil

Warren County.

 odot ot ut ot ool et od ot o
e T P D e 00

.5 Carroliton (Carrol: County).
- Clermont County, Lawrence County, Manchester (Adams County), Waverly (Pike County).
- Gallipalis (Gallia County), Jackson (Jackson County), New Lexington {Parry County), Pomaroy
{Meigs County),
Okiahoma City. =4 8 2
N i N .9 Altus (Jackson Counly), Anadarko (Caddo County), Cardell (Washita County), Purcell (McClain
County), Shawnee (Pottawatomie County).

Uarsmon (Ihgen Count: a Jay (Delaware County), Mh.mtmll.wa County), Muskoges (Mutho-
Bkmnz ituskee O:nniyéﬂskmmwﬂm u{’ County), Pawnee
unm Pryor c«m (May nly S!.i-dl (Adalr County),

ety M' Coal Cul ty), Hold
o enville (Hu
5 Choc (McCu: l (l:a I-)Im County, H-lrg‘tla
nty), lester (Pill rgh Cnn!ﬂl') Stigler (Ila:le Cmml'r) Tishomingo (John-
ston Caunty), Wilburton (Latimer County),

mumn.'ule ambill Counly) Tillamook (Tillameok Counly), Toledo (Lincoln Counly).
url’y County), ranh Pass {J hine County), Mearnnl (Jacksen County),
Nn: (goas I urg {Douglas Cous
o "R | e s TR e il a o M SR g Bl cendont&mum cnun | cmnpu Fossil (wheesen:w ), Hood River
(.I: ood River Cwnl I.akem (ul:r County), Madras (Jefferson Coun‘rn Pendislon
(Umatilla County), lle Dalles (Sherman, Wasca Counties),

Pennsyivanu;
retl.... Philsdelphia_

l!\mu: -,

Bedlord { Bedlord County).

Kitting/Ford City {Armstrong County).
Tunkhanneck (Wyoming County).
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Unientown Connelisville (Fayalle l."um]y
. Bradford (McKean County), Clearfield/DuBois (Clnlfm]rl Cenire Counties), Coudersporl
(Potter County), Lock Haven/Renove (Clinton County).

Charleslon. ........ - Barkeley County,
et ® WicCormick (McCormick County), Saluda (Saluda County).
, Saluda n
“““‘3’«"-"‘ Uoe Countyy, Gaorgetown (Georgelown County), Marion (Marion Couaty
o X m (Georgatown County), Mas rion
Berat (Bl Conigy e k

Exin (Houston County).
Hardin County, Lawrenceburg (Lawrence County).

o (Rhea Counly), Decatur (Meigs County), uunuo (Sequatchie County), Swoetwater

Monros County),
Maynardville (Unton County), Rutiedge (Grainger Cous
LaFalletts/Jellica (Campbell County), Morgan County, m (Seott County), Sparta (White

- Gresneville (Greene County), Newport (Cocke County), Sevierville (Sevier County).

Bracketiville tmm Mn'y). Del Rio (\ul Verde County), Uvalde (l.lnlde I:oultj?.

Carrizo Sprii ; Cotulla (La Salle County), C 'C‘? (Zavala County
Eagle Pass Iuv-nds o (Wilson County), u.ﬁ: (Medina County), L.n
(Webb County), Pmuu{rn- County).
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State and Ikplmnlllm Major labor area ]unz 19?0 June 1969 Smaller aress — Persistent unemploymen! & percen! or more

Salt Lake City_. 5.4 Beaver { Beaver County), Nephi (luab County), St :.emze (Nammgmn Counly).
Brigham Cily (Box Elder County), Heber City (Wazalch County) b (Kane Counly), Manli
{Sanpele County), Moab (Grand, San Juan Counties), Panguil’ch {Gartield Counly), Park City

(Summit County), Price (Carbion, Emery Counties) Prove-Orem (Utah Counfy), Richfeld

Burton

Vermont.
Virginia:
Downing_.. .. - Newperl NewsHamplon. ...
Whitehurst . Norfolk Portsmouth
. .. vreiemsrasen
Wampler. .
- Seattle. ..
Spokane_.

- Tacoma

“Seatile. .

Huntington-Ashland. .. ____...

Mollehan_
Shack.. ..
Staggers.....

. Wheeling
Charlesion

- Milwaukee
e | R

Duluth, Minn, Superior, Wis. .

Since preparation by Common Cause of the
list showing unemployment by congressional
districts, the Labor Department has an-
nounced that four additional major labor
areas and 10 smaller areas have been added
to those with substantial or persistant un-
employment.

The four major labor areas are:

Anshelm-SBanta Ana-Garden Grove, Calif,,
Mr, HANNA, Mr. ScHMITE.

Flint, Mich., Mr, RIEGLE.

Saginaw, Mich., Mr. HARvEY.

Albugquerque, N. Mex., Mr. LuJan.

The 10 amaller areas are:

Center, Ala., Mr. BEvILL.

Pagosa Springs, Colo., Mr, ASPINALL.

Cedarton, Ga., Mr, Davis,

Jerome, Idaho, Mr, HANSEN.

Council, Idaho, Mr. McCLURE.

‘Waterloo, Towa, Mr, Gross.

Wellington, Kans., Mr. SKUBITE.

North Adams, Mass,, Mr. CoNTE.

Owosso, Mich., Mr. CHAMBERLAIN.

‘Wellsboro, Pa., Mr. McDADE.

PRESIDENT SHOULD NOT VETO PO-
LITICAL BROADCASTING LEGIS-
LATION
The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a

previous order of the House the gentle-

man from Oklahoma (Mr. ALBERT) is
recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I have read
with considerable dismay reports sug-
gesting that President Nixon is planning

(Sevier County), Rogsevell (Duchesne County).

v A

I Counties)

.. Colonial Beach {Lancaster,

Brisiol (Washinglon County), Grundy (Buchanam County),

Counties.),

Lebanon (Dickenson, fusssll

Counties), Norton, Big Stone Gap (Wise Counties), Richlan, slianellcounlj}.

Colville (Stevens Counly), Mewport (Pend Oreifle County), Okanogan (Okanogan County),

Republic (Ferry County), Wenatchee (Chelan,

Abesdesn
County),
Bremerion (Kitsap County).

Grays Harbor

Douglas Counties
nty), Centralia (Lewis Counly) Port Townsend {lefferson

aymond (Pacific County), Stevenson (Skamania County).

- Elensburg (Kittitas County), Goldendale (Klickitat County), Moses Lake (Grant County),
Tri-City (Beaton, Frankhn Counties), Yakima (Yakima County).

‘s Anl:orlks (Skagit Counly).

Hamllu {meoln Caunty), Logan-Madison (Boone, Logan Counties), Poinl Pleasant (Mason

ty), Wayne Cou
Bechley (Ri|elg|} Cwnli
Maontgomery (Fayette
cuihbug (E;

Bluefield (Mercer County), Hinton (Summers County), Oak Hill-
unty), Welch (McDowal County), Willtamson (Minco
oddridge, Harrison Counties),

Coun
[.rumqu (Gilmer County), Grantsville (calhnun

County), New Martinsville (Wetzel County.),
3y County), Gassaway (Braston County), Logan-Madison (Boone, Logan Counties),

ichwood (Nt
Berkeley 5

burg (Berkeley, )

(Tucker Coonty), Pmlmrg (Grant County), Rommney (Hampshire Count

holas Cwnl‘r} Spencer (Roane County).
Morgan County), Elkins (Randoiph County), Franklin (Pendlieton County)
Gullon( a,ln( unly). Kin;

ood (Preston County), Marlinton (Pocahontas County). Martins-
ounties), Mineral County, Moorefield (Hardy County), Parsons
Ceverie-

White Sulphur Springs, (Greenbrier, Monroe Counties), Webater Springs turﬂum Coninly)

Weslon (Lewis County).

Jldnnsudamsi:wn‘yr) Anllin(l.anzledn(:nmhv} Cla-mon(Foraleounty] Florence (Florence

County), Mediord {

aylar County), Neoj County).

Ashland (Ashland cme‘ Bayfeld {Ihyhelu County } Bolrgiu Counvﬁ Eagle River (Vilas
arl

County), Grantsburg (|

. Oconto (Oconto County).
Arcadia (Trempeleay

mell County), Hayward (Sawyer Count:
Ladysmith (Rusk County), Spooner (\a) . ( R %

fey {lron Count
ashburn County), L ik

ty), Black River Falls (Jackson County), Dodgeville (lowa County),

La Crosse (La Crosse Oduﬂly) Mapston (Juneau County), Praitie du Chien (Crawlord Counly),
Sparla (Monroe County), Viroqua (Vernon County).

to veto the legislation that would limit
expenditures for television and radio in
future political campaigns.

I hope these reports are unfounded.
The legislation that recently passed in
Congress had strong bipartisan support.
Republicans and Democrats alike recog-
nized that some spending limitation was
essential to protect our electoral process
from the dangers of a saturation TV and
radio campaign. Our democratic syst

We recognize that this legislation is
only the first step in a more comprehen-
sive reform of our entire electoral pro-
cess. President Nixon has stressed many
times his concern for the reform and
modernization of our political and gov-
ernmental institutions. Given this fact
it is inconceivable that he would veto
this legislation that would begin the crea-
tion of a more equitable system of po-
litical br ing in the United States.

cannot tolerate the possibility that any
candidate or either party can buy an
election through a TV blitz. The legisla-
tion now on President Nixon's desk can
E?ectively prevent this from happen-

g.

More than this, however, this act will
permanently suspend section 315(a) of
the Communications Act for the presi-
dential and vice-presidential electi
This means that the television networks
in 1972 will be able to sponsor debates
between major candidates for President
and Vice President, similar to the ones
that were held in 196C. These types of
programs clearly will contribute to a
more informed electorate and generally
raise the level of all future presidential
campaigns. It would be exceedingly un-
fortunate for President Nixon to deny
the American voters this opportunity to
compare and evaluate the major candi-
dates for the Presidency in open debate.

DAY OF BREAD

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

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon has issued a proclamation which
designates today, October 6, 1870, as a
Day of Bread, and this week as a period
of Harvest Festival.

We should pause for a moment to con-
sider the awesome significance of this
celebration. We should reflect on the role
of bread—the staff of life—in our na-
tional development.

Through the middle part of the 18th
century, the vast heartland of this Na-
tion was called the great American
desert. Considered fit only for primitive
peoples anad buffaloes, the high plains
were virtually undeveloped.
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But a hardy breed of people began
to settle the heartland. They came from
Central Europe and Russia, and they
brought hard winter wheat with them.
They understood the high plains, its dis-
cipline and its potential. Soon, the great
American desert became the breadbasket
of a natlon.

Twice in this century U.S. wheat has
saved a war-ravaged FEurope from
serious food shortages and possibly
starvation. On countless occasions, the
United States has rushed shipments of
wheat to countries suffering from crop
failure, flood, or other natural disaster.
Quite clearly, there would have been
famine in India in 1966-67, had it not
been for the American shipments of
wheat for bread.

Americans are a most fortunate peo-
ple. Blessed with a rich land, a dedicated
and competent farm population, and the
industrial capacity to process and distri-
bute vast quantities of nutritious food at
low cost, Americans can rest assured
they will never suffer from the haunt-
ing specter of shortage or famine.

In the Soviet Union, 45 percent of the
work force is committed to food produc-
tion. In the United States, less than 8
percent of the work force is required to
provide all the food needs of this coun-
try, as well as the critical food needs of
millions overseas, One U.S. farmworker
provides enough for himself and 44
others. No comparable achievement has
ever been recorded in the history of the
human struggle.

As a Member from Eansas, proud to
represent one of the greatest wheat-

producing districts in the country, I wish
to congratulate those who have worked to
make this day of celebration and rededi-
cation a memorable one.

Members of the National Day of Bread
Committee include the American ‘Ba'kers

Association, the A iated Retail
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tive basis. Disrupters in our high schools
and higher institutions of learning ean
many times count on some degree of
publicity while positive efforts by posi-
tive-thinking students go largely un-
noticed.

The valedictorian address given at
Triway High School of the Triway Local
School District in Wayne County, Ohio,
was given this year by Jerri Lynn Miller.
I believe her approach to current prob-
lems typifies the sentiments of an over-
whelming majority of American students
who want to see necessary changes made
based on objective and forthright an-
alyses. The reports of extremist activi-
ties by radical students should be viewed
against the background of the vast col-
lective effort of our young people across
the Nation who pursue their educational
goals quietly and unreported.

I insert, at this point, the address “The
Bridge Over Troubled Water" by Jerri
Lynn Miller in the CoNGREssioNAL Rec-
ORD:

‘THE BRIDGE OVER TROUBLED WaATER

Parents, friends, faculty, and fellow mem-
bers of the class of 1970:

People In the world today are engaged In
one great mass of ironiecal situations, Some
nations are blessed with great material
wealth, while others exist In dire poverty.
Some areas of the world malntaln an agri-
cultural surplus, yet many other people are
dying of starvation every day. Some people
live with the ease of modern conveniences,
while others are fortunate if they can even
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own opinions. But many of these dissenters
are caught In the downcurrent of the stream
of troubled water, because too often they
don't propose any other solution to the prob-
lem. They complain about the status guo,
but offer no other way In which it may be
handled.

Then we have the silent majority. These
people stand still and watch the stream of
troubled water flow by. They don't want to
become involved; they don't want to get
their feet wet in the stream. This apathetic
majority can be our hope for the future, if
they will only begin to act. Many members
of this graduating class will attend college
this fall, It s up to us to make our own
decislons. We must not let ourselves be ruled
by the minority. We must act pro-American
inst. of anti-A fcan, The anti-Ameri-
cans have been heard; now It's about time
the pro-Americans make themselves heard
also.

It is obvious that some of the very radical
dissenters actually want a revolution, And
I ask them, “A revolution for what? For
something better?” The citizens of the
United States have more freedom than those
in any other country In the world. If these
dissenters find it difficult to put up with a
few flaws in our great democracy, how would
they like to live under Communist rule—
where the government controls everything,
there is no freedom of speech, and the peo-
ple live in fear?

‘The American people are always looking
for something better—but we do have some-
thing better—demoeracy. Our forefathers
worked hard to obtain this democracy, and
we must work hard to preserve it, not to
destroy it. We have a strong nation. We are
a world power, And if the United States of
America ever falls, it will not fall toa strong-

find shelter and the bare for ex-
istence. Ci of some are free
to speak out with dissent, while others have
no freedom of speech at all.

We people in the United States are ex-
tremely fortunate. In all of the situations
I have mentioned, our country is on the bet-
ter side. We have the wealth, the surplus,
the access to modern conveniences, and the
freedom of s

Lately, this freedom of speech has been

extensively. A wave of dissent has

of America, the Great Plains Wheat, the
Miller's National Federation, the Western
‘Wheat Associates, the Wheat and Wheat
Foods Foundation, and the National As-
sociation of Wheat Growers.

Everyone connected with the produc-
tion of wheat, the processing of flour,
and the baking and distribution of bread
is committed to providing Americans with
the highest quality product at the lowest
possible cost. There is perhaps no in-
dustry that so consistently serves the
public interest so well.

Today, we pause to pay tribute to
bread—a product which, for 5,000 years,
has been of supreme importance in the
development of a healthy and vigorous
people.

A REASONED APPROACH

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recomp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, with
the preoccupation in certain segments
of the press for the sensational, scant
notice is given, unfortunately, to those
responsible efforts to resolve our coun-
try’s problems on a prudent and objec-

seemed to cover the United States and has
quite noticeably appeared on our college
campuses. Why? Why would anyone want
to dissent In a nation which has the many

fine attributes I have described?
The reason is—our nation is not perfect.
1! | And

er outside force. It will fall to internal des-
tructlon, inflicted upon It by its own people.

You know, too often, after everything else
has falled, we turn to God to help us
through. But this should be reversed, First
we should pray for the determination to
somehow cross this stream of troubles, Then,
upon this f datl with b and
hard work, we can bulld our bridge—The
Bridge Over Troubled Water,

—Jerri Lynn Miller

THE LATE ROBERT WATKINS

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

Comp per

h there are Imper there are
complaints. All of these imperfections are
the troubles which exist in our nation and
throughout the world. We have the domestic
troubles, such as pollution and problems in
the slums. And we also have the world trou-
bles such as the population explosion, the
threat of nuclear war, the fear of Commu-
nism, and the Viet Nam and Cambodian
situations. These are some of the problems
the world must face today. And we mem-
bers of the class of 70 upon our graduation
tonight must also face these problems These
troubles involve each and every individual.
No one can be completely free from them,
No one can actually esca use these
troubles are part of reality. And reality can-
not be avolded; it must be faced. We're all
involved and we're all eaught in a current
of troubles. This current is a strong one, but
it can be overcome. Let us symbolize our
world situation as a stream of troubled wa-
ter, which contains thig strong current.

Today we have the dissenters, those who
are with our app h to domes-
tic problems, those who openly disagree with
our foreign policy. Yes, they are trying to be
heard; they have the right to voice thelr

tr matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr, Speaker, few men
passed through these Halls who was any
more liked than my beloved friend, Bob
Watkins of Pennsylvania. His passing
created void which is impossible to fill. T
was happy to be included in a small eir-
cle of his close friends here in the Capi-
tol and I can honestly say that I liked
him better than any other legislator who
has come along in the 14 years I have
been in politics.

He was an excellent story teller. His
stories always had a moral, like an Aesop
fable. He was a self-made man, devoted
to his ideals and his country. That he
should be struck down in life before he
had a chance to retire and enjoy the
fruits of his life’s work must count as a
tragedy. Yet, Bob would be philosophic
about that. He never got upset and never
had an unkind word to say about his
fellow man,

This world would be a much better
place, Mr. Speaker, if there were more
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men like G. Robert Watkins of Pennsyl-
vania. Sadly, there are very few.

Perhaps one statement, in Bob's own
words, tells it all about his philosophy
and his life, Tucked away in almost 200
pages of impressive biographies of Mem-
bers of Congress are these words: “First
business, when 9 years of age, was selling
newspapers to the crews of vessels an-
chored in the harbor.” The personal ini-
tiative and responsibility which mo-
tivated Bob Watkins at such an early
age carried through his adult life, and
his approach to problems whether in
business life, politics, or elsewhere was
studied, direct, and forceful.

Bob Watkins first saw the light of day
around the turn of this century in Hamp-
ton, Va. He left high school and learned
the trade of shipfitter in Newport News
and moved to Chester, Pa., at the age of
18. At a comparatively early age he
formed and headed the Chester Steve-
doring Co., the first of his two successful
business ventures. Later, in 1932, he or-
ganized, with a partner, the Blue Line
‘Transfer Co., which was to bl into
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ministration has a plan—to curb the in-
flation without causing a recession and
to do this by first steadily slowing and
then steadily reviving the growth of
demand, through exercise of the Govern-
ment’s monetary and fiscal policies, with-
out recourse to hard or soft price-wage
controls. Stein maintains that the ad-
ministration is succeeding in its goal of
full employment during the year July 1,
1971, to June 30, 1972, without reviving
inflation.

‘There are some things that are known
now that were not known for sure when
the historic effort to slow down inflation
without recession began. Stein pointed
out:

We row know that this Administration
will in fact pursue anti-inflationary policies
and so will the Federal Reserve Board. We
know that such policles will in fact slow
down the economy. We know that if the
policies are moderate they need not cause a
,sharp contraction which will force the gov-
ernment to shift gears too rapidly, pump
up the economy again and revive the in-
flatlon. We know that persistence in the
anti-inflati ry policy will end the rise in

an operation serving all points in the
East with hundreds of trucks. Despite
his lack of an extensive educational
background—he often referred to him-
self as “a high school put-out"—his per-
sonal qualities gained public attention
and his first public service to the com-
munity came in the form of a 4-year
term as sheriff of Delaware County.

He was later to serve in the Pennsyl-
vania State Senate for 12 years and for
4 years as county commissioner, Bob's
service on the national level began with
his election to the 89th Congress in No-
vember 1964, followed by his reelection
to succeeding Congresses.

Like others of a robust nature, Bob
found release from life’s daily problems
in his love of horses, and from 1937 his
avocation was the breeding of thorough-
breds for racing. He liked people, Mr,
Speaker, and I count it as an accomplish-
ment in life that I was one of those he
chose to like. I dearly loved him and
extend my sincere sympathies to his
family.

THE GAME PLAN AT HALFTIME

(Mr, GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
we are constantly being bombarded with

tatistics and stat . +5

and accounts, graphs and graphics on the
state of the economy—too many of these
are attempts on the part of the Demo-
crats to shift blame to the present ad-
ministration and to confuse the issue.
What we really need is a clear statement
of position—where we are, what is being
done, and what has been accomplished.

Herbert Stein, a member of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, admirably met
this need in the wrap-up of the ad-
ministration’s overall economic policy
and present status which formed the
basis of his remarks before the Citizens
Research Council of Michigan on Sep-
tember 22. He explained that the ad-

the rate of inflation, although that point took
a long time to reach.

We nov see some signs of an actual re-
duction in the rate of inflation. We also see
evidence of a sustainable pickup In eco-
nomie activity. If our grimmer commenta-
tors will excuse the expression, the game
is not over but we enter the second half in a
strong position.

Mr. Stein’s complete address, “The

Game Plan at Halftime,” follows:
THE GAME PLAN AT HALFTIME
(By Herbert Stein)

The ini tion's overall 4
policy has come to be called a game plan,
which is natural enough since the Chairman
of the Councll of Economic Advisers spent
much of his life in Ann Arbor. There are
some people who find this term offensive, or
claim to do so. They think it connotes frivol-
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occasions the abatement of inflation had
been panied by ployment rates
as high as 6 or T percent, it would be im-
portant to do better this time. The Repub-
licans have, unjustly, the image of being
Number 2 on the maintenance of prosperity,
and they would have to try harder. More
important, the soclety has become more tense
and more demanding about performance In
many flelds, including the economie.

The Administration's strategy for achley-
ing the goal had and has three distinctive
elements:

1

. The 1 atlon was
willing to see a slowdown of the economy
partly in order to reduce the risk of a
spontaneous collapse. It did not propose to
produce a collapse by its own policy. The
inflationary pressure would be reduced
steadily, 50 as to minimize the rise of un-
employment; thereafter the economy would
be allowed or made to expand steadily, to
avold setting inflation off again,

The virtue of steadiness and persistence
is & clear lesson of the recent past. The in-
flation of 1955-56 began to subside at the
beginning of 1957 when the rate of economic
expansion slowed only moderately, but the
p ity of app price stability
and high pl nt simul Y was
lost when the economy fell over the edge
into & recession. From 1962 to 1965 the eco-
nomy moved slowly up towards full em-
ployment while the rate of Inflatlon re-
mained low. There was much hope that we
would ease into full employment without
reviving inflation. However, the possibility
was not tested; instead, with the accelera-
tion of the Vietnam war the economy raced
up to full employment and beyond, setting
off a wave of inflation. Even that wave show-
ed signs of abating with the very moderate
slowdown of 1966-67. But moderate restraint
had Iinadequate time to work before the
combination of expansive fiscal and mone-
tary policy rekindled inflation. This time the
key was to be continuity, moderation, or, as
it came to be called, gradualism.

For a while, this “gradualism™ was taken
with some s ially in fi
circles, where it was understood to mean
that nothing would be done or allowed to

ity In approaching a serious p . How-
ever, this only shows lack of familiarity with
American culture, When the coach of one
of our professional football teams, or uni-
versity teams for that matter, gets his men
together to give them the game plan what
happens is not frivolous. He Is giving them
a carefully thought-out approach to dealing
with a problem which they all recognize to
be very important. The Nixon A

ppen. This skep largely ppeared
as the effects of a persistent squeeze on the
economy appeared.
2. Monetarism. More than any of its pre-
, the A ration on
monetary policy to manage the overall be-
havior of the economy, bringing about the
desired restraint and revival. This did not
mean that the Government or the economy
could safely be run on the prineciple that

tion’s economic game plan is no less serious.

The term “game plan'” does suggest some-
thing that is missing from the term “plan"
alone. An essential feature of a game is un-
certainty, about both the best course of
play and the outcome. That is why the coach
cannot give the guarterback a list of the
precise plays to be called in sequence dur-
ing the game. The game plan is a strategy of
general objectives to be sought, Instruments

only y policy mattered. Prudence
required avoiding extremes of other poli-
cles—like the $25 billlon deficit that occured
in 1967-88. Buit hardly anything the Gov-
ernment could do would be likely to offset
the effects of aberrations in monetary policy.
The Administration, while not controiling
monetary policy, would be especially con-
cerned to cooperate with the managers of
monetary policy, by the management of fiscal
policy as well as by discussion with the

to be used and h o be
But the on what specifically should

Reserve. In the weight it placed on

be done has to remain open for adaptation
to unforeseen developments, That is certain-
ly true of the economic game plan. There is
no black book spelling out what policy ac-

tary policy the Administration was rec-
ognizing a twenty-year trend in the think-
ing of economists, reinforced by experience
during the 1965-68 inflation.
3. Free Markets and Free Collective Bar-

tions are to be taken and isely where
the economy is to stand at any particular
moment. There are principles of policy and
and 1 exp about the
of the ‘s .
‘The goal of the game is clear enough, It
is to end the rapld inflation that was ac-
g at the of 1869 and to

‘The Administration decided not to
invoke price and wage controls directly and
with the force of law, or indirectly and
covertly by jawboning in support of “gulde-
line" wage and price standards laid down by
the F without ve authority.

This was probably the most controversial
aspect of the game plan. There is a natural
for an escape from the difficult

1 this with a ‘The
of perf would be more
rigorous than in the past. Whereas on earlier

cholce between more inflation and more un-
employment and this yearning often gives
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rise to the bellef that there “must” be such
an escape, The most eligible for
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fi the of the y of care-
ful And it allows us to think

the escape route is prlee lnd. wage controls

or, more commonly, “some” (usually un-

speclﬂgd) form of mlu.ntnry guideline policy

or “incomes policy.”
The

'S nee to go
down this route is often, but mistakenly, as-
eribed to ideclogy or theology, especially on
the part of F Nixon's

Surely the Admi had mo=
tivation to override ldeological objections if
there was any strong reason to think that
such controls, of the hard or soft kind, would
work. But price and wage e\'an of

about what will happen next more coolly
than we could while the economy was fall-
ing. This Is important, because it is what
comes next that will determine the success
of the policy.

The expectation underlying the policy is
that from about the 1
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half of the year the uncertainty had shifted
to whether the policies would in fact slow
down the economy. When evidence of the
the un-
certainty focused on how deep It would go
and how long it would last. Uncertainty still
remains on that score, but its range seems
falrly narrow, If the slowdown has not al-
ready hed its bottom, few expect it to

o
tion will begin to rise again, slowly‘nt first
but more' rapidly later. The rise of produc-
tion would not at first be fast enough to
prevent some further rise of unemployment,
as the number of people of working age in-

the soft varlety, were mot born

and output per worker grows. How-

They have a history all over the world 1n—
cluding the United States, and as recent as
President Johnson's futile confrontation
with the airline mechanics in 1966. There
was nothing in the record to suggest that
controls could make an impurmm. contribu-
tion to solving the of

aver, would not rise for long
or far above the 5 percent rate before It
began to decline.

At the beginning of 1970 there were sev-
eral reasons for expecting the upturn of pro-
duction around the middle of the year:

1. The slowdown of the economy had been

1970, If “theology” prevailed it did not p.l‘e-
vail against any strong emp

about in part by extreme mone-
u\:y restraint, which left Individuals and

tion.

‘This, then, was the game plan—to curb
the inflation without causing a recession and
to do this by first steadily slowing and then
steadily reviving the growth of demand,
through exercise of the Government's mone-
tary and fiscal policies and without recourse
to hard or soft price-wage controls.

How is the plan working? Of course, the
game 1s not over, and one must admit that
the is not certain, Still,
there are things that can  be .snld at this stage,
after the first half.

Probably the most important thing that
can now be seen is that the economy can be
slowed without belng put into a tailspin.
‘The popular analogy to an airplane is often
used to SUggE the y: the
it is sald, has to go at a certaln minimum
speed to keep going at all. Underlying this
is the false ides that when the economy is
prosperous certain kinds of economic activ-
d on the ex-
pn-ctatlan of ountl.nnm rapld. u:onumlc
growth. If the exp lon is
and the economy levels out, these klndx af
activity will actually decline and drag the
rest of the economy down with them.

From the beginning of the effort to re-
strain the economy, there was fear that the
restraint could not be kept gradual. Nervous-
ness about this became intense in April and
May when reports were being recelved of cut-
backs in business investment plans, the stock
market was In a disturbing decline and the
unemployment rate was rising without inter-
ruption to 5%.

But this nervousness has now passed. We
have learned that the economy is not an air-
plane or a bicycle; it can slow down with-
out falling over. Total output, as measured
by the real GNP, declined slightly In the
fourth quarter of 1960 and more in the first
quarter of 1970 but then leveled out in the
second quarter. The total decline of output
was eight-tenths of one percent over this
period. We expect total output to be higher
in the current quarter despite the strike at
General Motors. Industrial production, which
declined 3.2 percent from July to May, has
since levelled out, with the index going 169.0,
168.8, 169.2 and 160.0. The rate of unemploy-
ment rose sharply to 5.0 percent in May but
then declined to a 4.7 percent in June before
returning to 5.0 percent in July. We have
now had five
4.8%,5.0%, 4.7%, 5.0%, and 5.1% 1

short of cash, made credit hard
to get and ralsed interest rates tempomllr

continue much further or for much longer.
The present uncertainty is about how rap-
idly production will rise and how soon full
employment will be regained. And since the
future is not to be passively forecast but will
be influenced by policy decisions still to be
made, this ralses another question. How fast
should production rise, if we are going to
carry out the strategy for reducing the rate
of inflation?

There are several views of the probable
and desirable pace of the economy as it
moves back to full employment. One is the
“spontaneous snap-back” theory—which sees
the economy getting back to full employ-
ment in 1971 without any governmental
push.

A to this view we have all been

It was believed that this
would be relaxed early In 1970 a.nd would
support a rise of spending by individuals,
businesses, and state and local governments
by mid-year.

2, There was & big backlog of need for
housing which would be translated Into ris-
ing housing expenditures when, or shortly
after, other on the . lke
business investment expenditures, began to
decline.

3. Consumers would receive a blg infusion
of available income when the tax surcharge
expired In two steps, January 1 and July 1,
1970, and when Social Security benefits were
increased in April. This was expected to
assure gly rising P expendi-
tures.

The d d for the exp
upturn all exist. Since the beginning of the
year the rate of monetary expansion, which
had been zero in the second half of 1869 has
risen to about 5 percent. The flow of money
into the chief sources of residential mort-
gage loans, like the savings and loan asso-
clations, has increased and the number of
building permits issued and houses started

unduly m'xpmud and depressed, by the
fact that it took almost five years for the
economy to return to full employment under
the K d A In

fact, after unemployment reached its maxi-
mum on four separate occasions in the post-
war period, it declined by one p
point or more in two quarters three times
and in three quarters once. Such a pattern
could easily bring us back to full employ-
ment in 1971,

On the other hand, some analysts foresee
a long, slow climb back to full employment.
They lock at a declining trend of defense
spending and weak business investment and
do not see any other sector rising strongly

igh to give the a boost.
There are still others who believe that a
rapid return to full employmnt—whethar
oceurring by
pollcy-—should be avolded, Th!.l view is rep-
resented by the recent statement in the
Monthly Economic Letter of First National
City Bank that “living with a gap between
potential and lct.ull output may | be a mn].l
price to pay for 1 ng 1
clally if the cost can be spr!ad by beeﬂng up
and

has risen sharply. Average h 1 starts in
July and August were 11' pemum. “above me
second gquarter

training and by pusmg the Prasldent‘u wel-
fare re‘torm package.”
The

plans have been !amy t to decll

in output, profits, and the stock market,
State, and local financing has Increased.
Personal income has been fattened not only
by the tax and soclal security changes but
also by a big increase on the wage scale of
the country’s largest employer—the U.S.
government.

Still, as always, uncertainties remain. The
most important now visible is the behavior
of consumers. In the second quarter of 1970
thelr available incomes rose by an extraordi-
nary amount, and were at the highest real
level per capita in history. They did not
increase thelr sxpend.lturu by nearly the

of their i but in-
stead raised their savings .mbamnullly It
this reflected only a delay in consumers'
reaction to their increased incomes, a strong
rise of consumers’ spending would contrib-
ute to the recovery in this gquarter. But if
itr & more [ t
to spend, the recovery may come more
Blﬂwly. thoush thm higher savings would
be b ing and state and local

ment rates—a fairly flat pleture.
This interruption of the decline In the

construction.
While uncertainties remain, their nature

economy does not rule out the p ¥
that the decline will be

we this . 'The in-
terruption of the decline at least tends to

to ch During the first half of
1069 the chlo.l’ unuﬂnl.my was whether the
ol

and
plan differs from all oct these, It does not
count on a spontaneous snap-back of the
unemployment rate. The quick reductions of
1949, '54, °58, and '61 were all from reces-
slons, In which production fell well below
sales and businesses ran down their inven-
tories. The move to rebuilding inventories by
itself gave a sharp stimulus to output and
employment. In 1870, however, I»
have slowed down the rate at which they
add to inventories but have not actually been
reducing thelr on hand. The steep
initial rebound of t.he- earlier episodes is,
be More-

oVer, I.ha plan calls tor avolding a rebound
80 steep as to start the rate of inflation
rising again.

On the other hand, to say that we cannot
get back to full employment for several
years—or should not—is unduly pessimistic.
The underlying desire of the American
people for the output of the American econ-
omy—for consumers goods and services, for
housing, for the services of government and
for investments to meet future needs—is
great. This can be translated into the pur-
chase of goods and services, into full pro-
duction and into full employment if the
and monetary conditions are

d carry
on its anti- 1nmtlonnry poucy By the ucond

y fiscal
met. The government must not take so much
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out of private in taxes to
what it puts back by spending—that the
people are unable to buymxht:ummna
Tull Also the must
provide enough money to pﬂmlt people to
carry on their business and to borrow for
financing housing purchases and other activ-
ity usually conducted with borrowed money.

It is beyond the capacity of the present
state of i to say hing of the
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expect & lower rate of Increase of unit labor
costs than last year, even if wage rates con-
tinue to rise as rapidly as before. This will
make a big difference for the rise of prices.
begin to rise less rapidly,

wage increases labor gets will be

real and less will be eaten up in higher prices.
Workers and employers will then be able to
settle for smaller wage increases and the

state of to our fiscal
and monetary lﬂurs s0 precisely that the
total demand for output is always just right.
The optimism many once had about “fine-
tuning” the economy has vanished. The long
bull market in economics ended even before
the bull market in stocks, But even though
policy is mot very precise it is powerful
enough to prevent a deficlency of demand
from puralstl.ng um a period of several years,
The s on this
score the F
that his goal is to achi

of the y spiral will be
under way. This will not be ln easy process.
The of past ments
and future hopes with present realities will
be cruel. But in time, which we hope will not
be too long, expectations and realities will
come into line and we can proceed.

Hopes and promises of a slower rate of in-
flation have been disappointed since the tem-
porary “anti-inflationary” tax increase was
enacted in mid-1968. This has contributed to
skep about the infl ever
There was a wave of similar feeling, although

full emy 1
1971 to June 30,

during the year July I,
1972,

The President's establishment of that
goal also reflects the belief that full em-
ployment can be reached during the year end-
ing June 30, 1972 without reviving inflation.
To say this is to invite the guestion, “Why
talk about the problem of reviving infiation
when the Inflation is not only alive but In
fact more worrisome than ever?” Certainly
the Inflation has persisted In a degree which
has amazged almost everyone. Yet signs are
now also p tof a in the

not so d, in 1857 and 1958. The in-
fiatlon of 1955—58 our first “peacetime" in-
fiation in many years, gave rise to the idea
that rapid inflation might be the normal
characteristic of our economic system-—per-
haps especially because it could not easily
be blamed on loose policy by the Administra-
tion., This fear of persistent inflation was one
bstacle to taking

the recession in 1958. It also gave rine o ap-
peals by P far

self-restraint by business and labor to hulﬂ
prl:ea and wages down. But the inflation had

ary trend. Two items are most Important:

1. Until 1969 the rate of infiation was ris-
Ing. It was not only that prices were rising
but that they were rismg faster and faster.
That has now st I we from

dy begun to abate by early 1857, before
the recesalon started and probably would
have continued to subside if we had had a
period of steady moderate growth instead of
the recession. The idea that ng
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will the Federal Reserve Board. We know that
such policles will in fact slow down the
economy. We know that if the policles are
moderate t need not cause a sharp con-
traction which will force the government to
shift gears too rapidly, pump up the economy
again and revive the inflation. We know that

in the anti ¥y policy
will end the rise in the rate of inflation,
although that point took a long time to
reach.

We now see some signs of an actual reduc-
tion in the rate of inflation. We nlso see
- of a sust ble plekup in
activity. If our grimmer commentators will
excuse the expression, the game is not over
but we enter the second half in a strong
position.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Jowes of Tennessee (at the re-
quest of Mr. ALeerT), for today, on ac-
count of official husin

Mr. BYene of Permaylvmla {at the re-
quest of Mr. Nix), for Tuesday October
6, 1970, on account of iliness

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

the price indexes the effects of irregular and
random factors, like the behavior of farm
prices, used car prices and government wage
increases, the levelling out of the rate of price
increase is evident. Probably the cleanest case
is the Index of Industrial prices at whole-
sale. From May to August the annual rate
of increase of this Index (seasonally ad-
Justed), was 2.7%, compared to 3.9% in the

year, In June and July the Consum-
er Price Index rose at an annual rate of
3.8%, compared to 8.1% In the previous year.

These may seem small figures, but it is of
such small monthly figures that large in-
fiations are made, and apparently small re-
ductions will spell victory against Inflation.
‘What has happened is a decline of almost
40 percent in the rate of increase of the
Consumer Price Index.

2. There are now signs that labor costs
per unit of output are rising less rapidly than
they were. This Is in sharp contrasts to the

given by of some Spec-
tacular wage increases. The contrast 1s partly
due to the the

1 tal had ck d in the to
make inflation ble was sim-

Mr. Br , for 1 hour, today; to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include

ply & another le of our pro~
pensity for regarding every ripple as a trend.
At this time and In this city it 18 neces-
sary to say a word about the consequences of
the present automoblle strike. These con-
sequences wiill depend, of course, on the dura-
tlon of the strike. Even without knowing
that, some things can be said about the
magnitudes involved. We are dealing with an
industry whose gross product—including t.he
product of its and
around $35 billlon & year, or about 31, per-
cent of the gross national product. The cur-
rent strike may stop about 40 percent of
that output, or about 13; percent of the gross
natlonal product. This direct output loss
would be at a rate equal to about one-half
of the output lost because the unemploy-
ment rate is 5 percent rather than 4 percent.
If the strike continues for very long second-
ary consequences are likely to appear, as
workers on strike cut down on thelr expendi-
tures.

cases and the average. There have been many
wage increases of 15 percent or more this
year. But these have apyp y few
workers

ur past has been that
overall productlon losses from even fairly
pmlangcd strikes in this or other major

o

. In fact, labor compensation per
man-hour in the whole private economy was
sbout 7 percent higher in the second guarter
of 1870 than a year earlier.

More important for the trend, what counts
for prices is not the cost of an hour's labar
but the cost of the product. This depends
not only on the wage rate but on “productlv-
ity"—how much is produced per hour of
work. During 1969 productivity rose very lit-
the Afirst
qua.rsar of 1969 and the first quarter of 1970,
But In the second quarter of this year out-
put per man-hour rose again, at a rate of 3.1
percent, about its long-run average rate. This
has the rate of { of unit labar
costs substantially.

We are now entering a period in which

will bably rise at least as
[as' as the long-run average rate. We should

are made up afterwards in a rela-
tively brief time—say three or four months.
This catch-up will not make whole every
individual who suffered from the strike. The
combination of strike and catch-up Is not an
efficient way to produce the nation’s output,
Moreover, what I have sald implies nothing
about the wage and benefit agreements
achieved or averted by the strike. My only
point is that we do not expect the strike to
divert the general economy very much from
the part of revival plus disinflation that we
seck.
. - . . .

What have we learned from this historic
effort to slow down inflation without reces-
slon? Some things are known that were not
known for sure when the effort began. We
now know that this Administration will in
fact pursue antl-inflationary policies and so

extr matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Fiss) and to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous matter:)

Mr. AxpersonN of Illinois, for 30 min-
utes, today.

Mr, Micrer of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. Rosisow, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Price of Texas, for 15 minutes,
today.

Mr. Bray, for 15 minutes, on October

" Mr. Baav, for 15 minutes, on October

Mr. SteicEr of Arizona, for 10 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mmxva), to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous matter:)

Mr. Rarick, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr, O'Hara, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. AvserT, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unani t to
revise and extend remar!cs wss granted
to:

Mr. MicHeL in three instances and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Porr during general debate on the
bill 8. 30 and to include extraneous
material.

Mr, Brvcram, and to include extrane-
ous matter with remarks made during
general debate on 8. 30.

All Members (at the request of Mr.
Fisu) to extend their remarks during
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of Illi- ©

the special order by Mr. A
nois, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Fisa) and to include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. TALCOTT.

Mr. Ros1son in two instances.

Mr. SEBELIUS in four instances.

Mr. ScHERLE in two instances.

Mr. HUNT.

Mr. STeicer of Wisconsin.

Mr. SCHWENGEL.

Mr. HosMeRr in two instances.

Mr. RAILSBACK.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. HarvEY in two instances.

Mr. Forton of Pennsylvania in 10
instances.

Mr. ScaMiTz in two instances.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. MinNsHALL in two instances.

Mr. WoLp.

Mr. CoLLins in five instances.

Mr. BROTZMAN.

Mr. GErALD R. FoRD.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mmkva) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. DeNT in three instances.

Mr. PurceLL in two instances.

Mr. RIVERS.

Mr. FoLEY.

Mr. HARRINGTON in two instances.

Mr. GARMATZ.

Mr. BurkE of Massachusetts in two in-
stances.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. PATMAN.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in two in-
stances.

Mr. McFaLL in six instances.

Mr. PIKE.

Mr. CHARLES H. WiLsON.

Mr. FPrieper in three instances.

Mr. AxNUnzIo in two instances,

Mr. MurrEY of Illinois.

Mr. STokes in two instances.

Mr. T in two inst

Mr. Evvczynskr in two instances.

Mr. Fountamy in two instances,

Mr. CULVER.

Mr. BOLAND.

. Vamik in two instances.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o'clock and 11 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, October 7, 1870, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

2428, A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for early action on the Emergency
Public Interest Protection Act of 1970; the

t'ee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
erce

2429. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chiefl
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
June 26, 1970, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and an illustra-
tion, on Humboldt Harbor at Sand Point,
Alaska, requested by a resolution of the Com-
mittee on Public Works, House of Represent-
atives, adopted June 30, 1960 (H. Doc. 91-
383); to the Committes on Public Works and
ordered to be printed with an illustration.

2430. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
April 3, 1970, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and illustrations,
on central and southern Florida, small-boat
navigation, requested by resolutions of the
Committees on Public Works, U.S. Senate and
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tives (Rept. No. 91-1568). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1237, for
of H.R. 18580, a bill making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiacal
year ending June 30, 1971, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 01-1560). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr, MAHON: Committee on Appropria-
tlons, HR. 18500. A bill making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1071, and for
other purposes. (Rept. No, 91-1570) . Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: Special
committee to investigate campalgn expend-
ftures. Interim report on the complaint
of Byron G. Rogers regarding the September
8, 1870, primary election in the First Con-

House of atives, ad

ber 15, 1954, Octobnr 18, Hlﬂl nhﬂ May 10,
1862 (H. Doc. 81-384); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed with
illustrations.

2431. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
May 21, 1970, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and an illustra-
tion, on Lee County, Fla, requested by a
resolution of the Committee on Public Works,
House of Representatives, adopted June 23,
1984 (H. Doc. 91-395); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed with
an {llustration.

2432, A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
May 2, 1970, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and sn fllustra-
tlon, on Ottawa River Harbor, Michigan and
Ohlo, requested by a resclution of the Com-
mittee on Public Works, House of Represent-
atives, adopted August 15, 1961. It is also in
partial response to an item in the River and
Harbor Act approved March 2, 1845 (H. Doc.
91-386); to the Committee on Public Works
and ordered to be printed with an illustra-
tion.

2433. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sloner of Education, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a re-
port on research related to school finance,

to the El v and
Education Amendments of 1069; to the Oom
mittee on Education and Labor.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ICHOR.D Committee on Internal Se-
curity. A of a ¥ Muve»

B 1 District of Colorado (Rept. No, 91—
1571), Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPCURTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on
the Judiclary. HR. 13182. A bill for the relief
of Prank E. Dart; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 91-1568) . Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. FLOWERS: Committee on the Judi-
clary. HRR. 14703. A bill for the relief of
Ruth V. Hawley, Marvin E. Krell, Alaine E.
Benic, and Gerald L Thayer; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 81-1550). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. HR. 156270. A bill for ths relief
of Thaddeus J. Pawlak: with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 91-1560). Referred to the
Commitiee of the Whole House.

Mr. FLOWERS: Committee on the Judi-
clary. HR. 15505. A bill for the relief of Jack
B. Smith and Charles N. Martin, Jr.; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 91-1561). Re-
ferrc.l to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on
the Judiclary. HR. 15805. A bill for the rellef
of Warren Bearcloud, Perry Pretty Paint,
Agatha Horse Chief House, Marie Pretty
Paint Wallace, and Pera Pretty Paint Not
Afrald; with amendments (Rept. No. 91-
1562). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. MANN: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 16065. A bill for t.he rellef of Richard
N. (Rept. No,
91-1563) .

of the
Whole House.

Mr. MANN: Committee on the Judiciary.
S, 1785. An act for the relief of Irene Sadow-
ska Sullivan. (Rept. No. 981-1564). Referred
to the C of the Whole House.

th
d to the C

ment: for o Dx ic Socl
(Report No. 81-1565). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules, House
Resolution 1235. Resolution for consideration
of B. 30, an act relating to the control of
organized crime in the United States (Rept.
No. 81-1566) . Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules, House
Resolution 1236. Resolution for consideration
of HR. 859, a bill, t0 amend the Internal
Becurity Act of 1850 (Rept. No. 91-1567).
Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. O'NEILL of M . ts: G
on Rules. House Resol 1099,
providing for an

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, BURLESON of Texas:

H.R. 19583, A bill to amend section 403(b)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DORN:

H.R. 10584. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 in order to establish Pederal policy con-

day for

the of firms and individ-

former Members of the House of Rep

uals to p al,
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and related services for the Federal Govern- ments In benefits; to the Committee on In-

to the Committee on Government

By Mr. FRASER:

HR. 18585. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the credit
against tax for retirement income; to the
Committes on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.ER. 10586. A bill relating to the control
of organized crime in the United States; to
the Ot on the Y.

By Mr, HENDERSON:

HR. 18587. A bill to amend the act of
September 27, 1944 (58 Stat. 746), an act
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
nccept property for the Moores Creek Na-
tional Military Park, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affalrs.

By Mr. KEYROS:

H.R, 19588. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide improved med-
ical care to v to provide hospital and

terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

H.R. 19588 A bill to protect alr passengers
through a federally assisted p of de-
velopment nequmnon. and installation of
lmhu. i ; to the
and gn Com-

on

merce.
By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania (for
Mr, Jaraan, Mr, of
Plorida, Mr. Su-rumm. Mr. Kvros,
Mr. PrEver of North Carolina, Mr.
Netsew, Mr, CarreEr, Mr, Sxusrts,
Mr. HasTings, Mr. Frieoer, Mr. Koy-
KENDALL, and Mr. Murerny of New

York) :

HR. 19599. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the making

of grants to hools and h
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Joruwson of Callfornia, Mr. LecoETT,
Mr. McCroskEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. Per-
15, Mr. REEs, Mr. RoysaL, Mr, Sisi,
Mr, TonNEY, Mr, Van DEErLiv, Mr.
WicGIns, and Mr. CHasies H. WiL-

H.J. Res. 1392, Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to proclalm the period from
May 0, 1871, Mother's Day, through June 21,
1871, Father's Day, as the “National Multiple
Belerosis Soclety Annual Hope Chest Appeal
‘Weeks™; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HUNGATE (for himself, Mr.
Appappd, Mr. BurLisoN of Missouri,
Mr. Cramk, Mr. Cérpova, Mr. Doxo-
uve, Mr. EpmoNpson, Mr. Enwarns
of California, Mr. Er.aenc, Mr, Erven-
BORN, Mr, HALPERN, Mrs, HansEw of

to assist them in establishing special depart-
ments and programs in the field of family
practice, and otherwise to encourage and
]mamute the training of medical and para-

medical care to certain dependents and sur-
vivors of veterans; to improve recruitment
and retention of career personnel in the De-
partment of Medicine and Surgery; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

HR. 18589, A bill to permit immedlate re-
tirement of certain Federal employees; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Mr. MAHON:

in the fleld of family
medlcin: to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Ccmmerce.

By Mr ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 19600. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, relating to the use of American
materials in highway projects; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R. 19601. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for maximum en-
trance and retention nages, training, and

By
HR. 18500. A bill making approp
for the t of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1871, and for other pur-

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself and
Mr, PETTIS) :

H.R. 18501. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, with respect to the relocation
expenses of employees transferred or reem-
ployed; to the Committee on Government

HR.19502. A bill to make it a Federal

early for air traffic controllers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

HR. 19602. A bill to designate as wilder-
ness the Cranberry, Otter Creek, and Dolly

Mr. . Mr,
Harmiwgrow, Mr, Mams, Mr, Mat-
SUNAGA, Mr. McCurrocH, Mr. Mc-
Dang, Mr, McENEALLY, Mr. QuUix, Mr.
RosENTHAL, Mr, ScHEUER, Mr. Sixes,
Mr, Warre, and Mr., WiLLiaMs) :

H. Con, Res. 760, Concurrent resolution for
review of the United Nations Charter; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. ICHORD:

H. Con. Res. T70. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additlonal coples of
Anatomy of a Revolutionary Movement:
“Students for a Democratic Soclety,” 91st
Congress, second session; to the Committes
on House Administration.

By Mr. REUSS:

H. Con. Res. 771. Concurrent resolution for
the printing of environmental report; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. WATSON:
H. Con. Res. T72. Concurrent resolution ex-

Sods areas In the
Forest in West Virginia, and for other pur-
‘poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.
By Mr. COLLIER:

HRE, 19603. A bill to amend the Federal
‘Water Pollution Control Act in order to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to incur

erime to kill or assault a or law
officer engaged in the perform-

ance of his duties when the offender travels
in Interstate commerce or uses any facility of
for such purpose; to the

« on the
By Mr. MOSS (for hl.msalf Mr. Mar-
Liagn, Mr. Rovsar, Mr. Den Craw-
sown, Mr. Broww of California, Mr.
Tuwwey, Mr. Epwarns of California,

and Mr, OTTINGER) ©

HR.19503. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, to author-
ize air carriers to engage in bulk alr trans-
portation of persons and property; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce,

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

HR. 18584. A bill to extend retirement
benefits to National Guard technicians and
former Natlonal Guard t who now
are In the civillan service of the Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. PEREINS:

HR.19505. A bill to amend title 10 of
the Unlted States Code 50 as to permit mem-
bers of the Reserves and the National Guard
to recelve retired pay at age 55 for nonregu-
lar service under chapter 67 of that title; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. PURCELL:

HR.19506. A bill to amend title 18 of
the United States Code to provide & penllt',r
for persons who interfere with the

for construction grants under
section 8 of such nct, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. BRADE-
mas, Mr. Burron of California, Mr.
Houstosxy, Mr. Jacoss, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr, Mrwvrse, Mr. Morcawx, Mr, O'NEmLL
of Massachusetts, Mr. Rovsar, Mra.
Svriivaw, Mr, Waore, and Mr.
YATES)

H.R. 19604. A bill to establish a transporta-
tion trust fund, to encourage urban mass
transportation, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MOLLOHAN:

H.R. 19605. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to provide subsidy for the con-
struction of a river passenger vessel; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

HR.19606. A bill to amend the Nar.um
Gas Act as ded; to the Ci itt
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. SLACK:

HR.19607. A bill to authorize the Secre-

of C to provide for the
construction of a river passenger vessel; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisherles.

By Mr. MAcCGREGOR:

H.J. Res. !39‘! Julnt resolution authorizing
the Pr 11 (also
known as Veleﬂuu Day) as s Natlonal Day

of judicial proceedings, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. RANDALL:
HR.19597. A bill to increase annuities
paid under the Railroad Retirement Act 5
percent and provide cost of living adjust-

in Support of U.B. Pr of War in South-
east Asia; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. WALDIE (for himself, Mr.
Axpersow of California, Mr. Bewy of
California, Mr. Brows of California,

Mr. Burrow of California, Mr, Eo-

warps of California, Mr. HaNNA, Mr.

p g the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to sanctions against Rhodesia; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H. Res. 1238, Resolution relating to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives in
the 0lst Cong ; to the G on
House Administration.

By Mr. MILLER of Callfornia:

H. Res. 1239. Resoiuton to provide funds
for the further & for the studies, In-
vestigations, and Inquiries authorized by
House Resolution 192; to the Committee on

H. Res. 1240 Resolution remlving the con-
test In the primary election of September 8,
1970, as to the the D at
Party for candidate in the general election
for U.S. Rep to Congress from Col-
orado's Pirst onal District; to the
Committee on House Administration,

By Mr. WAGGONNER:

H, Res. 1241, Resclution relating to the
compensation of the Clerks to the Official
Reporters of Debates; to the Commitiee on
House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HANNA:

H.R. 19608. A bill for the relief of Manuela

Bonito; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. OLSEN:

HR. 19609. A bill for the relief of James
Fletcher McAndrew; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

H.R. 10610. A bill for the rellef of Josephine

Dumpit; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, ERLENBORN:

H. Res. 1242,
the 100th anniversary of Elmhurst College of
Elmhurst, Tll.; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.
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