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Brig. Gen. Richard M. Hoban IS

FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John O. Moench, S ot il &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Sanford K. Moats, ool
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert E. Hails ISl &
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John C. Giraudo Sl
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Jimmy J. Jumper S accall
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force).

Brig. Gen. Robert W. Maloy,
FR (colonel, Regular Air Force).

U.S. Navy

Vice Adm. Lawson P. Ramage, U.S. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of vice ad-
miral, when retired, in accordance with the
provisions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 5233.

U.S. MarINE CORPS

Lt. Gen. Herman Nickerson, Jr., U.S.

Marine Corps, for appointment to the grade
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of lieutenant general on the retired list in
accordance with the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, section 5233, effective
from the date of his retirement.

Maj. Gen. Keith B. McCutcheon, U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, having been designated, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, section 5232, for com-
mands and other duties determined by the
President to be within the contemplation of
said section, for appointment to the grade of
lieutenant general while so serving.

The following U.S. Marine Corps general
officers for appointment to the grade of lieu-
tenant general on the retired list, in accord-
ance with the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, section 5233, effective from the
date of their respective retirements.

Lt. Gen. Henry W. Buse, Jr.

Lt. Gen. Lewis J. Fields.

Lt. Gen. Frank C. Tharin.

The following-named (Naval Reserve Of-
ficers Training Corps) for permanent ap-
pointment to the grade of second lieutenant
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in the Marine Corps, subject to the qualifica-
tions therefor as provided by law:
Beagley, Larry E. EKkle, Thomas L.
Braun, Frank, IV Rickman, Dwight G.
U.S. CirculT JUDGE
Malcolm R. Wilkey, of New York, to be a
U.S. circuit judge for the District of Co-
lumbia circuit.
U.S. ATTORNEY
Whitney North Seymour, Jr., of New York,
to be a U.S. attorney for the southern dis-
trict of New York for a term of 4 years.
U.S. MARSHAL
John L. Buck, of Pennsylvania, to be U.S.
marshal for the middle district of Pennsyl-
vania for the term of 4 years.

U.S. FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT
COMMISSION
Lyle S. Garlock, of Virginia, to be a mem-
ber of the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission of the United States for a term of 3
years from October 22, 1969.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Andres Taul, Estonian Evangeli-
cal Lutheran Church, New York City,
N.Y., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Holy Spirit, come now
and gather together our wandering
thoughts. Envelop with Thy power our
restless minds.

You know that the world in which we
are called to serve is exceedingly com-
plex. It is a world where truth so easily
fades into half-truth, where compromise
so often is called a just solution, where
love is dispensed according to expedi-
ency. In this world of conflicting issues,
O God, grant us the judgment of a
righteous mind.

Let not, our Father, diplomacy blind
us to suffering nor complacency lead us
to indifference.

Grant us a vision of the day.

When truth shall conquer falsehood.

When justice shall be triumphant.

When all nations, great and small,
may live out their own destinies.

Armed with the vision and the power
of Thy Spirit let us strive mightily to
achieve the same. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

REV. ANDRES TAUL

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to extend my appreciation to Rev. Andres
Taul, a constituent of mine, for coming
to this House today and sharing his de-
votions with us. I know that my col-
leagues join with me in appreciation for
his most eloquent and moving prayer.

Reverend Taul is pastor of the Estonian
Evangelical Lutheran Church in New
York. He ministers to a community of
10,000 and a congregation of 3,500. His
congregants are very fortunate to have
such an outstanding pastor.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

THURSDAY, A DAY OF PRAYER IN
SUMTER COUNTY AND THE CITY
OF AMERICUS, GA.

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

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
Book of Proverbs teaches that we should
seek wisdom.

Thus, great personal sacrifices have
been made to sustain the little red school-
house in critical times; trustees come
from among the most enlightened and
concerned citizens of the area; people
will rake and scrape and finance to the
hilt in order to move into a neighbor-
hood served by a good school.

The schoolhouse itself is especially dear
to the hearts of parents. Here is where
their most valued possessions live and
learn, grow and make lifelong friends.
Neighborhood schools are community
centers, recreational centers, places of
friendly competition, and sources of local
pride.

The crucial concern of Sumter County
and the city of Americus for its schools,
and their good example in seeking guid-
ance through a day of prayer on Thurs-
day, is a distinet credit to the civic char-
acter of one of the Nation’s finest areas.

SECRETARY ROMNEY IS WRONG
ABOUT RENT CONTROL

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day
when a Cabinet member, the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development,
chooses to side with New York City’s
landlord lobby against tenants who are
struggling for decent housing. I refer to
the recent assault on New York City’s
rent control law by Secretary Romney.
Last Thursday the Secretary said it is
“absolutely ridiculous” to expect land-
lords to properly maintain their build-
ings while under rent control. This
statement, for all its validity, might as

well have come from a real estate lob-
byist.

Following the news conference at
which the Secretary took this position,
his press secretary added that Secretary
Romney “is not for rent control in any
form.” Does not the Secretary realize
that there are thousands of landlords in
New York City who are properly main-
taining their buildings while their ten-
ants enjoy the protection of rent con-
trol? Does he not realize that local law
guarantees a fair return. The law defines
a reasonable rate of return as income
equal to 6 percent of the building’s valu-
ation, or the sales price, plus 2 percent
depreciation. Taking into account the
fact that the typical landlord has not
completed payment, but has a large
mortgage, he may be earning 20 percenft
or more on his actual cash investment.

Any andlord who is not making a fair
return may apply to the local rent ad-
ministrator for rent increases.

Secretary Romney’s statement is a dis-
service to the hundreds of thousands of
New York City tenants caught in a mar-
ket with a near zero vacancy rate. With-
out rent control New York City would in-
deed be a city of the rich and the poor and
would lose its middle-income groups.

The Secretary has injected the pres-
sures of the Federal Government into
a matter of peculiarly local concern. In
doing so, he has placed his prestige along
with the real estate lobby in the effort
to scuttle rent control. His remarks show
an insensitivity to urban affairs.

I would hope that the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development here-
after would ascertain all the facts be-
fore speaking, and I urge him to recog-
nize the desperate plight of New York
City residents.

DEFAMING THE CHARACTER OF A
DEAD MAN

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include
extraneous material.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
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Speaker, 2 months have passed since
the brutal murder of Joseph Yablonski,
his wife, and his daughter, Charlotte. On
Thursday, February 19, there was print-
ed in the Charleston, W. Va., Gazette,
an interview quoting the second highest
ranking official of the United Mine
Workers of America, George Titler, in
which the vice president was directly
quoted as making a number of despicable
slurs against the character of a dead
man. The headline of the article is “Tit-
ler Brands Yablonski a Thief.”

The second highest ranking officer of
the UMW also has cast slurs on the
great Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
and the people of the Keystone State.

When the interviewer very properly
asked Mr. Titler how he could now call
Mr, Yablonski all these names, then how
he could have condoned having Mr.
Yablonski serve as a high-ranking official
in the union for so many years, here is
the response of Mr, Titler:

You don’'t know that foreign element of
coal miners from Russia and Yugoslavia and
the like up there in Pennsylvania. . . .

It’s not like down in the Kentucky fields
or someplace where everybody's an Anglo-
Saxon.

Mr. Speaker, I am a West Virginian,
and Mr. Titler is a West Virginian, and
I would like to apologize to the people of
Pennsylvania for these slanderous slurs,
I hope that as much effort will be ex-
pended by the United Mine Workers top
officials in seeking out those who put up
the money for the Yablonski murders as
is now being spenft in impugning the
character of a man who cannot respond.

I would also like to refer to page 4457
of the February 23 Recorp, in which I
have placed the entire text of Mr. Titler's
interview. It is significant to note that
Mr, Titler's language has made the Gov-
ernment Printing Office blush, and there
are several deletions from Mr, Titler's
profanity because of course such profan-
ity in the Recorp would not be in con-
formity with the rules of the House,

HEARINGS ON BEILL TO INCOR-
PORATE COLLEGE BENEFIT SYS-
TEM OF AMERICA

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

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to announce that Sub-
committee No. 4 of the Committee on the
Judiciary has scheduled public hearings
on HR. 9010, and related measures, to
incorporate College Benefit System of
America. These hearings will be held on
March 18 and 19, 1970, at 10 a.m., room
2226, Rayburn House Office Building.

Those wishing to testify or to submit
statements for the record should address
their requests to the Committee on the
Judiciary, House of Representatives,
room 2137, Rayburn House Office Build-
ing.

GOOD CITIZENSHIP AWARD IN HIGH
SCHOOLS OF NORFOLK AND
PORTSMOUTH

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

Mr. WHITEHURST., Mr. Speaker, I am
currently conducting a Good Citizenship
Award in the high schools of Norfolk and
Portsmouth, Va., as a means of recog-
nizing high school senior students who
have been contributing toward a better
community by working with their school,
organizations, and civic groups.

The award is given in cooperation with
Norfolk School Superintendent E. L,
Lamberth, and Portsmouth School Su-
perintendent M. L. Alford, and the
mayor’'s committees of Norfolk Mayor
Roy Martin and Portsmouth Mayor Jack
Barnes. The award is an all expense paid
day in Washington as my guest, and a
tour of the Capitol. The two winners will
be a “Congressman for a Day.”

The selection will be made on the basis
of volunteer work, leadership or partici-
pation in a community service project
such as a church, Scout, civie, or political
organizations, and leadership or partic-
ipation in school activities.

A faculty committee of each school
will select the school winner. These nom-
inees will then be forwarded to the
mayor's committee in each city. They will
select the final winner,

I am sure the selection of a student
from each Norfolk and Portsmouth high
school will not be an easy task, and
the selection of the final winner for each
city will be most difficult.

Recognition for students contributing
toward a better community and inter-
ested in public and civic affairs is some-
thing we all recognize as a worthwhile
undertaking. An award, such as a Good
Citizenship Award, can perhaps bring to
the public's attention that the majority
of our students have appealing qualities
and are interested in the orderly growth
of our cities.

DEAR EBOB

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

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing message is intended for Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Hon.
Robert H. Finch:

Dear Bos: Are you having difficulty locat-
ing the mailbox in your palatial 5th floor of=-
fice suite? Are your aides too busy “looking
busy” scurrying up and down the carpeted
halls sipping coffee?

If so, I will dispatch a member of my staff
to your office for your reply to my “personal
and confidential” inquiry of February 11,
1970. Surely there is one professional paper
shuffler in your magze of bureaucracy who
has time to acknowledge a Congressional in-
quiry.

I awalt your reply.

Sincerely,
BILL SCHERLE,
Member of Congress.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
BANKING AND CURRENCY TO
SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE
TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Banking and Currency may sit during
general debate today.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR. 2,
NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMIN-
ISTRATION

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (HR. 2)
to amend the Federal Credit Union Act
s0 as to provide for an independent Fed-
eral agency for the supervision of fed-
erally chartered credit unions, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent 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
Texas?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I assume the gentle-
man from Texas will take a little time to
explain this conference report,

3 Mr. PATMAN. I assure the gentleman
will,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House on Febru-
ary 18, 1970.)

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with further reading of the
conference report in view of the fact
that it is printed in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, on July 28,
1969, the House passed H.R. 2, legisla-
tion to create an independent Federal
agency for the supervision of federally
chartered credit unions, by the over-
whelming vote of 356 to 10. Today, the
House is in a position to take final ac-
tion on this worthwhile legislation so
that the bill can go to the President for
his signature,

Since 1934, the Bureau of Federal
Credit Unions has been a “poor relative”
in the Federal Government. It has been
bounced from agency to agency and only
achieved any type of permanency when
it was lodged at the third level in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Before the Bureau could take
any action, it was necessary to gain clear-
ance from the Social Security Adminis-
tration and then from the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.
The Bureau was not even given the
benefit of full time legal counsel but
had to depend on attorneys furnished
on a part-time basis from the Children’s
Service Bureau.

This is the type of treatment that was
afforded the agency responsible for the
greatest number of federally chartered
financial institutions in the country. In
fact, there are more federally chartered
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credit unions than there are federally
chartered banks and savings and loans
combined.

Adoption of the conference report to-
day, and it is my firm hope that the
action will be unanimous, will put an end
to the stepchild treatment given to the
Bureau of Federal Credit Unions in the
past. It is a distinct tribute to the more
than 24 million credit union members
throughout the country, more than half
of which belong to federally chartered
credit unions. Basically, H.R. 2 would re-
move the Bureau of Federal Credit
Unions from under the dominance of
HEW and in its place create a National
Credit Union Administration which will
function independently and will be
operated by an Administrator and a
Board “working in close and continuous
operation.”

Not only have the credit unions de-
served their own regulatory agency based
on their outstanding record of safety
and service, but it also must be remem-
bered that for the past 15 years, the op-
erations of the Bureau of Federal Credit
Unions have been paid for solely by fees
assessed against federally chartered in-
stitutions. This means that the taxpay-
ers have not had to pay a penny for
Bureau operations. The same financial
pattern will be continued under H.R. 2.

When the House and Senate conferees
met, there were only three major areas of
disagreement. If did not take the con-
ferees long to work out an amicable com-
promise of the two bills and the com-
promise version represents in my opin-
ion, an outstanding piece of legislation—
one that has been thought through care-
fully and written so as to provide the
greatest benefit for credit unions, their
members, and those who in the future
will be members of the fast growing
credit union movement.

The complete conference report is
available to Members so I will very briefly
summarize the main points of difference
between the two bills and as well as the
compromise agreed to by the House and
Senate conferees.

The House version called for the Ad-
ministration to be run by an Adminis-
trator and a Board of Governors, while
the Senate version included an Admin-
istrator but replaced the Board of Gov-
ernors with a National Credit Union Ad-
visory Board. The conferees agreed to
a substitute which called for an Admin-
istrator and a National Credit Union
Board. The conferees further made it
clear that the Administrator “shall seek
the advice, counsel, and guidance of the
Board with respect to matters of policy
relating to the aectivities and func-
tions of the Administration under this
act.” In short, the conferees wanted
to make certain that the Board and the
Administrator would work hand in hand
in setting Board policy.

The two versions of the legislation also
differed as to the criteria the President
must use in appointing members of the
Board. The conferees agreed to substitute
language that provides “in making ap-
pointments to the Board, the President
shall appoint persons of tested ecredit
union experience.” This is similar to the
language contained in the Federal Re-
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serve Act which provides that class C
directors of the Federal Reserve System
shall be persons of tested banking ex-
perience. The language of the conference
compromise is not intended to limit the
President’s choice of appointees to only
persons who have actively engaged in the
operation of a credit union but rather
includes people who have been expe-
rienced in the credit union movement
and those who have shown a consistent
dedication to credit union prineiples and
philosophies.

The House version also provided for
an annual report to be submitted by the
Board to the President, while the Senate
version did not contain an annual report
provision. The conferees agreed on lan-
guage directing the Administrator to
make an annual report to the President
for submisson to the Congress and added
that the report should be made “after
full consultation with the Board and
shall contain any recommendations or
comments submitted by the Board for
inclusion in the report.”

And, finally Mr. Speaker, the Senate
version called for the appointment of so-
called supergrades within the Admin-
istration. However, to make it clear that
we were not trying to infringe upon the
jurisdiction of other committees, the
conferees accepted a substitute for the
supergrade section which was suggested
by the Senate Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee. The conferees agreed to
the suggestion with the distinet under-
standing that the Civil Service Com-
mission would immediately upon the
creation of the Administration, provide
the Administration with the seven super-
grades called for in the Senate version
of HR. 2.

H.R. 2 is a truly unique piece of legisla-
tion. It was cosponsored in the House
on a bipartisan group of Banking and
Currency members. These members
were: Mr. BARRETT, Mrs. SULLIVAN, Mr.
REvss, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr.
STEPHENS, Mr. St GERMAIN, Mr. GoN-
ZALEZ, Mr. MinNisH, Mr. HAnNNA, Mr.
GEeTTYS, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. REES, Mr.
GALIFIANAKIS, Mr, BEvILL, Mr, GRIFFIN,
Mr, HANLEY, Mr, Brasco, Mr. CHAPPELL,
Mr. WIDNALL, Mrs. DWYER, Mr. HALPERN,
and Mr. COWGER.

The bill was reported out of the com-
mittee unanimously and was passed by
both Houses of Congress by an over-
whelming majority. In addition, the con-
ference report was adopted unanimously.

Mr. Speaker, there are credit unions in
every congressional district in the United
States and roughly one out of every 10
people in the United States belongs to a
credit union. As I stated earlier, I hope
that this body will adopt the conference
report unanimously so that this body can
show its support for the litile people of
America.

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I want to ask the gen-
tleman about the paragraph at the bot-
tom of page 5 of the conference report
dealing with the supergrades. How many
supergrades were in the bill as it left
the House?
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Mr. PATMAN. I cover that in my
statement. There are seven supergrades,
to the best of my recollection.

It is a unique way of handling this,
different from others, I will state to the
gentleman. The Federal credit unions
are paying for everything. They are pay-
ing for all these employees. That has
never been done before. There is no
Government expense at all.

It is worked out between the Senate
counsel of the Banking and Currency
Committee and the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee. They placed it in the
bill when it was considered on the Senate
floor, and we accepted it in conference.
There is no dispute about it, and all the
Members signed the report.

There is no Federal money involved.

Mr. GROSS. I know, but after all, as
Members of Congress we have to be
interested in the welfare of the em-
ployees and what they are being called
upon to put out by way of salaries for
those who administer their affairs,

Mr. PATMAN. That is right.

Mr. GROSS. We cannot just dismiss
it lightly.

In other words, this provision was not
in the House bill but was put in by the
other body and accepted by the House
in conference?

Mr. PATMAN. It was contemplated in

the House bill that we would have some
employees to administer this.
_ Mr. GROSS. I understand that, but
it was not contemplated that they have
seven supergrades, so far as I am con-
cerned.

How many employees will the admin-
istration of this setup have?

Mr. PATMAN. I do not know exactly,
I believe it is 450 but all the expense will
be paid by the credit unions themselves.
There is no Federal money involved in
this at all.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman has no
information on the total number of em-
ployees needed to man this new agency?

Mr. PATMAN. They have had 450 a
good long time in the agency. No in-
crease is contemplated.

Mr. GROSS. They have 450, the gen-
tleman says?

Mr. PATMAN. Yes, 450 in the agency
as it is now.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

(Mr, PATMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

THE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION ACT

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

" Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, the House
in approving the conference report on
H.R. 2 to establish a separate Federal
Credit Union Agency has completed con-
gressional action on a major piece of leg-
islation. HR. 2 is another example of
legislative initiative by the 91st Congress.
The establishment of a long-needed sep-
arate Federal credit union agency is
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solely a congressional product. Its pas-
sage is due to the long and untiring
efforts of the gentleman from Texas, the
distinguished chairman of the Banking
and Currency Committee (Mr, PaTMaAN).
He introduced H.R. 2 on January 3, 1969.
Despite repeated requests from the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee, depart-
mental reports were not rendered by the
administration. He received absolutely
no cooperation from the executive
branch. In the face of this intransigence,
Mr. Parmany announced hearings which
were held on June 17 and 18. The Treas-
ury Department then appeared in op-
position to the bill. Despite this, the
committee reported the bill on June 27
and on July 28 the measure passed the
Hbouse by a vote of 356 to 10.

I repeat what I have said on previous
occasions, that far from being a foof-
dragging Congress, as has been alleged
by certain spokesmen for President Nix-
on’s administraticn, the 91st Congress
has and continues to be the innovative
branch of the Federal Government. The
executive branch, by way of contrast has
been exceedingly slow in forwarding its
proposed bills to the Congress and has
been most uncooperative at all stages of
the legislative process toward congres-
sionally initiated measures of vital con-
cern to the national welfare.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER,. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 28]

Fish Ottinger
Ford, Gerald R. Pettis
Foremsan Philbin
Fulton, Pa. Poage
Fulton, Tenn. Powell
Halpern Price, 111.
Harrington Rogers, Fla.
Harvey Rosenthal
Hastings Roybal
Howard B8t Germain
Huil Sandman
Jarman Bchadeberg
Jones, Ala, Scheuer
Jones, Tenn. Sikes
Kirwan Taft
Lennon Talcott
Lukens Teague, Calif,
McEwen Teague, Tex.
Maflliard Thomson, Wis.
Tunney
Weicker
Widnall
Zablocki

Abbitt
Ashley
Blatnik
Bogges
Boland
Bolling
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex,
Burton, Utah
Bush

Carey

Carter

Celler

Clark

Clay

Corbett
Cramer
Crane
Dawson
Dent
Donohue
Dorn
Edwards, Calif. Moss
Edwards, La. Nix

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 358
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

Monagan
Moorhead
Morse
Morton

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES CON-
CERNING RULES FOR THE JOINT
MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. PODELL. Mr, Speaker, I should
like to make a parliamentary inqguiry.
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The SPEAEER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. PODELL, I should like to know
whether or not on tomorrow, at 12:30,
during the address by President Pompi-
dou to the joint meeting of the House
of Representatives and the Senate,
whether rule 32 of the Rules of the
House of Representatives relating to
admissions to the floor will be recog-
nized, or whether those rules will be
suspended?

The SPEAKER. The answer to that is
that the rule will be recognized, but the
purpose of the joint meeting is to re-
ceive the visitor who will come to the
House Chamber. The Chair will follow
the rules of the House.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, a further
parliamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. PODELL. I should like to know
whether or not rule 32, which relates to
the restriction of those people to be ad-
mitted to the floor, will be observed to-
morrow, or whether it will be suspended
because it is a joint meeting or because
the House is in recess?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that one of the purposes of a joint meet-
ing is to permit people who do not have
the privilege of the floor to come upon
the fioor.

Will the gentleman expose himself and
be specific as to what he has in mind?

Mr. PODELL. I shall not expose my-
self, but I shall read to you section 32
of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives relating to admission to the floor.

The persons hereinafter named, and none
other, shall be admitted to the Hall of the
House or rooms leading thereto, viz: The
President and Vice President of the United
States and their private secretaries, judges
of the Supreme Court, Members of Congress
and Members-elect, contestants in election
cases during the pendency of thelr cases in
the House, the Secretary and Sergeant-at-
Arms of the Senate, heads of departments,
forelgn ministers, governors of States . . .

It continues on with a few more cate-
gories, and it says that no other person
shall be admitted to the floor and the
Speaker may not request such permis-
sion under the appropriate provisions.

The SPEAKER. In further response to
the gentleman’s inguiry, the Chair will
follow the customs and the practices of
the House when there is a joint meeting
taking place.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DAY

The SPEAKER. This is District of Co-
lumbia Day.

ADOPTION PROCEEDINGS

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, I call up the bill (HR.
13307) to amend chapter 3 of title 16
of the District of Columbia Code to au-
thorize the domestic relations branch of
the District of Columbia court of gen-
eral sessions to remove a child from a
proposed adoptive home if a petition for
adoption is revoked, withdrawn, or de-
nied, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
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sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

HR. 13307

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Secrion 1. Section 16-309 of the District
of Columbia Code is amended by adding at
the end thereof the followlng new subsec-
tion:

*“(g) In any case in which the petition is
revoked, withdrawn, or denied the court may
order removal of the child from the proposed
adoptive home if the court finds that such
removal is in the child's best interest. If
such removal is ordered, the court shall vest
parental rights In a licensed child-placing
agency or the Commissioner with power to
remove the child and to plan for the child's
welfare.”

Bec. 2. Bubparagraph (C) of subsection
(b) (2) of section 16-304 (of title 16) of the
Distriet of Columbia Code is amended by
striking out “according to the laws of any
Jurisdiction” and inserting in lieu thereof
“according to the laws of the District of Co-
lumbia®,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

"“That subparagraph (C) of subsection (b)
(2) of section 16-304 of title 16 of the Dis-
triet of Columbia Code is amended by strik-
ing out ‘according to the laws of any juris-
diction’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘accord-
ing to the laws of the District of Columbia’™

The committee amendment was agreed

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply ask the
gentleman handling the bill how many
days of hearings were held on the bill. I
believe it was 1 day. Is that correct?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will
the genteleman yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ABERNETHY. That is correct.
There were two witnesses. The one who
testified for the District of Columbia
government and an attorney in the Dis-
trict who was associated with the numer-
ous child placement agencies.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further questions,

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of H.R. 13307, as amended, is to
amend section 16-304(b) (2)(C) of the
District of Columbia Code so as to elimi-
nate the requirements of consent to a
proposed adoption from the father of a
prospective adoptee born out of wedlock
whose birth is subsequently legitimatized
according to the laws of the District of
Columbia.

EFFECTS OF THE BILL

The adoption of this bill will provide
that the consent of the natural father to
an adoption bill will be required only if
the prospective adoptee has been legit-
imatized according to the laws of the
Distriet of Columbia.

The legitimization of a child born out
of wedlock may occur under the laws of
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the District of Columbia—section 19-318
of the District of Columbia Code—only
by the subsequent marriage of the puta-
tive father to the mother of such child
and his acknowledgement that the child
is his.

HEARING

A public hearing was held by Subcom-
mittee No. 1 of the District Commitiee on
this legislation on November 3, 1969, and
witnesses on behalf of the Corporation
Counsel’s Office of the District of Colum-
bia, the Licensing and Consultant Serv-
ices Office, Department of Public Welfare,
District of Columbia, and the Supervisory
Rules and Regulations Committee—to
formulate rules and regulations prescrib-
ing standards of placement, care, and
services to be required of child-placing
agencies—of the District of Columbia
testified in favor of H.R. 13307, as
amended. No testimony or statements
were filed in opposition to the bill, as
amended.

HISTORY OF THE BILL

H.R. 13307, as introduced, contained
two sections. The language of the bill as
reported retains only section 2 of the
bill.

Section 1 of the bill, as introduced,
would have added a subsection (g) to
section 16-309 of the District of Colum-
bia Code, to authorize the Domestic Re-
lations Branch of the District of Colum-
bia Court of General Sessions to order
the removal of a child from the home of
prospective adoptors, if such action was
in the best interest of the child, when-
ever the petition for adoption of such
child was revoked, withdrawn, or denied.
Bection 1 would have further provided
that upon such removal, the court shall
vest parental rights in a licensed child-
placing agency or in the Commissioner
of the District of Columbia, and such
agency or the Commissioner are em-
powered to effect the removal of the
child from the adoptive home and to
plan for his future welfare.

The District of Columbia Assistant
Corporation Counsel, testifying on be-
half of the Commissioner, opposed sec-
tion 1 as introduced as being too broad
and sweeping and questioned whether
the authority granted therein should re-
side in the Domestic Relations Division of
the Court of General Sessions rather
than in the Juvenile Court of the District
of Columbia.

Since the committee was considering
other legislation which would merge the
Domestic Relations Branch of the Court
of General Sessions and the Juvenile
Court of the District of Columbia into a
Family Division of a new court to be
known as the Superior Court of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the committee amend-
ed H.R. 13307, as introduced, striking out
section 1 and retaining section 2, so as to
provide only for the change in the con-
sent requirements for the adoption of
children under 21.

CONCLUSION

Since there was general agreement on
behalf of all those agencies of the Dis-
trict of Columbia government testifying
on behalf of the bill as to the provisions
of H.R. 13307, as amended, and an ap-
parent irreconcilable conflict as to section
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1 of H.R. 13307, as introduced, the con-
troversial provision was deleted from the
bill without prejudice to further consid-
eration at some further date.

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:
“A bill to amend chapter 3 of title 16
of the District of Columbia Code to
change the requirement of consent to
the adoption of a person under 21 years
of age.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

TAX EXEMPTION FOR INTERNA-
TIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE CONSORTIUM

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the Distriet of Co-
lumbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 14982) to
provide for the immunity from taxation
in the District of Columbia in the case
of the International Telecommunica-
tions Satellite Consortium, and any suec-
cessor organization thereto, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 14982

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act shall
apply to the International Telecommunica-
tions Satellite Consortium, and any succes-
sor organization thereto, in which the United
States through its designated entity partici-
pates pursuant to the Communications Sat-
ellite Act of 1962 (47 U.8.C. 701 and follow-
ing).

Sec. 2. The International Telecommunica-
tions Satellite Consortium, and any successor
organization thereto, its property, income,
operations and other transactions, and the
participants therein other than the desig-
nated United States entity, shall be exempt
from all taxes imposed by the District of
Columbia and shall not be required to obtain
any license required by the District of Co-
lumbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of
1947, as the same hereafter may be amended:
Provided, however, That this exemption shall
not apply to any property which shall not
be used for the purposes of said Consortium
or successor organization, or to any income,
operations, or other transactions which shall
not be related to the purposes of said Con-
sortium or successor organization.

8ec. 3. The District of Columbia Council is
authorized to promulgate regulations to
carry out the purpose of this Act.

Sec. 4, This Act shall be eflfective with
respect to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1969.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2, line 14, strike out “1969" and in-
sert in lieu.thereof “1964".

The committee amendment was agreed

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.
Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentle-
man handling the bill how many days of
Sea{’ings were held on this bill, Was it 1
ay?

4547

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

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FUQUA, We had 1 day of hearings
on the bill.

Mr, ADAMS. I have no further ques-
tions.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of H.R. 14982 is to provide complete im-~
munity from all District of Columbia tax-
ation for the International Telecommu-
nications Satellite Consortium—Intel-
sat—its foreign participants, and any
successor organization to Intelsat.

The membership of Intelsat is made
up of foreign governments, foreign gov-
ernment ministries, and private corpo-
rations and wholly owned government
entities serving as the government’s rep-
resentatives in Intelsat. This legislation
would guarantee that all participants
are treated equally as foreign govern-
ments and, as such, would be exempt
from local District taxation, insofar as
their participation in Intelsat is con-
cerned.

The proposed legislation will not affect
in any way the tax liability of the United
States participant in Intelsat, the Com-
munications Satellite Corporation. This
Corporation—Comsat—which was in-
corporated under the laws of the Dis-
trict on February 1, 1963, receives and
is liable in the District for taxes on
approximately 53 percent of Intelsat’s
net income today. The present bill ex-
pressly excludes Comsat from applica-
bility of the exemptions being sought.

The committee amendment makes the
tax exemption effective retroactively to
taxable years beginning after December
31, 1964.

THE EFFECTS OF THE BILL

The adoption and promulgation of
this bill will clarify the tax situation in
several areas. The proposed legislation
is directed primarily at the District of
Columbia franchise tax—Distriet of Co-
lumbia Code, title 47, section 1580. This
law imposes a franchise tax on every
corporation and unincorporated business
which carries on or engages in trade or
business in the District. The measure of
the tax is “that portion of the net in-
come of the corporation and unincorpo-
rated business as is fairly attributable
to any trade or business carried on or
engaged in within the Distriet and such
other net income as is derived from
sources within the District.”

Intelsat is managed by a corporation
located in the Distriet, but its primary
business—and consequent source of rev-
enues—is operating satellites in outer
space to work with earth stations around
the world. Since little, if any, business
revenue is generated in the District, and
that portion of it which accrues to for-
eign government members of Intelsat is
exempt from taxation, the tax loss in this
particular case would be de minimis from
the viewpoint of District government
revenues. As a matter of fact, the Dis-
trict of Columbia government has ad-
vised your committee that the enactment
of HR. 14982 would not result in any
significant revenue loss to the District.

In addition to the franchise tax, the
proposed legislation is also directed at
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real property tax, license tax, sales tax,
and other similar taxes which might be
enacted.

Our committee was advised that In-
telsat does not presently own any prop-
erty in the District, and does not con-
template acquiring any in the future.
Hence no potential real property taxes
would be lost by the District by this ex-
emption. Likewise, the revenue loss from
the exemption from personal property
tax, sale and use tax, and the unincorpo-
rated business license tax, would appar-
ently be insignificant.

Further, the proviso in section 2 makes
it clear that the exemption from taxes
shall not apply to any property which
shall not be used for the purposes of In~
telsat and any successor organization,
not to any income, operations or other
transactions which shall not be related
to the purpose of said consortium or
successor organization. The purpose of
this proviso is to establish that the own-
ership or operation of such a communi-
cation satellite system is exempt from
District of Columbia taxation, regardless
of whether Intelsat or its successor, or
any foreign participants therein, are
“carrying on or engaging in any trade
or business within the District” or receiv-
ing income “from sources within the Dis-
triet,” within the meaning of section 47-
1580 of the District of Columbia Code,
and regardless of whether such system
would otherwise be subject to tax.

PRECEDENT—FEDERAL EXEMPTION ALREADY

GRANTED

During the 90th Congress a compan-
jon bill to H.R. 14982 reported herewith
by this committee was introduced to es-
tablish exemptions for fthe Intelsat
members from Federal taxation. That
bill, HR. 18486—was passed and was
signed into law on October 22, 1968 as
Public Lav 90-622—82 Stat. 1311.

Passage of the present bill, H.R. 14982,
will bring the Distriet of Columbia law
into agreement with the above—re-
ferred—to Federal law on this subject.

NEGOTIATIONS FOR PERMANENT HEADQUAETERS

Comsat, the American Corporation
which manages Intelsat, as stated, is al-
ready locatec in and taxable in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. It has between 100
and 200 employees here. The Intelsat
organization headquarters are also lo-
cated in the District, and it would ap-
pear to be in the national interest to
continue to have the Intelsat manage-
ment entity located in the United States
and in the District of Columbia.

The Department of State, working
with other agencies of Government and
ComSat, is involved currently in a ne-
gotiation among all 73 Intelsat member
countries concerning the future perma-
nent nature of the Intelsat organization.
PBoth these negotiations and the opera-
tions of the global satellite system could
be adversely affected by tax ineguities
affecting certain member countries in
the District of Columbia,

Other countries which grant tax ex-
emption in such eases are desirous of
having the headquarters of Intelsat
within their borders, and the State De-
partment has advised your committee
that it would be in much stronger posi-
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tion of assuring the maintenance of the
organization in Washington if this leg-
islation is enacted.

HEARING

A public hearing was held by Subcom-
miftee No. 4 of the District Committee
on this legislation on February 17, 1970,
and witnesses on behalf of the State De-
partment and of the District of Colum-
bia government testified in complete
support of HR. 11482, No testimony or
statements were filed in opposition to
the bill.

CONCLUSION

Since the possible loss of revenue ef-
fect on the District of Columbia would
be so slight, and since specific policy
considerations of facilitating our inter-
national negotiations and assuring the
uninterrupted, efficient operation of the
global satellite system would seem to be
best served by this legislation, our com-
mittee recommends the enactment of
H.R. 14982, as amended.

The State Department transmitted the
proposed legislation to the Congress in
the previous administration urging its
enactment, and the District of Colum-
bia government support, HR. 14982:

Mr, NELSEN. Mr. Speaker and fellow
Members of the House, on November 25,
1969, I introduced on behalf of myself,
Mr. THOoMsON of Wisconsin, Mr. Fou-
qua of Florida, and Mr. BroyHILL of Vir-
ginia, HR. 14982, a bill to provide for the
immunity from taxation in the District
of Columbia in the case of the Interna-
tional Telecommunications Satellite
Consortium, and any successor organiza-
tion thereto.

This bill comes before the House for
consideration at a particularly critical
time for the International Telecommu-
nications Satellite Consortium—Intel-
sat—for at this very moment, represent-
atives from other 72 nations that form
the membership of Intelsat are in Wash-
ington, D.C., negotiating new arrange-
ments for global commercial communi-
cafions.

The legislation which is the subject of
discussion today would exempt from
taxation in the District of Columbia In-
telsat, foreign participants therein, and
any successor organization thereto to-
gether with its forelgn participants. The
former Assistant Secretary of State for
Congressional Relations has informed me
that the legislation was prepared by the
Department of State, the Corporation
Counsel of the District of Columbia, and
the Communications Satellite Corpora-
tion—Comsat. It received the assent of
the Board of Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia by letter dated October
13, 1967. The Department of State also
informs me that HR. 14982 will not ef-
feet in any way the tax liability of the
U.S. participant in Intelsat, the Com-
munications Satellite Corporation,

Intelsat, as I understand it, is a joint
venture of entities now representing 73
nations, formed to establish a global
commercial satellite system. It was cre-
ated by the Intergovernmental Agree-
ment establishing interim arrangements
for a global commercial communications
satellite system. The Communications
Satellite Corporation has been designated
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by the President, pursuant to the Com-
munications Satellite Act of 1962, as the
U.S. representative to and member of
Intelsat.

The participants in Intelsat vary from
country to country. As we all know, our
representative, Comsat, is a jointly
Government-private-owned corporation,
Most of the foreign participants in In-
telsat are either foreign governments or
foreign government ministries. Other
foreign partners, however, are either
private corporations or entities wholly
owned by foreign governments but sep-
arate in form therefrom. Foreign gov-
ernments or ministries would not be sub-
Ject to applicable Distriet of Columbia
taxes, but foreign private or government-
ally owned corporations might well,
under existing legislation and regula-
tions, be subject to the District of Co-
lumbia franchise tax. Taxation of such
private or quasi-governmental entities in
the District of Columbia could, there-
fore, create inequities among the various
foreign partners. From the point of view
of the effective operation of the joint
venture, it is clearly inequitable for the
m‘ajority of signatories to be exempt from
District of Columbia tax while other
partners in the joint venture, in pre-
cisely the same position except with re-
gard to their governmental affiliation,
may not be similarly exempt. From the
point of view of our foreign policy in-
terests, this possible discrimination must
be eliminated.

The State Department informs me
!;hat if the taxability of a foreign partner
in the joint venture depends wupon
whether such partner is a government
or government ministry, then the free-
dom of that government to select the ap-
propriate form of entity to represent it
in Intelsat would be unduly affected by
operation of United States and District
of Columbia tax laws. It is clearly desir-
able to allow each government the free-
dom to choose the form of entity which
it believes can most effectively contrib-
ute to its participation in the global
system,

Imposition of the District of Colum-
bia unincorporated business franchise
tax upon certain of our foreign partners
in the international joint venture would
be based necessarily, it appears, on a
determination that Intelsat is either
first engaged in a trade or business
within the District, or second, that it de-
rives any other net income from “sources
within the District.” Either such deter-
mination would rest in part on the activ-
ity of the Comsat Corporation as man-
ager for Intelsat. It is my opinion that
it is in our interest that these manage-
rial activities continue to be performed
in the United States and not transferred
abroad because of possible United States
or District of Celumbia tax conse-
quences. It is, accordingly, in our na-
tional interest to insure that our loeal
tax laws, in this respect, are consistent
with our overall policy.

The State Department claims that the
interim nature of the present arrange-
ments provides an additional reason for
legislation at this time. Article IX of
the agreement contemplates agreement
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on definitive arrangements for an inter-
national global system at this time. The
draft legislation is designed to exempt
foreign signatories to the special agree-
ment—or to a successor agreement—
from District of Columbia taxation, ir-
respective of the form of the definitive
arrangements. The enactment of such
legislation at this time would thus insure
that the choice of an appropriate strue-
ture and form for the permanent organi-
zation would not be influenced by United
States or District of Columbia tax laws.

The foregoing discussion demonstrates
the necessity as seen by the State Depart-
ment to establish with certainty that the
income to the foreign participants de-
rived from Intelsat operations is not tax-
able by the District of Columbia. Since
it is not possible to achieve this certainty
within the existing framework of statu-
tory law and administrative interpreta-
tion, legislation is necessary to set forth
clearly that, as a matter of national pol-
icy, all foreign participants in Intelsat
are exempt from District of Columbia
taxation on their income derived from
the ownership or operation of the global
system.

I am informed that this legislation will
not result in any significant loss of rev-
enue to the District of Columbia. The
greatest share of Intelsat’s income—
(currently 53.03 percent)—is received by
Comsat. The taxability of Comsat is not
affected by the proposed legislation.
Thus, if Intelsat is exempted by the pro-
posed legislation, such share of Intelsat's
ineome will be included in Comsat’s gross
income, and hence Comsat will be liable
for franchise tax with respect to the por-
tion of such income fairly attributable
to the District at the same rate, 5 per-
cent, as Intelsat would have been. Of the
balance of the income from Intelsat;
that is, the share received by the foreign
participants, only that portion which
would be considered to be fairly attribut-
able to the District is affected by this
legislation. Thus, when the franchise tax
rate is applied to the small portion of
Intelsat income actually affected by this
legislation, it can be seen that the result
in terms of loss of revenue is de minimis.
Intelsat does not presently own any real
property in the District and I am in-
formed does not contemplate acquiring
any in the future. Hence, no potential
real property taxes would be lost by af-
fording Intelsat the exemption. The rev-
enue loss to the District resulting from
the exemption from personal property
tax, sales and use taxes, and the unin-
corporated business license tax would be
apparently insignificant.

A companion item of legislation to ac-
complish similar objectives with respect
to U.S. income tax on foreign partici-
pants in Intelsat was promulgated on
October 22, 1968 as Public Law 90-622.

I believe this legislation should receive
favorable action from the House because
I believe there is a national and local
interest in retaining the location of In-
telsat in this country and more particu-
larly in this Nation’s Capital.

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.

CXVI—-286—Part 4
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DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER NA-
TIONAL MEMORIAL ARENA AND
CONVENTION CENTER STUDY

Mr, FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 10937) to
authorize the construction, mainte-
nance, and operation by the Armory
Board of the District of Columbia of the
Eisenhower National Memorial Arena in
the District of Columbia, and ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
in the House as in Committee of the
Whole.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 10937

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in or-
der to provide the people of the United
States with a national memorial to honor
Dwight David Eisenhower, thirty-fourth
President of the United States and General
of the Army of the United States, to preserve
for the youth of America the example of his
exemplary life, and to also provide the peo-
ple of the United States with an arena suit-
able for holding national athletic, political,
and social events and other activities and
events of a nature requiring such a facility,
the Armory Board (hereafter referred to in
this Act as the “Board”), created by section
2 of the Act entitled “An Act to establish a
District of Columbia Armory Board, and for
other purposes”, approved June 4, 1848 (D.C.
Code, sec. 2 1702), is authorized In accord-
ance with section 2 of this Act, to design,
construct, maintain, and operate the Eisen-
hower National Memorial Arena (hereafter
referred to in this Act as the “arena”) with
a seating capacity of not to exceed twenty
thousand and a motor vehicle parking fa-
cility (at or below the level of the land on
which the arena is constructed) providing
space to park not to exceed seven thousand
vehicles.

Sec. 2. (a) Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Board shall prepare and submit to the Pres-
ident a detailed plan for the construction of
the area which shall include a description of
the proposed site (selected in accordance
with this section) for the arena and esti-
mates of construction costs. The Board shall
make such revisions in the plan as the
President may require. There is authorized
to be appropriated not to exceed $500,000 to
enable the Board to prepare the plan and
make such revisions in it as may be required
by the President.

(b) The site for the arena shall be selected
by the Board from real property of the
United States within the area bounded by
Counstitution Avenue on the north, Four-
teenth Street, Northwest and Southwest, and
the Washington Channel on the east, and the
Potomac River on the south and west. The
Board shall consult with the Secretary of
the Interior in selecting a site for the arena.

(c) Upon approval of the plan by the
President, the Board may construct the arena
in accordance with the plan with funds
raised by voluntary contributions, and the
Secretary of the Interior shall reserve for
the arena the site designated in the plan.

Sec. 8, (a) To finance the cost of the op-
eration of the arena there is authorized to be
appropriated, effective on the date of the
completion of the construction of the arensa,
$500,000 which shall be deposited in a fund
to be known as the “arena operating fund"
(hereafter referred to in this section as the
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“fund”). The fund, including all receipts
credited to it, shall be used as a permanent
revolving fund for all expenses incurred by
the Board in the exercise of the powers
granted by section 4 of this Act, including
expenses for personal services. The Board is
authorized to make such advances from the
fund as may be necessary for the operation
of the arena, including promotional ex-
penses and operation and maintenance of
the motor vehicle parking facilitles in con-
nection with the arena, but no such advance
may exceed $25,000 at any one time. The
Board shall place into the fund all receipts
derived by the Board from the operation of
the arena under this Act. All records and
accounts relating to the operations, reve-
nues, expenses, and costs of the arena and
the lighting, operation, and maintenance of
motor vehicle parking facilities in connec-
tion with the arena shall be kept separate
and distinet from the records and accounts
relating to the operations, revenues, ex-
penses, and costs of the District of Colum-
bia National Guard Armory and the stadium
constructed under the District of Columbia
Stadium Act of 1957,

(c) As soon as practicable after the close
of each fiscal year, after provision has been
made for payment of all lawful obligations
then incurred, all sums in excess of $500,000
in the fund shall be deposited in the Treas-
ury as miscellaneous receipts. Expenditures
from the fund mey be made only upon
vouchers which have been certified by the
Board and which have been approved before
payment by the Comptroller General of the
United States.

Sec. 4. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, for purposes of this Act, the
Board may—

(1) determine all questions concerning the
use of the arena;

Subject to the Act of March 4, 1915 (31
U.8.C. 686), enter into contracts and agree-
ments with the Distriect of Columbia and
the departments, agencies, and establish-
ments of the Federal Government;

(3) acquire, by purchase or lease, equip-
ment, appliances, facilities, and property of
any kind necessary or desirable to carry out
the purposes of this Act, and sell or dispose
of any such property so acguired when in
its judgment it shall be advantageous to do
so, except that no contract for more than
$3,000 shall be entered into for the purpose
of this paragraph without competitive
bidding;

(4) make such structural and other changes
in the arena as it may deem necessary or
desirable for carrying out the purposes of
this Act;

{(5) light, operate, and maintain motor
vehicle parking facilities;

(6) operate or contract for the operation
of such concessions, including the checking
of clothing and the sale of beveragec and
food as it may deem appropriate to the pur-
poses for which the arena may be rented or
leased;

(7) furnish such services to renters, lessees,
and other occupants of the arena as in its
judgment are necessary or suitable for carry-
ing out the purposes of this Act:

(8) rent or lease from time to time for
any of the purposes of this Act, all or any
part or parts of the arena, including any or
all structures, equipment, or facilities of
the arena, at such rental values and for such
periods of time as it shall determine;

{9) carry public liability insurance pro-
tecting the Board, and the members, officers,
and employees thereof engaged in operating
and maintaining the arena, and In operating
and maintaining the motor vehicle parking
facilities in connection therewith; and re-
quire tenants or lessees of the arena to carry
public liability insurance protecting the in-
terests of such tenants or lessees;

(10) accept the gratuitous services of such
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persons as may volunteer to aid in the con-
duct of its activities;

(11) soliclt, hold, and administer gifts, be-
quests, or devises of money, securities, or
other property of whatsoever character for
the benefit of the arena; and

(12) wunless otherwise restricted by the
terms of the gift, bequest, or devise, sell or
exchange and invest or reinvest in such in-
vestments as it may determine from time to
time the moneys, securities, or other property
composing trust funds given, bequeathed, or
devised to or for the benefit of the arena,
the income from which, as and when col-
lected, to be placed in such depositaries as
the Board shall determine and to be subject
to expenditure by the Beard.

(b) The Board shall have all the usual
powers and obligations of a trustee in respect
of all trust funds administered by it.

(c) No obligation created or lability in-
curred under this Act shall be a personal
obligation or llability of any member of the
Board.

Sec. 5. (a) The Board may employ and fix
the compensation and term of a manager,
fiscal officer, and such other personnel as
may be necessary for the operation and
maintenance of the arena., Under the direc-
tion of the Beoard and with written authori-
zation signed by the members thereof, the
manager may exercise such of the powers
vested in the Board by section 4 of this Act
as the Board shall determine.

(b) The Board shall appolint the manager,
filscal officer, and other personnel without
regard to the provisions of title 5 of the
United States Code relating to appointments
in the competitive service and shall fix their
compensation without regard to the pro-
visions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of
chapter 53 of such title relating to classifica-
tion and General Schedule pay rates.

Sec. 6. The Board shall file with the Con-
gress in January of each year a financial
statement certified to as to accuracy by the
Comptroller General of the United States, a
report of the activities and business at the
arena during the preceding fiscal year, any
recommendations it may have for legislation
or administrative action relating to the op-
eration, use, or control of the arena.

Sec. 7. (a) This Act shall cease to be ef-
fective, all appointments made under this Act
shall terminate, and the Secretary of the In-
terior shall no longer reserve a site for the
arena if the Board does not find that suffi-
cient funds to construct the arena have been
received within three years after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(b) If the Board finds that there are in-
sufficlent funds to construct the arena, it
shall take such action as may be necessary
to return to the donors all funds and property
(and any income therefrom) accepted by
the Board under section 4 of this Act.

Sec. 8. (a) The first sentence of section 2
of the Act entitled “An Act to establish a
District of Columbia Armory Board, and for
other purposes”, approved June 4, 1948 (D.C,
Code, sec. 2-1702), is amended by striking
out “and a third person' and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “the Special Con-
sultant to the President on Physical Fitness
and Sports, the Secretary of the Interior, and
the fifth person not a resident of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Virginia, or Maryland and”,

(b) The amendment made by subsection
{a) with respect to the qualification of a
member of the Board to be appointed by the
chairmen of the District of Columbia Com-
mittees of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives shall apply with respect to mem-
bers of the Board who are appointed by such
chairmen after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lien thereof the following:
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“That it is the purpose of this Act to pro-
vide the people of the United States with
a national memorial to honor Dwight D.
Eisenhower, thirty-fourth President of the
United States and General of the Army of
the United States, to preserve for the youth
of America the example of his exemplary life,
and to provide the people of the United
States with an arena and convention center
in the District of Columbla suitable for hold-
ing national athletic, political, and social
events and other activities and events of a
nature requiring such an arena and center.

“Sgc. 2. The Secretary of the Interior
(hereafter in this Act referred to as the
‘Secretary') is authorized to study, investi-
gate, and formulate recommendations and
a development plan and program for con-
structing an arena and convention center as
a memorial to Dwight D. Eisenhower in the
area northerly of the facilities to be con-
structed in accordance with the National
Visitor Center Facilities Act (82 Stat. 43).

“gSgc. 3. The Secretary shall include in the
study conducted under section 2 an eco-
nomic analysis of the expense and impact of
the arena and convention center. The report
and recommendations made as a result of
such study shall include the design of fhe
arena and convention center and any other
related facilities, recommendations for
methods of financing the construction and
operation (including types and forms of
agreements in relation thereto) of the arena
and convention center, and such other mat-
ters as the Secretary may deem necessary.

“Sgc. 4.(a) In conducting the study under
section 2, the Secretary shall cooperate with
the Natlional Capital Planning Commission
and shall include in his report any specific
recommendations of the National Capital
Planning Commission in regard to a trans-
portation center in the vicinity of the Na-
tional Visitor Center and the arena and
convention center.

“(b) In conducting such study, the Secre-
tary shall also consult with the Dwight D.
Eisenhower National Memorial Arena and
Convention Center Advisory Commission,
created under section 5 of this Act, with in-
terested agencies of the Federal and District
of Columbia Governments, and with individ-
uals and organizations having an interest
in the construction and operation of the
arena and convention center.

“Sec. 5. (a) There is created the Dwight
D. Eisenhower National Memorial Arena and
Convention Center Advisory Commission
(hereafter in this section referred to as the
‘Commission’). The Commission shall be
composed of the Secretary; six Members of
the Senate, three from each party, to be ap-
pointed by the President of the Senate; six
Members of the House of Representatives,
three from each party, to be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives; the
Chairman of the National Capital Planning
Commlission; the Chairman of the Commie-
sion of the Fine Arts; the Secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution; the Speclal Con-
sultant to the President of Physical Fitness
and Sports; the Commissioner of the District
of Columia; and three persons appointed by
the President, none of whom sghall be of-
ficers or employees of the Federal Govern-
ment. The Secretary shall be the Chairman
of the Commission. The Commission shall
meet at the call of the Chairman.

“(b) Members of the Commission who are
not officers or employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment or the government of the District
of Columbia shall be entitied to receive com-
pensation In accordance with section 3109
of title 5, United States Code, and travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence, as authorized by section 5703 of
title 5, United States Code, for persons in the
Government service employed intermittently.

“Sec. 6. Not later than 1 year from the date
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
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submit his report and recommendations fo
the Congress of the United States.

“8ec. 7. There Is authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary the sum of $350,-
000 to carry out the purposes of this Act.”

Mr., ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I do this, Mr. Speaker, for the purpose
of asking the gentleman from Florida
who is handling the bill how many days
of hearings were held on this? Was there
1 day of hearings?

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, we had 2 days of open
hearings on the bill and 1 day in execu-
tive session on it.

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BROYHILIL: of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege and
honor to speak to the House today as
the sponsor of H.R. 10937, a bill to au-
thorize a study of the Eisenhower Na-
tional Memorial Arena and Convention
Center,

I should like to first say that in offer-
ing my views on a memorial for one of
our greatest Americans, Dwight D. Ei-
senhower, I do so with deep humility. I
must confess it is extremely difficult to
find words eloguent enough to express
my feelings on this occasion. As one who
served under him in war, I and mil-
lions of other Americans had more than
one instant to trust his wisdom and lead-
ership as the commander of all our
forces in the war against Nazi Germany.
And, as one who came to the Congress
when he was first elected President of
these United States, I again was priv-
ileged to know of his wisdom and lead-
ership. The example of calmness,
strength, and trust that always radiated
from this great, but modest being should
not be lost to this Nation of ours, which
is today just beginning to stumble out
of a decade of divisiveness.

It was, therefore, an honor for me
to sponsor legislation that would erect
not just an edifice of stone and steel, but
a living, useful, and needed memorial
that would be closest to his inclinations,

Mr, Speaker, there is little question in
my mind what Dwight D. Eisenhower
stood for. Above all it was fair play, the
love of the game, the joy of being an
American. He loved sports, people, and
seeing each and all of us enjoy the fruits
of our labor. More than any other mod-
ern American leader, he knew that Amer-
ica’s future was not tied to technology,
but to the physical and moral strength of
its people. It was for these reasons that
he established a Council on Physical Fit-
ness and Sports for the youth of our
Nation.

Look upon the technological advances
we have made in the past decade; then
cast your eyes aside at the fields of pot,
the forests of obscenity, and the streams
of polluted ideas that our children face
today. Is there one among us who can
say that our young people do not require
increasing moral and physical strength
to meet the trials and tribulations of
tomorrow? Dwight D. Eisenhower was
of the opinion that the youth of our
Nation could meet this challenge better
if they were strong of body and clean
of mind, and well grounded in the rules
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of fair play that participation in sports
teaches easiest.

It was for these reasons that I was
most agreeable with friends of the sport-
ing world, shortly after ex-President
Eisenhower's death, to sponsor this leg-
islation. They were of the opinion that
this Nation could best help our youth,
young and old, by memorializing our
34th President, Dwight D. Eisenhower
by constructing a national arena in our
Nation's Capital for their benefit and
use. The arena would be dedicated to
‘improving the physical fitness of our
citizenry, especially our youth in whieh
former President Eisenhower had an un-
rivaled faith. It would also serve as a
suitable place for holding national
athletic, political, and social events.

Shortly after I and 14 of my col-
leagues, all former athletes, introduced
the bill to establish and econstruct the
arena, the businessmen of greater Wash-
ington approached me to expand the
legislation to include a convention cen-
ter. This suggestion, which had long
been a goal of the business community
of greater Washington, proved in my
estimation to be the frosting for the
cake, the economic catalyst, that makes
this project feasible.

It became apparent rather early that
the arena alone would not stand on its
own feet economically speaking. But,
coupled with a multipurpose project con-
sisting of both an arena and a conven-
tion center, the economic soundness of
the project takes a most encouraging and
facination turn.

Visualize, if you will, the following:

First. A facility or industry that would
add between $90 and $120 million per
year to the economy of the Washington
area.,

Second. The creation of 5,000 new jobs,
most of them of the type that would em-
ploy persons from the hard-core unem-
ployed of the Nation’s Capital.

Third. A $2.8 to $3 million increase in
Distriet of Columbia tax revenues with-
out an increase in tax rates.

Fourth. An industry that could apply
some $2.3 to $2.5 million from net oper-
ating profit to the retirement of its ini-
tial construction costs.

Fifth. 18.5 acres of space that are
available for the construction of this fa-
cility, within a stone’s throw of the Na-
tion’s Capitol, the acquisition of which
would not displace any existing dwellings
or businesses.

Sixth. A facility which will be com-
patible with and insure the success of
the National Visitors Center.

Seventh. A facility which will further
the original L’Enfant plan to make
Washington, D.C., a truly National Cap-
ital. One which already promises to re-
generate a large area of what has been
an economically depressed area in the
Nation's Capital,

Eighth. An indoor arena seating 17,500
spectators, an exhibit hall of approxi-
mately 250,000 square feet, approxi-
mately 30 convention-type meeting
rooms of varying sizes to accommodate
upward of 12,800 persons in the aggre-
gate. Adequate off-street parking, imme-
diate Metro, train, local and distant bus
service. Shops, offices and the headguar-
ters for the President’s Council on Physi-
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cal Fitness and Sports and other related
national groups and organizations
related thereto.

Mr. Speaker, I should have liked for
each Member of the Congress to have
attended the hearings last November
on this legislation. Testimony was unani-
mous and most enthusiastic for the need
for this facility in the Nation's Capital.

Mr. Speaker, I am of the opinion that
there will be sufficient net operating
profits; offset tax revenue to the District
of Columbia government, permitting the
Congress to make a parallel reduction
in its annual payment in lieu of taxes to
the District of Columbia; and long-range
community benefits and national benefits
to make this project economically fea-
sible. I bow to the wisdom of the chair-
man and my colleagues on the District
of Columbia Committee to obtain from
the Secretary of the Interior a complete
feasibility study on this project as a
prelude to legislation authorizing the ac-
tual construction of the Eisenhower Na-
tional Memorial Arena and Convention
Center. I am aware of their concern on
the cost of this project. I am also aware
of the testimony already heard during
the hearings from reliable management-
consulting firms as to the feasibility of
this project.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I should like
to remind my colleagues that this Capi-
tol Building, the Federal office buildings,
the White House, the various memorials
to other great Americans in this National
City produce little or no revenue. This
facility, I and my cosponsors propose, will
create revenue, will be most appreciated
by the visitors to our Nation’s Capital,
will create jobs at no expense to the
Government, and will uplift this decay-
ing city and do much to rekindle the
American spirit in our youth. I urge your
support to the Eisenhower National
Memorial Arena and Convention Center
Study.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, here we go again, with
another white elephant that the tax-
payers of the country are being asked
to finance.

There is still needed information—
and a good deal of it—which this report
does not provide.

I would like to ask the gentleman from
Florida if the cost of the site for this so-
called sports arena, for which $90 mil-
lion is set up in the report as the total
cost, is included?

Mr. FUQUA., I would answer the gen-
tleman by saying, No, it does not in-
clude the site. This today is to deter-
mine the economic benefits and the im-
pact that this will have on the District
of Columbia.

Mr. GROSS. Where and how do you
propose to get the site?

Mr. FUQUA., It is proposed to use the
air rights over the Washington Rail-
road Terminal,

Mr. GROSS. And to whom do these
air rights now belong?

Mr. FUQUA. They belong to the rail-
road company. This is something the
study commission could develop as to
the feasibility—a study of trying to fi-
nance this—whether it will be an out-
right purchase or whether it may be
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constructed similar to the Visitors
Center, leased back to the District gov-
ernment each year where the revenues
aceruing from the rental of the facility
would pay back the construction costs
that would be incurred maybe by the
terminal company.

Mr. GROSS. The genfleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BRoYHILL) says that thisis the
eighth largest metropolitan center—I
believe those were his words—that does
not have a sports center, and the report
says it is the fastest growing metropoli-
tan area in the United States. Then why
do you not just build your own sports
center? Why come in here with this
$350 million foot-in-the-door raid on the
U.S. Treasury ? If this is the fastest grow-
ing community in the country and the
eighth largest center of population with-
out a sports center, why do you in Vir-
ginia, Maryland, and Washington, D.C,,
not get busy and build it and not come to
the taxpayers of the country to pay for
it?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. To an-
swer the second part of the gentleman’s
question first, this bill does not provide
for $350 million—it provides for $350,000
for this study.

Mr. GROSS. If I said $350 million, I
meant to say $350,000 is the foot in the
door—the entering wedge to gouging the
taxpayers of the Nation out of at least
$90 million.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. The pur-
pose of this legislation is to make a de-
termination of the economical feasibil-
ity of what would be the most practical
method of financing this. The gentleman
knows that we cannot propose any fa-
cility of this sort here in the Naftion's
Capital without some cooperation and
some sanction on the part of Federal
Government. We could not get the zon-
ing for something of this nature without
some recognition and some approval by
the Congress.

Mr. GROSS. It does not take $350,000
to be spent over a 1-year period to get
the city council, or whatever they eall it
around here, to rezone or to zone. Let us
not joke about this. It does not require
$350,000 for that purpose.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. We hope
it will not take $350,000. I think it would
be a very small amount for such a fa-
cility such as we propose to create for
this type of memorial to the 34th Presi-
dent of the United States. We spent a
great deal more than that on dead me-
morials that do not have any useful
benefits or economic benefits to the peo-
ple other than something to look at.

Mr. GROSS. When a stadium was
built here a few years ago at a cost of
$20 million, we were promised repeatedly
that it was never going to cost the tax-
payers of the Nation a dime. The tax-
payers of the entire country are now
paying heavily on the interest on the
bonds that were issued—paying right
through the nose, while the local citizens
cannot or will not pay a dollar on the
principal of that $20 million worth of
bonds.

Why did you take out the pamgraph.
if you want to be fair to the taxpayers,
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that appears on page 8, line 13? In the
original bill you had the following
provision:

If the Board finds that there are Insuf-
ficlent funds to construct the arena, it shall
take such action as may be necessary to re-
turn to the donors all funds and property
(and any income therefrom) accepted by
the Board under section 4 of this Act.

Why did you take that out? If this
project falls by the wayside, why do you
not provide that the Federal Govern-
ment shall be repaid the $350,000 that
you propose to take from them through
this bill?

Mr. FUQUA. Let me say to the gentle-
man, if he will yield, I share his concern
that we not create another EKennedy
stadium fiasco. But I say the reason for
the study is the fact that we can make
an accurate determination as to whether
in fact this project is a feasible under-
taking. It may not be feasible. There-
fore, we shall not have constructed some
type of facility and then later found
out that it is not feasible. We want to
get the best information possible to find
out if this is going to work, if it is going
to bring in revenues to the District of
Columbia, and what are the side bene-
fits and tax advantages.

Mr. GROSS. We went all through that
with that white elephant stadium. The
gentleman knows that. The gentleman
knows that we were assured and reas-
sured in the House that it would never
cost his taxpayers and mine a single
dime. The gentleman well knows what
has happened.

The gentleman knows that it is not
intended to put up a sports arena in the
District and make it pay. The gentleman
knows that the next step will be to come
in and filch the pockets of the taxpayers
of the entire country to build this
structure.

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

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would say to the
gentleman that, with all his perceptive
wisdom that he has had, I believe he
missed probably the salient point here.
It is proposed that we honor the memory
of our late president and to provide a
“shot in the arm” with the $350,000. I
am not sure it is so much the memory of
a president as it is a “shot in the arm”
for the District of Columbia. That might
be a little closer to what we are getting
at.

Mr. GROSS. Why do we have to rush
to allegedly honor former presidents? It
was years and years and years before Taft
was honored, and other Presidents the
same. Why do you have to rush in here
and unload on the taxpayers of the
Nation this type of project? I do
not care how many sports arenas
private enterprise builds in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. You can Ilocate
one at every cockeyed street inter-
section. But get off the backs of the tax-
payers of my district in Iowa, and the
State of Iowa. Do not ask them to finance
sports arenas in the District. We were
deceived once, and I am saying that you
are going to be deceived again if you be-
lieve that the taxpayers of your States—
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South Carolina, Florida, Towa, and all the
rest—are not going to pay for something
strictly for the benefit of the Distriet of
Columbia and its immediate and con-
tiguous area. I am sick and tired of my
taxpayers being milked to take care of
white elephants of this kind.

I hope and trust that Members of the
House will defeat this boondoggle.

PURFOSE OF THE BILL

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of H.R. 10937, as amended and reported
by your committee, is to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a
study and to formulate a development
plan for the construction of an arena
and convention center, as a memorial to
the late President Dwight D. Eisenhower,
in the area lying north of the planned
National Visitors Center in the vicinity
of the Union Station.

PROVISIONSE OF THE BILL

The bill provides as follows:

First. The study shall include an
analysis of the cost and the economic im-
pact of this arena and convention cen-
ter; and the report and recommendations
shall include the design for the structure,
as well as recommendations for methods
of financing its construction and opera-
tion.

Second. In the course of conducting
this feasibility study, the Secretary of
the Interior shall cooperate with the Na-
tional Capital Planning Commission, and
shall include in his report any recom-
mendations of the Planning Commission
as to a transportation center in the area
of the arena and convention center and
the National Visitors Center. The Secre-
tary of the Interior shall also consult
with the Dwight D. Eisenhower Na-
tional Memorial Arena and Convention
Center Advisory Commission and with
other interested agencies of the Federal
and District of Columbia Governments,

Third. There is created the Dwight D.
Eisenhower National Memorial Arena
and Convention Center Advisory Com-
mission, to be composed of the Secre-
tary of the Interior as chairman; six
Members of the U.S. Senate, three from
each major party, to be appointed by
the President of the Senate; six Mem-
bers of the U.S. House of Representatives,
three from each major party, to be ap-
pointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives; the Chairman of the
National Capital Planning Commission;
the Chairman of the Commission of Fine
Arts; the Secretary of the Smithsonian
Institution; the Special Consultant to the
President on Physical Fitness and Sports;
the Commissioner of the District of Co-
lumbia; and three persons appointed by
the President, none of whom shall be em-
ployees of the Federal Government.

Fourth. The Secretary of the Interior
shall submit his report and recommenda-
tions to the Congress not later than 1
year from the date of enactment of this
proposed legislation.

Fifth. The sum of $350,000 is author-
ized to be appropriated to carry out the
provisions of this act.

HEARINGS

Public hearings on this proposed leg-
islation were conducted on November 18
and 19, 1969, by Subcommittee No. 4. At
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that time, testimony in favor of the proj-
ect was offered by spokesmen for the
National Capital Planning Commission:
the President’s Council on Physical Fit-
ness and Sports; the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia; Seymour Auer-
bach, Cooper and Auerbach, architects:
the Baltimore & Ohio, and Chesapeake
& Ohio Railroads; the Washington
Caps professional basketball team; the
Hotel Association of the District of Co-
lumbia; the International Horse Show
Association; the Metropolitan Board of
Trade; the former District of Columbia
Commissioner of Boxing; the Penn Cen-
tral Railroad Co.; the Washington Ter-
minal Co.; the U.S. Junior Olympics
Committee; the U.S. Olympics Com-
mittee; the Washington Convention and
Visitors Bureau; the Washington Metro-
politan Track Coaches Association; and
the U.S. Army Sports Program.

On the basis of certain recommenda-
tions offered at this hearing by the De-
partment of the Interior and the U.S.
Bureau of the Budget, the committee
decided to amend the bill as introduced,
to authorize a complete feasibility study
of the project as a prelude to legislation
authorizing the actual construction of
the arena and convention center.

There was no objection expressed to
this bill as amended and reported.

CONCLUSIONS

In view of the present lack of any ade-
guate faeility in the Washington metro-
politan area to accommodate large-scale
indoor sports activities and conventions,
and the established need for a modern
multi-purpose arena and convention
center for the region, your committee is
of the considered opinion that such a
facility should be constructed, provided
the project is demonstrated to be eco-
nomically feasible.

The enthusiasm expressed by the many
witnesses at the hearings on this legis-
lation was such that your committee is
strongly of the opinion that the entire
project is certainly worthy of a compre-
hensive feasibility study such as this bill
will authorize.

For these reasons, your committee
earnestly commends this proposed legis-
lation for favorable action by the Con-
gress.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed

The SPEAKER. The question is on
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is

not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.




February 24, 1970

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 136, nays 230, not voting 65,

as follows:

Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Barrett
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Blackburn
Brooks
Broomfield
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.
Burton, Utah
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell
Cleveland
Corman
Cowger
Culver
Cunningham
Diggs

Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Fascell
Flood

Foley

Fraser
Friedel
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gray

Green, Pa.

Abernethy
Adair
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,

Blanton
Bolling

Bow
Brademas
Brasco

Bray
Brinkley
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Fla.
Button
Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery
Camp

Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark
Clawson, Del
Clay

Cohelan
Collier
Collins
Colmer
Conable

[Roll No. 29]

YEAS—136

Griffiths

Gubser

Gude

Halpern

Hammer-
schmidt

Hanna

Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.

Hogan

Horton

Howard

Johnson, Callf.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C,
Kee
Eluczynski
Leggett
McCarthy
McClory
MecCloskey
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McFall
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mathias
Meeds
Melcher
Mikva
Mills
Mizell
Moorhead
Morgan
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.¥.
Nedzi
Nelsen
O'Hara
O'Neill, Mass,
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pike
Podell

NAYS—230

Conte
Conyers
Coughlin
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.

Dellenback
Denney
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Downing
Dulski
Dunecan
Eckhardt
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Farbstein
Feighan
Findley
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Ford,
William D.
Foreman
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Fr

ey
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gaydos
Gilbert
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hanley

Poff

Pollock
Price, 111.
Price, Tex.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Reid, N.Y.
Reifel
Rhodes
Riegle
Rivers
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, N.¥Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Ryan

5t. Onge
Sandman
Saylor
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Shipley
Sisk

Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Staggers
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stuckey
Tiernan
Watson
Whalen
Whalley
Widnall
Williams
Winn
Wright
Yatron
Young

Harsha
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Holifleld
Hosmer
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jonas
Karth
Eastenmeier
Kazen
Keith

King
Eleppe
Eoch
Euykendall
Kyl

Eyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lujan
McClure
McCulloch
McKneally
MacGregor
Madden
Mahon
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Matsunaga
May

Mayne

Meskill
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Minish
Mink
Minshall

Mize
Mollohan
Montgomery
Mosher
Myers
Natcher
Nichols
Obey
O’Eonski
Olsen
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Patren
Pickle
Firnie
Poage
Preyer, N.C.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Railsback
Randall

Abbitt
Anderson, Ill.
Baring
Blatnik
Boggs

Boland

Brock

Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Bush

Carey

Carter
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Thompson, N.J,
Udall
Utt
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Watkins
Watts
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Waold
Wolil
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman

Rarick

Rees

Reid, I11,
Reuss
Roberts
Robison
Roe

Roth
Roudebush

Satterfield
Scherle
Sebelius
Bhriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Snyder
Stafford
Stanton
Stelger, Ariz.
Stokes
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington Yates
Taylor Zion
Thompson, Ga. Zwach

NOT VOTING—65

Donohue Moss
Edwards, Calif, Nix
Edwards, La. Ottinger
Fish Patman
Ford, Gerald R. Pettis
Fulton, Pa. Philbin
Fulton, Tenn. Powell
Goldwater Rogers, Fla.
Harrington Roybal
Harvey 8t Germain
Hull Schadeberg
Jarman Scheuer
Jones, Ala. Smith, Calif.

Celler
Clausen,
Don H.
Corbett
Cramer
Crane
Daddario
Dawson
Dent

So the bill was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Philbin with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Donohue with Mr, Morse.

Mr. Zablocki with Mr, Mailliard.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Fulton of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Morton.

Mr. Carey with Mr. Smith of California,

Mr. Boggs with Mr, Gerald R. Ford.

Mr, Hull with Mr. Brock.

Mr, Celler with Mr. Corbett.

Mr, Monagan with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Lukens,

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Thomson of
Wisconsin.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Lennon with Mr. Cramer,

Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Buchanan,

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Powell.

Mr, Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Weicker.

Mr. Rogers of Florida with Mr. Pettis.

Mr, Roybal with Mr. Eirwan.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Don H. Clausen.

Mr, Nix with Mr, Edwards of California.

Mr. Ottinger with Mr, Teague of California.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr, Ullman with Mr, Crane,

Mr. Burleson with Mr. Schadeberg.

Mr. Jarman with Mr, Fish.

Mr, Boland with Mr, Carter.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Baring.

Mr, Scheuer with Mr. Harrington.

Messrs. SYMINGTON, GILBERT,
WOLFF, pE LA GARZA, CONTE, BROTZ-~
MAN, MOSHER, and KAZEN changed
their votes from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I move to
lay upon the table a motion to recon-

Jones, Tenn. Taft

Kirwan Talcott
Lennon Teague, Calif.
Lukens Teague, Tex.
McEwen Thomson, Wis.
Mailliard Tunney
Monagan Ullman

Morse Weicker
Morton Zablocki
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sider the vote by which the bill was re-
jected.
The motion was agreed to.

CHANCERIES

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 8656)
to authorize the use of certain real prop-
erty in the District of Columbia for chan-
cery purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be considered in the
House as in the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ParteEn). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill. as follows:

H.R. 86566

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the real
property described as lot 803, square 2234,
and parcels 56/6, 56/7, 56/9, 56/11, 56/13, and
56/15 in the District of Columbia is author-
ized to be used for a chancery of a foreign
government., As used In this Act, the term
“chancery” shall have the same meaning as
is given to it in section 6(e) (2) of the Act
of June 20, 1938, as amended (D.C. Code,
sec. 5—418).

With the following committee amend-
ment:

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

“That section 6 of the Act entitled ‘An
Act providing for the zoning of the District
of Columbia and the regulation of the loca-
tion, height, bulk, and uses of buildings and
other structures and the uses of land in the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes’,
approved June 20, 1938 (D.C. Code, sec. 5—
418), is amended—

“(1) by inserting ‘or subsection (e)' im-
mediately before 'of this section’ in subsec-
tion (e¢); and

“(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as
subsection (f) and inserting after subsec-
tion (d) the following new subsection:

"‘(e) I two or more foreign governments
lawfully use for chancery purposes at least
two lots within one side of a block of a
street in a district or zone of the District
of Columbia restricted in accordance with
this Act to use for residential purposes, any
foreign government may construct, alter, re-
palr, convert, or occupy a building for chan-
cery purposes on real property which adjoins
any such lot and which is on the same side
of the block as such lot if the Board of Zon-
ing Adjustment makes the findings de-
scribed in paragraphs (1), (3), and (4) of
subsection (d) with respect to such build-
ing.’ "

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

Mr, DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of the bill HR. 6947 is to amend
the act of October 13, 1964—78 Stat.
1091; District of Columbia Code, section
5-418a—hereafter referred to as the
Chancery Act of 1964, approved by the
88th Congress to regulate the location
of chanceries and other business offices
of foreign governments in the District
of Columbia. In House Report 1727—
88th Congress—which accompanied that
legislation, your committee recognized
the complexity of the problem of provid-
ing for the location of chanceries and
that the bill, later enacted as Public
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Law 88-650—78 Stat. 1091—might re-
quire amendments pending some final
solution to this problem in the District
of Columbia.

Since the enactment of the above-
mentioned law, additional problems have
been brought to the attention of your
commitiee in connection with the ad-
ministration of that law under its terms
and concerning unique, or at least un-
usual situations which have resulted in
substantial hardship to property owners.
This bill is an effort to supplement and
clarify the previous enactment and meet
some of the difficulties which have been
presented to your committee.

BACKGROUND

For many years, foreign governments
were without any restriction as to the
purchase or rental of property to be used
for chancery purposes. The great ma-
jority of foreign chanceries were located
within single-family detached residen-
tial areas. Because of the substantial,
and sometimes intense, business usage
of such properties, they were not com-
patible, in many instances, with the
character of the neighborhoods in which
they existed. With the development of
zoning laws and establishment of zoning
categories, the admissibility of chan-
ceries in residentially zoned areas be-
came an increasingly controversial mat-
ter. Although zoning regulations were
developed to require at least some park-
ing facilities to avoid traffic congestion,
and to preserve the residential character
where chanceries were located, existing
laws and regulations did not provide a
suitable basis to the District of Columbia
for providing for chancery locations, nor
did they provide a suitable basis for har-
monious relations between foreign gov-
ernments and the State Department.
The latter agency is the only agency
which might exercise any sanctions to
bring about the enforcement of District
of Columbia regulations regarding the
location of chanceries. This situation led
to action taken during the 88th Con-
gress, and the enactment of Public Law
88-659, approved October 13, 1964—78
Stat. 1091.

INTENT OF CONGRESS

Aside from specifying the zoning cate-
gories within which chanceries of for-
eign governments might be located the
intent of Congress was clearly expressed
concerning the preservation of existing
rights established by previous use under
law. Existing uses of buildings as chan-
ceries, where such use had been estab-
lished under the benefit of statute cr by
use preceding applicable zoning laws
and regulations, were to be continued.
Although that act appears to have had
the effect of extinguishing the right of
use of some properties as chanceries
where such use did in fact exist and the
owner or occupant was without notice
that the use was not based upon any
law, rule, or regulation, some instances
of hardship have been demonstrated.
These represent borderline cases where,
under the normal operation of law and
regulation prior to the act of the 88th
Congress, chancery uses would have
been permitted and approved, the own-
ers of such property now find that they
are precluded under the strict language
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of the act from continued use of their
property for chancery purposes.

A single example will illustrate the
problem. In 1958 a residential structure
in an area where many similar properties
were used for chanceries was rented by
a representative of a foreign govern-
ment. The property owner was of the
understanding that this was a chanecery
use. Two years later, another foreign
government rented the same property,
which was actually used for chancery
purposes, but the owner of the property
was without any knowledge that such
was not a proper use. Thereafter, a third
government rented the property for
chancery use. The record shows that
during the period when the property
in question was being used as a chancery,
two additional residential structures in
the area were authorized for use as chan-
ceries pursuant to regulations. Had the
owner of the subject property made ap-
plication for a variance for chancery
use it undoubtedly would have been
granted. When the government occupy-
ing the subject property as a chancery
moved to another location, and follow-
ing the enactment of the Chancery Act
of 1964 regarding location of chanceries,
the property owner discovered the de-
ficiency in his use and made applica-
tion to the zoning board for a variance
for such use. This application was denied
by the zoning board under the terms of
the enactment by the 88th Congress.

As a result, the subject property was
the only structure in the residential block
which is not used for chancery purposes,
or a comparable use authorized by Con-
gress for the Washington Institute of
International Law. Thus, a property
owner in a city block zoned for residen-
tial use found that such use was incom-
patible with uses of other property and
he was unable to dispose of his property
for residential purposes at a normal mar-
ket value for such use, nor was he able
to continue the use of the property as a
chancery which was compatible with the
uses in the remainder of the block. In
effect, the terms of the Chancery Act of
1964 produced a contradiction as to the
intent of Congress, and to the normal
application of zoning laws which en-
deavor to maintain compatibility of uses
in a given area.

APPLICATION OF THE TERMS OF THE BILL

Under the terms of H.R. 6947, the
Chanecery Act of 1964 is amended by the
addition of a new clause 3 to section 2
of the act. The future use or the con-
tinued use of a building as a chancery
would not be prohibited even though
such use was contrary to the provisions
of law if such use existed between the
date of May 12, 1958, the date of the revi-
sion of zoning rules and regulations of
the District of Columbia under the Lewis
plan, and the date of October 13, 1964,
the efTective date of the Chancery Act of
1964, if such use was without written
notice, from the Federal or District Gov-
ernment, of noncompliance with existing
zoning provisions. Thus, any use of a
building as a chancery which qualifies
under the provisions of this bill, becomes
a lawful use as specified in the first clause
of section 2 of the Chancery Act of 1964,

Section 2 pf the Chancery Act of 1964,
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which the pending bill H.R. 6947 amends,
was the subject of a clear expression of
in.ent in House Report 1727 of the 88th
Congress. That report stated as follows:

It is the specific Intent that no existing
lawful rights of use shall be affected by any
provision of the bill. Where the lawful use
of the building as a chancery has been estab-
lished and exists on the date of enactment,
whether the property be vacant, whether the
use as a chancery be interrupted at some fu-
ture date, or whether the use of the building
be transferred from one foreign government
to another, nothing in the act shall affect
such right of use.

In the pending bill, HR. G947, our com-
mittee amends section 4 of the Chancery
Act of 1964 by including reference in sec-
tion 4 of the act—District of Columbia
Code, section 5—418c—to the amendment
made by section 1(a) of the bill. The ef-
fect of this amendment is to make it
clear that if a building used as a chan-
cery was lawfully used, is being used or
is to be used, such use may be transferred
from one foreign government to another.
Thus, whenever real property which has
been lawfully used for chancery purposes,
pursuant to the Chancery Act of 1964 as
amended by this bill, was or becomes
vacant, the fact of vacancy alone has no
effect upon the right of continued or fu-
ture use of the property for chancery
purposes. The amendment is intended to
preserve the right of such use, and trans-
fers of use, even though such use may
have been or is interrupted, the property
vacant, or used for other purposes so long
as the use of the property as a chancery
is not abandoned.

It is believed that the enactment of
the amendment as favorably reported by
our committee will aid in resolving in-
equities and hardship situations, and re-
lieve any area of doubt as to the com-
mittee’s intent in preserving a right, once
established, for the future and continued
use of a building as a chancery and the
right of transfer of the use from one
foreign government to another.

ANALYSIS OF THE BILL

The bill H.R. 6947 amends the act of
October 13, 1964—178 Stat. 1091; District
of Columbia Code, section 5-418a—regu-~
lating the location of chanceries of for-
eign governments in the District of Co-
lumbia. The first of two amendments in
the bill adds a new paragraph at the end
of section 2 of the act which provides
that the limitations and restrictions of
the act shall not prohibit the future or
continued use, or the making of ordinary
repairs, to a building which was used as
a chancery contrary to any zoning rule
or regulations between May 12, 1958, and
October 13, 1964, if the owner or occu-
pant of such building received no written
notice from the District or Federal Gov-
ernment that the use of the property as
a chancery was in violation of any law,
rule, or regulation.

The second amendment inserts lan-
guage in section 4 of the act—District of
Columbia Code, section 5-418c—referring
back to the language added by the first
amendment of the bill to provide that
buildings qualifying under this bill for
use as chanceries may be transferred
from one foreign government to another
under the terms of the act as amended.
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Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Texas yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr, ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask the
gentleman who is sponsoring and han-
dling the bill for the committee if there
were any committee hearings on the bill
at all?

Mr. DOWDY. Yes, there were.

Mr, ADAMS. One day?

Mr. DOWDY. One day.

Mr. ADAMS, Mr. Speaker, is it also
true, as indicated on page 2, that this bill
is essentially a private bill which is de-
signed to permit certain residential prop-
erty to be used for chanceries, and this
was extended so that other similar resi-
dential properties could be used as
chanceries?

Mr. DOWDY. The bill, as it was intro-
duced, was what I considered to be in the
nature of a private bill. This question
comes up from time to time, and we had
considerable conferences to arrive at a
general bill which would take care of like
situations.

Mr, ADAMS. Was this opposed by the
District government?

Mr. DOWDY. I do not think so.

Mr. ADAMS. The report, I believe,
shows it was opposed in its original form.
I was asking if it was opposed in its origi-
nal form.

Mr. DOWDY. It was, I believe, opposed
in the original form. The objections were
taken care of in the amendment. As a
matter of fact, this was worked out in
conjunction with the zoning commission.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further questions.

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.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DOWDY. Mr, Speaker, I did not
ask for this in the beginning, but I ask
unanimous consent that the subcommit-
tee chairmen and all Members be per-
mitted to extend their remarks in con-
nection with each of the District bills
today.

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

There was no objection.

TO REVISE LAWS RELATING TO
OFFENSES AGAINST HOTELS,
MOTELS, ETC.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 10335)
to revise certain provisions of the crimi-
nal laws of the District of Columbia re-
lating to offenses against hotels, motels,
and other commercial lodgings, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 10335

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That section 842
of the Act entitled “An Act to establish a
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code of law for the District of Columbia”,
approved March 3, 1901 (31 Stat. 1326; D.C.
Code, sec. 22-1301), is amended—

(1) by inserting “(a)” immediately before
“Whoever”;

(2) by inserting "any service or” immedi-
ately before “anything of value™;

(3) by striking out “value of the money
or property" and inserting in lieu thereof
“yalue of the money, property, or service";

(4) by striking out “$200"” and inserting in
lieu thereof “§1,000™;

(5) by striking out the second sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof:

“(b) (1) Whoever obtains, at a hotel, mo-
tel, or other establishment which provides
lodging to transient guests—

“{A) lodging, food, or any other item of
value, with intent to defraud the proprietor
or manager of such establishment, or

“(B) credit by the use of false pretenses,
shall, if the unpaid amount of such lodging,
food, or other item of value is $100 or more,
be guilty of a felony and fined not more
than $3,000 or imprisoned for not less than
one year nor more than three years, or both;
or if such unpaid amount is less than $100,
be guilty of a misdemeanor and fined not
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more
than one year, or both.

*“(2) Proof that a person—

“(A) obtained lodging, food, any other
item of value, or credit, at a hotel, motel, or
other establishment which provides lodging
to transient guests and failed to pay in full
upon demand any amount then due for such
credit or item of value, or

*{B) departed or removed his baggage from
a hotel, motel, or other establishment which
provides lodging to transient guests without
the express consent of the proprietor or man-
ager of such establishment and without first
paying in full any amount due for food, lodg-
ing, any other item of value, or credit,
shall be prima facle evidence that the acts
specified in clause (A) of paragraph (1)
were committed with fraudulent intent.".

“{e) Whoever, in the District of Columbia,
registers at a hotel, motel, or other establish-
ment which provides lodging to transient
guests, under any name or address other than
his actual name or address, with intent to
defraud the proprietor or manager of such
establishment, shall be guilty of a misde-
meanor and fined not more than $500 or
imprisoned not more than six months, or
both.”

Sec. 2. Subsection (b) of section 207 of the
Act entitled “An Act to provide for the more
effective prevention, detection, and punish-
ment of crime in the District of Columbia”,
(D.C. Code, 23-306(b)) is amended—

{1) by striking out “and section B63(a)"

* and inserting in lieu thereof “sections 862 (a)

and 842 (b) and (e¢)"; and

(2) by inserting immediately before the
period at the end the following: “(failure to
pay for lodging or food; D.C. Code, sec. 22—
1301) ™.

SEc. 3. The Act entitled “An Act regulating
the issuance of checks, drafts, and orders for
the payment of money within the District
of Columbia', approved July 1, 1922 (42
Stat. 820; D.C. Code, sec. 22-1410), is
amended—

(1) by striking out “or order™ in each place
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“order, or other instrument’’;

(2) by striking out “shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor punishable by imprisonment
for not more than one year or fined not more
than $1,000, or both.” and inserting in lieu
thereof “shall, if the amount of such check,
draft, order, or other instrument is $100 or
more, be guilty of a felony and fined not
more than $3,000 or imprisoned for not less
than one year nor more than three years, or
both; or if the amount of such check, draft,
order, or other instrument is less than $100,
be gullty of a misdemeanor and fined not
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more
than one year, or both.";
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(3) by inserting, in the second sentence,
after “notice in person, or writing, that such”
the following: “check,”.

With the following commitiee amend-
ments:

Page 3, line 11, strike out the quotation
mark and the period following the guotation
mark.

Page 3, at the end of line 18, insert a quo-
tation mark,

Page 3, line 22, after the quotation mark
insert “, approved June 29, 1953".

Page 3, line 23, strike out "and"” the first
time it appears.

(Mr. DOWDY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of the bill, HR. 10335, is to strengthen
the provisions of certain criminal laws
in the District of Columbia relating to
persons who defraud hotel, motel, or
other commercial lodging proprietors, by
means of forgery, issuance of bad checks,
or by departing without payment for the
goods or services received.

The amendments provided by the bill
are directed to three acts of Congress to
make them responsive to modern needs.
Laws enacted, and unamended since
1901, are inadequate to deal with cur-
rent problems and difficulties confront-
ing hotels and motels operating in the
District of Columbia.

Commercial lodging establishments are
more often subject to losses resulting
from fraud and deceit than is the case
with most other businesses. During the
vears 1965 through 1968, member estab-
lishments of the Hotel Association of
Washington, D.C., sustained losses in ex-
cess of $1 million as a result of forgeries,
bad checks, and departures without pay-
ment for value and services received.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

Existing law, enacted in 1901—District
of Columbia Code, section 22-1301; 31
Stat. 1326—provides criminal penalties
for defrauding lodging proprietors and
relates to the “value of money or prop-
erty’” but not to “services” provided to a
guest or patron. Section 1 of the bill
would make the provisions of law, as
otherwise amended, equally applicable to
“services.”

The fines which may be assessed un-
der this section, where the amount of
value involved is less $100, are increased
from $200 to $1.000.

The amendments in section 1 also pro-
vide that whoever obtains from a com-
mercial lodging proprietor items of value
or credit by the use of false pretenses in
the amount of $100 or more commits a
felony. The penalties provided are a fine
of not more than $3,000 or imprisonment
of not more than 3 years, or both. If the
unpaid amount is less than $100, the
offense is a misdemeanor with penalties
of a fine of not more than $1,000 or im-
prisonment of not more than 1 year, or
both.

The amendment further provides that
when proof is given that a person ob-
tained the items of value or the credit
and failed to make full payment on de-
mand, or when such person departed and
removed his baggage without the con-
sent of the proprietor and without pay-
ment of any amounts due, such proof
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is prima facie evidence of the Intent to
defraud.

Section 1 of the bill provides, in fur-
ther amendment, that whoever registers
under a false name or address with in-
tent to defraud shall be guilty of a mis-
demeanor, It is not the intent that the
act of so registering be an offense, but
only where such act is accompanied with
the intent to defraud the proprietor of
the lodging establishment.

A problem frequently confronting the
commercial lodging proprietor is where
a guest has shown clear intent to leave
the premises without paying his bill. If
the amount involved makes the offense
a misdemeanor, an arrest may not be ac-
complished without a warrant unless the
misdemeanor is committed in the pres-
ence of a police officer. If steps are taken
to secure a warrant fo effect an arrest,
the guest most probably will have fled
the jurisdiction. Section 2 of the bill
would remedy this situation by provid-
ing that a police officer may make an ar-
rest for such misdemeanor without a
warrant.

The final section of the bill amends
existing law relating to crimes involving
the issuance of checks, drafis, and orders
for the payment of money—act of July
1, 1922, 42 Stat. 82, District of Columbia
Code section 22-1410—so as to make the
terms of the law applicable to modern
situations and credit practices. The
amendment in section 3 would make the
terms of the present law applicable to
“other instruments.” The amendment
also provides that where the amount in-
volved in such acts exceeds $100, the of-
fense shall be a felony, the penalties for
which shall be a fine of not more than
$3,000 or imprisonment of not less than
1 year or more than 3 years or both.
Where the amount involved in the of-
fense is less than $100 it is a mis-
demeanor and punishable by a fine of
not more than $1,000 and imprisonment
of not more than 1 year or both.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Public hearings were conducted by
Subcommittee No. 3, of the House Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia on
October 8, 1969. Officials of and counsel
for the Washington Hotel Association
testified in support of the provisions of
the bill. Additionally, a representative of
the Office of the Corporation Counsel
presented the views of the Office of the
Commissioner for the District of Co-
lumbia.

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

Mr, DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, during the
course of this calendar I have tried to
point out by my questions to the Mem-
bers of the committee who are handling
the bills that we put nine bills on this
calendar today, most of which had only
1 day of hearing or very cursory hear-
ings.

This bill before us right now is a piece
of special interest legislation. It does
certain things to help the hotel people.
Perhaps we should do some things to
help the hotel people, and I have not op-
posed this bill as it is before us now, but
I would state it was pointed out by the
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Commissioner, as shown on page 4 of
the report, that the provisions of it give
it the character of special legislation.
This is to help the hotel people.

The bill which was up before was to
help people in the real estate business,
so that they could take care of some of
their problems. There is another bill up
to help the hotel people in another as-
pect of their business, and there is a bill
to help the liquor people in this area.

All have limited public purposes.

Today this committee could pass out
nine bills and even if we opposed them
we allowed them to come to the floor. All
of us cooperated. We have also finished
the crime bill. We have cooperated on
that. Though many of us oppose cer-
tain provisions of it, we feel the Mem-
bers should have an opportunity to work
their will.

As I indicated in my 1-minute speech
earlier today, we have been waiting for
the nonvoting delegate bill since spring
of last year, and we have also been wait-
ing for the charter commission bill since
last year.

I have filed in the Recorp, on the
1-minute speech time, the chronology
which points out that Messrs. Dicgs,
Fraser, Apams, HorToN, GUupE—Member
after Member has asked that these bills
be brought up to be voted on. If we were
to have hearings, we asked for those back
on January 20 that it be done promptly.
We have had no hearings. We have had
no indication there will be hearings. We
have had no indication there can be a
vote. We have had no indication that
anything will happen to these bills, which
are of general interest to the District of
Columbia.

We have asked the chairman for a
right to vote on those bills. They were
a part of the President’s package. The
President sent them up and said he
wanted them enacted. He sent his mes-
sages up to support them.

They were introduced in the commit-
tee by a majority of the committee. They
passed the Senate October 1 on the Con-
sent Calendar. There was not a single
vote against either one.

Now they are pending in this com-
mittee as two Senate bills. I placed in my
1-minute speech the number of each of
those.

I believe it is incredible that the com-
mittee can come in here today and pre-
sent to the floor the bills to which we
have prevented action, and the commit-
tee will work its will on them. We went
through the crime bill. We sat all after-
noon, sat during votes, sat until 6 o'clock
s0 that the committee could work its will
on it because certain Members of the
committee wanted it out.

We believe it is only fair treatment
that these two bills be heard by the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia and
be brought before this House and be
voted on. If a Member is against them,
let him be against them and go tell his
constituents. Let us not have hypocrisy
about the fact that we are for them but
nobody is willing to vote on them.

On March 2 at 10:30 in the morning,
the rules of this House provide the Dis-
trict of Columbia Commitiee shall meet.
It will meet without the call of anybody.
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It will meet because it is supposed to
meet. The rules of the committee and
the rules of the House provide that a ma-
jority of the committee can vote out
any bill.

I have given notice to each member of
the committee that on Monday morn-
ing at 10:30 I will offer a motion that
each of these bills be reported out to
the House o be voted up or down.

I believe the record is clear that we
have tried every possible means by par-
liamentary procedure to do this. We have
been gaveled down when we even tried
to bring up those bills whether in the
subcommittee or in the full committee.

If the other body can pass these bills
unanimously and we can pass these
kinds of bills today, it seems to me that
we can carry out the President’s rec-
ommendation which a majority of the
committee sponsored so the House can
vote on these bills. I urge everyone on
this floor today, if you are passing these
bills today, that you talk to members of
the committee and ask them to be pres-
ent on Monday so these two bills can
be called up. I hope you will also support
these bills.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
incorporate in the statement I have al-
ready asked to be placed in the REcorp
a memorandum showing the amount of
forgeries, impostors, skips, bad checks
given to hotels and motels in the last 3
Vears.

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

There was no objection.

MEMORANDUM OF HOTEL ASSOCIATION OF
WasHINGTON, D.C.,, MaY 6, 1968
RESULTS OF PROTECTIVE SURVEY

As a result of a Memorandum sent out by
this office on April 12, 1968, we have received
the following replies for costs on forgeries,
skips, and bad checks for a three-year
period:

Hotels responded to the survey
Had no records, and said “no”
Had no information

A compilation of these statistics is indi-
cated below:

Forgeries,
impostors,
Year etc. Skips Bad checks Total

$47,581, 42
95,232, 56
119,916.72

262, 730.70

$51,678.21
58, 397, 16
84, 511,87

194, 587. 24

§179,730.07
248, 375,92
340,349.21

1768,455.20

1965.... §67,470, 44
1966.... 79,746, 20
1967.... 115,920, 62

Total.. 263,137, 26

11 hotel reported total loss of $48,000 for the 3 years with
no breakdown.

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

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, HALL. Mr, Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding to me.

I have no desire to be associated with
any of the problems of the committee
itself or those who have spoken previ-
ously, Therefore I particularly appreciate
the distinguished gentleman yielding di-
rectly to me.

However, I too have noted that this is
a form of special legislation, and second-
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ly in one report of the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia they referred to
the lack of departmental reports and
especially asked to await expressing an
opinion on these, until such time as they
had heard from the Department of
Justice.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask if, in
the opinion of the gentleman handling
the bill, in considering the purpose of this
bill H.R. 10335, it does not allow some
rather extreme actions on the part of
hotel and motel operators. It seems to me
that I recall we have passed previous
legislation in this regard. Is the right of
seizure not confirmed in an overabun-
dant way in these amendments to the
bill; and does it not confirm, as the re-
port itself says, wherein it quotes the old
law which remains unchanged, on page 5,
that there may be arrests without a war-
rant, and searches of the person and
seizures pursuant thereto, may be made
for violation of any section listed in sub-
section (b), by police officers, as in the
case of a felony, upon probable cause that
the person arrested is violating the sec-
tion involved at the time of the arrest?

My concern is, although I am not ordi-
narily known as a civil libertarian, I do
believe in the rights of the individual and
in freedom for all. As much as this may
be needed for special interest, partic-
ularly in the District of Columbia, I am
just concerned lest we have gone too far
on the rights of seizure and in the re-
spect of going into a person’s privacy and
arrest without a warrant, “as though in
case of a felony.”

I would like to ask the distinguished
gentleman from Texas handling the bill,
a distinguished jurist, as to his opinion
on this, because I know of his eminent
fairness and his regard for his fellow
man, also.

Mr. DOWDY. In this bill we are deal-
ing with frauds and con men. I believe I
do recall this matter. The point is that
unless they can arrest a man before he
runs off, they will probably lose him, This
is just relating to a thief who is giving
bad checks and otherwise defrauding
hotels and motels. That is all it deals
with.

Mr. HALL, If the gentleman will yield
further, Mr. Speaker. I understand and
as I said in my peroration and initial
statement, there may be some need for
some corrective legislation, but I believe
that the gentleman has not addressed
himself to the guestion of going too far
insofar as arrest without a warrant is
concerned, seizure, search, ingress into
the privacy of one’s rooms, and even the
amount of the penalties. I am not a law-
yer anc I do not always thoroughly un-
derstand these things. But I do under-
stand the rights of individuals and the
need to protect freedom, even though we
do not want to protect an individual ab-
sconding with goods of another property
owner.

Mr. DOWDY. That is true. I think we
in the consideration of these things must
bear in mind that the managers of the
hotels and motels are not going to get
themselves into the position of false ar-
rests. However, the point here is that
most of these offenses come in the na-
ture of a misdemeanor and in those
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cases, arrests cannot be accomplished
without a warrant unless the crime is
committed in the presence of an officer.
So, the guestion goes to the point that
if it is necessary to secure a warrant for
the arrest, this party would most prob-
ably have fled the jurisdiction of the
District of Columbia and would be where

-he could not be touched.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, does the distin-
guished gentleman not feel that if this
happens in the District of Columbia, it
may spread across the land and the
rights of seizure and rights of ingress
and arrests without a warrant might
well become the way of the land in these
troublous times rather than protecting
the individual until he is proved guilty?

Mr. DOWDY. Well, of course, I have
the same feelings as does the gentleman
from Missouri. But if he realizes as I do
the situation in the District of Colum-
bia I am sure he will come to the con-
clusion that we are trying to do some-
thing about it. The purpose of this bill
is to make the terms of the law applica-
ble to the modern situations and of cred-
it practices.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Par-
TEN). The time of the gentleman from
Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent (at the re-
quest of Mr. Harr) Mr. Downy was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, I appreciate his
indulgence. Would the gentleman tell the
members sitting in the Committee as a
Whole, who came before the Committee
on the District of Columbia and pleaded
for this legislation, and at what time?

Mr, DOWDY. We had hearings on Oc-
tober 8 of last year. The witnesses were
Leonard E. Hickman, Allen Jones, Jr.,
Richard D. Grow, and Michael Sindler.

Mr, HALL. Mr, Speaker, is it fair to
ask whom they represented? I would
presume that they represented the hotel
and motel interests of the District; is
that correct?

Mr. DOWDY. The first three witnesses
were the hotel group and Mr, Sindler
was the Corporation Counsel for the Dis-
triet of Columbia.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the gentleman yielding and his ex-
planation. I am sorry that in my opinion
the bill to revise certain provisions goes
too far, and I cannot be in support of
this bill in its present form.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask my friend from Texas (Mr.
Downpy) whether this provision for ar-
rest without warrant and searches of
persons and seizures of property by po-
lice, is in conformance with the laws of
any States?

What, for instance, is the law in Texas
with respect to this type of action?

Mr, DOWDY, I do not know. I have no
information on that.

Mr. GROSS. At the hearings was there
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any reference to any State law as, for
instance, the State of Iowa, the State
of Missouri, the State of Texas or any
other State?

Mr. DOWDY. Not that I recall.

Mr. GROSS. Well, I must join with
my colleague from Missouri (Mr. HaLyr)
in saying that while there is a situation
in the District of Columbia with respect
to the operation of hotels and motels
that is probably somewhat worse than
elsewhere over the country, this seems
to go beyond what I can support.

Mr. DOWDY. If the gentleman will
yield, I do not believe there is anything
in here about search and seizure, it is
purely the arrest.

Mr. GROSS. I refer to the report on
page 5, at the bottom of the page, sec-
tion 207:

Arrests without a warrant, and searches of
the person and selzures pursuant thereto,
may be made for vioclation of any section
listed in subsection (b), by police officers, as
in the case of a felony, upon probable cause
that the person arrested is violating the sec-
tion involved at the time of the arrest.

This seems to me to go much too far.
But perhaps the gentleman can explain
it.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the genfleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to suggest to the gentleman from
Towa that arrest without a warrant for a
person is not unusual. Take the sitnation
where a police officer comes upon a per-
son who is trying forcibly and illegally
to enter the premises of a business; he
certainly places that person under arrest
without a warrant, and he certainly
searches that person to make sure that
he does not have any concealed weapons.
Then he does actually seize the person,
and transport him to the Police Depart-
ment.

Mr. GROSS. In this situation we are
talking about the transient in a hotel or
motel.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. One who has rented a
room, and who ought to be able to feel
fairly secure in that transaction.

Mr. WILLIAMS. This specifically re-
fers to the case of a felony, it does men-
tion probable cause, and the rest with-
out warrant and searching of a person,
et cetera, applies to police officers.

Mr. GROSS. Could not the hotel or
motel owner demand payment in ad-
vance?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly he could,
but suppose the hotel or motel owner is
given a bad check. He has received pay-
ment in advance. Then suppose he tries
to clear the check the next day, and the
check does not clear.

Mr. GROSS. Then the gentleman is
saying it is perfectly permissible for the
police to come in, and without a war-
rant, arrest the man, search his person,
search his luggage, and in the next bill
that is coming up confiscate his luggage,
his property, regardless of the amount
of the bill or anything else?

Mr. WILLIAMS. All I am really saying
to the gentleman is that I do not think
this provides anything for the District of
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Columbia that is not already provided
in every State in the Union. Police of-
ficers have the right to arrest under
certain conditions, to search a person
under certain conditions, and to seize
them under certain conditions.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will say
as a fact—and certainly I am not a
lawyer and I am not prepared to argue
any part of the legal question involved
here—but if the gentleman is saying as
a matter of fact that this law prevails
across the country I have no objection to
it. But let it be uniform across the coun-
try, including the gentleman’s State of
Pennsylvania.,

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the gentleman will
yield further, I am not an attorney,
either, but all I am saying is that in the
State of Pennsylvania—as well as in the
State of JIowa—there are conditions
wherein a police officer can arrest a per-
son without a warrant, can search a per-
son without a warrant, and can seize
a person without a warrant. So this does
not seem to me to be any great departure
from the constitutional rights of the peo-
ple.

Mr, GROSS. I guess I will have to ask
some attorney to answer my question.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I would
say that I am an attorney—although I
usually do not mention so—but I believe
the point the gentleman is making is a
very good point, and the point raised by
my colleague, the gentleman from Mis-
souri, is a good point. This would permit
an arrest without a warrant, and permit
a seizure pursuant thereto——

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

Mr, HUNGATE, Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, as I started to say, this
permits searches of a person without a
warrant, and seizure, pursuant thereto
for violation of any section listed, in sub-
section (B), by police officers, as in the
case of a felony. There is where the
change comes about.

In the case of a felony I think it is
generally true they can make an arrest,
that is, where probable cause is, and
probable cause is not unusual in itself
when dealing with a felony, which is
something you can go to the penitentiary
for 2 years or life in other words the
more serious offenses.

But now they are going to treat this as
in the case of a felony. I think that is
a significant change. I think normally in
most of your States a police officer might
also make an arrest for a crime com-
mitted in his presence. But this is ex-
tending that. The man at the motel or
hotel calls for a policeman and says,
“Come and get him.”

He did not see it—he does not have
personal knowledge necessarily of these
facts. He can arrest and search and
seize. I would agree very largely for the
reasons stated by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Missouri that this may be
going too far and I would just as soon
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see this bill defeated. It does to some ex-
tent extend the criminal law protection,
as the Commissioner's office says on page
4 of the report where they favor
strengthening the criminal law, But it
seems to do it in just one area whereas,
if it is good practice, we should do it on
a broader basis. I would not want to stop
without saying at the same time that
many bills that come before this com-
mittee, and as someone has previously
alluded they may deal with only one
thing—perhaps optometry or doctors or
real estate people, but I do not think that
necessarily means we are handling spe-
cial interest legislation. It can mean that,
but it can mean that we, as a city coun-
cil—and anybody who has served on a
city council knows that this is the sort
of thing you get into—and people from
certain areas of the community naturally
come in.

I would think it well to defeat this
bill for the reasons stated by the com-
missioner on page 4 of the committee
report.

Mr. ECKEHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I am
against this bill. It is particularly bad
since it adopts harsh law against the
visitor to our Nation’s Capital, but it
would also be bad law if it applied any-
where else. Let me give you a personal
example of how an innocent guest may
be treated abominably under circum-
stances covered by this law if he is thus
subjected to its risks.

I was in New Orleans last New Year’s
season, My daughter made reservations
for me at an out-of-the-way hotel, since
hotel accommodations were very difficult
to obtain due to the Sugar Bowl game.
When I arrived at the old, somewhat
rundown house which operates under the
name of “The Columns” as a hotel, I
was told that the rate for myself and
daughter would be $20 per night.

When I explained that my daughter
would not be with me, the clerk said,
“Oh, then it will be only $10.” The next
morning he said he had talked to the
proprietress, and the room would have
to be at the rate of $15. I protested but
did not leave, thinking that the extra $5
would not justify a move.

But there was an additional difficulty.
The proprietress refused to take either
my Carte Blanche or American Express
credit cards or a check drawn on my ac-
count at the Sergeant at Arms of the
Congress of the United States presented
with my official credentials as a Member
of Congress.

Now there were certain additional
items on the bill which were not in con-
test, which made it in excess of $40, and I
had not anticipated a bill in this amount.
So I had to go somewhere to get a check
cashed. Under Louisiana law my depart-
ing without the express consent of the
proprietor or manager did not make me
guilty of fraud. Under the law of Louisi-
ana concerning offenses by guests, part I,
“Fraud in Obtaining Accommodations,”
section 21(3), one is not permitted to
“Remove or cause to be removed any
baggage or effects from any hotel, inn,
boarding house, or restaurant without
the consent of the owner or manager be-
fore having paid the proper charges due
for food or accommodations.”

February 24, 1970

But had I been acting under the same
circumstances in the District of Columbia
under the provisions of H.R. 10335, it
would have constituted prima facie evi-
dence that I intended to defraud the es-
tablishment if I “departed or removed
baggage without the express consent of
the proprietor or manager without first
paying in full any amount due.” Sec-
tion 22 of the Louisiana law may, how-
ever, possibly create a presumption to
the same effect as H.R. 10335. If it does,
it is equally obnoxious.

Of course, there was a question as to
whether or not the amount due for the
two nights was $20 or $40, but if I had
to depart to cash a check without even
paying the $20 I would have been guilty
under the law proposed in H.R. 10335.
Also, if I chose to pay only that amount
which I considered to be “due,” the ques-
tion as to what was due would be a ques-
tion of fact and fo raise that question
I would have to take the risk of that
fact being held against me with resultant
misdemeanor penalty of $1,000 or im-
prisonment for not more than 1 year, or
both.

Why should we in Congress permit
the innkeepers’ guild to restore in Amer-
ica the jolly old institution of imprison-
ment for debt?

If I may be held against my will by
some curmudgeon or vixen who presides
at the room clerk’s desk until I satis-
fy the proprietor respecting the amount
of my civil obligation, I am imprisoned.
I am indeed very eflectively held if my
leaving may result in my being fined
$1,000 or put in jail for a year, or both.

Even to seriously consider this bill is
to accept a special interest position with-
out considering the rights and dignity of
tens of thousands of people who visit
their Congressmen each year. It surpasses
understanding how we, who primarily
represent them, should find ourselves
doing the bidding of a lobby foreign to
our districts and oblivious to the inter-
ests of the people at large.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee amendments.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mrs, CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a guorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
and the Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 246, nays 117, not voting 68,
as follows:
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Abernethy
Adair

Albert
Anderson, Il
Anderson,

Aspinall
Ayres
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bell, Calif.
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Blackburn

Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burlison, Mo.
Button
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell

Camp

Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Clark

Cleveland
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Coughlin
Cowger
Cramer
Cunningham
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Denney
Dent
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Ellberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fallon
Findley
Fisher
Flood
Flowers

Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Annungio
Ashbrook
Bennett
Bingham
Blatnik
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Burke, Mass.
Burton, Calif.
Burton, Utah
Byrne, Pa.
Caffery

[Roll No. 30]
YEAS—246

Flynt
Foreman
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Fuqua
Grlifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Goldwater
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Haley
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Henderson
Hogan
Horton
Ho=mer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eazen
Eee
Eeith
King
Kleppe
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Kyl
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Lloyd
Lujan
McCloskey
McClure
McCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McFall
McKneally
McMillan
MacGregor
Mahon
Mann
Marsh
Martin
May
Mayne
Meicher
Meskill
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohlo
Mills
Minish
Minshall
Mize
Mizall
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Eonskl

NAYS—117

Chisholm
Cohelan
Collier
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Diges
Eckhardt
Erlenborn
Farbstein
Feighan
Foley
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O'Neal, Ga.
Patman
Pelly
Pepper
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage

Poff
Pollock
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Purcell
Qule
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Reid, IIl.
Reifel
Rhodes
Riegle
Rivers
Roberts
Robison
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roudebush
Ruppe
Ruth
Bandman
Satterfield
Eaylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Bcott
Sebelius
Shipley
Bhriver
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.¥.
Bnyder
Bpringer
Stafford
Stanton
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Taylor
Thompson, Ga.
Utt

Vander Jagt
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Watkins
‘Watson
Watts
‘Whalley
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wold
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylle
Wyman
Yatron
Young
Zion
Zwach

Ford,
Willlam D.
Fraser
Friedel
Gallagher
Giaimo
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Goodling

Gray
Green, Pa.
Gross

Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Kastenmeier
Eoch
Leggett
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
MeCarthy
MeClory
Macdonald,
Mass.

Madden
Mathias
Matsunaga
Meeds
Mikva
Mink
Mollohan
Murphy, Ill.
Nedzi
Obey
O’'Hara
Olsen
O'Neill, Mass,
Passman
Patten
Perkins
Pike

Price, II1.
Pryor, Ark.
Rees

Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rodino
Roe

Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Ryan

St. Onge
Smith, Towa
Staggers
Stokes
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Tunney
Udall
Uliman

Van Deerlin
Va

Waldie
Wampler
Whalen
White

Wolfl

Yates

NOT VOTING—68

Abbitt
Alexander
Ashley
Baring
Barrett
Boggs
Boland
Brock
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Bush

Carey

Carter

Celler

Clay

Crane
Daddario
Dawson
Donohue
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Fascell

Fish

Ford, Gerald R.
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Gubser

Hagan
Harrington

Jones, Ala.
Eirwan
Lennon
Lukens
McEwen
Mailliard
Michel
Monagan
Morse
Morton
Moss

Nix

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced

pairs:

Ottinger
Pettis
FPhilbin
Podeil
Fowell
Rogers, Fla.
Roybal
8t Germain
Schadeberg
Scheuer
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Stuckey
Taft
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Teague. Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Welcker
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright
Zablockl

the following

Mr, Boggs with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Gubser.
Mr. Barrett with Mr, Fulton of Pennsyl-

vania.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Morse,

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Morton.
Mr, Baring with Mr. Carter.
Mr. Daddario with Mr, Teague of California.
Mr. Zablocki with Mr, Thomson of Wis-

consin,
Mr,
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.,
Mr.
Arizona.

Hébert with Mr. Pettis.
Philbin with Mr. Michel.
Holifield with Mr. Mallliard.
Celler with Mr. McEwen.
Carey with Mr, Fish.
Abbitt with Mr. Talcott.
Lennon with Mr. Lukens.
Podell with Mr. Taft.
Burleson of Texas with Mr, Steiger of

Mr. Jarman with Mr. Schadeberg.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Brock.
Mr. Monagan with Mr. Crane.

Mr. 8t Germain with Mr, Weicker.
Mr. Wright with Mr. Bush.
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Steed with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Clay.
Mr, Dawson with Mr, Eirwan.

Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Nix,
Mr. Ashley with Mr. Powell.
Mr, Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Pascell.
Mr. Moss with Mr. Rogers of Florida.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Harrington.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Stuckey.
Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Scheuer,

Mrs. SULLIVAN and Messrs. JACOBS
and DELANEY changed their votes from
‘“yea” to “nay."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

REVISE LAWS RELATING TO LIA-
BILITY OF HOTELS TO THEIR
GUESTS

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I call up the bill (HR. 10336)
to revise certain laws relating to the lia-
bility of hotels, motels, and similar es-
tablishments in the District of Columbia
to their guests.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 10336

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assemblec, That (a) if a
hotel, motel, or similar establishment in the
Distric of Columbia which provides lodging
to transient guests (1) provides a suitable
depository (other than a checkroom) for the
safekeeping of personal property (other than
a motor vehicle), and (2) displays con-
spicuously in the guest and public rooms of
that establishment a printed copy of this
section (or summary thereof), that establish-
ment shall not be liable for the loss or de-
struction of, or damage to, any personal
property of a guest or patron not deposited
for safekeeping. In the case of any personal
property of a guest or patron deposited in
such a depository for safekeeping, that es-
tablishment shall be liable for the loss or
destruction of, or damage to, the property
to the extent of the lesser of £500 or the fair
market value of the property at the time of
its loss, destruction, or damage.

(b) If a hotel, motel, or similar establish-
ment in the District of Columbia which
provides lodging to transient guests main-
tains a checkroom (conspicuously designated
as such) where guests and patrons may de-
posit personal property, that establishment
shall, if it conspicuously posts a printed
copy of this section (or summary thereof),
be liable for the loss or destruction of, or
damage to, that property only to the extent
of the lesser of $100 or the fair market value
of the property at the time of its loss, de-
struction, or damage.

Segc. 2. (a) A hotel, motel, or similar es-
tablishment in the District of Columbia
which provides lodging to transient guests,
has a lien upon, and may retain possession
of, any personal property belonging to, or
under the control of, a guest or patron of
that establishment, for the amount due that
establishment from that guest or patron for
lodging, food, or other item of value.

(b) If, within 30 days after his property
has been retained under subsection (a), a
guest or patron fails to pay the establish-
ment retaining that property any amount
due that establishment for lodging, food, or
other item of value, that establishment may
sell that property at a public sale. Prior to
that sale, the establishment shall send, by
registered or certified mail, to the last known
address of that guest or patron a demand
for payment of the amount due, and shall
publish a notice of sale once a week for
three successive weeks in a dally newspaper
of general circulation published in the Dis-
triet of Columbia. That notice shall state—

(1) that the purpose of the sale is to sat-
isfy the llen granted by subsection (a);

(2) the amount for which that lien is
granted, Including storage charges;

(3) the day, time, and place of sale; and

(4) a description of the property includ-
ing, in the case of the sale of a motor ve-
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hicle, the make, type, year, model number,
serial number, engine number, and the year
and license registration number of that mo-
tor vehicle.

in the case of the sale of a motor vehicle,
a notice shall be given to any person whose
security interest, lien, or other claim upon
that motor vehicle is recorded with the mo-
tor vehicle registry of the State (including
the District of Columbia) of registration of
that motor vehicle. That notice shall be
given at least 15 days prior to the date of
sale,

(c) The proceeds of a sale of property
made under subsection (b) shall be applied
as follows:

(1) first, to cover the expenses of the
storage and sale of the property, and

(2) second, to discharge any security in-
terest, lien, or other claim upon the property
in the order of priority provided for by law.
Any amount remaining after the application
provided for by paragraphs (1) and (2) shall
be paid to the party entitled to the remainder
if that party is known and can be located.
If that party is not known or cannot be
located within one year after the date of the
sale, the establishment shall pay, within a
reasonable time, the remainder to the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia.

Sec. 3. (a) A hotel, motel, or similar es-
tablishment in the District of Columbia
which provides lodging to transient guests
may sell at public auction any personal prop-
erty that has been deposited for safekeeping,
checked, or left unclaimed at that establish-
ment for more than 90 days. If the owner of
that property is known, the establlshment
shall, at least 15 days before that sale is
held, send, by registered or certified mail, a
notice to the owner at his last known address
stating—

(1) that the purpose of the sale is to
dispose of unclaimed property;

(2) the amount of storage and other
charges (including interest on those charges)
against that property;

(3) the day, time, and place of sale; and

(4) a description of the property includ-
ing, in the case of the sale of & motor vehicle,
the make, type, year, model number, serlal
number, engine number, and the year and
license registration number of that motor
vehicle,

In the case of the sale of a motor vehicle,
& notice shall be given to any person whose
security interest, lien, or other claim upon
that motor wvehicle is recorded with the
motor vehicle registry of the State (includ-
ing the District of Columbia) of registration
of that motor vehicle. That notice shall be
given at least 15 days prior to the date of sale.

(b) The proceeds of a sale of property
made under subsection (a) shall be applied
as follows:

(1) first, to cover the expenses of the stor-
age and sale of the propertty (including in-
terest on those charges), and

(2) second, to discharge any security in-
terest, lien, or other claim upon the property
in the order of priority provided for by law.

Any amount remaining after the application
provided for by paragraphs (1) and (2) shall
be pald to the party entitled to the re-
mainder if that party is known and can be
located. If that party is not known or cannot
be located within one year aifter the date of
the sale, the establishment shall pay, within
a reasonable time, the remainder to the
government of the District of Columbia,

Sec. 4. (a) The Act entitled “An Act to
establish a code of law for the District of
Columbia”, approved March 3, 1901 (31 Stat,
1189) , is amended—

(1) by striking out section 1261 (D.C.
Code, sec. 34-103) and redesignating the suc-
ceeding sections accordingly; and

(2) by striking out in section 1262 (as
redesignated by paragraph (1)) (D.C. Code,
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sec. 34-104) “last three sections” and In-
serting in lieu thereof “last two sections’,

(b) The Act entitled “An Act establishing
the liability of hotel proprietors and innkeep-
ers in the District of Columbia", approved
December 21, 1820 (D.C. Code, secs. 34-101
and 34-102), is hereby repealed.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 2, line 2, strike out the period and
insert in lieu thereof a comma and the fol-
lowing: “except that this sentence shall not
apply with respect to the liability of that
establishment for loss or destruction of, or
damage to, any personal property retained
by a guest In his room if the property is
such property as is usual, common, or pru-
dent for a guest to retain in his room."

Page 6, strike out llnes 8 through 21, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 4. (a) The Act entitled 'An Act to
establish a code of law for the District of
Columbia’, approved March 3, 1901 (31 Stat.
1189), is amended—

“{1) by striking out section 1261 (D.C.
Code, sec. 34-103) and by redesignating sec-
tions 1263 and 1264 as 1261 and 1262, re-
spectively; and

“(2) by strlking out in the section redesig-
nated as section 1263 (D.C. Code sec. 34-104)
‘by any of the last three sections' and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘by section 1260’.

“{b) The Act entitled ‘An Act establishing
the liability of hotel proprietors and innkeep-
ers in the District of Columbia’, approved
December 21, 1920 (D.C. Code, secs. 34-101
and 34-102), is repealed.”

The committee
agreed to.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr, Speaker, the pur-
pose of the bill, HR. 103386, is to revise
certain civil laws in the District of Co-
lumbia Code relating to the liability of
comumercial lodging proprietors for the
property of their guests or patrons, the
lien rights of such business establish-
ments as to the property of their guests
and patrons, and to improve the proce-
dures for the disposal of unclaimed per-
sonal property left with such lodging
operators.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

Section 1 of the bill provides for a
limitation on the liability of operators of
commercial lodging establishments for
the property of their guests.

A lodging establishment may limit its
liability if it provides a suitable deposi-
tory for the safekeeping of personal
property, displays conspicuous notice of
the availability of such depository, and
notice of the limitation on the propri-
etors’ liability if valuable personal prop-
erty is not placed in such depository.
When personal property of a guest or
patron is placed in a designated deposi-
tory for safekeeping, the maximum lia-
bility of the lodging establishment for
loss or destruction of, or damage to,
property shall be the fair market value
of the property but not in excess of $500.
This limitation on liability does not apply
to losses to personal property retained
by a guest in his room if the property left
in his room is such as is usual or prudent
for a guest to keep in his room.

This section of the bill likewise limits
the liability of the lodging establishment
for loss of, damage to, or destruction of
property placed in a checkroom, If the
checkroom is conspicuously designated
as such place for depositing personal

amendments were
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property, and such designation is like-
wise accompanied with a printed copy of
this section of the act, the proprietor is
liable only for the fair value of the prop-
erty but not to exceed $100.
PROTECTION OF LIEN RIGHTS

The lien rights of commercial lodging
establishments would be strengthened by
the amendments to existing law provided
in section 2 of the bill,

Existing law provides that the lodging
establishment shall have a lien upon, and
may retain possession of, baggage and
effects of any guest or patron who fails
to make payment for any amount due. If
such lien is exercised, and the property
retained exceeds the value of $50, then
the lodging establishment must institute
a court proceeding for handling the sale
of the property held under the lien.

The amendments in section 2 would
provide the lodging establishment with
a lien on any personal property including
motor vehicles in possession of a guest
which are not subject fo lien under pres-
ent law. When property has been re-
tained under the provisions of this sec-
tion, and the owner of such property fails
to pay the amount due for lodging, food,
or value received by the guest within 30
days, the property retained may be sold
at a public sale.

Prior to such sale, demand shall be
made by registered or certified mail for
the payment of the amount due, and no-
tice of such sale published once a week
for 3 successive weeks in a daily news-
paper in the District of Columbia. Such
notice shall state that the sale is to satis-
fy the lien; state the amount of the
charges, including any storage charges;
state the day, time, and place of the sale;
and give a description of the prop-
erty, along with a full and complete de-
sceription and information concerning
any motor vehicle which may be included
in the notice of sale. Notice of such sale
shall also be given to any person having
an interest, lien, or other claim on the
motor vehicle which is recorded by regis-
tration within any State. A notice of
sale must precede the sale by at least 15
days.

The proceeds of any such sale shall be
applied to cover the expenses of storage
and sale of the property; to discharge
any security interest, lien, or other claim
in order of priority provided for by the
law; and any remainder paid to the party
entitled if the party is known and can
be located or otherwise at the end of 1
year after the date of sale the remainder
shall be paid to the government of the
District of Columbia.

SALE OF UNCLAIMED PROPERTY

Personal property of guests at a lodging
establishment, which had been deposited
for safekeeping, checked, or left other-
wise unclaimed for a period of 90 days or
more, may be disposed of under the pro-
visions of section 3 of the bill. The provi-
sions of this section regarding the sale
of such property are similar to those de-
scribed next above for the execution of a
lien, except that no sale may be con-
ducted in less than 90 days plus a 15-day
period of notice, The residue of any such
sale after satisfaction of all other claims
in order of priority provided by law is to
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be paid within a reasonable time to the
government of the District of Columbia.
The final section of the bill, section 4,
as amended, provides the necessary tech-
nical amendments to existing law.
PUBLIC HEARING

A public hearing on the bill, HR.
10336, was held by Subcommittee No. 2
of the House Committee on the District
of Columbia on October 8, 1969. Repre-
sentatives of the Hotel Association of
Washington and the counsel for the as-
sociation testified in support of the pro-
visions of the bill. A representative of the
Office of the Corporation Counsel for the
Distriet of Columbia testified in support
of the legislation and presented the rec-
ommendations of the District of Colum-
bia government.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. HUNGATE

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I offer
several amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. HUNGATE: Page
2, line 11, strike out “$500"” and insert in lieu
thereof “$1,000".

Page 2, line 20, strike out “$100” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$200".

Page 3, line 4, strike out the period and
insert in lieu thereof a comma and the fol-
lowing: “except that the amount of the lien
authorized by this subsection may not ex-
ceed $1,000.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. HUNGATE) is recognized.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I would
first like to inguire of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Dowpy) the exact im-
port of the committee amendment just
adopted.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, section 1
of the bill provides for a limitation on
the liability of operators of commercial
lodging establishments for the property
of their guests.

A lodging establishment may limit its
liability if it provides a suitable deposi-
tory for the safekeeping of personal prop-
erty, displays conspicuous notice of the
availability of such depository, and notice
of the limitation on the proprietors’ lia-
bility if valuable personal property is
not placed in such depository. When per-
sonal property of a guest or patron is
placed in a designated depository for
safekeeping, the maximum liability of the
lodging establishment for loss or destruc-
tion of, or damage to, property shall be
the fair market value of the property but
not in excess of $500. This limitation on
liability does not apply to losses to per-
sonal property retained by a guest in his
room if the property left in his room is
such as is usual or prudent for a guest
to keep in his room.

This section of the bill likewise limits
the liability of the lodging establishment
for loss or damage to, or destruction of
property placed in a checkroom. If the
checkroom is conspicuously designated as
such place for depositing personal prop-
erty, and such designation is likewise
accompanied with a printed copy of this
section of the act, the proprietor is liable
only for the fair value of the property
but not to exceed $100.

Then it protects certain lien rights of
commercial lodging establishments,

Mr. HUNGATE, I thank the gentle-
man for his statement. I wanted to be
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sure the amendment is still in order, and
I believe it to be.

Mr. Speaker, in essence, my amend-
ment would double the liability of the
hotel or motel keeper, On page 2, line 11,
it would increase the liability from $500
to $1,000, and on page 2, line 20 from $100
to $200. This bill places a limit of the
amount of liability a motel or hotel
keeper will have to you. So I would pro-
pose also to add to the end, at page 3,
line 11, a provision that his lien on your
property shall not exceed $1,000, since
he is carefully limiting his liability to you
for $1,000.

If I may, I would like to give you an ex-
ample of what could happen under this
bill. If the bill is enacted as written, you
could drive your $6,000 Cadillac to a mo-
tel where you register as Mr. and Mrs.
John Smith. ¥You run up a bill of $150.
You have put Mrs. Smith’s $2,000 ruby
ring, which you just gave her, in the mo-
tel safe, and you check her $4,000 sable
coat that you gave her for Christmas in
the motel checkroom. The motel safe is
left unlocked. The night clerk scoops up
the $2,000 ring and leaves with the
checkroom attendant, who is now wear-
ing the $4,000 coat. You would be en-
titled to recover $100 for that $4,000 coat
and $500 for the $2,000 ring, and you
would still owe a motel bill of $150, so
they could get a lien on your $6,000
Cadillac. I suggest that is inequitable,
and my amendment would attempt a
better balance of responsibilities and lia-
bilities of each party by doubling the
amount for which the motel could be
liable to you, and limiting the amount
of their lien against you to the total
amount that they can be liable to you.

So far as I know, the President takes
no position on my amendment. Mr. and
Mrs. John Smiths everywhere support it,
and I hope you will support it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (M,
ArLBerT). The question is on the amend-
ments offered by the gentleman from
Missouri.

The amendments were agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ECKHARDT

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ECKHARDT!:
Page 2, line 22, after the word “damage”
insert "“unless the destruction or damage is
caused by its agent or servant".

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, under
the circumstances deseribed in this bill,
as I read it, a person could leave his
wristwatch on a table, someone could
come in to repair the air conditioning,
an employee of the hotel, step on the
wristwatch, destroy it, and no matter
how much the wristwatch may be worth,
the owner could not collect more than
$100. It strikes me that the limitations
of liability here were intended to be with
respect to acts done by third parties and
not with respect to acts done by the sery-
ants or agents of the hotel. It seems to
me it is absolutely unconscionable to
provide that even the grossly negligent
acts of the hotel or its servants shall be
limited fo $100 liability.

For example, a man might have a $250
suit. The cleaning woman comes in with
some material that bleaches that suit,
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puts a big spot in it so it is worthless.
Certainly you ought to be able to pro-
ceed against the agent of the hotel for
the total value of that suit where their
own agent or servant was responsible.

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

Mr, ECKHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr., HUNGATE. My amendment,
which was just adopted, would increase
that liability from $100 to $200 in one
instance and from $500 to $1,000 in an-
other.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I think that is desir-
able, and I certainly should amend what
I have said to conform to that amend-
ment. Still a wristwateh or suit might
be involved worth more than $200. I
think a specific act of the agent or
servant of the hotel which has been
negligent should not be limited to that
amount.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I think perhaps what
he is saying is covered by an exception
in connection with the bill, in this state-
ment: “except that this sentence shall
not apply with respect to the liability of
that establishment for loss or destruc-
tion of, or damage to, any personal prop-
erty retained by a guest in his room if the
property is such property as is usual,
common, or prudent for a guest to re-
tain in his room.”

That would apply to the suit or the
wristwateh.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I do not Eknow
whether this is true if it is a $250 or $300
wristwatch. Will the gentleman tell me
whether this is the kind of property a
person should leave in his room or put in
the locker. That is a difficult question to
answer. That is one trouble with this bill.
That is terribly loose language, as to
what is commonly put in the lockbox.

I would respectfully submit that un-
less an amendment of this nature is put
on this bill, the bill is wholly indefensible
and wholly favorable to destructive or
negligent activities of hotels and inn-
keepers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT).

The 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 fo
reconsider was laid on the table.

PROCEDURE FOR RETURN AND CAN-
CELLATION OF CLASS A LIQUOR
LICENSES

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 14608),
to authorize the District of Columbia to
compensate holders of class A retailer’s
licenses issued under the Distriet of Co-
lumbia Alccholic Beverage Control Act
who return such licenses to the District
of Columbia for cancellation, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BErRT). Is there objection to request of
the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection,
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 14608

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That (a) any per-
son lawfully holding a class A retailer's li-
cense issued under the District of Columbia
Alcoholic Beverage Control Act may, during
the five-year perlod beginning on the first
day of the first license year which begins
on or after the date of the enactment of
this Act and in accordance with such regu-
lations as the District of Columbia Council
shall prescribe, return such license to the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia for
cancellation.

(b) The Commissioner of the District of
Columbia shall pay $10,000 to each person
who returns a license for cancellation under
this Act.

Sec. 2. (a)(1) For such perlod as may
be mnecessary to relmburse the District of
Columbla for payments made under the
first section of this Act, the Commissioner
may require each holder of a class A re-
tailer's license Issued under the Distriet of
Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act to
pay each license year, in addition to the
license fee prescribed by section 11 of such
Act for such year, the amount determined
under paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(2) For purposes of determining the
amount required to be paid for a license year
under paragraph (1) of this subsection by
each holder of a class A retailer’s license, the
Commissioner shall determine the relative
positions of the holders of such license on
the basis of the amount of gross sales of
alcoholie beverages reported by each such
license holder for the preceding license year.
In the case of any license holder who did not
report any such sales for such preceding year
or whose report covers only a portion of such
year, the Commissioner shall by regulation
determine the position of such license holder
on the basls of such additional information
as may be appropriate, The additional
amount to be paild by a license holder for a
license year under paragraph (1) shall be—

(A) $100 if the license holder is determined
to be within the bottom third of all such
license holders,

(B) $200 if the license holder Is deter-
mined to be within the middle third of all
such license holders, and

(C) 8300 if the license holder is deter-
mined to be within the upper third of all
such license holders.

Amounts collected under this section shall
be deposited in the general fund of the
District of Columbia in the Unilted States
Treasury.

(b) If the total amount collected by the
Commissioner under this section exceeds the
total amount paid by him under the first
section of this Act, the Commissioner shall,
in accordance with regulations, make such
reduction in the annual license fee for class
A retaller’s licenses as may be necessary to
return to each licensee his proportionate
share of such excess.

(c¢) For purposes of this section (1) the
term “license year” means the twelve-month
period beginning February 1 of each year,
and (2) the term “alcoholic beverages" means
the beverages which the holders of a class A
retaller's license may sell under such license.

Sec. 3. Section 35 of the District of Co-
lumbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 26—-133) is amended by inserting
after the first sentence the following: “For
purposes of this section, the extension of
credit by the holder of a class A retaller’s
license in connection with a sale by such
license holder of any beverage through a
credit card or other document or device in-
tended or adapted for the purpose of estab-
lishing credit shall be considered a sale on
credit of such beverage by such license
holder.”
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With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 2, strike out line 6 and all that follows
down through line 18 on page 3 and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 2. (a) To provide funds for payments
made under the first section of this Act, the
Commissioner, after determining the relative
positions of all class A retallers in terms of
their gross sales of alcoholic beverages dur-
ing such period as may be fixed by him, shall
require each holder of a class A retailer's li-
cense to pay each license year, in addition
to the prescribed license fee—

“{1) #100 if the amount of gross sales is
within the lowest third of all class A retailers,

“{2) $200 if the amount of gross sales is
within the middle third of all class A retail-
ers, and

“(3) 8300 if the amount of gross sales is
within the highest third of all class A
retailers.

“(b) Amounts collected under this section
shall be deposited in the Treasury of the
United States to the credit of a special fund
of the Distriet of Columbia which is hereby
authorized and from which shall be paid
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
the purpose of this Act.

“(e) If the total amount collected by the
Commissioner under this section exceeds the
total amount paid by him under the first sec-
tion of this Act, the Commissioner shall after
the conclusion of the five-year period speci-
fied In the first section return to each licensee
his proportionate share of such excess.”

Page 3, line 19, strike out “(c)" and insert
in lieu thereof “(d) ™.

Page 4, after line 7, insert the following
new section:

“Sec. 4. The provision the first sentence of
gection 13 of the District of Columbia Alco-
holic Beverage Control Act (D.C. Code, sec.
25-114) is amended by inserting ", the holder
of a retailer’s license, Class A,” immediately
after ‘wholesaler’'s license’, and by inserting
a comma immediately before ‘may store bev=-
erages’."

The committee amendments
agreed to.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, what does this bill do,
if I may ask a member of the committee?
Does this fix the value of liquor licenses
in the District of Columbia at $10,000?

Mr. FUQUA, No, sir. The bill actually
has three provisions. The provision which
the gentleman from Iowa speaks of is
the reimbursement for the cancellation
of class A liquor licenses. This is a sur-
tax to be applied to holders of class A
retail licenses, to be paid into a special
fund to pay for losses of licenses due to
such things as the disturbance in the
District of Columbia during April 1968.
This provision expires 5 years after its
enactment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, let me re-
fer the gentleman’s attention to the
statement beginning on line 3 of page 2,
where it says:

(b) The Commissioner of the District of
Columbia shall pay $10,000 to each person

who returns a license for cancellation under
this Act.

My question is, does this have the effect
of fixing the value of a liquor license at
$10,000?

Mr. FUQUA. It is reported to the com-
mittee they are worth much more than
that when they are sold, but these pay-
ments are for those licenses which are in-
operative or where the licensees were
burned out or destroyed in that period,
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and they have been unable up to this
date to get back into operation. It has
been said and it has been testified before
the committee that the District has felt
for some time that some effort should
be made to reduce the number of licenses
in the District of Columbia, and they
support this concept whereby the dealers
themselves would pay into the fund so
that the retailers could be reimbursed
$10,000.

In further answer to the gentleman’s
question, I am reliably informed that a
retail license is worth much more than
$10,000.

Mr. GROSS. How many of them are
there in this category?

Mr. FUQUA. About 12 to 15 in this
category.

Mr. GROSS. Twelve to 15 in this cate-
gory?

Mr, FUQUA. Yes.

Mr, GROSS, What is the open market
price for a ligquor license in the District
of Columbia?

Mr. FUQUA. I would have no idea, I
understand it depends on the location
and the volume of business, but generally
it is considerably more than $10,000.

Mr. GROSS. Then why not let them
sell them for more than $10,000, if they
can get a higher price? Why does the
committee wish to put a price of $10,000
on them?

Mr. FUQUA, This was the price ar-
rived at. They felt it was an equitable
price for these licenses. We discussed
that. We discussed the possibility of
making it fluctuate, or perhaps having a
negotiable figure. We felt since the
dealers themselves were paying the
money in, this was an adequate and ap-
propriate and fair fee for these licenses.

Mr. GROSS. Under the circumstances,
is this considered to be a ceiling or a floor
on the price of liquor licenses?

Mr. FUQUA. This would be the maxi-
mum amount or price that could be paid
for those purchased under this surtax
that will be imposed on the dealers,
whiech expires in 5 years.

Mr, GROSS. If there are only 10 or
12 of these licenses outstanding, what
would be wrong with letting the free
market take care of the cost of the liquor
licenses?

Mr. FUQUA, The point I was trying to
make earlier is that the ABC Board
would like to see the licenses reduced.

Considering the locations assigned,
many of them have been unable to get
back into business since the disturbances
of April 1968. They do not want any
more licenses in these areas. It would
be better to reduce the total number of
licenses in the District of Columbia.
Many of them are located in areas of a
high concentration of licenses. They
would prefer to use a method such as
this to reduce the total number.

Mr, GROSS. Can they not transfer
them to other areas? Cannot the Board
which controls this permit the transfer
to other areas of the city?

Mr, FUQUA. They can be transferred.
They must stand on their own case, The
Board feels they need to reduce the total
number of licenses in the District.

Mr. GROSS. There is something here
that somehow or other does not seem to
meet the eye. I do not know what it is.
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Mr. FUQUA. If the gentleman will
give me a hint I will be happy to try to
assist him.

Mr. GROSS. I cannot understand why
we by legislation in the Congress should
fix the price of a liquor license at $10,000,
or any other figure, in the District of
Columbia or elsewhere.

Mr. FUQUA., This is to be paid for by
the industry, not from tax revenues of
the District of Columbia.

Mr. GROSS, I understand that per-
fectly. That still does not change the fact
that we here in Congress are fixing the
price of a liquor sales license in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, I do not understand
why.

Mr. FUQUA. I beg to differ with the
gentleman. I do not think this is any
price setting on the license. I think the
license in the free market would sell
much higher than this.

Mr. GROSS. Then let them sell them
at the higher price or for less if there is
a poor market for such licenses., I am
against Congress fixing the cost of such
licenses either here or in the several
States.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr, Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I would point out once again that what
we are dealing with here—and it may
have some merit, to try to retire some of
these licenses—is a piece of special legis-
lation that will be directed to the aid of
12 or 15 people, and will provide the sum
of $10,000 for the license, because of the
disturbances, which is listed as the rea-
son, though this could apply to anyone
in the city who wanted to get rid of a
liquor license.

It is true that the liquor licenses in-
volve a goodwill feature. Actually you
are not supposed to pay anything for the
license, and they should not, because it is
something that is granted by the city,
and in this they have no proprietary
right. They do, however, transfer them
back and forth. This would be sort of a
floor, to be sure that if somebody wants
to get out the business they would have
a floor of $10,000.

I agree with the gentleman from Iowa
that they have considerable problems.
This is directed again toward a very spe-
cial interest in the District of Columbia.

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

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. It would be possible in
some areas of Washington, D.C., that a
liquor license issued for a particular lo-
cation could have a very low value unless
it could be transferred, but this guar-
antees $10,000 to the holder of that
license, does it not?

Mr. ADAMS. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. Is that the purpose of
this bill, to see to it that a license that
has depreciated tremendously in value
is now held to be worth $10,000? Is that
the purpose of it?

Mr, ADAMS. That is correct. It is held
to be worth $10,000, It was done because
it was felt in certain areas of the city
men could not get their money out of
the licenses because of what happened
there.

Mr. GROSS. And we in Congress are
cast in the role of being a party to that
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kind of transaction—in effect helping
guarantee the value of a liquor license?

Mr. ADAMS. Well, you are sort of or-
ganizing the party.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
poses of H.R. 14608, as amended, are
threefold: First, to authorize the Dis-
trict of Columbia to compensate holders
of class A retailer’s licenses issued by the
Distriect Alcoholic Beverage Control
Board who return such licenses to the
District for cancellation, the compensa-
tion to be derived from a surcharge
levied against like licenses; second, to in-
clude in the prohibition against pur-
chases on credit from package stores the
use of a credit card; and third, to extend
the present authority of the ABC Board
to consent to storage places for class A
retailers.

REIMBURSEMENT FOR AND CANCELLATION OF
CLASS A LICENSES

Retailer's license, class A, under the
District of Columbia Alecoholic Beverage
Control Act, is for a package store. The
number of this class of licenses is con-
trolled by regulation, promulgated some
30 years ago, which seis the ceiling at
300, subject to a grandfather clause
which results in there presently being
387 such licenses in existence. H.R. 14608
presents a partial solution to the prob-
lem of reducing the number of outstand-
ing class A licenses in that it permits the
holders of existing package store licenses
to surrender their licenses for cancel-
lation at a compensation therefor of $10,-
000; the period within which this may
be exercised is limited to 5 years from
the date of enactment, and the cost is to
be assessed against other holders of such
licenses.

A public hearing was held by Sub-
committee No. 4 of our committee on this
legislation on November 13, 1969.

Testimony then presented indicated
that as a result of the civil disturbances
in the District in 1968 and because of the
crime problem, the stores of some 180
retail beverage licensees, class A, were
either totaly or partially destroyed. Be-
tween 15 and 20 such businesses, victims
of the riot and others displaced by
eminent domain, have not been reestab-
lished through no fault of the license
holders, relocation being a critical issue.
The District of Columbia Retail Liquor
Dealers Association, which represents
the package store licensees, has agreed to
a surcharge against class A licenses to
provide funds for reimbursing holders of
such licenses who surrender them for
cancellation, the surcharge to be grad-
uated according to the volume of busi-
ness.

The bill provides that the compensa-
tion for cancellation of such licenses will
be $10,000. The District government sug-
gested that it may be more appropriate
to give the ABC Board authority to nego-
tiate a fee not to exceed that amount.
Your committee recommends the flat fee
of $10,000 for the following reasons:
First, negotiations would entail extensive
factfinding if equitable results obtain;
second, the sale of such a license (ac-
tually a sale of goodwill and a going
business) under usual -circumstances
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brings many times that amount, and the
unusual circumstances under which these
licenses may in lieu of sale be offered for
cancellation arose through no fault of
the holders of the license; and, third, the
dealers who will subsidize the cost
through surcharge feel that the flat fee
is most equitable, precluding a burden on
the Board to negotiate and on the hold-
ers of the licenses who must in negotia-
tions prove a value of the license.

The ABC Board requested, and your
committee recommends, amendments
which will facilitate the administration
of such cancellations. The period for de-
termination of the appropriate sur-
charge is to be established by the
Board—rather than being set by law as
being the license year—for the reason
that reports upon which the determina-
tion are based may be delayed beyond
the time when assessment should be
made. The amounts collected from the
surcharge will be placed in a special fund
for the purpose of compensating the
holders whose licenses are canceled,
rather than in the District’s general fund
as originally proposed, inasmuch as the
latter method will entall involvement of
the appropriations process whereas spe-
cial funding will not. The Board also felt
that amounts collected in excess of
amounts paid should be directly reim-
bursed to the payees and not be treated
as a reduction of license fees, any adjust-
ment to statutory fees being undesirable.
There was no objection to making these
changes, and your committee agrees that
they are appropriate.

No testimony or statements were made
or presented to our committee in opposi-
tion to this legislation.

PACKAGE STORE PURCHASES ON CREDIT

Present law prohibits sales on credit
by class A retailers. In an interpretation
of this law, the District of Columbia Cor-
poration Counsel’s office found that the
existing statute does not prohibit such
sales to be charged against credit cards,
and in effect approved the use of eredit
cards for the direct purchase of liquor
in any quantity in package stores.

H.R. 14608 makes clear the intent of
Congress that no sales by package stores
shall be on credit, and that this prohibi-
tion includes the use of credit cards. Both
the District government and the Retail-
ers Association support this clarifying
provision.

STORAGE PLACE FOR CLASS A RETAILERS

The Alcoholic Beverage Control Board
has ruled that under t:ie present stat-
ute it may not approve storage of
alcoholic beverages by class A re-
tailers in a location not contiguous to the
licensed premises. The Board is author-
ized by law to permit storage “upon
premises other than the premises desig-
nated in the license”’—where actual sales
take place—to wholesalers and to certain
other retailers—section 25-114 of the
Distriet of Columbia Code. The class A
retailers have requested that like privi-
lege be afforded them. The ABC Board
testified before your committee that it
recognizes the hardship on class A re-
tailers which results particularly at the
holiday season or under other special sit-
uations, and regards the storage restric-
tion as unnecessarily harsh on legiti-
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mate businessmen who already have to
comply with rather stringent law, The
Board supports the provision as giving it
a flexibility to meet the problem and the
control to avoid any abuse in the public
interest.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Subsection (a) of the first section au-
thorizes holders of class A retailers li-
censes to return such licenses for cancel-
lation, within 5 years from the date of
enactment.

Subsection (b) directs the District of
Columbia to pay $10,000 to each holder
for such cancellation.

Section 2(a), as amended, authorizes
the Commissioner to determine the vol-
ume of sales of class A retailers and to
assess against such licensees, in addition
to the statutory license fee, according to
their standing by volume of sales, $100
per annum for the lowest third of these
retailers, $200 for the middle third, and
$300 for the highest third. Collections
from these surcharges will be placed in
a special fund from which cancellation
compensation will be paid.

Subsection 2(b), as amended, provides
for a proportionate share to be returned
to such licensees if collections on sur-
charges exceed amounts paid by the
Commissioner for cancellations pursuant
to this legislation.

Section 3 prohibits the use of credit
cards in the purchase of alcoholic bev-
erage from a package store in the
District.

Section 4, a new section of H.R. 14608,
authorizes the ABC Board to permit stor-
age by a class A retailer in premises other
than those designated as sales locations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the committee amendments.

The commifttee amendments were
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the passage of the bill

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject 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. Evident-
1y 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 97, nays 262, not voting 72,
as follows:

[Roll No. 31]

YEAS—97
Broyhill, Va.
Burton, Oalif,
Bymes, Wis.
Cabell
Cederberg
Clark
Corman
Coughlin
Daniels, N.J.
Davls, Ga.

Davis, Wis,
Dent

Downing
Fallon
Fascell
Fisher
Flood
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Friedel
Fugua
Gallagher

Blanton
Bow
Brasco
Brooks

Garmatz
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gillbert
Griffin
Griffiths
Gude
Hanna
Harsha
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Jones, Tenn.
Kee

Kyros
Leggett
Long, Md.
McCarthy
McClory

Abernethy
Adams
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, T11,
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Bingham
Blatnik
Bolling
Brademas
Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Fla,
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Utah
Button
Byrme, Pa.
Caifery
Camp

Casey
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H,
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohelan
Collier
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Cowger
Cramer
Crane
Culver
Cunningham
Daddario
Daniel, Va.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denney
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Calo.
Evins, Tenn.
Farbstein
Felghan
Flowers
Flynt
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McFall
McMillan
Mann
Marsh

Mills
Morgan
Murphy, T1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Nelsen
O'Eonskl
O'Neill, Mass,
FPaiten
Pepper
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111,
Quie
Rallsback
Rarick

Rees
Roberts

NAYS—262

Foley Minshall
Foreman Mize
Fountain Mizell
Frey Mollohan
Galifianakis Montgomery
Goldwater Moorhead
Gonzalez Mosher
Goodling Natcher
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Gross
Grover
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks

Howard

Hull

Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord

Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, N.C.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eazen

Eelth

King

Kleppe

Smith, N.¥Y.
Stanton
Btephens
Stubblefield
Tiernan
Tunney
Waggonner
Williams
Winn

Wolll
Yatron
Young

Schneebell
Eoch Schwengel
Kuykendall Scott
Kyl Sebelius
Landgrebe Shipley
Landrum Shriver
Langen Sikes
Latta Skubitz
Lloyd Slack
Long, La. Smith, Calif.
Lowenstein Smith, Iowa
Lujan Snyder
McCloskey Springer
McClure Stafford
McCulloch Staggers
McDade Stelger, Ariz.
MeKneally Stelger, Wis.
Macdonald, Stokes

Mass. Stratton
MacGregor Stuckey
Madden Sullivan
Mahon Symington
Martin Taylor
Mathins Thompson, Ga.
Matsunaga Thompson, N.J.
May Udall
Mayvne TUllman
Meeds Uttt
Melcher Van Deerlin
Meskill Vander Jagt
Michel Vanik
Mikva Vigorito
Miller, Calif. Waldie
Miller, Ohlo Wampler
Minish Watkins
Mink Watson

February 24, 1970

Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob

Watts
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten

Wrylie
Wyman
Yates
Zion

NOT VOTING—T72
Abbitt Edwards, La. Moss
Alexander Esch Nix
Baring Findley Ottinger
Bell, Calif. Fish Passman
Biaggi Ford, Gerald R. Pettis
Boges Fulton, Pa. Philbin
Boland Fulton, Tenn. Powell
Brock Gettys Rivers
Brown, Calif. Gubser Rogers, Fla.
Buchanan Harrington Roybal
Burleson, Tex. Harvey 5t Germain
Bush Hébert Scheuer
Carey Jarman Steed
Carter Jones, Ala, Taft
Celler Kirwan Talcott
Chisholm Kluczynski Teague, Calif.
Clay Lennon Teague, Tex.
Dawson Lukens Thomson, Wis.
Derwinski McDonald, Weicker
Diggs Mich. Wilson,
Donchue McEwen Charles H.
Dorn Mailliard Wright
Dowdy Monagan Zablockl
Dulski Morse Zwach
Edwards, Calif. Morton

So the bill was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Boggs with Mr, Gerald R, Ford.

Mr. Philbin with Mr. Brock.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Pettis.

Mr. Celler with Mr. Morton.

Mr. Blaggl with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr, Teague of
California.

Mr. Gettys with Mr. McDonald of Michigan.

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Carter,

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Lennon with Mr. Buchanan,

Mr. Zablockl with Mr. Morse.

Mr, Monagan with Mr. Mailllard.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Bell of California.

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Bush.

Mr. Hébert with Mr, Fulton of Pennsyl-
vania,

Mr. Steed with Mr. Taft.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Thomson
of Wisconsin.

Mr. Jarman with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Talcott,

Mr. Boland with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Carey with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Ottinger with Mr, Nix.

Mr. Harrington with Mr. Powell,

Mr, Wright with Mr, Passman,

Mr, Eirwan with Mr, Zwach.

Mr. Scheuer with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Baring with Mr. Rogers of Florida.

Mr. Roybal with Mrs. Chisholm.

Mr, Edwards of California with Mr. Burle-
son of Texas.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Dowdy.

Mr. Dulski with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. 8t Germain with Mr. Edwards of Lou-
isiana.

Mr. Weicker with Mr. Lukens.

Messrs. SMITH of Iowa, JACOBS,
HAGAN, BROYHILL of North Carolina,
DON H. CLAUSEN, BROWN of Ohio,
POLLOCEK, and PODELL changed their
votes from “yea"” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A gs] motion to reconsider was laid on the
aple.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TEACHERS'
?Q%IREMENT AMENDMENTS OF

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on the District
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of Columbia, I call up the bill (HR.
15980) to make certain revisions in the
retirement benefits of District of Colum-
bia public school teachers and other ed-
ucational employees, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered in the House as in
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 15980

Be it enacted by the Senate and Housze of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SectioN 1. (a) The last sentence of the
first paragraph of section 13 of the Act en-
titled “An Act for the retirement of public
school teachers in the District of Columbia’,
approved August 7, 1946 (D.C. Code, sec. 31—
733), is amended to read as follows: “The
term ‘average salary’ shall mean the largest
annual rate resulting from averaging, over
any period of three consecutive years of eli-
gible service, or in the case of a survivor an-
nuity under subsectlon (b) of section 9 of
this Act based on service of less than three
years, over the total eligible service in the
publie schools of the District of Columbia, a
teacher's rates of annual salary in effect dur-
ing such period, with each rate weighted by
the time it was in effect.”.

(b) The first paragraph of section 8 of
such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 31-728) is
amended—

(1) by inserting after the first sentence
thereof the following new sentences: “In
computing an annuity under section 5(a) of
this Act the total service of a teacher shall
include days of unused sick leave credited
to him. No deposit may be required for days
of unused sick leave included in a teacher’s
total service under the preceding sentence.
Days of unused sick leave shall not be
counted in determining a teacher’s average
salary or his eligibility for an annuity.”; and

(2) by striking out “This section” in the
last sentence of such paragraph and insert-
ing in leu thereof “Except as otherwise
provided in this paragraph, this section”.

(¢) Section 21 of such Aect (D.C. Code,
sec. 31-730a) is amended—

(1) by Inserting “l1 per centum plus” im-
mediately after “shall be increased by" in
subsection (b); and (2) by amending sub-
section (¢) (2) to read as follows:

“(2) For the purpose of computing the an-
nuity of a child under subsection (b)(2) of
section 9 of this Act that commences on or
after the first day of the first month that
begins on or after the effective date of the
District of Columbia Teachers’ Retirement
Amendments of 1970, the items 9800, 81,080,
$2,700, and $3,240 appearing in subsection
(b) (2) of section 9 of this Act shall be in-
creased by the total per eentum increases
allowed and in force under this section on or
after such day and, in case of a deceased
annuitant, the items 60 per centum and 756
per centum appearing in subsection (b)(2)
of section 9 of this Act shall be increased
by the total per centum allowed and in force
to the annuitant under this section on or
after such day".

(d) (1) The first sentence of the first sec-
tlon of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 31-721)
is amended to read as follows: “Beginning
on the first day of the first pay period which
begins after December 31, 1969, there shall
be deducted and withheld from the annual
salary of each teacher in the public schools
of the District of Columbia an amount equal
to 7 per centum of the teacher's annual
salary."”.

(2) The amendment made by this subsec-
tion shall not apply to any persons retired
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or otherwise separated prior to the date of
enactment of this Act.

(e) Subsection (b) of section 9 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 31-T29(b) ) is amended—

(1) by amending the first sentence of par-
agraph (1) to read as follows:

“{b) (1) In the event any teacher to whom
this subchapter applies shall die subsequent
to March 6, 1952, after completing at least
elghteen months of eligible service and is
survived by a widow, or dependent widower,
such widow or dependent widower shall be
pald an annuity beginning the day after the
teacher dies, equal to 55 per centum of the
amount of an annuity computed as provided
in subsection (a) of section 5 of this Act
with respect to such teacher, except that in
the computation of the annulty under such
subsection the annuity of the teacher shall
be at least the smaller of (i) 40 per centum
of his average salary, or (il) the sum ob-
tained under such subsection after increas-
ing his eligible service of the type last per-
formed by the period elapsing between the
date of death and the date he would have
become sixty years of age.”;

(2) by amending the first two sentences o
paragraph (2) to read as follows:

“{2) If any teacher to whom this sub-
chapter applies shall die after completing at
least eighteen months of eligible service or
after having retired under the provisions of
section 8 or section 4 of this Act and is sur-
vived by a wife or husband, each surviving
child shall be paid an annuity equal to the
smallest of (a) 60 per centum of the teacher’'s
average salary divided by the number of chil-
dren, (b) $900, or (c) $2,700 divided by the
number of children. If such teacher is not
survived by a wife or husband, each sur-
viving child shall be paid an annuity equal
to the smallest of (a) 75 per centum of the
teacher’s average salary divided by the num-
ber of children, (b) £1,080, or (c) $3,240 di-
vided by the number of children.”; and

(3) by amending paragraph (3) to read
as follows:

“(3) In the event any teacher to whom
this subchapter applies shall die subsequent
to March 6, 1952, after completing at least
eighteen months of eligible service, and is
not survived by a widow, a dependent
widower, and/or children, but is survived by
dependent parents or a dependent father or
a dependent mother, such surviving depend-
ent parents or parent shall be pald an an-
nuity, beginning the first day of the month
following the death of the teacher, equal to
55 per centum of the amount of an annuity
computed as provided in subsection (a) of
section 5 of this Act with respect to such
teacher, except that, in the computation of
the annuity under such subsection, the an-
nuity of the teacher shall be at least the
smaller of (i) 40 per centum of his average
salary, or (ii) the sum obtained under such
subsection after increasing his eligible serv-
ice of the type last performed by the period
elapsing between the date of death and the
date he would have become sixty years of
age: Provided, That such payments shall be
made jointly to surviving dependent parents
and payment of such annuity shall continue
after the death of either dependent parent:
Provided further, That all such payments or
any right thereto ghall cease upon the death
of both dependent parents.”

(f) (1) The second sentence of subsection
(b) (1) of section 5 of such Act (D.C. Code,
sec. 31-725(b) (1)) is amended by striking
out *, excluding any increase because of re-
tirement under section 4 of this Act,".

(2) The first sentence of subsection (b)
(2) of section 5 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
31-725(b) (2)) is amended by striking out
“50" and inserting in lieu thereof “55".

(g) Such Act is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“Sec. 23. Effective on (a) the first day of
the first month which begins after October
20, 1969, or (b) the commencing date of an-
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nuity, whichever is later, the annuity of each
surviving spouse whose entitlement to an-
nuity payable from the District of Columbia
teachers’ retirement and annuity fund re-
sulted from the death of:

“(1) a teacher prior to October 24, 1962, or

“(2) a retired teacher whose retirement
was based on a separation from service prior
to October 24, 1962, shall be increased by
10 per centum.”

Sec. 2. (a) The amendments made by sub-
sections (a), (b), (e) (1), (e)(3), and (f) of
section 1 of this Act shall not apply in the
case of persons retired or otherwise separated
prior to October 20, 1969, and the rights of
such persons and their survivors shall con-
tinue in the same manner and to the same
extent as if such amendments had not been
made,

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(e¢) (1) of section 1 of this Act shall apply
only to determinations of amounts of an-
nuity increases which are made after Octo-
ber 20, 1969, under section 21 of the Act of
August 7, 1946 (D.C. Code, sec. 31-T38a).

(¢) (1) The amendment made by subsec-
tion (e)(2) of section 1 of this Act shall
become effective on the first day of the first
month which begins after October 20, 1969.

(2) The annuity of each surviving child
who, immediately prior to the effective date
of such amendment is recelving an annuity
under subsection (b) (2) of section 9 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 31-720(b) (2)) or under
a comparable provision of any prior law, or
who hereafter becomes entitled to receive
annuity under such Act shall be recomputed
effective on such date, or computed from
commencing date if later, in accordance with
such amendment. No increase allowed or in
force prior to such date shall be ineluded In
the computation or recomputation of any
such annuity. This paragraph shall not op-
erate to reduce any annuity.

Sec. 3. The Act entitled “An Act for the
retirement of public school teachers in the
District of Columbia”, approved August 7,
1946, as amended (60 Stat. 875; D.C. Code,
sec. 31-731 to 739) is amended by inserting
the following section after the first section:

“Sec. 1A. (a) Any teacher who enters on
approved leave without pay to serve as a
full-time officer or employee of an organiza-
tion composed primarily of teachers, for the
purpose of bargaining with the District of
Columbia concerning grievances, disputes,
hours of employment, or conditions of work,
may, within sixty days after entering on
such leave without pay, file with the Board
of Education of the Distriet of Columbia an
election to receive full retirement credit for
his periods of that leave without pay and
arrange to pay currently into the teachers’
retirement fund established pursuant to this
Act, through the Board of Education,
amounts eqgual to the retirement deduc-
tions plus additional amounts eguivalent to
such amounts, in lieu of District of Colum-
bia contributions which would be applicable
if he were in a pay status. A teacher who is
on approved leave without pay and serving
as & full-time officer or employee of such an
organization on the date of enactment of
this section may similarly make such elec-
tion within sixty days after such date of
enactment. If the election and all payments
herein provided are not made, the teacher
shall receive no credit for such perlods of
leave without pay occurring on or after the
date of enactment of this section.

“(b) A teacher may deposit with interest
at 4 per centum compounded annually an
amount equal to retirement deductions rep-
resenting any period or periods of approved
leave without pay while serving, prior to the
date of enactment of this section, as a full-
time officer or employee of an organization
composed primarily of teachers, and may
receive full retirement credit for such period
or periods of leave without pay. In the event
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of the death of such teacher any individual
entitled to annuity under this Act may make
such deposit.”

Sec. 4. Section T of the Act entitled “An
Act for the retirement of public school teach-
ers in the District of Columbia", approved
August 7, 1946 (80 Stat. 879, as amended;
D.C. Code, sec. 31-727), is amended to read
as follows:

“The amount of each year's appropriation
shall be such amount as is necessary to
maintain during such fiscal year a balance
in the teachers' retirement fund approxi-
mately equal, to the nearest million dollars,
to the balance in that fund on June 30,
1969, or such amount as is necessary to
maintain the equity in such fund of all
teachers, active and retired, whichever
amount is greater. If at any time the bal-
ance in the Teachers' Retirement Fund is
not sufficlent to meet all obligations against
such fund, the fund will have a claim on the
District of Columbia revenues to the extent
necessary to meet such obligations.”

Sec. 5. (a) Section 1 of this Act, except
for subsection (d), shall be effective Octo-
ber 20, 1969.

(b) Subsection (d) of section 1 of the Act
shall be effective on the first day of the first
pay period which begins after December 31,
1969.

(c) Sections 3 and 4 of this Act shall be
effective on the date of enactment,

Sec. 6. This Act may be cited as the "Dis-
trict of Columbia Teachers' Retirement
Amendments of 1970."

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FUQUA
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment,.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FuQua: On page

9, line 21, insert immediately after the quota-
tion marks “Section 7"

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the amendment offered by

the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Fuqua).

The emendment was agreed to.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

The purpose of the bill H.R. 15980, is
to amend the District of Columbia
Teachers’ Retirement Act so as to pro-
vide the same retirement benefits for the
teachers and other professional em-
ployees of the District of Columbia Board
of Education as are presently afforded
the classified employees of the Federal
and District of Columbia governments
who retire under the Civil Service Re-
tirement Act as amended by Public Law
91-93, approved October 20, 1969.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

The provisions of HR. 15980, all
amendments to the District of Columbia
Teachers' Retirement Act, are 12 in num-
ber, as follows:

1. NEW BASIS FOR COMPUTATION OF
ANNUITIES

The bill will authorize the computa-
tion of annuities on the basis of the
teacher’s highest consecutive 3-year av-
erage salary, rather than the present
highest 5-year average. Our committee
is advised that this provision will result
in an increase of approximately 6 percent
in retired teachers’ annuities. It is to be
noted, however, that none of the benefit
provisions of this bill will apply to the
annuities of those teachers who retired
prior to October 20, 1969, which is the
effective date provided for the benefits in
this proposed legislation.
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2. SERVICE CREDIT FOR UNUSED SICK LEAVE

This bill provides that sick leave which
an employee has accumulated at the time
of his retirement be credited, with no
deposit required for such days, to the
employee’s length of service in comput-
ing his annuity. However, such days of
unused sick leave may not be used in
determining either average salary or eli-
gibility for an annuity. Not only is this
provision in keeping with the present
trend regarding unused sick leave in
other large public school systems, as well
as with the policy which now applies to
retirees under the Civil Service Retire-
ment Act, but your committee feels also
that it will provide an incentive against
abuses of the sick leave privilege.

3. ADDITION TO “COST OF LIVING'® INCREASES

H.R. 15980 authorizes a 1 percent
cost-of-living adjustment, to be applied
in addition to any increases in annuities
based on the Consumer Price Index fig-
ure as provided under present law. Inas-
much as this is the only area of pro-
tection for reitrees against inflation, our
committee feels that this provision is of
vital importance.

4. MINIMUM SERVICE REQUIREMENT FOR

SURVIVOR ANNUITY ELIGIBILITY

A serious present weakness in the Dis-
trict of Columbia teachers’ retirement
system is its failure to furnish realistic
protection for employees with fewer than
five years of service. Currently, if a
teacher dies with less than 5 years of
service, his survivors get only a refund
of his annuity contributions plus 3 per-
cent compounded interest thereon to the
date of his death. Employees in private
industry, however, being subject to the
Social Security Act, are entitled to sur-
vivor annuity protection after as much
as 18 months of service. This applies also
in the case of employees under the ecivil
service system.

This committee is of the opinion that
this same protection should be provided
for survivors of employees under the
District of Columbia Teachers’ Retire-
ment Act, and hence the bill HR. 15980
reduces this minimum length of service
for survivor annuity eligibility from 5
years to 18 months.

5. GUARANTEED MINIMUM ANNUAL ANNUITY
FOR ADULT SURVIVORS OF DECEASED TEACHERS

HR. 15980 provides that a widow,
widower, or dependent parent of a de-
ceased teacher shall be entitled to at
least 55 percent of, first, 40 percent of
the teacher’s average salary as used for
computing annuity, or, second, his an-
nuity projected to 60 years of age, which-
ever is the smaller amount. Under pres-
ent law, if a District of Columbia teacher
dies after 6 years of eligible service, the
widow, dependent widower, or depend-
ent parent would be entitled to only 5.1
percent of the deceased teacher’s aver-
age salary.

This proposed amendment would al-
low the surviving adult dependent in
such an instance to receive an annuity
of approximately 22 percent of such
salary.

Inasmuch as the benefit provisions of
H.R. 15980 all have their counterparts in
the Civil Service Retirement Act, as pres-
ently amended, the committee feels it ap-
propriate to point out, as the single ex-
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ception, that there is no provision in the
Civil Service Retirement Act for annui-
ties for dependent parents. However,
since the District of Columbia Teachers’
Retirement Act presently provides annui-
ties for dependent parents, our commit-
tee feels it proper to continue this policy
on the same basis as is provided for other
adult dependents.
8. INCREASED YEARLY ANNUITY FOR CHILD SUR-
VIVORE OF DECEASED TEACHERS OR TEACHER
RETIREES

The bill provides increased annuities
for child survivors of District of Colum-
bia teachers or teacher retirees.

It is the opinion of our committee that
these increased annuities for child sur-
vivors are much more consistent with
present-day economic conditions than
are those presently provided in the Dis-
trict of Columbia Teachers’ Retirement
Act,

7. INCREASED YEARLY ANNUITIES FOR WIDOWS

AND WIDOWERS OF DISABILITY ANNUITANTS

At present, the surviving spouse of a
disability retiree under the District of
Columbia teachers’ retirement system
faces the same problem as do adult sur-
vivors of teachers not on disability re-
tirement, as discussed in this report un-
der item 5 above.

Currently, a teacher retired on dis-
ability receives an annuity based on the
smaller of 40 percent of his average sal-
ary, or his annuity projected to age 60
years. However, if that teacher on dis-
ability retirement should die, these pro-
visions no longer apply and his spouse
would be entitled to only a survivor an-
nuity based on the teacher’s number of
years of eligible service. In the case of a
disabled teacher with 6 years of service
at the time of retirement, for example,
the annuity would be only 5.1 percent of
the teacher’s average salary. The amend-
ment proposed in H.R. 15980, however,
would allow the surviving widow or
widower in this instance to receive 55
percent of the deceased’s disability an-
nuity, including any increase because of
disability retirement.

B. ELIMINATE THE REQUIREMENT THAT A CHILD
MUST RECEIVE MORE THAN ONE-HALF HIS
SUPPORT FROM THE DECEASED PARENT IN ORDER
TO RECEIVE A SURVIVOR'S ANNUITY

The requirement that a child must
have received more than one-half his
support from the deceased parent in
order to qualify for a survivor's annuity
was eliminated from the Civil Service
Retirement Act by Public Law 89-504,
approved July 18, 1966. Public Law 90-
231, approved December 29, 1967, was
designed to grant personnel under the
Distriet of Columbia teachers’ retirement
system the same benefits as were pro-
vided civil service retirees by the above-
cited act. However, the provision regard-
ing the 50-percent support requirement
was overlooked at that time, and this
committee is of the opinion that the in-
equity should be eliminated in this pro-
posed legislation.

8. INCREASE THE SURVIVORSHIP ANNUITY OF
WIDOWS, WIDOWERS, AND DEPENDENT WIDOW=-
ERS OF TEACHERS WHO RETIRED OR DIED PRIOR
TO OCTOBER 24, 1962, FROM 50 TO 55 PERCENT
OF THE EMPLOYEE'S ANNUITY
Another legislative oversight exists in

regard to this provision of HR. 15980,

Prior to 1962, the survivors of both
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teachers and civil service retirees were
entitled to an annuity of 50 percent of
the former employee’s annuity. In 1962,
however, this figure was increased to 55
percent for such survivors of annuitants
under the civil service system by an act
of Congress approved on October 11,
1962: and for survivors of annuitants
under the Distriet of Columbia teachers’
retirement system by section 203 of Pub-
lic Law 87-881, approved October 24,
1962. Neither of these amendments, how-
ever, was made retroactive at that time,
and thus both groups of survivors of an-
nuitants retired or otherwise separated
prior to the dates of enactment of these
respective laws were still limited at that
time to 50 percent of the annuity.

Title V, section 507, of the Federal Sal-
ary and Fringe Benefits Act of 1966—
Public Law 89-504—approved July 18,
1966, inereased the annuities of civil serv-
ice annuitants who were retired or other-
wise separated prior to October 11, 1962,
by 10 percent, This was equivalent of
course, to increasing the maximum per-
centage of annuities for such survivors
from 50 percent to 55 percent of the em-
ployee's annuity. However, even though
Public Law 90-231, approved December
29, 1967, was modeled to provide the same
benefits to District of Columbia teacher
retirees as had been afforded civil service
retirees under Public Law 89-504, this law
did not include a provision which would
have eliminated the inequity described
above. Therefore, while survivors of all
civil service retirees are eligible to receive
a maximum of 55 percent of the em-
ployee’s annuity regardless of when the
employee retired or was otherwise sepa-
rated, and although survivors of District
of Columbia teachers who retired or were
separated after October 24, 1962, enjoyed
this same benefit, the survivors of teach-
ers who retired or died before October 24,
1962 are singularly excluded from the
benefit of this 5 percent differential. Our
committee feels that this situation
should be corrected at this time.

10. INCREASE IN TEACHERS' RATE OF CONTRIBU-
TION TO THEIR RETIREMENT FUND

The bill provides that the rate of con-
tribution of teachers to the District of
Columbia teachers’ retirement fund shall
be increased from 6.5 percent to 7 percent
of their salaries. This is to take effect on
the first day of the first pay period begin-
ning after December 31, 1969.

In view of the numerous retirement
benefits provided in this proposed legisla-
tion, our committee is of the opinion that
this increase in the contribution rate is
entirely equitable. Also, it is identical to
the increased rate of contribution pres-
ently required of civil service employees.
11. AUTHORIZE CREDITABLE SERVICE FOR RETIRE-

MENT PURPOSES FOR PERIODS OF AUTHORIZED

LEAVE WITHOUT PAY FOR TEACHERS BERVING

AS OFFICERS OF EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS

The bill will authorize teachers to
count as creditable service for retirement
purposes all periods of authorized leave
without pay while serving as officers of
employee organizations.

The teachers in the District of Colum-
bia public school system are represented
by the Washington Teachers Union as
their bargaining agent with the govern-
ment of the Distrlet of Columbia. This
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organization has, in fact, a proportion-
ally higher membership than compa-
rable organizations of classified em-
ployees. Accordingly, our committee is of
the opinion that the extending of this
benefit to District teachers who are full-
time union officers is justified.

Although this provislon will immedi-
ately affect only one teacher, the pres-
ent president of the Washington Teach-
ers Union, the benefit will extend to all
teachers who may serve in the future as
officers of employee organizations.

Under the language of this bill, such
employees of the District of Columbia
Board of Education on leave without pay
shall be required to pay the entire cost
of that part of their annuities accruing
from that period of creditable service,
as is required of employees under the
civil service retirement system under
these same circumstances.

12. MODIFICATION OF THE FORMULA FOR THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBEIA HOVERNMENT'H AN=-
NUAL CONTRIEUTION TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA TEACHERS RETIREMENT FUND
Under existing law, the income to the

District of Columbia teachers retirement

fund is derived from three sources, as

follows:

Teachers’ contributions.

Interest earned by the reserve funds,
which are invested.

Contribution from the District of Co-
lumbia government.

Section 7 of the District of Columbia
Teachers’ Retirement Act—District of
Columbia Code, section 31-T27—requires
an annual appropriation from the Dis-
triet of Columbia general fund into the
District of Columbia teachers retirement
fund. Each year's appropriation shall be
calculated, on an actuarial basis, as a
level percentage of the payroll of all par-
ticipants sufficient to cover the liability
normally accrued, plus a further amount
equal to interest on the unfunded liabil-
ity.

The bill, H.R. 15980, includes a provi-
sion, requested by the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia, which will
amend section 7 of the District of Co-
lumbia Teachers’ Retirement Act so as
to substitute this modified “pay as you
go” plan for the “normal cost plus in-
terest” formula specified in the present
law. This plan requires that the teachers
retirement fund be pegged at its level as
of June 30, 1969, or at an amount equal
to the employees’ equity in the fund,
whichever is the larger. For active teach-
ers, employee equity is simply the total
of their contributions. For retired teach-
ers, it is the total of their contributions
which have not been returned to them
in the form of annuities.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr,
Speaker, the gentleman from Florida
has explained the bill. The bill does
nothing more than bring the school-
teachers in the District of Columbia in
line with all of the civil service em-
ployees insofar as retirement benefits are
concerned. This has been our tradition,
we have always done this. In fact, we
have the rather ironic situation at this

Mr.
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time where we have 2,000 temporary Dis-
trict of Columbia schoolteachers who are
now receiving the same benefits as the
civil service employees, which benefits
are better than the permanent teachers
receive.

Mr. FUQUA. The gentleman from Vir-
ginia is correct in that statement.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr,
Speaker, there is one thing that does
concern me quite a bit, and it likewise
is of concern fo some of the retired
teachers, and that is that the District
of Columbia government does not have
to match the employees’ contributions
in the future. Does the gentleman from
Florida know, under the existing law,
whether the District of Columbia gov-
ernment has to match these contribu-
tions, and whether it also has to provide
interest on the funds in the system?

This legislation does permit the Dis-
trict government or the Committee on
appropriations just to appropriate the
amount needed, added to the teachers’
contributions, current contributions, to
pay up what is required to be paid out
to keep the fund going through the cur-
rent year.

I wonder if the gentleman could assure
the Members that this would not in any
way jevpardize the funds in the system,
and tkat it will not in any wise release
the District government, or the Federal
Government, for that matter, from prop-
erly funding this system in the future?

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, let me as-
sure the gentleman from Virginia that it
was never the intention of the commit-
tee that the government of the District
of Columbia at any time would be re-
leased from the liability that it has for
the unfunded portion of the retirement
fund. In no way is it intended to jeopard-
ize any funds that are already in there.
As a matter of fact, it says that it must
be maintained at the level it was on
June 30, 1969, and this was approxi-
mately $62 million.

This is adequate to maintain the fund,
and as a matter of fact, I think this fund
is one of the more sound funds finan-
cially that we have for Federal em-
ployees.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I think
the language in the legislation, as it has
been reported, does help to emphasize
that assurance of sound financing be-
cause it also provides that if the fund is
not sufficient in the system to meet all
the obligations of the system, then the
retirement fund would have first claim
on the District revenues, and I think that
is very assuring language to have in the
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks
and to include my remarks in the Rec-
orp following the remarks of the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FuqQua).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased indeed to com-
mend to my colleagues for favorable
action the bill HR. 15980, which will
amend the District of Columbia Teach-
ers Retirement Act in a number of sig-
nificant respects.
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Last July 7, I first introduced this
measure as H.R. 12600, embodying four
major provisions, as follows:

Pirst. Authorize the computation of
the District of Columbia teachers’' an-
nuities on the basis of their highest con-
secutive 3-year average salary, rather
than the present highest 5-year average.

Second. Permit sick leave which a
teacher has accumulated at the time of
his retirement to be credited, with no
deposit for such days, to the teacher’s
length of service in computing his an-
nuity.

Third, Add a 1l-percenit increase to
the amount of any cost-of-living annu-
ity adjustments each time such adjust-
ments are made.

Fourth. Increase the deduction rate
from the teachers’ salaries to the teach-
ers’ retirement fund from 6.5 percent to
7 percent, effective as of the first day of
the first pay period beginning after De-
cember 31, 1969.

I wish to make it clear that this bill
was introduced for the express purpose
of bringing the District of Columbia
Teachers’ Retirement Act benefits into
line with those provided for classified
Government employees in the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act. Historically, this has
always been the case, and the 1969
amendments to the Civil Service Retire-
ment Act, enacted as of October 20, 1969
(Public Law 91-93), have once again
made it essential that we in the Congress,
in fairness to the teachers and other
professional employees of the District
of Columbia Board of Education who
plan to retire in the near future, enact
legislation to provide all these new bene-
fits to those faithful and dedicated em-
ployees.

Thus, all the provisions I have enu-
merated in H.R. 12600 were provided as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

of last October 20 for retirees under the
civil service retirement system. However,
when we held a public hearing on this
proposed legislation, it was brought to
our attention that there are six or seven
other provisions now in the Civil Service
Retirement Act which my bill would not
provide for the District of Columbia
teachers. While these further provisions
are not as important as those incorpo-
rated in H.R. 12600, in that they do not
affect nearly as many people, I and my
colleagues on the District of Columbia
Committee feel strongly that complete
comparability between the two retire-
ment cystems should be maintained.
For this reason, we adopted the
amendments to provide these further
benefits, and these are all incorporated
in the later bill, HR. 15980, which I in-
troduced as a clean bill on February 18.
These new provisions include such
items as reduction in the minimum pe-
riod of service required for survivor an-
nuities from 5 years to 18 months, a guar-
anteed minimum yearly annuity for
adult survivors of deceased teachers, in-
creased annuities for both adult and child
survivors of deceased teachers or teacher
retirees, and increased benefits to survi-
vors of teachers who were retired prior to
October 24, 1962, In addition, there is also
a provision which will allow a teacher on
leave without pay, while serving as an
officer in an employee organization, to
count the time so spent as creditable
service for retirement under the Teach-
ers’ Retirement Act, provided that he pay
all the expenses involved to the fund.
Again, I wish to emphasize that every
one of these provisions has its counter-
part in the Civil Service Retirement Act
as presently amended. Actually, the fact
that these benefits are not yet available
to teacher retirees has caused something
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of a morale problem among the teachers.
This problem has arisen because in the
District of Columbia public school sys-
tem’'s full complement of some 8,300
teachers, about 2,000 are temporary in
status. These temporary teachers come
under the Civil Service Retirement Act,
rather than the District of Columbia
teachers’ retirement system, and thus
have been in a position to receive these
new retirement benefits since last Octo-
ber 20. However, this situation will be
remedied with the enactment of this pro-
posed legislation.

In order to achieve complete equity
between the two systems, this bill will
make all these new benefits effective as of
October 20, 1969, the date of their appli-
cation to retirees under the civil service
system.

The following chart shows the cost of
these additional benefits, for fiscal years
1971 and 1975. The lapse between these
years is for the purpose of demonstrat-
ing how the costs are estimated to
change over a period of time. For fiscal
year 1971, and for the ensuing 2 fiscal
years, the additional cost of these new
benefits will be more than offset by the
increase of one-half of 1 percent in the
teachers’ rate of contribution to the re-
tirement fund. After that time, however,
it will be necessary for the Distriet of
Columbia government's contribution to
the fund to increase somewhat. It will
be noted, however, that the figures
shown are based upon the assumption
that teachers’ salaries will continue to
increase at the rate of some 7 percent
per year, and that cost-of-living in-
creases will continue at about 4 percent
annually, as has been the case in recent
vears. Of course, should there be some
slowing of this inflationary trend, then
the costs will increase more slowly.

ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST OF H.R. 12600 AS AMENDED AND APPROVED BY SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 4, FISCAL YEARS 1971 AND 1975, ASSUMING CONTINUED ANNUAL SALARY INCREASES FOR
D.C. TEACHERS OF 7 PERCENT AND CONTINUED ANNUAL COST OF LIVING INCREASES OF 4 PERCENT

{in thousands of dollars]

Extra 1 per-

High-3
average

Sick leave

Fiscal year credit

cent cost of

Benefit
No. 2

Benefit

Benefit
Mo. 1 Ne

living

Benefit
No.

One-halfl per-
cent contribu-
tion by
teachers

Beneiit
No. 5

Total, all

4 benefits

48.0 4,

6
21.9

105.0 0.7 | 8
644, 7 3.5 5.5 8

0.1
.4

10.3
12.9

177.9
966. 3

364. 5
477.8

Note: The benefits numbered 1 through 5, above, are described as follows: Benefit No. I— No. 4—Increased yearly annuity for widows and widowers of disability annuitants. Benefit No, 5—
Mlmmum sewlcs requuement ior survivor annuniy decreased from 5 years to 18 months. Benefit Increased benefits to survivors of teachers retired prior to Oct. 24, 1962,

Ne. 2:

There is a final provision in H.R. 15980,
which was requested by the Commissioner
of the District of Columbia, relating to
the formula for determining the Dis-
trict of Columbia government's annual
contribution to the teachers’ retirement
fund. The District of Columbia Teacher’s
Retirement Act presently provides, in
section T—D.C. Code, sec. 31-727—that
the District’s share of contribution shall
be based on a percentage of the teach-
ers’ total contributions, plus an amount
which is interest on the fund’s un-
funded liability. Over the years, this for-
mula has caused the reserve, or unspent
portion of the fund, to increase until it
now stands at some $62 million. This re-
serve is invested, and of course brings in
interest to the fund. Beginning with
fiscal year 1968, however, the House Com-~

arly ity for adult survivors of deceased teachers. Benefit No.
3J—Increased yearly annuity fur child survivors of deceased teachers or teacher retirees. Benefit

mittee on Appropriations has granted
the District government’s annual request
that they be permitted to contribute only
the amount of the fund's total normal
cost for that year, minus the sum of the
teachers’ contributions and the interest
earned by the fund's reserve. As a result,
of course, the reserve has not increased
appreciably beyond its level as of the be-
ginning of fiscal year 1968.

The reason for this permission on the
part of the Congress is the assurance of
the Treasury Department’s actuaries that
the stability of the retirement fund is
not imperiled by this modified “pay as
you go” contribution plan, and the fact
that it results in a smaller appropriation
of funds, which is important in view of
the District’s dire need of revenues for
other vital purposes.

Source: Office of Government Actuary, U.S. Treasury Department.

In view of this assurance, and in recog-
nition of the fact that the District of
Columbia does indeed face a critical
situation with regard to revenues, the
District of Columbia Committee felt that
this provision in H.R, 15980, which will
simply incorporate this “pay as you go”
formula into the D.C. Retirement Act
and thus grant legislative status to the
formula which has been in practice any-
way for the past 3 years, should be en-
acted. For the coming fiscal year, this
will call for an appropriation of $4 mil-
lion for the District's contribution to the
teachers' retirement fund, in comparison
to the $19 million which the formula in
the present law would require.

Mr. Speaker, each year some 104 teach-
ers retire from the District of Columbia
public school system, after devoting an
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average of 36.7 years of service to the
youth of this city. For a number of rea-
sons, this service in recent years has be-
come as difficult and as demanding as
such professional work can possibly be—
far more so, certainly, than typical serv-
ice under the civil service system. Under
these circumstances, I feel strongly that
these public servants should have the
assurance and confidence that they may
someday be able to refire with an an-
nuity sufficient to live on without the
constant threat of being unable to meet
the costs of the necessities of life—and
that should they die, their surviving de-
pendents may be able to live in at least
a very modest way.

For these reasons, I am pleased to offer
this bill, and trust that it will receive
favorable action.

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

Mr. FUQUA. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentle-
man yielding.

Mr, Speaker, I am concerned about
this bill because I wonder if it is the
forerunner of equalization and compara-
bility of retirement throughout the
United States of all people, establishing
a standard of living income in retire-
ment.

Mr. FUQUA. I might say to the gentle-
man that this, of course, only affects
the District of Columbia. Historically, it
has been the precedent that the teach-
ers of the District of Columbia corre-
spond to the Federal retirement system,
as passed for the civil service employees.
This was passed last October. This bill
now is retroactive back to October. It
only affects, I believe, some 12 teachers
who have retired in that period of time.
So this is conforming as far as the prac-
tice that has prevailed here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia for some time.

Mr. HALL., I appreciate the gentle-
man's statement. I am not sure that this
tradition or historieal practice is worth-
while and proper. There are differences
in employees. There are differences in
tenure. There are differences in earnings
and econtributions, and there certainly
are differences in people’s retirement
plans of life.

I am very sympathetic with the teach-
ers retirement fund, as suggested by the
various States. But I am also concerned
that this may be a system wherein we
accept inflation as a way of life and dele-
gate our responsibility.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Florida has ex-
pired.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman may
proceed for an additional 3 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

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

Mr. FUQUA. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask the gentleman in that regard,
whether or not he expects that should
the rate of inflation ever stop and, in-
deed a recession occur, that there would
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be any reduction in the retirement based
on the cost of living, as are the in-
creases that are also included in this bill?

Mr. FUQUA. I might say to the gentle-
man, if, and I hope we do succeed in
stopping the rate of inflation or infla-
tion, that then this percentage would
not increase, Only if there were inflation
to cause it to increase.

However, if there was a recession,
there would not be a provision that this
would be lower. It would not increase au-
tomatically unless there were inflationary
pressures that would lead to this, as pro-
vided in the formula in the bill. But un-
der a recession, it would not reduce by
a corresponding amount, nor do our
other retirement systems to my knowl-
edge.

Mr, HALL. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s forthrightness.

I think he has stated the situation
exactly and I think it is wherein Con-
gress has erred in the past, in not con-
sidering decreases in the cost of living
as well as increases, in accordance with
parity in living costs.

In the gentleman’s opinion, would
this insure tenure for teachers? Or, is
it applicable only in respect to those
who have or do retire in the future?

Mr. FUQUA. This is for those, as I
understand it, who have tenure already
and does not apply to those who do not
have tenure, This has to do with perma-
nent teachers and does not affect teach-
ers without tenure in the District of
Columbia.

By the way, as was pointed out by the
gentleman from Virginia, those tem-

porary teachers are covered by the Civil

Service Act and they have already re-
ceived their benefits under the bill as
passed by the Congress last year.

Mr. HALL. I know full well whereof
the gentleman speaks, and I know he is
right. I am not sure I agree with the
logic that just because we passed it for
one class of employee that we should
necessarily follow with all classes be-
cause this does indeed heighten the
spiral of inflation. For example, I am
sure the gentleman would agree with me
that in the military pay bill we made
comparable the pay and the retirement
benefits of military and defense em-
ployees immediately so that they could
correspond with those of the eivil
servants in the retirement bill that was
passed, as he says, last October. Now we
are coming along doing the same thing
for teachers. Furthermore, we did the
same thing for ourselves, only we went
them one better.

Could the gentleman assure me that
the contributions that are demanded by
this bill will more than offset the in-
creased costs of this retroactive, equal-
izing, comparable bill for retired
teachers?

Mr, FUQUA. I am happy to say that
this year, with the retroactive payments,
there will be a surplus in the fund.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, AL~
BERT). The gentleman from Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to ask the distinguished gentleman some
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further questions with regard to this
measure, Is it true that this bill puts
the teachers in the same position as all
Federal civilian workers and also other
civilian employees of the District of Co-
lumbia?

Mr. FUQUA, This puts the teachers in
the same category as all the other em-
ployees of the District of Columbia, many
of whom have already received these
benefits in legislation passed by this Con-
gress last year.

Mr, SCOTT. Does the gentleman know
why they were omitted from the general
legislation previously passed by Con-
gress? I say this, even though I am a
member of the subcommittee and the
full Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service which considered the general bill
that passed the Congress.

Mr. FUQUA. Let me defer to my good
friend from Virginia (Mr. BrRoYHILL) to
answer that question.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. The gen-
tleman is a member of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, which has
jurisdiction over the District of Colum-
bia classified employees and also the
temporary schoolteachers. But the sal-
aries and benefits of the permanent
schoolteachers come under the purview
of the House Committee on the District
of Columbia. That is the reason we must
come back to legislate separately on each
of these matters.

Mr, SCOTT. It is a question of juris-
diction, then?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. It is within
the jurisdiction of the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

Mr, SCOTT. I thank the gentleman
and commend the committee for bring-
ing the bill before the House.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr, Speaker, I am interested in know-
ing how the retirement system for teach-
ers of the District of Columbia compares
generally with the teacher retirement
systems in the several States of this
country.

Mr. FUQUA. The committee went into
that situation and tried to make such a
determination. The committee felt that
it was in somewhat the same category
and within the same amount as those in
the surrounding jurisdictions of Mary-
land and Virginia.

Mr. GROSS. Comparable to Maryland
and Virginia?

Mr. FUQUA. The retirement system
for school teachers, yes, sir, in the Wash-
ington area.

Mr., GROSS. How about the rest of the
country? Is this a better retirement sys-
tem than is generally prevalent over the
country?

Mr. FUQUA. I think this system is
probably one of the better ones in the
country. I would not say it was the high-
est or the lowest, but it is among the bet-
ter retirement systems that we have in
this ecountry. That is one of the induce-
ments we have in order to get quality
teachers to teach in the District of
Columbia schools, which, as the gentle-
man is well aware, do not provide the
most pleasant conditions.

Mr. GROSS. It becomes our responsi-
bility today to vote for or against this
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proposal, and I am trying to relate it to
the retirement systems in the State of
Iowa and in other States over the country
as to what we are here doing by legisla-
tive enactment.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I would
like to say that the prevalent classified
Federal employees system and that for
Members of Congress would compare
quite favorably to that of public em-
ployees in the State of Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I would suspect it is
much better than in the State of Iowa.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. If the
gentleman will yield further, what we
are confronted with here is competition
with the principal industry in the area,
which happens to be the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. GROSS. What I am interested in
is the competition this may engender, the
competition for funds to pay for a re-
tirement system comparable to this one,
if there is a wide difference between the
two.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, of course.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I point
out also that we have provided this year
to increase the contribution on the part
of the teachers to the fund, and on an
actuarial basis it is sound, the same as
the system for classified employees is
a sound system, if the Federal Govern-
ment will only pay its share.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask this: Does
this retirement system give credit for
unused sick leave?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. It does
the same thing that the classified em-
ployees got. It gives them credit toward
retirement for unused sick leave. It does
not count toward getting a higher salary.

Mr. GROSS. It gives them credit
toward total retirement?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. For ten-
ure; that is correct.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HALEY, May I say to the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa, probably
this should be a little better than the re-
tirement for the people in Iowa, because
of the hazard here, which I am sure
they do not have in the gentleman’s
great State.

Mr, GROSS. I thought they were al-
ready dispensing combat pay to teach-
ers in the District of Columbia.

Mr. HALEY, I think they are entitled
to it.

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

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr, HALL. I believe I have the answer
to the gentleman's question, so far as a
comparison of the retired pay of teachers
in the District of Columbia with those in
the State of Missouri. The teachers in
the State of Missouri who have retired
draw $72 a month from the Missouri

Mr.
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State Teachers Association retirement
fund and an additional $75 a month from
the Missouri Legislature’s act for retired
teachers, two separate funds, one estab-
lished by the Missouri taxpayers and the
other by their own payment into the re-
tirement fund.

According to the Civil Service Retire-
ment Act, which we are equalizing for the
teachers in the District of Columbia,
they would draw over double that
amount, on the basis of the 3 years of
service worked under this act.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS, I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I wonder
if the gentleman from Missouri can tell
us what the teachers in Missouri pay
into the system. The main point is that
the teachers in the District of Columbia
system will be paying in 7 percent of
their salaries. They have been paying
615 percent. The system therefore is
adequately fraded. In fact, in the bill we
are providing for a portion to be reduced
in the future, because the surplus is
more than it needs to be.

Actually, we are not doing anything
not sound from an actuarial standpoint
in properly funding the system.

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.

Mr.,

TAXATION BY DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA OF REGULATED INVEST-
MENT COMPANIES

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 15381)
to amend the District of Columbia In-
come and Franchise Tax Act of 1947
with respect to the taxation of regulated
investment companies, and ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
in the House as in Committee of the
‘Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 15381

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title
III of article I of the District of Columbia
Income and Franchise Tax Act of 1847 (D.C.
Code, sec. 47-1567b) is amended by insert-
ing after paragraph (15) of section 3a the
following new paragraph:

“(16) REGULATED INVESTMENT CoMPA-
wies—In the case of a regulated Investment
company as defined in section 851 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954, which meets
the requirements of section 852(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 19564, the dividends
paid by the regulated investment company
which qualify for the dividends-pald deduc-
tion under section 852(b) (2) (D) and section
852(b) (3) (A) (1) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, including dividends considered
85 having been paid during the taxable year
by reason of section 855 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954."

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply with respect to taxable years of
regulated invesiment companies beginning
after December 31, 1968.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FUQUA

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Fuqua: Page 2,
strike cut lines 1 through 8 and insert in lieu
thereof the following: “of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954—

“(A) the dividends paid by the regulated
investment company which qualify for the
dividends-paid deduction under section 852
(b) (2) (D) and section 852(b)(3) (A) (i1) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, including
dividends considered as having been pald
during the taxable year by reason of section
855 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954:
and

“(B) such amount as the regulated invest-
ment company shall designate for purposes
of section 852(b) (3) (D) (ii) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 as undistributed long-
term capiltal gains to be included in comput-
ing the long-term capital gains of the share-
holder. Such amounts shall be included as
gains from the sale or exchange of capital
assets, as defined in this article, in compuit-
ing such shareholder’'s taxable income as de-
fined in ssetion 1 of title VI of this article.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of this amendment is to further con-
form the District of Columbia income
tax law to the provisions of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code. The bill as reported
from committee applied to regulated in-
vestment companies which fully dis-
tribute dividends to shareholders each
year. The amendment relates to the reg-
ulated investment companies which op-
erate as venture capital companies
where dividends are partially distrib-
uted to the shareholders and partially
held by the company but the shareholder
reports for tax purposes and pays taxes
on all dividends accruing to his interest
whether distributed or not. On the divi-
dends withheld by the company and on
which the company pays the income tax,
the shareholder receives credit for taxes
paid by the company along with his pay-
ment of taxes on the dividends he re-

. ceived.

PURPOSE OF BILL

The bill HR. 15381 would conform
the provisions of the District of Colum-
bia Income and Franchise Tax Act of
1947—Distriet of Columbia Code, title
47, section 1501 et seq., 61 Stat. 331—to
the provisions of the Federal Internal
Revenue Code relating to the treatment
to be given to dividends paid by regu-
lated investment companies which qual-
ify for the dividends paid deductions un-
der section 852(b)(2) (D) and section
852(b) (3) (A) (i) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954.

Its purpose is to make clear that in-
vestment companies domiciled in the
District of Columbia will be accorded
treatment under the laws of the District
of Columbia similar to that which they
are accorded under Federal law; namely,
the flowthrough or conduit treatment in
connection with their distribution of
dividends to their shareholders.

Regulated investment companies—mu-
tual funds—which distribute their in-
come currently are not subject to Fed-
eral income taxation. This is because
mutual funds are merely conduits for
the dividends and net gains which are
passed on to the shareholders. Most
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States, including Maryland end Virginia,
follow the Federal practice and do not
tax mutual funds. /

The conduit treatment is a deduction
against income to the extent that income
realized by mutual funds are paid to the
shareholder.

If conduit treatment was ultimately
held to be unavailable to mutual funds,
the net effect would be to cause triple
taxation: First, taxation by the corpora-
tion paying dividends to the mutual
fund:; second, taxation if the mutual
fund itself were taxed; and third, then
taxation by the shareholder. Already, the
shareholder or taxpayer does in fact pay
a tax and, of course, the corporation
distributing the dividends to the mutual
fund pays a tax. It is this second tax—
a 8-percent tax—that would be elimi-
nated by the enactment of H.R, 15381,
which would, in effect, grant to the
mutual funds the same deductions for
dividends paid to shareholders that the
mutual funds are allowed for Federal
income tax purposes.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

The Distriet of Columbia Revenue Act
of 1969—Public Law 91-106, October 31,
1969, 83 Stat. 169—conformed the pro-
visions of the District of Columbia In-
come and Franchise Tax Act to the pro-
visions of the Federal Internal Revenue
Code with respect to capital gains and
losses generally, including the treatment
accorded shareholders of regulated in-
vestment companies.

The need for this legislation is caused
by the language which was included in
the District of Columbia Revenue Act
of 1969 referred to, which amended the
District of Columbia Income and Fran-
chise Tax Act of 1947 by, among other
ways, defining the term capital asset in
a manner consistent with our Federal
income tax laws but in a manner differ-
ent from that heretofore the case in the
District of Columbia; that is, retroactive
to January 1, 1969, individuals and cor-
porations domiciled in the District of
Columbia would be taxed on their capi-
tal gains realized on capital assets held
for a period more than 6 months.

HEARING

A public hearing was held on this leg-
islation by Subcommittee No. 4 of your
committee on February 2, 1970. Repre-
sentatives of the regulated investment
companies, Steadman Mutual Funds—
representing over 70,000 shareholders—
and the Washington Mutual Investment
Funds, testified in support of H.R, 15381.
They suggested that if the District law
is not clarified to effectuate the inten-
tion of Congress in enacting the 1969
Revenue Act for the District, the funds
may be compelled to consider moving
from the District. An assistant corpora-
tion counsel, representing the District of
Columbia government, also testified in
support of the bill, and advised that its
enactment would result in no loss of
revenue to the District. No testimony or
statements were made or filed in opposi-
tion to the bill.

CONCLUSION

First. There is need for this legislation
to carry out the declared purpose of the
Congress in enacting the District of
Columbia Revenue Act of 1969,
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Second. It was clearly expressed in the
statement of the managers on the part of
the House, explaining the conference
agreement on the District of Columbia
Revenue Act, that it was the intention of
the conferees “that gains and losses from
the sale or other disposition of capital
assets shall, for District income and
franchise purposes, be determined in ac-
cordance with provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954.”

Third. No objection or opposition to
H.R. 15381 has been presented to your
commitiee.

Fourth. The enactment of HR. 15381
would result in no loss of revenue to the
District of Columbia.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the passage of the
bill.

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

Mr. FUQUA. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. ADAMS. I have just two questions.
First of all, this bill was only introduced
or hearings on the bill were held on Feb-
ruary 2, 1970. Is that correct?

Mr. FUQUA. 1 assume it is correct.

Mr. ADAMS. There was only 1 day of
hearings?

Mr. FUQUA. Yes.

Mr. ADAMS. And the District gov-
ernment said they would not oppose it
but preferred the bill they sent in nearly
a year ago which took care of making
the Distriet of Columbia laws similar to
the Federal income tax laws across the
board. Did they not?

Mr. FUQUA. That was a part of the
District's recommendation.

Mr. ADAMS. I will not oppose this
bill, but again I think it points up taking
care of special interests with a quick
hearing when the general propostion
which was offered by the District to take
care of all of these laws has not been
heard before the committee.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr., BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FUQUA. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. The gen-
tleman is absolutely correct when he
stated it will not cost the District of Co-
lumbia any revenue. The purpose is to
clarify some ambiguities that resulted as
a result of the Revenue Act of 1969, It is
the desire of some of us on the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia to correct
this situation by adopting the proposal
the gentleman from Washington just re-
ferred to; namely, to adopt in the Dis-
trict of Columbia Income and Franchise
Act a provision which is similar to the
Federal act. I might further point out
this proposal is embraced in the pay bill
for the teachers and firemen, because
it is necessary that we provide addi-
tional revenue at the time we consider
those increases, and at that time I hope
the committee will approve what the
gentleman from Washington suggested
we bring in; namely, to have the same
system locally as under the Federal Gov-
ernment system.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

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

VOTING ON THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA GOVERNMENT BILLS

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

Mr, ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, February 19, 1970, I wrote to the
President of the United States, the
leadership of the House, and to every
member of the District of Columbia
Committee to give notice that at the
regular meeting of the committee on
March 2, 1970, at 10:30 a.m. I will move
that the committee pass S. 2163, the
District of Columbia nonvoting delegate
bill, and S. 2164, an act to establish a
Commission on Government for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Members of the District of Columbia
Committee have been asking for action
on these bills since June of 1969, and I
am including at this time certain
correspondence and a chronology which
lists the many attempts by many mem-
bers of of this committee to obtain action
on these bills. Bills that were practically
identical to these bills were introduced
by a majority of the House District
Committee in May of 1969, as H.R. 11216
and H.R. 11471 to establish a nonvot-
ing delegate, and H.R. 11170 and H.R.
11215 to establish a Commission on Seli-
Government.

I am moving on the two Senate bills
because they are practically identical to
the House bills with the exception of a
“little Hoover Commission” which was
added by Senators ProuTY and SPoNG
in the Senate and which has been sup-
ported by the President.

These bills were recommended to the
Congress by the President and passed
the Senate unanimously on October 1,
1969, as part of the Consent Calendar.

As can be seen from my letters to
Chairman McMiLiAN and to the Presi-
dent, we have exhausted every possibility
to have these bills heard and voted upon.

I bring these bills before you today
because we are hearing the District cal-
endar, and on this District calendar are
nine bills of very limited public interest,
some of which were introduced only
recently.

Many of us on the committee worked
long hours on the President's crime bill,
and although we object to some portions
that were added by the members of the
District Committee without any hearings,
we did not delay this bill; yet the leader-
ship of the committee has refused to even
allow a vote on the companion bills.

I hope each of you will contact the
members you know on the House Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee and urge
them to be there to make a quorum on
March 2, 1970, at 10:30 and to vote to
send to the floor S. 2163 and S. 2164.

FEBRUARY 19, 1970.
President RicHARD M. Nixow,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR Mg. PRESIDENT: I have this day writ-
ten to each member of the District of Co-
lumbia Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives asking support for your recom-
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mended bills to establish a commission to
study self-government for the District of Co-
lumbia and to create a nonvoting delegate
in the House of Representatives,

I am enclosing a copy of this letter which
I have forwarded to the Chairman of the
Committee and each member today.

As you know, these bills which you sug-
gest were sponsored by a majority of the
Republicans on the Committee, including
the ranking minority member, and have also
been cosponsored by a number of Democrats
on the Committee.

As you will notice from the enclosed letter,
I have given notice to the Committee that
I will move that these bills be reported when
the Committee has its regular meeting at
10:30 A.M. on Monday, March 2, 1970. If those
members of the Committee who have co-
sponsored these bills are present and voting,
we will have a quorum present and a major-
ity of the Committee will be avallable to pass
the bills,

I have enclosed In my letter a chronology
which indicates the efforts which many of
us have made for a period of nearly nine
months to obtain passage of these bills. We
need your help and that of every interested
citizen if we are to pass these bills and
carry out your recommendation that the
District move toward a greater degree of self-
government,

Many of us who oppose portions of the
crime bill for the District of Columbia have
nevertheless cooperated with the Committee
Chairman and other members of the Com-
mittee to move this bill as rapidly as pos-
sible. The erime bill is now ready for Com-
mittee vote, and therefore any time spent on
the District of Columbia government bill and
nonvoting delegate bill will not in any way
interfere with the time schedule for the Dis-
trict of Columbia crime bill.

I hope you will help us in our efforts to
pass these bills at the same time as the
District of Columbia crime bill is being con-
sidered so that the people of the United

States will know that we believe in repre-

sentative government for all our people and

that any faults which may exist in the crime

legislation we have passed can be discussed

and corrected In a democratic fashion

through the process of elected government.
Sincerely yours,

BrOCE ADAMS,
Member of Congress.
FEBRUARY 19, 1970.
Hon. JoaN L. MCMILLAN,
Chairman, Committee on the District of
Columbia, U.S. House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. CHAIRRMAN. I am sending this
letter with the attached enclosures to you
and all other members of the District of
Columbia Committee in order that you may
be aware of the motion I proposed to offer
at the regularly-scheduled meeting of the
Committee at 10:30 on Monday, March 2,
1970. As you are aware, the Rules of the Com-
mittee provide that the full committee shall
meet on the first Monday in each calendar
month at 10:30 am. In addition, Rule 26
of the House Rules provides:

“26. Each standing committee of the
House . . . shall fix regular weekly, biweekly,
or monthly meeting days for the transaction
of business before the committee, and . . .
each such committee shall meet to consider
any bill or resolution pending before it (a)
on all regular meeting days selected by the
committee; . . . ."”

Pursuant to these procedures, I will move
at the March 2, 1970, meeting that the Com-
mittee immediately consider the Nonvoting
Delegate bill (H.R. 11216, HR. 11471, and S,
2163). I will also make a motion at that
time, unless the Committee shall have pre-
viously disposed of it, that the Committee
consider the Charter Commission and “little
Hoover Commission” billi, as passed by the
Senate (8. 2164), a similar House version of
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which is pending in the Committee (H.R.
11170 and H.R. 11215). Both of these bills
were sponsored at introduction by & majority
of the Committee.

As you will recall, these bills were strongly
recommended to the Congress by the Presi-
dent. They comprise a significant part of his
legislative package for the District of Co-
lumbia. In addition, they passed the other
body four months ago without a single dis-
senting vote.

As indicated by the attached chronology
of attempts made to consider these bills,
many of us have made numerous attempts
to have these bills considered through the
normal legislative process. Congressman
Charles Diggs, Chairman of Subcommittee
No. 2, has repeatedly offered to hold hear-
ings on these bills if the Committee is busy
with other business. It is only because the
Committee has refused to schedule hear-
ings—and to let the Committee work its
will—that I have reluctantly moved to force
the issue In this manner.

1 do not propose this action lightly, nor
do I believe it is abrupt. As those who have
attended various meetings of both the full
Committee and Subcommittee No. 3 will re-
member, Mr, Horton of New York and I have
moved that these bills be considered at reg-
ular meetings of the Subcommittee and
Committee. In all cases our motions were
rejected and the Committee has not been
permitted to proceed in orderly fashion. Yes-
terday, to illustrate how quickly the Com-
mittee can proceed, we passed a number of
bills in a crime package that had not been
the subject of any hearings. Today we passed
many bills with limited public Interest, again
indicating we have time to pass numerous
pleces of legislation. During this same meet-
ing you would not discuss the two bills on
the Charter Commission and Nonvoting Dele-
gate but did Indicate you would be bound
by a vote of a majority of the Committee.

It is because I hope to follow proper pro-
cedures, through service of notice of my pro-
posal, that I am sending this letter to each
member of the Committee, I hope a major-
ity of the Committee will act favorably on
these bills on March 2.

I am forwarding copies of this letter to the
Speaker of the House, the Majority Leader,
and the Minority Leader, so they will know
the status of these bills for purposes of over-
all legislative scheduling. I am also enclos-
ing coples of our most recent correspond-
ence.

I have no objection to any member of the
Committee making public this letter, and I
will be pleased to answer any questions that
you may have regarding this proposed pro-
cedure. If for any reason I am unavailable in
my office to discuss the matter, your staff
can obtain information from Mr. Jacques
DePuy in my office (X 3106). I have also
asked him to be certain that each office is
contacted In advance of the meeting so that
you will have another notice just prior to
March 2,

Yours very truly,
BrocK ADAMS,
Member of Congress.
CHRONOLOGY : ACTION ON DistricT OF CoLuM-
BIA SeELFP-GOVERNMENT PROPOSALS IN THE
Hovust DistrIcT OF CoLUMBIA COMMITTEE

January 31, 1869: President’s statement on
domestic programs; includes support for
Congressional representation for D.C., an in-
terim nonvoting delegate, and a Commission
on Self-Government.

April 28, 1969: Presidential message to
Congress (recommending above).

May 13, 1969: Nonvoting delegate for D.C.
(17 Committee co-sponsors) and Commis-
sion on Self Government (156 Committee co-
sponsors) bills introduced.

June 9, 1969: D.C. City Council unani-
mously supports Commission (if passed be-
fore July 28) and Delegate bills,
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June 13, 1969: Letter, Diggs to McMillan,
urging hearings on Commission bill prior to
July 28.

June 17, 1969: Letter (reply), McMillan to
Diggs, pledging action to have hearings
scheduled on Commission bill after disposi-
tion of D.C. revenue bill.

June 19, 1869: Letter, Horton to Nelsen,
urging meeting of minority members of Com-
mittee to discuss and support D.C. pro-
posals,

June 20, 1969: Letter, Adams to McMillan,
urging hearings and action.

June 24, 1969: Letter, Fraser to McMillan,
recommending action on nonvoting delegate
bill.

June 25, 1969: Letter (reply), McMillan to
Fraser, noncommittal,

October 1, 19692: Senate passes nonvoting
delegate and Commission bills (Commission
to include functions of “little Hoover” Com-
mission).

October 13, 1969: Adams 1-minute speech
on floor supporting President’s D.C. propos-
als in response to President’s message prod-
ding Congress for action on domestic pro-
gram.

October 13, 1969: Letter, Adams to Nelsen,
pledging support for appropriate action at
any full committee meeting.

October 16, 1969: Full Committee meeting;
request for action on home rule bills by
Adams, Horton, etc.

October 20, 1869: Letter, Adams to Dowdy,
urging hearings.

November 4, 1969: Adams, Horton make
motion at public hearings of Subcommittee
No. 3 that Dowdy's subcommittee hold hear-
ings on bills; ruled out of order by Dowdy.

November 20, 1960: Full Committee execu-
tive session (authorization of subway sys-
tem) chaired by Dowdy; Fraser, Diggs, Gude,
others urge actlon on self-government bills.

December 1, 1969: Letter, Adams to Diggs,
suggests motion be made by Diggs at next
full commititee meeting to hear immediately
these matters.

December 11, 1969: Letter, Adams to Mec-
Millan, urging hearings and early action;
offering to be present for hearings as soon
as possible.

December 15, 1969: Letter, Adams to Speak-
er McCormack, detailing inaction by com-
mittee and urging assistance in securing
hearings and consideration of all major Nixon
bills for D.C. as a package.

December 24, 1969: Letter, Diggs to the
Speaker, urging that Speaker use his per-
suasive powers to prompt the Chalrman to
act.

January 20, 1970: Letter, Adams to Mc-
Millan, again urging hearings and support
for self-government bills; offering to sit
with Subcommittee No, 2 for any scheduled
hearings.

January 27, 1970: Letter, Adams to Speaker,
bringing Speaker up to date on committee
inaction and indicating interest in action
within 30 days.

February 10, 1970: Letter, Adams to McMil-
lan, urging action, informing Chairman that
he intends to press for action on March 2.

February 10, 1970: Letter (reply), McMil-
lan to Adams, referring to pending crime bill
as reason for not scheduling hearings.

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
U.S. COMMITTEE ON THE
DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C., February 10, 1870.
Hon. Brockx ApAMS,
House of Representalives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CONGRESSMAN Apams: Your letters of
January 20 and February 10 were received.
However, I could not give you a definite an-
swer to your question until we make fur-
ther progress on the pending crime bill

I would like to state that after the crime
bill is completed, I will be guided by the
wishes of the majority of the Members of
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the House District Committee on the prefer-
ence they would like to give to pending leg-
islation.

With kindest regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
JoHN L. MCMILLAN,
Chairman.
FeerUARY 10, 1970.
Hon. JouN L. McMILLAN,
Chairman, Committee on the District of
Columbia, U.S. House of Representalives.

Dear Mr. CHamMman: I have not received
a reply from you to my letter of January 20,
1970, regarding the Committee schedule for
the non-voting delegate bill (H.R. 11216, HR.
11471 and S. 2163) and the charter commis-
sion bill (H.R. 11170, HR. 11215 and S. 2164).

I am deeply concerned that an argument
might be made that no time had been set
aside for hearings and an executive session
on these bills.

I want to emphasize again that I am going
to ask members of the Committee to pass
these bills from the Committee at the regu-
lar meeting on the first Monday of March
(March 2, 1970).

I have hoped that you would schedule these
bills for any hearings you deem Nnecessary
and that we could follow an orderly proce-
dure in presenting them at the meeting on
March 2, 1970, or at the last executive ses-
slon on the D.C. erime bill.

I have also indicated to you that Chair-
man Diggs of Subcommittee No. 2 and I
have been willing to sit and hold hearings if
they were necessary on these bills so that
members and others who are interested could
attend the hearings at their pleasure and the
work of the Committee in executive session
on the crime bills would not be delayed.

I have had inguiry from numerous sources
about these bills and I have not prior to this
time released information to the public
media because I was awalting a reply from
you.

We are this day completing business prior
to the Lincoln’s Day recess and will not re-
turn until February 16th, which means there
will be less than two weeks before the March
2nd meeting. I am therefore releasing today
the contents of my letter of January 20, 1970,
and this letter so the public may be informed
regarding the status of these bills.

‘Yours very truly,
BrocK ADAMS,
Member of Congress.
JANTARY 20, 1970.
Hon. JoaEN L. McCMILEAN,
Chairman, Committee on the District of
Columbia.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I was dismayed to
read In last night's Evening Star that you
were being quoted as saying there would be
a strict omnibus crime bill voted out of the
District of Columbia Committee very soon
and that no mention was made of hearings
or vote on the nonvoting delegate and
charter commission bills.

I am speaking on the floor today to indicate
my dismay about this and request that we
vote on all three of the bills which have
passed the Senate involving the court re-
organization (anticrime) bill (H.R. 13689,
5. 2601), the nonvoting delegate bill (HR.
11216, HR. 11471 and S. 2163), and the
charter commission bill (HR. 11170, HR.
11215 and 8. 2164) at the regular meeting
of the Committee on the first Monday of
March (March 2, 1970).

This would give an ample opportunity
to hold any additional hearings that might
be necessary on any of these bills and would
allow completion of drafting, if it is nec-
essary, on the more complicated crime bills.

As you know, I have previously written
to you indicating my willingness to sit and
hold hearings on the charter commission bill
and a nonvoting delegate bill and I have
been informed that Congressman Diggs has
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repeatedly offered to make his subcommit-
tee available to hold hearings if the other
subcommittees do not have time.

All three of these bills have been recoms-
mended by the President and been passed by
the Senate, and in the original House form
were cosponsored by a majority of the com-
mittee. I hope we will have an opportunity
to complete hearings on them and vote by
the first week in March so the people of
the nation will know that we are meeting
our legislative responsibility.

I want to thank you for your consideration
and I would be most happy to meet with
you or the staff and discuss this in greater
detall If you believe that would be help-
ful.

Yours very truly,
BroCE ADAMS,
Member of Congress.

PRICE AND WAGE CONTROLS, NOW

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

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, the President
recently stated that when it comes to
economic policy, “timing is everything."”
If this is true, the time for price and
wage controls is now.

For the past few years we have tried
to run the country on the theory that we
could have “guns and butter” without
an increase in taxes. That we could fight
the war in Vietnam without making the
economic sacrifices of other wars. Be-
cause our economy had expanded so
rapidly and because the Vietnam war
had built up so gradually, it seemed we
might not need the distasteful tax in-
crease or the equally distasteful price and
wage controls. We were wrong.

Price and wage controls were imposed
during World War II and the EKorean
conflict, and when it became obvious that
Vietnam had developed into a major
military engagement and a serious drain
on our economy, we probably should
have recognized that price and wage
controls were again necessary .

The price of our mistake has been in-
fiation. And put in basic terms, inflation
means higher prices.

By this time we are all familiar with
the President’s chief weapon in the bat-
tle against inflation—tight money and
high interest. As the administration sees
it, a combination of tight money and
high bank interest would lead to a de-
crease in the demand for goods and serv-
ices, This in turn was supposed to lead
to a stabilizing of prices without a sig-
nificant increase in unemployment.

What actually has happened? The
Nixon administration has had over 1
year to start controlling prices, but in-
flation is worse than ever. Prices in 1969
increased by 6 percent, and at that rate
the prices we pay for our goods and serv-
ices will double in only 11 years. With
“real wages'—buying power of wages
earned—actually declining during the
past 5 years, it is the workingman, as
AFL-CIO President George Meany
points out, who is getting the “short
end of the stick.”

On the other hand, unemployment
throughout the State of Washington in-
creased last vear by nearly 50 percent.
With the large Boeing layoff and the
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serious condition of the homebuilding
and timber products industries, unem-
ployment in our area is just about twice
the national average.

Thus, by crippling industrial produc-
tion without controlling prices, the
Nixon administration has created the
worst of both worlds—more inflation
and more unemployment.

A Gallup poll published as far back as
July indicated that the American pub-
lic would accept controls on prices and
wages. The President, however, has re-
sponded that he has “ruled out wage
and price controls as a way of dealing
with inflation under conditions that are
now foreseeable.” At this point, I would
agree with Economist Robert Lekach-
man when he writes:

The public may have a better grasp of
the necessities of national economic policy
than do the Administration's professional
economists,

I do not like controls in our economy.
But I like the present double-barreled
blast of recession and inflation even less,
To stabilize the economy we must estab-
lish price and wage controls and the
President must exercise the authority
Congress already has given him to con-
trol credit spending.

Price and wage controls as well as
credit controls have been used in this
country only as a last resort. That time
of “last resort” is now.

REAFFIRM SUPPORT OF JUDGE
CARSWELL

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

Mr. FUQUA, Mr. Speaker, the Judi-
ciary Committee of the American Bar
Association has reaffirmed its approval
of the nomination of Judge Harrold
Carswell to be an Associate Justice of the
Supreme Court.

Their independent action bears out my
firm belief that Judge Carswell will add
stature to the Court and that his record
of service on the bench is one of service,
wisdom, and dedication.

I know him both as a man and as a
Jjurist. He is from Tallahassee, in my dis-
trict, and my district office was on the
floor above his office as U.S. circuit
judge before his appointment to the U.S.
court of appeals.

I think it significant that at the time
of his appointment to the court of ap-
peals, only a short time ago, the Senate
saw fit to quickly confirm his nomina-
tion. This is the second highest court in
the land. Certainly men appointed to this
position should possess the high degree
of integrity and ability as those who
serve on the Nation's highest Court.

Their action in approving him at that
time speaks for itself. He has had to sit
in judgment in some very difficult cases.
Throughout that time he acquitted him-
self with firmness and fairness—and I
emphasize the fairness which has always
been a hallmark of his court.

I resent the attacks which have been
made upon his character and his judz-
ment. These are but the outbursts of
selfish and self-seeking individuals and
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organizations who are determined that
they, and not the President of the United
States, will determine the membership of
the Court.

It is my feeling that the Senate will
not be deluded by these attacks. It is my
feeling that they will find, just as the
American Bar Association committee
has found, that this is a distinguished
member of the bar.

Again, I add my voice to those sup-
porting his nomination and urging
confirmation of his nomination at the
earliest possible date. Years from now I
predict that it will be said that as a
member of the Supreme Court he served
his Nation and justice well.

NATIONAL TIMBER SUPPLY ACT

(Mr. MARTIN 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. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I hold in
my hand a letter purportedly sent out by
the young lawyers section of the Amer-
ican Bar Association and signed by a
gentleman by the name of Nicholas J.
Healy, Jr., who states that he is the
chairman of the environmental quality
committee of the young lawyers sec-
tion. No such committee exists.

This is in regard to the National Tim-
ber Supply Act which is scheduled for
consideration on the floor of the House
on Thursday of this week.

Mr. Speaker, the only thing that is cor-
rect about this is that it is printed on
American Bar Association stationery

showing their address in Chicago and

the vice chairman and the chairman and
various officers of the young lawyers
section and directors and so forth—
those are correct.

Mr, Thomas D. Cochran of Independ-
ence, Mo., who is chairman of the young
lawyers section has been called on the
telephone in regard to his knowledge of
this letter and whether it was author-
ized, and he advises it was not author-
ized, that the gentleman who pur-
portedly signed the letter is not even
known to him and so far as he knows is
not even a member of the American Bar
Association. This is typical of the misin-
formation and tactics being used by
those who are opposed to this legisla-
tion, and I want to call it to the attention
of the Members of the House, Mr.
Speaker, this afternoon. This is a phoney
letter, I hope it can be investigated to
find out who this gentleman is and where
it ecame from. It does not represent the
American Bar Association. Several mem-
bers of the American bar have been
called and disclaim any knowledge of
this action. They further state that they
do not operate in this manner—they are
not interested in this bill and would not
take any position.

Mr. Speaker, the letter is as follows:

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, Ill., February 20, 1970.

Dear ConNcrREssMAN: The Environmental
Quality Committee of the Young Lawyers
Section of the American Bar Association has
studied the National Timber Supply Act
(H.R. 12025) now pending before you on the
matter of timber supply in the national for-
est lands. Having considered the arguments
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for and against the proposed legislation the
Committee believes enactment of the bill in
its present form would not be in the public
interest.

There are three fundamental objections to
the bill as now drafted, First, earmarking re-
ceipts from timber sales to increased timber
yield would seriously impair the principle of
multiple use as enunciated in the Multiple
Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C.
528 et seq.) While it is true that the expendi-
tures from the “high timber yield fund™ are
mandated to be “in conformity” with the
latter Act, there is no assurance that com-
parable funds will be appropriated for land
use other than timbering. Consequently, it
seems likely that in practical effect intensive
forestation will unduly predominate over
such other uses of the national forests as
wildlife preservation and recreation.

Secondly, the legislation would tend to in-
hibit additions to the National Wilderness
Preservation System. Thus, the increase in
funding for timber cutting would make pos-
sible far more extensive logging, including
logging in areas of unique value as wilderness
but of marginal value as timber land. Once
such areas were subjected to heavy cutting
they would not only lose their inherent qual-
ity as wilderness, but Congress would hardly
be disposed to appropriate funds for their
inclusion in the Wilderness System. Clearly,
potential wilderness regions should be ex-
pressly excluded from the definition of “com-
mercial forest land”.

Finally, the bill would subject more than
half of our national forests to intensive “tree
farming’™ methods, such as monoculture and
fertilization. Scientists are only now finding
evidence of the adverse cumulative effects on
wildlife of such supposedly harmless chemi-
cals as nitrogen fertilizers. To permit an un-
precedented expansion of intensive foresta-
tion techniques would thus appear to risk
inealculable ecological damage to vast water-
shed and wildlife areas. It would seem ap-
propriate to restrict intensive forestation to,
say, ten million acres of public lands until
its long range effects on the environment can
be fully evaluated.

In summary, the bill in question does not
provide adequate protection for the natural
resources of our national forests other than
commercial timber. Accordingly, the Com-
mittee urges you to cast your vote against
the bill.

Respectfully yours,
Nicxoras J, HEALY, Jr.,
Chairman, Environmental Quality Com-
mitiee.

PROHIBITING SEGREGATION

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, the General Assembly of the
State of Georgia in the session ending on
February 21 passed a law almost identical
to one that had been earlier passed in
the State of New York. This law grants
to each student and teacher in the State
of Georgia the basic right that their as-
signment to a school shall not be based
upon their race, creed, or color.

The effect of this, of course, is to pro-
hibit segregation through assignment of
students or teachers based upon race,
creed, or color, and also to prohibit racial
balance based upon assignment of stu-
dents or teachers based on race, creed,
or color.

On examination of the U.S. Constitu-
tion, Mr. Speaker, it is clear that at no
place therein is there provided any au-
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thority for the Federal Government to
regulate and control education within
the States. Further, since there is no
specific granting of authority to the Fed-
eral Government, article X specifically
reserves this power of control of educa-
tion to the States. The State of Georgia
has now acted in a nondiscriminatory
manner by providing for the elimination
of race as a basis of requiring attendance
of students and assignments of teachers
at particular schools.

In the past, Mr. Speaker, the lower
Federal courts have seen fit to interpret
the 14th amendment, particularly that
part which provides for equal protection
of the laws, to require racial balance in
assignments of students and teachers.
This was done by court ordered gerry-
mandering of districts, closing of schools,
pairing of schools, and busing. Of course,
Mr. Speaker, these actions of the court
were prior to the State of Georgia pro-
viding by statute the right of a student
and teacher not to be assigned to a par-
ticular school because of their race.

The State has the constitutional
power to grant such rights to its people
and because of article IX the Federal
court may not take from a person the
right thus granted. Article IX of the
Constitution specifically provides:

The enumeration in the Constitution, of
certain rights, shall not be construed to
deny or disparage others retained by the
people.

Mr. Speaker, in looking at the plain
language of the Constitution it is clear:
First, that no power is granted to the
Federal Government to regulate and
control education within the States;
second, article X specifically reserves to
the States the right to control local edu-
cation since this was not an enumerated
right granted to the Federal Govern-
ment; third, full faith and credit as pro-
vided in article IV shall be given to every
public act of a State; fourth, the arti-
cle XIV provides that each citizen shall
be entitled to equal protection of the
laws which guarantees one citizen that
he shall not be treated differently from
another nor discriminated against in the
application of the laws; fifth, article IX
provides that the granting of certain
rights shall not be construed to deny
or disparage other rights granted to or
retained by others.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, it is clear that
the Constitution provides for no dis-
crimination based upon race, creed, or
color. Further, it is clear that all acts of
the States shall be given full faith and
credit and when rights are granted to
one person it shall in no way be con-
strued as taking away the rights of an-
other.

The State of Georgia, having within
its constitutional power to do so, has
granted to students and teachers the
right not to bhe forecibly assigned to a
school because of their race, creed, or
color. Today, I am calling the attention
of judges of the Federal courts having
jurisdiction in Georgia and am adyising
them that as an elected representative
of the people I shall expect them to give
full faith and credit to this act passed
by the Georgia General Assembly. If
such is done we will have seen the end of
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Federal court ordered forced closing of
schools, gerrymandering of districts,
pairing of schools, busing of students
and assignment of teachers based on
race, creed, or color.

POSTAL REFORM

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, we hear a
lot about postal reform and negotiations
being conducted to develop a package
deal which will include reorganization
of the Post Office Department, new labor-
management laws and salary increases
for postal workers, Even as a member
of the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee, I have not been privy to the
negotiations but hear of them through
the news media and hearsay.

However, the legislative director of the
United Federation of Postal Workers
wrote to each member of the House com-
mittee on February 19 regarding the po-
sition of his organization and six other
postal workers’ unions and enclosed ma-
terial which sets forth the position of
these unions.

In view of the long delay by the legis-
lative committees of the House and the
Senate in dealing with postal reform, I
hope we can separate postal reform,
labor-management, and salary adjust-
ments. Both Houses of Congress have al-
ready acted upon salary legislation and
it is pending in conference between the
two bodies. Labor-management, in my
opinion, is such a complicated and im-
portant matter that the subcommittees
should act in this field before considera~
tion by the full committees and, of
course, postal reform is of the highest
importance and urgency to the people of
the country.

Therefore, I hope that our House Post
Office and Civil Service Committee can
in the very near future report out the
bill it has been considering for many
months and that we can have meaning-
ful postal reform legislation enacted into
law during this session of Congress.

Because I am sure the entire member-
ship of the Congress is interested in this
vital subject, the letter from the postal
unions and all the enclosures, except a
copy of Executive Order 11491, are set
forth below in full:

TUNITED FEDERATION
oF PosTAL CLERKS,
Washington, D.C., February 19, 1970.

Hon, WiLLiam L. ScoTT,

Committee on Post Office and Civil Service,
Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear ConNcGrEssMAN Scorr: We are writing
to you as a Member of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service to make certain
there is no misunderstanding concerning the
legislative position of the United Federation
of Postal Clerks, in particular and also the
other 6§ EXCLUSIVE postal employee organi-
zations on postal reform—postal corpora-
tion—any combination of reform with postal
pay and collective bnrgamlng.

Contrary to what you may read in the
newspapers or may hear from White House
officials and Postmaster General Winton M.
Blount, UFPC and the other 6 postal organi-
zations have not “bought" any postal cor-
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poration concept and have not agreed to ac-
cept any postal employee pay—collective bar-
gaining “package” short of the employees’
benefits position statements enclosed in the
file accompanying this letter. The 7 exclusive
postal organizations are urging your Com-
mittee to draft a postal reform bill which
will include the postal employee benefits and
guarantees referred to in this file.

I am today sending similar letters with our
proposed postal employe benefits “package”
statement to all Members of the Committee
on Post Office & Civil Service for their in-
formation and hopefully, to avoid any pos-
sible misunderstanding concerning our col-
lective and unified position on these matters.
The statement contained in the enclosed file
is our “MUST” legislative program concerned
with any postal reform which your Commit-
tee may report. You will note this legisla-
tive statement is dated January 26, 1970—
our position is the same today, as it was on
January 26.

Also, our 7 Exclusive postal organizations
as recently as one week ago on February 12
reafirmed our absolute and total opposition
to any reform legislation, such as, the postal
corporation proposed in HR. 11750. While I
am addressing this letter and enclosures to
you, particularly, on behalf of the United
Federation of Postal Clerks, the enclosed
postal employees' benefits “package” is the
legislative position of all 7 exclusive postal
employee organizations representing 700,000
postal workers in collective bargaining with
the Post Office Department.

It is our hope that you will have an oppor-
tunity to carefully review Ezhibil C, which
is our proposed "Chapter B—Labor-Manage-
ment and Personnel Relations.” Basically,
the provisions in Chapter 8 have been taken
from established labor laws, including the
following Acts: Norris-LaGuardia, National
Labor Relations, Taft-Hartley, and Landrum-
QGriffin. In addition, there are provisions from
Executive Order 11401 signed by President
Richard M. Nixon on October 29, 1969. Most
of Chapter 8 would finally provide recogni-
tion of postal labor organizations, collective
bargaining, and labor-management relations
for postal employees similar to that estab-
lished more than 30 years ago for manage-
ment and labor in the private sector.

We are also enclosing for your information
two editorlals published in the February,
1970 issue of our UFPC Union Postal Clerk
and Postal Transport Journal.

These editorials entitled, “Unfair Labor
Practice” and “Who's Discriminating” effec-
tively contradict and destroy the felonious
arguments of the unaffiliated National Postal
Union and National Alliance of Federal and
Postal Employees, who are opposed to the
erclusive recognition and bargaining rights
which our 7 Exclusive postal employee
organizations originally won under the Ken-
nedy Executive Order 10088 and presently
provided for in the Nixon Executive Order
11491. We propose to have these rights be-
come a matter of law through enactment of
either the enclosed “Chapter 8 of Exhibit
C, Chapter 47 of Title VII, of HR. 4", or "H.R.
4803 and S. 309.”

We will appreciate your support of the
enclosed position statements concerned with
postal employee benefits and guarantees
under any postal reform legislation approved
by your Commitiee and equally important
opposition to the postal corporation concept
proposed in H.R. 11750.

Your continuing interest in the legislative
program of the United Federation of Postal
Clerks and the other 6 Exclusive postal
organizations referred to in this letter, and
named below, is appreciated very much.

President Francis 8. Filbey, United Federa-
tion of Postal Clerks (AFL-~CIO)

President James H. Rademacher, National
Association of Letter Carriers (AFL-CIO)

President Monroe Crable, National Associa-
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tion of Post Office & General Services Main-
tenance Employes (AFL—CIO)

President Michael J. Cullen, National As-
sociation of Special Delivery Messengers
{AFL-CIO)

President Chester W. Parrish, National
Federation of Post Office Motor Vehicle Em-
ployes (AFL-CIO)

President Lonnie L. Johnson, National As-
sociation of Post Office Mail Handlers, Watch-
men, Messengers & Group Leaders (AFL—
CIO)

President Herbert F. Alfrey, National Rural
Letter Carrlers’ Association

Sincerely,
PaTRICE J. NILAN,
Legislative Director.

PosTAL REFORM AND POSTAL PaAy

The seven exclusive postal employee labor
organizations named at the conclusion of
this statement agree that the employee ben-
efits outlined In this position statement nec-
essarily must be specifically provided for in
any act which may result from pending post-
al reform & postal pay legislation.

I. COMPENSATION

(a) Effective January 1, 1970: A new wage
scale shall be established with the present
Step 3 becoming Step 1 and the Steps 12A-
12B of H.R. 13000 becoming Steps 11 and 12.
There will be just 12 steps and the pay will
range from $65688-88856 annually. This is just
the two-step increase originally provided for
in H.R. 13000. However, in order that postal
employees currently in Steps 10 and 11 will
be able to secure the same top pay as other
workers, the new two steps have been added.

(b) Effective July 1, 1970: The legislation
must include an “iron-clad” agreement in
the Act itself providing for a postal employee
wage increase consistent with wages paid em-
ployees in the private sector and based on
the most current B.L.S. wage survey report.

(c) Effective January 1, 1971: The provi-
sions of H.R. 13000, Section 4 (on pages 39
and 40) amending Section 35562 (a) of Title
39, U.B. Code to establish a new schedule of
pay steps for postal employees shall be pro-
vided for.

II. FRINGE BENEFITS

All so-called fringe benefits, including such
items as annual leave, sick leave, health
benefits, life insurance, workmen's compen-
sation, uniform allowances, etc., in effect on
December 31, 1970, shall be continued as
minimum benefits for postal employees. Nei-
ther management nor employee labor orga-
nizations can subsequently bargain below
such benefits as the status of each such item
in effect on December 31, 1970, is established
as the “floor.”

II. POLICY ON COMPENSATION AND BENEFITS

Amend Section 805, page 57 of the Com-
mittee Print to read as follows:

"'805. Policy on compensation and benefits
and performance of service,

(a) “It shall be the policy of the Authority
to maintain compensation and benefits for
all employees on a standard of comparability
to the compensation and benefits paid or to
be paid under negotiated collective bargain-
ing agreements in the private sectors of the
economy, such compensations and benefits to
be nationsal in scope.

(b) “It shall further be the policy of the
Authority that all services which the Author-
ity Is required to provide, or provides, under
this Act shall be performed exclusively by
employees of the Authority.”

IV. ADVISORY COUNCIL—LABOR REPRESENTATION

Amend Section 212(a) (1) (page 16) of the
Committee Print to read as follows:

“(1) four persons from among persons
nominated by those labor organizations rec-
ognized as national exclusive collective bar-
galning representatives for employees of the
Authority.”




4576

V. CIVIL SERVICE STATUS

(a) Specific provisions shall make certain
that ALL employees (those employed as of
December 31, 1970, and in the future) SHALL
be employed with the U.S. Civil Service
status and protection. This status cannot be
changed or eliminated by management and/
or employee labor organizations.

(b) Specific provisions shall make certain
that ALL employees (those employed as of
December 31, 1970, and in the future) SHALL
continue as participants in the U.S. Civil
Service Retirement System.,

(c) Employees of the Authority shall re-
ceive all future increases in Civil Service
benefits such as, improvements in the Civil
Service Retirement System.

VI. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Erecutive Order 11491 shall be the instru-
ment for collective bargaining between the
Post Office Department and employee labor
organizations during the 1970 transitional
period.

A separate document Is attached to this
position statement as a substitute for ex-
isting language in “Chapter 8—Labor Man-
agement and Personnel Relations” of any
postal reform-pay legislation.

VII. EXISTING LAWS

Specific language must be inserted to re-
tain all existing U.S. laws considered in the
best Interests of postal workers, particularly,
in regard to protection of existing employee
benefits and rights. No postal reform-pay
legislation should automatically repeal such
law!

VIII, GENERAL—AMENDMENTS

It will be necessary to have proper lan-
guage prepared and inserted in the postal
reform-pay legislative draft as follows: (a)
Proposed amendment to transportation title
as provided in Exhibil A.

(b) proposed amendment to appointment
of rural letter carriers as provided in Exhibit
B. Also, appropriate language inserted in
Section 801(a), page 50 of the Committee
Print to require first consideration of career
employees in the post office where postmaster
or rural letter carrier vacancies occur when
filling such vacancies.

(c) Proposed amendment as a substitute
for existing language in “Chapter 3—Labor
Management and Personnel Relations” as
provided in Ezhibit C (final language to
come).

ExHIBIT A

Substitute the following language in lines
7 through 13 on page 95 of the Committee
Print:

(d) (1) Before contracting for transporta-
tion of mail under subsection (a) (4) of this
section, the Postmaster General shall cause
a cost study to be made of transporting such
mail by Government-owned vehicle service.
He may contract for such transportation of
the mail only if the Government-owned
motor vehicle service is higher than the cost
of contracting.

(2) All mail moving between an airport
and a post office at which there is established
a Government-owned motor vehicle service
of the Post Office Department shall, if possi-
ble, be transported by such Government-
owned motor vehicles, provided that such
mails need not be so transported when the
distance between the post office and the air-
port is in excess of 35 miles,

Exuisir B

Amend the Committee Print to include the
following language, as Indicated: Page 50,
Sec. B01(a)

“To provide career status as rural carrier
to certain qualified substitute rural letter
carriers of record, That, notwithstanding,
any other civil law, rule, or regulation, each
qualified substitute rural letter carrier of
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record who has rendered at least three years
of satisfactory service in such capacity shall
be made eligible to receive a career appoint-
ment upon satisfactory completion of a non-
competitive examination, similar to that
glven other employees to determine eligi-
bility for a rural route position.

Said appointment to be made to any rural
route vacancy remaining unfilled after re-
assignment procedures of career employees
at the local office have been completed.”

Important: It is also essential that addi-
tional language, as appropriate, be intro-
duced in Section 801(a) starting on page 50
of the Committee Print to require: that
FIRST consideration shall be given to career
employees within the post office where a post-
master or rural letter carrier vacancy occurs
in making appointments to fill such vacan-
cies.

Exumir C

(The following is submitted as a substi-
tute for Sections 807-809 and 111(d) of the
proposed Postal Reform and Salary Adjust-
ment Act of 1970:)

CHAPTER B8—LABOR-MANAGEMENT AND
PERSONNEL RELATIONS

Section B01. Definitions, as used in this
chapter—

(a) “Employee” means an employee of the
Postal Service but does not include, for the
purpose of this chapter, a supervisor;

(b) “Supervisor” means an employee hav-
ing authority, in the interest of the Postal
Service, to hire, transfer, suspend, lay off,
recall, promote, discharge, assign, reward, or
discipline other employees or responsibility
to direct them, or to evaluate their perform-
ance, or to adjust their grievances, or effec-
tively to recommend such action, if in con-
nection with the foregoing the exercise of
authority is not of a merely routine or cleri-
cal nature, but requires the use of in-
dependent judgment;

(c) "Labor organization"” means an or-
ganization of any kind in which employees
participate and which exists for the pur-
pose, in whole or in part, of dealing with
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours
of employment, conditions of work, griev-
ances, personnel policies and practices, or
other matters affecting the working condi-
tions of employees; but does not include an
organization which—

(1) consists of management officials or
supervisors; or

(2) discriminates with regard to the terms
or conditions of membership because of race,
color, creed, sex, age, or national origin;

(d) “Agency management” means the Ex-
ecutive Council and all other management
officials, supervisors, and other representa-
tives of the Postal Service having authority
to act for the Postal Service on any matters
relating to the implementation of the labor-
management relations program established
under this chapter;

(c) “Council” means the Federal Labor
Relations Council established under Execu-
tive Order 11491;

(f) “Assistant Secretary” means the As-
sistant Secretary of Labor for Labor-Man-
agement Relations;

(g) “Professional employee’’ means.

(i) any employee engaged in work (A)
predominantly intellectual and varied in
character as opposed to routine, mental,
manual, mechanical, or physical work; (B)
involving the consistent exercise of discretion
and judgment in its performance; (C) of
such a character that the output produced
or the result accomplished cannot be stand-
ardized in relation to a given period of time;
(D) requiring knowledge of an advanced type
in a field of science or learning customarily
acquired by a prolonged course of specialized
intellectual instruction and study in an in-
stitution of higher learning or a hospital, as
distinguished from a general academic edu-
cation or from an apprenticeship or from
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training in the performance of routine men-
tal, manual, or physical processes; or

(ii) any employee, who (A) has completed
the courses of specialized intellectual in-
struction and study described in clause (D)
of paragraph (i), and (B) is performing re-
lated work under the supervision of a pro-
fessional person to qualify himself to become
a professional employee as defined in para-
graph (i).

RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES

Section 802. Employees shall have the right
to self-organization to form, join, or assist
labor organizations, to bargain collectively
through representatives of their own choos-
ing, and to engage in other concerted activi-
ties for the purpose of collective bargaining
or other mutual aid or protection, and shall
also have the right to refrain from any or
all of such activities except to the extent that
such right may be affected by an agreement
requiring membership in a labor organiza-
tion as a condition of employment as author-
ized In Section 803(a) (3).

UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES

Section 803(a). It shall be an unfair labor
practice for the Postal Service, agency man-
agement, or a supervisor—

(1) to interfere with, restrain, or coerce
employees in the exercise of the rights guar-
anteed in Section 802;

(2) to dominate or interfere with the for-
mation or administration of any labor or-
ganization;

(3) by discrimination in regard to hire or
tenure of employment or any term or con-
dition of employment to encourage or dis-
courage membership in any labor organiza-
tion; provided that nothing in this chapter
or in any other statute of the United States
shall preclude the Postal Service from mak-
ing an agreement with a labor organization
to require as a condition of employment
membership therein on or after the 30th day
following the beginning of such employment
or the effective date of such agreement,
whichever is the later,

(i) if such labor organization is the ex-
clusive representative of the employees as
provided in Section 804 in the appropriate
collective bargaining unit covered by such
agreement when made; provided further, that
the Postal SBervice shall not justify any dis-
crimination against an employee for non-
membership in a labor organization

(A) If it has reasonable grounds for be-
lieving that such membership was not avail-
able to the employee on the same terms and
conditions generally applicable to other
members, or

(B) if it has reasonable grounds for be-
lleving that membership was denied or ter-
minated for reasons other than the failure
of the employee to tender the periodic dues
and the initiation fees uniformly required
as a condition of acquiring or retaining
membership;

(4) to discharge or otherwise discriminate
against an employee because he has filed
charges or given testimony under this chap-
ter, or in connection with any grievance or
adverse action case;

(5) to refuse to bargain collectively with
the labor organization representing its em-
ployees subject to the provisions of Sec-
tion 804.

Section 803(b). It shall be an unfair labor
practice for a labor organization or its
agents—

(1) to restrain or coerce (A) employees in
the exercise of the rights guaranteed in Sec-
tion B02; provided, that this paragraph shall
not impair the right of a labor organization
to prescribe its own rules with respect to the
acquisition or retention of membership
therein; or (B) the Postal Service in the se-
lection of its representatives for the purposes
of collective bargaining or the adjustment of
grievances;

(2) to cause or attempt to cause the Postal
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Service to discriminate against an employee
in vioclation of Section 803(a) (3) or to dis-
criminate against an employee with respect
to whom membership in such organization
has been denied or terminated on some
ground other than his failure to tender the
periodic dues and the initiation fees uni-
formly required as a condition of acquiring
or retaining membership;

(38) to refuse to bargain collectively with
the Postal Service, provided it is the ex-
clusive representative of the employees of
the Postal Service subject to the provisions
of Section 804;

(4) to require of employees covered by an
agreement authorized under sub-section
803 (a) (3), the payment, as a condition prec-
edent to becoming a member of such or-
ganization, of a fee in an ainount which tpe
Assistant Secretary finds excessive or dis-
criminatory under all the circumstances, In
making such a finding, the Assistant Secre-
tary shall consider, among other relevant
factors, the practices and customs of labor
organizations in the Postal Service, and the
wages currently pald to the employees
affected.

Section 803(c). For the purposes of this
section, to bargain collectively is the per-
formance of the mutual obligation of the
Postal Service and the labor organizations
which are the exclusive representatives of
its employees to meet at reasonable times
and confer in good faith with respect to
wages, hours, and other terms and conditions
of employment, or the negotiation of an
agreement, or any question arising there-
under, and the execution of a written con-
tract incorporating any agreement reached
if requested by either party, but such obliga-
tion does not compel either party to agree
to a proposal or require the making of a
concession, subject to the provisions of Sec-
tion B15.

Section B803(d), The Assistant Secretary
is empowered, as provided in Executive Or-
der 11491, to prevent or remedy the commis-
son of any unfair labor practice defined in
this chapter. This power shall not be af-
fected by any other means of adjustment
or prevention that has been or may be es-
tablished by agreement, law, or otherwise.

EMPLOYEE REPRESENTATION

Section B804. Labor organizations desig-
nated or selected for the purposes of col-
lective bargalning by a majority of the em-
ployees in a unit appropriate for such pur-
poses shall be the exclusive representatives
of all the employees in such unit for the
purposes of collective bargaining in respect
to rates of pay, wages, hours of employment,
or other conditions of employment; provided,
that any individual employee or group of
employees shall have the right at any time
to present grievances to agency management
and to have such grievances adjusted, with-
out the Intervention of the bargaining rep-
resentative, as long as the adjustment is
not inconsistent with the terms of the ap-
plicable collective bargaining contract or
agreement in effect; provided, further, that
the bargaining representative has been given
opportunity to be present at such adjust-
ment.

Sectlon 805. Exclusive Recognition—

(a) The Postal Service shall accord ex-
clusive recognition to a labor organization
when the organization has been slected by
a majority of the employees in an appropri-
ate unit as their representative. The sole
units which shall be appropriate for the pur-
poses of collective bargaining under this
chapter shall be the national craft units
previously established under Executive Order
10988.

(b) Al grants of recognition previously
issued by the Post Office Department on
other than a national exclusive basis are
hereby declared to be null and void; pro-
vided, however, that contracts entered into
pursuant to such grants of recognition shall
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be permitted to expire upon their normal
expiration date but no later than March 31,
1970.

(c) Formal and informal recognition pre-
viously granted by the Post Office Depart-
ment shall be terminated on the effective
date of the enactment of this chapter, and
all relationships thereby established shall
immediately be terminated.

(d) Grants of national exclusive recogni-
tion and national agreements and supple-
ments entered into by the Post Office De-
partment pursuant to Executive Order 10988
and Executive Order 11491 shall be recog-
nized by the Postal Service until altered or
amended pursuant to the provislons of this
chapter.

(e) Whenever a petition shall have been
filed, in accordance with such regulations as
may be prescribed by the Assistant Secre-
tary—

r{],“ by an employee or group of employees
or any labor organization acting in their be-
half alleging that a substantial number of
employees (A) wish to be represented for
collective bargaining by a labor organiza-
tion and that the Postal SBervice declines to
recognize such labor organization as the rep-
resentative defined in Section 805(a), or (B)
assert that the labor organization, which
has been certified or is being currently recog-
nized by the Postal Service as the bargain-
ing representative, is no longer a representa-
tive as defined in Section 805(a); or

(ii) by the Postal Service, alleging that
one or more labor organizations have pre-
sented to it a claim to be recognized as the
representative defined in Section 8056(a),
the Assistant Secretary shall investigate such
petition and if he has reasonable cause to be-
lieve that a question of representation exists
he shall provide for an appropriate hearing
upon due notice. Such hearing may be con-
ducted by an officer or employee of the As-
sistant Secretary, who shall not make any
recommendations with respect thereto. If
the Assistant Secretary finds upon the record
of such hearing that such a question of
representation exists, he shall direct an elec-
tion by secret ballot and shall certify the
results thereof.

Section 806. No election shall be directed in
any bargaining unit within which, in the
preceding twelve-month period, a valid elec-
tion shall have been held. In any election
where none of the choices on the ballot re-
celves a majority, a runoff shall be con-
ducted, the ballot providing for a selection
between the two choices receiving the largest
and second largest number of valid votes cast
in the election. In the event of a tie vote,
additional runoff elections shall be con-
ducted wuntil a majority wvote has been
achieved.

Section 807. A unit shall not be established
which includes—

(a) any management officlal or supervisor;

(b) an employee engaged in Postal Serv-
ice personnel work in other than a purely
clerical capacity;

(c) both professional and non-professional
employees, unless a majority of the profes-
sional employees vote for inclusion in the
unit,

Section 808. All elections shall be conducted
under the supervision of the Assistant Secre-
tary, or persons designated by him, and shall
be by secret ballot. Each employee eligible
to vote shall be provided the opportunity to
choose the labor organization he wishes to
represent him, from among those on the
ballot, or “no union,” unless “no union” has
been dropped from the ballot pursuant to
Section 806.

Section 809. A petition filed under sub-
sectlon 805(a) (1) shall be accompanied by a
statement signed by thirty per centum or
more of the employees in the appropriate unit
alleging they desire that an election be con-
ducted for the purpose set forth in sub-
section 805(a) (1).
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Section 810. When a labor organization
holds national excluslve recognition, the
Postal Service shall deduct the regular and
perlodic Initiation fees, dues, and assessments
of the organization from the pay of all mem-
bers of the organization in the unit of recog-
nition: provided, that the Postal Service has
recelved from each employee, whose account
such deductions are made, a written assign-
ment which shall be irrevocable for a period
of not less than one year; provided, however,
that deductions being made by the Post Office
Department pursuant to Standard Form No.
1187 (Request and Authorization for Volun-
tary Allotment of Compensation for Payment
of Employee Organization Dues) on the effec-
tive date of this enactment, shall continue to
be made by the Postal Service in accordance
with the terms of such authorizations where
the labor organizations which are the benefi-
claries of such authorizations hold national
exclusive recognition.

MISCELLANEOUS

Section 811. The Assistant Secretary shall
have authority from time to time to make,
amend, and rescind, In a manner prescribed
by the Administrative Procedure Act, such
rules and regulations as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this chapter,

Section 812. Appeals from decisions of the
Assistant Secretary regarding unfair labor
practice proceedings, and representation pro-
ceedings made by the Assistant Secretary,
may be taken to the Council in accordance
with regulations issued by the Council in a
manner prescribed by the Administrative
Procedure Act.

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT FOR LABOR
ORGANIZATIONS

Section 813. Labor organizations which
are accorded national exclusive recognition
under this chapter shall comply with the
standards of conduct for labor organizations
established under Executive Order 11481,

PROVISIONS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
AGREEMENTS

Section 814(a). Collective bargaining
agreements between the Postal Service and
bargaining representatives recognized pur-
suant to Section 805 of this chapter shall be
effective for not less than two (2) years
but no more than three (3) years.

Section 814(b). Collective bargaining
agreements between the Postal Service and
bargaining representatives recognized pur-
suant to Section 8056 of this chapter may
include any procedures for resolution by the
parties of grievances and adverse actlons,
including procedures culminating in bind-
ing third-party arbitrations, or the parties
may adopt any such procedures by mutual
agreement in the event of a dispute.

Section B14(c). The Postal Service and
bargaining representatives recognized pur-
suant to Section 805 may by mutual agree-
ment adopt any procedures for the resolu-
tion or disputes or impasses arising in the
negotiation of a collective bargaining agree-
ment. It is the intent of the Congress that
the parties adopt such procedures and not
rely on the procedures prescribed in Section
815 of this chapter.

Section 815. Disputes.

(a) Where there is In effect a collective
bargaining agreement no party to such
agreement shall terminate or modify such
agreement unless the party desiring such
termination or modification serves written
notice upon the other party to the agree-
ment of the proposed termination or modi-
fication not less than ninety days prior to
the expiration date thereof, or not less than
ninety days prior to the time it is proposed
to make such termination or modification,
The party serving such notice shall notify
the Federal Mediatlon and Conciliation
Service of the exlstence of a dispute within
forty-five days of such notice, provided no
agreement has been reached by that time.
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(b) In the event the parties fail to reach
agreement or to adopt a procedure providing
for a binding resolution of a dispute by the
expiration date of the agreement in effect, or
the date of the proposed termination or mod-
ification the Federal Mediation and Concilia-
tion Director shall direct the establishment
of a factfinding panel, For this purpose he
shall submit to the parties a list containing
no less than fifteen names of neutral, im-
partial persons from which list each party,
within ten days, shall select one person. The
two so selected shall then choose from the
list a third person who shall serve as chalr-
man of the factfinding panel. If either of the
parties fall to select a person or Iif the two
members are unable to agree on the third
person within three days, the selection shall
be made by the Federal Mediatlon and Con-
ciliation Director. The factfinding panel
shall after due investigation issue a report
of its findings, with or without recommen-
dations, to the parties no later than forty-
five days from the date of the list of names
was submitted.

(¢)(1) In the event no agreement 1is
reached within ninety days after the expira-
tion or termination of the agreement or date
on which the agreement became subject to
medification pursuant to subsection (b) of
this section, or if the parties decide upon
arbitration but do not agree upon the pro-
cedures therefor, an arbitration board shall
be established consisting of three members,
not members of the factfinding panel, one
of whom shall be selected by the Authority,
one by the bargaining representative of the
employees, and the third by the two thus
selected. If elther of the parties fails to
select a member, or if the members chosen
by the parties fail to agree on the third per-
son within five days after their first meeting,
the selection shall be made by the Federal
Mediation and Concilintion Director. In the
event the parties do not agree on the fram-
ing of the issues to be submitted, the fact-
finding panel shall frame the issues and sub-
mit them to the arbitration board.

(e) (2) The arbitration board shall give
the parties a full and fair hearing, includ-
ing an opportunity to present evidence in
support of their claims, and an opportunity
to present their case in person, by counsel or
by other representative as they may elect.
Decisions of the arbltration board shall be
conclusive and binding upon the parties.

(d) Costs of the arbitration board shall
be shared equally by the Postal Service and
the bargaining representative.

Section 816. The provisions of the Act of
March 23, 1932, 47 Stat. 70 (29 U.S.C. §§ 101-
15), shall be applicable with respect to a
case growing out of a labor dispute between
parties subject to this chapter.

Section 817. Except to the extent expressly
provided herein, the provisions of Executive
Order 11491 shall not be applicable to the
Postal Service or its employees or the labor
organizations who are their representatives
with respect to matters arising under this
chapter.

Bection 818(a). Suits for violation of con-
tracts between the Postal Service and a la-
bor organization as defined in this chapter
may be brought in any district ecourt of the
United States having jurisdiction of the par-
ties without respect to the amount in con-
troversy or without regard to the citizenship
of the parties.

(b) Any labor organization which repre-
sents employees as defined in this Act and
the Postal Service shall be bound by the acts
of its agents. Any such labor organization
mAay sue or be sued as an entity and in behalf
of the employees whom it represents in the
courts of the United States, Any money
judgment against a labor organization in a
district court of the United States shall be
enforceable only against the organization as
an entity and against its assets, and shall not
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be enforceable against any Individual mem-
ber or his assets.

(c) For the purposes of actions and pro-
ceedings by or against labor organizations
in the district courts of the United States,
district courts shall be deemed to have juris-
diction of a labor organization (1) in the
district in which such organization main-
tains its principal offices, or (2) in any dis-
trict In which its duly authorized officers or
agents are engaged in representing or acting
for employee members.,

(d) The service of summons, subpena, or
other legal process of any court of the United
States upon an officer or agent of a labor
organization, in his capacity as such, shall
constitute service upon the labor organi-
zation.

Section B19. The provisions of Executlve
Order 11491 issued by the President on Oc-
tober 29, 1969, shall continue to apply in full
to employees of the Post Office Department
until January 1, 1971.

UnrFam LaBOR PRACTICE

No need to beat about the bush. Once a
union has been chosen by a majority of
employes to represent them In a given bar-
galning unit the employer thereafter iz pro-
hibited from assisting rival unions which
want to displace the incumbent.

In fact any employer who tried to do so
would quickly find himself charged with
an unfalr labor practice.

Assuming for the sake of argument, how-
ever, that an employer might try to get
away with it, how best could he help rival
unions undercut their successful opposition?

One positive way would be to help the
losers finance their continuing efforts—not
necessarily by providing actual funds but
just by making it easier to collect from the
employer's own workers. That's one reason
why, in the private sector, only the rec-
ognized union is given the privilege of a
union dues check-off system.

In the Postal Serviee, however, the situa-
tion is reversed—just like Alice In Wonder-
land. Sure, a union that wins exclusive bar-
gaining rights s given the dues check-off
but any similarity to private industry stops
right there.

As an employer, the Post Office Department
also extends dues check-off rights to any
other organization in the same bargaining
unit, regardless; thus exposing itself to the
allegation, at least, that it helps to under-
mine lawful bargaining relationships demo-
cratically established in each bargaining
unit by a majority of the employes.

Bo we ask; Is an unfair labor practice any
less unfair because it happens in the sector
of Government employment?

And we answer: Hell, nol

WHO's DISCRIMINATING?

There has been much walling and gnash-
ing of teeth on the part of certain independ-
ent postal organizations since the issuance
of Executive Order 11491, especially over
those parts of the Order covering the kind
of recognition that shall exist.

The new Order provides for eventual elimi-
nation of any other form of recognition in
any bargaining unit where an organization
gains Exclusive Recognition,

The National Postal Union and the Na-
tional Alliance of Federal and Postal Em-
ployes have launched a campalgn to con-
vince one and all that such provisions dis-
criminate against them. They raise the spec-
ter that they will lose their present National
Formal status sclely because they are indus-
trial type unions rather than craft unions.

Nothing could be further from the truth.

They will eventually lose their National
Formal status only because they have been
unable to gain National Exclusive Recogni-
tion in any one of the seven crafts of postal
employes. This fact alone should be a suf-
ficient corrective for those who may be mis-
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led by NPU or Alllance propaganda that
postal employes do not want industrial
unionism at this time.

Let us examine the history of recognition
in the Postal Service.

Upon the issuance of Executive Order
10088 on January 17, 1962, the Post Ofice
Department set up procedures to hold elec-
tions among the rank and file employes to
determine which, If any, employe unlons
could gain National Exclusive Recognition
for all employes, or which could gain Na-
tional Exclusive Recognition for each of the
existing craft groups in the Postal Service.

This election was held during the period
of June 18-July 1, 1962.

On the ballot the employe could vote for
one of twelve choices.

The Alliance sought to represent all postal
employees,

The NFU sought “to represent all postal
employes except postmasters and super-
visors."”

Nelther obtained sufficient votes to gain
the right to represent all postal employes.
In fact, neither of them gained the right to
National Exclusive Recognition for any of
the seven crafts. That was almost eight years
ago.

In those intervening years neither of them
has been able to gain National Exclusive for
even the smallest of the seven crafts. Nor
has either of them been able to secure encugh
members to attempt to challenge the seven
crafts for across-the-board industrial na-
tional exclusive recognition.

Only with the issuance of E. O. 11491,
which they so deplore, has the NPU now
been able, allegedly, to find a sufficient inter-
est within two crafts in the hopes of obtain-
ing a national election in those two crafts.
For only through E. O. 11491 has the 30%
membership requirement now been elimi-
nated.

In October, 1969, there were 633,656 em-
ployes in the combined seven crafts. Had the
Alliance and the NPU then merged their
postal membership, estimated at that time
to total 107,000 members (93,883 on check-
off), they would still not have been able to
mount a challenge for National Exclusive for
the seven crafts. (Amount needed at 30% =
190,097.)

Indeed, to challenge for an individual craft
they would have needed only the following
as of October, 1969:

Special Delivery Messengers Craft....
Motor Vehicle Craft

Maintenance Craft__.

Rural Carrier Craft._._

Mail Handler Craft._..

Letter Carrier Craft

Clerk Craft

Here are two postal employe organizations,
with a combined estimated membership of
only 107,000, attempting to convince us now
that industrial unionism is the choice of
postal employes. They have had 7% years to
try to gain Natlonal Exclusive Recognition
for all postal employes and still haven't
gained it for even the smallest of the postal
crafts. Yet they now want E. O. 11491 so
changed that they can have yet another one,
two, or three-year period to continue trying
to accomplish what they have been unable
to do in the preceding 7); years! Not ¢ bad
deal from their viewpoint.

It would leave those of us who have
gained National Exclusive Recognition with
the continuing obligation to represent all
employes in our crafts, including their mem-
bers, while they sit back and second guess
our actions.

Who did they say is being discriminated
against?

DrEAMS oF LoNG AGO

Next time you write your congresaman
a letter pause for a moment to reflect that
it hasn't always been possible to take such
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simple rights for granted—even in the Unit-
ed States of Americal

In fact it was only 75 years ago that the
first of several “gag" orders prohibiting the
exercise of normal freedom by postal em-
ployes was issued.

“Hereafter,” ruled Postmaster General Wil-
liam Wilson in 1895, “no postmaster, post
office clerk, letter carrier, or other postal
employe shall visit Washington, whether on
leave with or without pay, for the purpose
of influencing legislation before Congress."

But that was nothing compared to the
Executive Order issued in 1802 by President
Teddy Roosevelt which absolutely forbade
all employes of the Federal government from
attempting to influence in their own inter-
est any legislation whatever, whether before
Congress or in committee.

As late as 1909, President Willlam Howard
Taft extended the same gag to officers of
the Army, Navy and Marine Corps stationed
in Washington!

Apparently no one ever thought of seek-
ing redress from the Supreme Court in those
days. Leaders of our Federation simply de-
fied the majesty of the White House in ap-
pearances before the House Post Office Com-
mittee—the only postal union to take such
leadership. Thus did the Lloyd-LaFollette Act
of 1912 re-securing our right of petition
finally become law.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S ENVIRONMENT
PROGRAM

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon's environment program has re-
ceived enthusiastic support from public
officials, newspapers, and private citizens
all across the Nation. Aspects of the
program which deal with air pollution,
water pollution, and solid waste are all
being praised as far-reaching, realistic
solutions to some of the most crucial
problems facing us in the future.

The Cleveland Plain Dealer, in an
editorial entitled “Top-Notch Environ-
mental Plan,” notes that this plan for
positive action “should not be treated as
a Republican program, presented to over-
come a Democratic lead in pollution con-
trol, but as a nonpartisan program of
such overwhelming importance as to
transcend politics,” and should “receive
an enthusiastic reception in Congress.”

Mr. Speaker, I urge that my colleagues
heed this advice, and I commend this
editorial to their attention, as follows:

Tor-NoTcH ENVIRONMENTAL PLAN

President Nixon has presented Congress
with a top-notch environmental program
based on excellent concepts of pollution
control. If properly funded, it will enable
the nation to begin making reparations for
past damage to the air, water and land—
one of Mr. Nixon's major goals for the
1970s.

Federal spending for his clean water pro-
gram—a #$4-billion federal and $6-billion
state and local effort—will proceed at a much
faster pace than originally indicated. Mr.
Nixon calls for federal grants to cities of §1
billion a year for the next four years, and
a review in 1973 of future needs.

We are pleased that he has stepped up the
spending schedule, originally designed to be
stretched over nine years, and that he
recognizes a $4-billion federal Investment
may not be enough.

Excellent concepts embraced in his clean
water program are rivershed control of pollu-
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tion, efMuent standards for industrial and
municipal pollution sources, stiffi penalties
for violators, a financing authority to help
cities and states, sell wastewater treatment
bonds,

Mr. Nixon has an equally sound air pollu-
tion control program, calling for much
lighter controls on auto pollution and de-
velopment of a virtually pollution-free auto
by 1075, federal controls on auto fuel, uni-
form air quality standards, and uniform
emission standards for especially hazardous
pollutants.

His imaginative solld waste program seeks
to recycle materials normally thrown away
or left stacked in unsightly piles in junk
yards.

This is a smashing no pun program that
should receive an enthusliastic reception in
Congress. It should not be treated as a Re-
publican program, presented to overcome a
Democratic lead in pollution control but as
a nonpartisan program of such overwhelm-
ing importance as to transcend politics.

Pollution control activities are popping on
the local front:

The state threatens to prosecute Cleveland
if it does not come up in 60 days with a spe-
cific sewage plant construction schedule. Fine,
Cleveland needs a spur to get going on its
water cleanup program.

Cleveland suspends new water connections
to the suburbs until it can review the ade-
quacy of their sewer systems. If they aren’t
adequate, no more new water service. The
object is laudable: to force suburbs into re-
glonal sewer systems, either in the Cuya-
hoga River or some other draining basin.

The suburbs hold up action in suing the
city over its increased sewer rates until city,
suburbs and county can explore a regional
sewer and water system, Good. Cooperation
here is necessary.

SDS RECRUITED CANECUTTERS SET
NO RECORDS IN CUBA

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

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, some time
ago I introduced legislation designed to
curb overseas travel by various radical
groups who seek to make common cause
with our enemies in an effort to thwart
the foreign policy of the U.S. Govern-
ment, At that time, my colleague from
Louisiana (Mr. WaccoNNER) stated that
if the SDS was able to recruit some of
our young radicals to cut cane in Cuba,
it might be the first hard work some of
them had ever done. Evidently they did
not work too hard. The press reports that
Castro lost money on his American con-
tingent. However, I am still distressed at
the propaganda value of this journey by
these young people, and still feel that our
State Department needs the statutory
authority to regulate travel to unfriendly
nations, for which I will continue to
press. Therefore, I commend this article
from the Philadelphia Inquirer of Jan-
uary 27, 1970, to the attention of my col-
leagues:

U.S. HarvesTERS BrinG No Prorrrs, CASTRO
DiscovERs

WASHINGTON, January 26.—The 216 Ameri-
cans who went to Cuba late last year to help
Fidel Castro harvest sugar cost him more
than they were waorth.

The transportation, care and feeding of the
Americans came to more than three times

the worth of the sugar they harvested U.S.
sources said.

4579

They estimated that each American har-
vested $83 worth of sugar.

They reckoned that Castro laid out at least
$160 for transportation and #$112 for food
and other living expenses for each of the
harvesters during their eight-week stay in
Cuba, for a total of $272.

A $40,000 DEFICIT

The difference adds up to a total loss of
$40,724 for Castro—a deficit that presumably
will be extracted in some fashion from the
Cuban people.

The quixotic economics of the sugar-har-
vesting project apparently have caused no
concern either in Cuba or among other Amer-
icans desirous of helping Castro in the cane
fields,

He reportedly is preparing to welcome an-
other 400 said to have volunteered to help
him harvest 10 million tons of sugar this
year,

The first contingent of 216 Americans, in-
cluding a sizeable number of Students for
a Democratic Society, went by air via Mexico
to Cuba last month.

They volunteered to work six weeks cutting
sugar cane and then were to be given a two-
week tour of Cuba. They are scheduled to
leave for home soon.

During their cane-cutting, they were joined
by Cubans and by “volunteer"” detachments
of Vietcong and North Vietnamese who also
went to Cuba to help with the sugar Harvest.

The Vietnamese presented the Americans
with rings made of metal from U.S. Airplanes
downed in Vietnam.

Castro has welcomed other foreign volun-
teer cane-cutters, including 77 North Koreans
who arrived in Havana Jan. 12, A delegation
‘of 31 Bulgarlans is en route.

INADEQUATE MILLS

Last July, a contingent of Russian sailors
from a red fleet naval squadron visiting Cuba
made a brief cane-cutting expedition to the
sugar fields as Castro was beginning the
harvest. A Cuban photo of the fleet admiral
cutting cane suggested he was not overjoyed
with his task.

U.S. sources doubt if the field work of the
volunteers will help Castro reach his 10
million-ton sugar harvest goal, more than
twice last year's output of 447 million tons.

THE NEWSPAPER PRESERVATION
ACT: TULSA NEEDS IT

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

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Speaker, it is very
clear that Minnusota does not need the
Newspaper Preservation Act, since it has
no city with either commercially com-
peting or editorially competing newspa-
pers. It does have in Minneapolis, St.
Paul, and Duluth, morning and evening
newspapers owned by one family or a
newspaper chain. These cities miss the
real news and editorial competition we
enjoy in Tulsa. The Tulsa World and the
Tulsa Tribune see the world, the Nation,
the State of Oklahoma, and the city of
Tulsa, from different viewpoints. Their
differences make for lively and instruc-
tive reading. In order to maintain this
diversity of viewpoints, we must have a
true joint operating arrangement in
Tulsa. In order to maintain these joint
operating arrangements, we must have
the Newspaper Preservation Act. Tulsa
needs the Newspaper Preservation Act.

The plan imposed by the judge in Tuc-
son for the papers in that city would be
an utter disaster in Tulsa. The paper




4580

with the greater circulation would do
just fine, but the other paper would most
assuredly fail. That would put us baeck
where we were some 30 years ago, with
cne paper about to go out of business.

Mr. Speaker, spare Tulsa from becom-
ing a city with only one editorial voice.
I do not care if that voice is for or against
me, personally, but we should have all
points of view.

I agree with our Vice President that
there is too great a degree of concentra-
tion in our mass media, and I think it is
relevant that the papers opposing this
bill, particularly the New York Times
and the Washington Post, are the major
offenders to which he referred. The
Newspaper Preservation Act is consistent
with the idea of maintaining a free press
providing every point of view, I am per-
sonally proud that this administration
recognizes the merits and the need for
this legislation, and has given its support
to the Newspaper Preservation Act.

Mr. Speaker, this is one matter we can
all agree on—the need for a free and
diverse press. I am pleased to note that
this bill is endorsed by the Oklahoma
Newspaper Association, composed of big
and little dailies, as well as weeklies, and
that it has even received labor support
from employee groups in Tulsa.

Mr. Speaker, the record is clear. I urge
all of my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to vote for this important bill.

REEVALUATE TIGHT-MONEY
POLICY

(Mr, ANDERSON of California asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, this past year, 1969, was the
most inflationary 12 months since the
EKorean war. Thus far, 1970 does not
offer any hope for relief, and hope and
high interest rates are the only action
that the administration appears to be
offering.

The administration’s policy of tight
money has resulted in the highest inter-
est rates in history, but this policy has
not prevented an 11-percent increase in
the plans of American corporations for
new plant expansion in 1970.

To paraphrase the song, “You Don’t
Need a Weatherman To Tell Which Way
the Wind Blows,” you do not need an
economist to tell you that the admin-
jstration’s economic policy is having a
devastating impact on the average con-
sumer.

The homeowner, or the prospective
homeowner, does not need an economist
to tell him that housing prices are put-
ting him out of the market. The admin-
istration’s policy has resulted in a rise in
homeownership costs by 10.2 percent in
1969. The National Association of Real
Estate Boards reports that the median
sales price of an existing single family
home was $22,000 in December 1969,
whereas in December 1968 the same
home sold for $20,910.

The wage earner does not need an
economist to tell him that his money is
buying less and less. The administra-
tion’s economic policy has resulted in a
reduction of the buying power of the
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wage earner by 2 percent between Jan-
uary 1, 1869, and December 31, 1969. The
consumer price index, which in Decem-
ber 1968 was at a level of 123.6, has risen
to 131.8 in January 1970. In other words,
in January it took $131.80 to purchase
the same goods and services that $123.70
bought a little over a year ago.

The shopper does not need an econ-
omist to tell her that groceries are more
expensive. The Los Angeles Times reports
that food prices have risen by 5.5 per-
cent above a year ago. The most dra-
matic increase has been in meats, poul-
try, and fish prices which have risen by
12.2 percent higher than a year ago.

The administration has the tools to
combat inflation. The administration has
the power and the influence to roll back
interest rates, stabilize prices and
wages, and loosen credit restraints. Thus
far, the administration has relied on a
policy of tight money. This policy has
had drastic efiects on the consumer, the
homeowner, the small businessman, and
the wage earner, but it has not halted in-
flation nor has it slowed inflation.

The time to reevaluate this policy is
overdue, The administration must act
in order to place our economy on a sound
footing.

SHOULD MADDOX BE ALLOWED TO
PASS OUT AX HANDLES IN THE
CAPITOL?

(Mr. CONYERS 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. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, this may
not have much to do with the legislative
business at hand today but it does have
a great deal to do with the dignity in
which this House should conduct its busi-
ness, Only a few minutes ago the Gov-
ernor of Georgia, Mr. Lester Maddox,
while enjoying the privileges of the Mem-
bers Dining Room, engaged in the most
shocking conduct. He distributed to all
who would accept them full-size, full-
length ax handles.

Now, I want all the Members to listen
to this. I want to repeat for the benefit
of those of my colleagues who are seri-
ously dedicated to the enormous task of
trying to pull this country together. But,
I think it is of equal importance that
some in these very Chambers who are
vet unwilling to accept the premise of
the equality of races, hear this, too. Be-
cause it is in the Congress that I have
heard so much talk against violence, It
is in this very Chamber that we have
heard so many ecalls for law and order.
It is here that the evidence of racial
polarization and the longstanding eth-
nie divisions of this country are pointed
out incessantly. I have heard again and
again about disruption and failure to re-
spond to the call of law and order—hope-
fully with justice, but frequently with-
out. And now we have witnessed the
spectacle of the Governor of one of the
50 States passing out ax handles in the
Capitol of the United States.

I hear some of my colleagues laughing
about it. They think it is funny. I say
it is a tragic mockery of law and order
to have Lester Maddoex bring ax handles
to the Capitol, assisted by the Capitol
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Police. Some think it a shame but will
not say anything about it. And I suppose
there are others who think it is fine. They
know foo well that the ax handle is
t.l_lat symbolic instrument encouragin g
violence in the South. And yet there are
Members in this body who condone this
conduct and at the same time hypocriti-
cally call for law and order. By what
authority, Mr. Speaker, does Lester Mad-
dox come into the Capital, into the Mem-
bers’ dining room and engage in this
activity? Can any citizen do this?

I want to go on record as one Member
of this body who feels that this House
has been totally disgraced by this illegal
conduct. And I think every Member
worthy of representing hundreds of
thousands of other Americans ought to
feel similarly outraged.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. I agree with the gentle-
man’'s sentiments completely, and I
think he has stated them very well. I
Jjoin in his remarks,

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
fleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. RYAN. I want to commend the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
for bringing this outrageous action to
the attention of the House. He is exactly
right. The House itself should condemn
the use of the Capitol by the Governor
of Georgia for the purpose of defying the
Constitution of the United States. His
ax handles are symbolic of his defiant
determination to deny equal rights to all
our citizens. This is the same Governor
who has urged school students to destroy
the tires of buses being used to imple-
ment the Supreme Court decision. Is that
the way to uphold law and order?

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. NEDZI. I also want to commend
the gentleman for his pertinent remarks
and to associate myself with them. I am
appalled that such insensitive conduct
could take place in the Capitel of our
country. The gentleman from Michigan
has made a valuable contribution in
apprising the House of this shameful
incident. I trust that those responsible
will recognize that there are Members
who do not approve of such symbols of
violence.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to my friend
from Michigan.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I thank my
colleague from Michigan for bringing
this to the attention of the House, and I
wish to associate myself with the senti-
ments he has just expressed and to
pledge my support in joining in an effort
to bring appropriate action in this re-
gard, and to bring this matter to the at-
tention of the leadership of the Con-
gress, in both bodies, to take such appro-
priate action as they may determine.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. STOKES).

Mr. STOKES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I should like the House to know that
I personally attended the House restau-
rant with the gentleman from Michigan
and personally witnessed this matter.

I should like the House to know I
want my remarks associated with those
of the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. Speaker, the act which the Gov-
ernor of Georgia performed in the
House restaurant today was despicable
and the act was characteristic of the
man. He is obviously the same sick man
today that he was when he stoed in the
docrway of his restaurant with his ax
handle, defying black people to come into
his public restaurant. This man today
represents everything that is sick about
the society in which we live.

Mr. Speaker, Gov. Lester Maddox is
the symbol of racism in our society, and
as such, should be denounced by every
Member of this body. His actions today
were an affront not only to the black
Members of Congress but to every Mem-
ber of Congress. This restaurant is with-
in the sole jurisdiction of the Members
of this body. A display of racism within
our jurisdiction reflects upon every
Member and every distriect which he rep-
resents. Our Nation today has serious
problems. People of good will, all over
America, will resent this display of

racism within the confines of the House
of Representatives.

I call upon all of my colleagues in this
House to forthrightly and unqualifiedly
denounce the actions of Governor Mad-

dox and all that this sick human being
stands for. History will record for all
time that today, February 24, 1970, the
doors of the House of Representatives
Restaurant swung open and that a fool
walked in.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr, COHELAN. I commend the gentle-
man for bringing this to the attention of
the House. I wish to associate myself
with his remarks.

The outrageous action by Governor
Maddox, the chief officer of one of our
50 States, distributing symbols of vio-
lence and repression in the precincts of
the Capital of the United States, where
legislators are presumed to be searching
constantly for liberty and justice for all,
was a reprehensible and disgusting per-
formance.

I want to again commend my col-
league from Michigan and those other
colleagues present who demanded that
Governor Maddox cease and desist in his
contemptible activity in the House
dining room.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. WALDIE. I commend the gentle-
man on his remarks and wish to asso-
ciate myself with them.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.
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Mr. LOWENSTEIN. I, too, should like
to thank the gentleman for bringing this
matter before the House. He has again
made us realize how fortunate we are
that he is & Member of this body, and
I want him to know that the revulsion
he has expressed is shared by many of
his colleagues, white as well as black.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I should like to as-
sociate myself with the remarks made by
the gentleman from Michigan today and
to say that I certainly deplore the situ-
ation described by him.

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

Mr. CONYERS, I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KocH).

Mr, KEOCH. I want to associate myself
with the gentleman’s remarks.

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

Mr., CONYERS, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. REES. I wish to commend the
gentleman on his remarks and I would
like to associate myself with his re-
marks.

ESTONIA STILL ENSLAVED BY
SOVIET IMPERIALISTS

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

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the 52d anniversary of the Decla-
ration of Independence of the Commu-
nist-enslaved Republic of Estonia. Free
Estonians in the United States and about
the world commemorate this event—not
with joy and happy exuberance as one
might expect, but rather in sadness and
heartache in lonely exile.

Their flicker of hope, their destiny,
their last chance rests with America.

We of the United States can well bene-
fit from the trials and tribulations of
these gallant people in our national poli-
cies of appeasement and coexistence with
the Communist Party of Russia.

Estonia stretched forth the hand of
friendship and reconciliation in many
treaties and agreements with Soviet Rus-
sia: A treaty of peace in 1920, the Kel-
logg-Briand pact in 1928, a Nonaggres-
sion and Peaceful Settlement of Disputes
Treaty in 1932, and a treaty that defined
aggression in 1933.

Mr. Speaker, the Communist Party
that pilots Russia repudiated every
agreement. Estonia—by trying, by trust
and faith—was the loser for having at-
tempted to negotiate differences. The
treaties and agreements by Communists,
then as now, are but mere scraps of
paper used for their gain but never
representing their bond.

When Estonia declared herself a dem-
ocratic republie in February of 1918 she
was recognized as a nation by all Allied
Powers, as well as other countries. And,
in November of that same year, she was,
without great protest, invaded by the
brutal forces of Communist Russia in
complete violation of all treaties and
international law, violating Russia’s pre-
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vious declaration whereby Estonia was
recognized as a free state.

Fourteen months later Estonia suc-
ceeded in gaining a written treaty of
peace whereby “Russia unreservedly rec-
ognizes voluntarily and forever all rights
of sovereignty held by Russia over the
people and territory of Estonia.”

Unprecedented ferror, brutality, and
mad fear was turned upon the citizens
by the Communists to force submission,
silence, and compliance. Arrests and
murders of untold numbers became a
daily occurrence. Prisons were S0
jammed with political prisoners that new
torture chambers had to be hastily built.
The overwhelming number of those ar-
rested were never heard from again, dis-
appearing without a trial, a hearing, or
an explanation.

Many Estonians recall the horror of
the nights of June 13 and 14, 1941.
Thousands upon thousands of innocent
men, women, and children were drageed
from their beds, carried away at gun-
point to railway cattle cars to be deliv-
ered to slave labor camps in the most
secluded areas of the Soviet Union.
Mothers and dads were separated from
their children and delivered to “special
camps” never to regain contact with one
another.

The order for this family purge was
signed by Gen. Ivan Serou, top-ranking
Communist of the NKEVD and GPU of
the Soviet security police, only 13 days
after the Soviet Union had signed the
so-called mutual assistance pact with
Estonia—which was then not occupied—
and had pledged not to violate Estonian
national integrity and independence.

During World War II, Estonia estab-
lished that 7,926 persons had been ar-
rested in 1 year of Communist occupa-
tion. Of those taken into custody by the
Communists, only 1,950 were ever ac-
counted for. These occupy mass graves
scattered about Estonia. Included were
the bodies of 206 women. All had been
murdered by Communist security police
using nape shots, hands bound behind
their backs. The unaccounted 5,900. ar-
rested were sent to forced labor camps
in the Soviet Union, or were murdered in
the Soviet Union, never to be heard from
again.

By June 1941, those deported into the
Soviet Union totaled 10,205. More than
1,100 were unaccounted for and missing.

The Nazis occupation ended in the fall
of 1944, when Communist troops reen-
tered Estonia. Arrests, murders, and de-
portations resumed. To escape Com-
munist terror 75,000 Estonians fled their
counfry in advance of the Red army
occupation,

Another large kidnaping of Esfo-
nians was effected by the Russians on
March 22 to 25, 1959. Thousands of
peasants were seized and carted off to
Siberia as an effort to frighten those
remaining into agricultural collectives.
All told, the known Communist brutality
consumed 10 percent of the populace of
Estonia.

By savage brutality, Estonia as well
as Latvia and Lithuania were converted
to Communist puppet fronts for the
Soviet.

Today, her government does not speak
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for her people. The enslavement of
formerly free peoples, the destruction of
constitutional governments by the ruth-
less dictatorship of the communistic
international conspiracy under its blue-
print for world domination continues as
one of the great tragedies of our time.

This wanton destruction of freedom—
hideous and terrifying—must never be
forgotten nor these facts silenced.

‘We salute these proud people who con-
tinue the struggle in heart and mind for
individual liberty and the restoration
of the national identity that is rightfully
theirs. We, as free Americans, must re-
commit ourselves to a firm conviction
that the struggle of the free Estonians is
ours. For we acknowledge that so long
as any peoples are denied their God-
given right to individual liberty and self-
determination no free people can be truly
safe in any land. .

Mr. Speaker, in an effort to bring to
bear on this intolerable situation the
often extolled prestice of the United
Nations Organization, I have today in-
troduced a concurrent resolution urging
the President to cause to be placed on
the agenda of that international body in
New York, the question of these brutal
and multiple violations of the humani-
tarian principles for which it professes
to stand. I urge other Members to join in
sponsoring this resolution, and for this
purpose include it in my remarks at this
point:

H. Cow. REs. 514

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the President, acting
through the United States Ambassador to
the United Nations Organization, take such
steps as may be necessary to place the ques-
tion of denial of the right of self-determina-
tion, and other human rights violations, in-
cluding genocide, in Soviet-occupied Estonia
on the agenda of the United Nations Or-
ganization.

FRANCE AND THE MIDDLE EAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray). Under a previous order of the
House the gentleman from New York
(Mr. FarssTEIN) is recognized for 60
minutes.

(Mr. FARBSTEIN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row the President of France, the Honor-
able Georges Pompidou, will appear be-
fore a joint session of the U.S. Congress.
I urge upon my colleagues that he be ex-
tended every courtesy due a visiting head
of state. But I and many of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle are so
bitterly opposed to some of the recent
policies and actions of the French Gov-
ernment as they affect the explosive sit-
uation in the Middle East that we have
felt compelled to ask for this time to
make known to Mr, Pompidou and his
government our opposition to these ac-
tions.

Some time ago we all read with dismay
of the decision of the French Govern-
ment not to deliver to Israel the 50 Mi-
rage planes for which she had contracted
and which were paid for and were only
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awaiting delivery. Protests from all over
the world were heard, to no avail. Again,
we learned of the sale of the 110 Mirage
planes to Libya—a transaction, incident-
ally, the dimensions of which were kept
discreetly quiet.

France seems to be very strong on
the point of diplomatic silence. I have
been advised that besides the sale of the
Mirage jets there have been sold 60
trainers to Libya, trainers which are ca-
pable of being easily converted into
fighters. Does the diplomatic silence sur-
rounding this alleged transaction imply
that denials similar to the denials made
in connection with the sale of the 110
Mirage fighters will again be made? Or
have I been misinformed?

I would like for someone in authority
in the French Government to make a
denial of the fact that they are going
to sell or have contracted to sell 60 train-
ers to the Libyan Government and let
that denial not be be similar to the denial
made by the French Government at the
time they originally proposed to sell 10
or 12 Mirages when instead it was multi-
plied from 10 to 110.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that Mr. Pompi-
dou or the Government of France will
see fit to give the Congress and the peo-
ple of this Nation straight answers to
these questions. I trust that his govern-
ment will not again indulge in pro-
nouncements that, in the light of actual
developments, will once more call for
prolonged expositions, explanations, and
augmentations.

Personally, I have not found it easy,
in any case, to follow and understand the
connection between the stated and
seemingly actual objectives of French
foreign policy. The following excerpts
from an interview with Mr. Pompidou
were recently published by the French
Embassy:

Anyone can see that France is seeking ways
to reconcile the assertion that Israel has an
absolute right to exist, to function freely and
to live in peace within safe, recognized bor-
ders, with our refusal to recognize Israel's
right of military congquest.

Every one should understand that France
has not forgotten the Nazi martyrdom of
European Jews, including French Jews,
whose courage during the ordeal earned the
admiration of all our people.

In the Middle East crisis, France wants
and seeks only peace—a peace which I be-
lieve is indispensable to everyone and first
of all to Israel, This is why we have placed
the embargo on the shipment of arms to all
the countries in the field of battle.

On the other hand, why should we refuse
to fulfill the requests of countries that are
not in the field of battle? To let others take
our place? What would the cause of peace
gain by that?

In addition, today at a press con-
ference Mr., Pompidou said that each
country must be free to live in harmony
with its neighbors within secure borders
of a sovereign state. This is true con-
cerning Israel. One must recognize the
right of all people to freely determine
their own destiny. This is all that the
people of Israel seek. This is all they
ask.

They merely request the right to live
in peace with their neighbors. This they
are being denied by these very neighbors
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who surround them, and who would drive
them into the sea.

I said before and I say again that I
cannot understand the connection be-
tween the stated and the seemingly
actual purposes of French foreign policy.
I cannot understand how Mr. Pompidou
can make the above statement and then
how his government can turn around and
refuse to sell Israel the 50 Mirage planes
which she has bought and paid for while
simultaneously making a contract to sell
Libya, an Arab country, 100 Mirage
fighters.

At a press conference on February 22,
Colonel Qadhafi, who is head of the State
of Libya, said:

Since Israel has expansion plans covering
the whole Arab world which could one day
extend to Libya, then Libyan Mirages may
well be used against Israel, even if they are
not made available to Egypt.

So Libyan Mirages may well be used
against Israel even if they are not now
available to Egypt.

Now, the raison d'étre, if you will, that
Mr. Pompidou gives for the sale of these
Jets, these Mirages, to Libya, is that they
will not use them against Israel. And
here we have a statement from the head
of the Libyan Government to the effect
that when it suits their purpose they
will use these Mirages, and the trainers,
against Israel, whether they are sold
or whether they are given to Egypt or
not.

Mr. Pompidou assures us that France
has not forgotten the martyrdom of Eu-
ropean Jews and the agony of the French
Jews. He assures us that their courage
during their ordeal under the Nazis has
earned the admiration of all the people
of France. And yet recalling their suf-
ferings and bringing to mind the acts
of genocide, the relevations of which
sickened the world, Mr. Pompidou can
still refer to the assertion that Israel has
the right to exist, and at the same
time—and I hesitate to say this—is
doing those things which are most prone
to destroy that little country which only
seeks that right which he contends
every nation has the right to live.

Mr. Speaker, Israel exists and will
continue to exist. Three times in the past
20 years the Arab threat of annihilating
this infant state has turned into a bitter
nightmare of defeat. However, the Arab
States are sworn to destroy Israel. Un-
able to do something until now through
direct military action, they have em-
ployed the use of terrorism by illegal
bands of cutthroats and guerrillas to
carry on the war against the people they
want to destroy and wipe off the map.
Civilian aircraft in countries such as
Switzerland and West Germany have
been sabotaged and have been the ob-
jects of their indiscriminate hatred.
Neither the age nor sex of their victims
have served as deterrent.

But harassment and murder of civil-
ians was only one phase in the attempt
to alter the situation in the Middle East.
We have another friend of Israel, an-
other so-called friend of Israel, called
Russia. The Soviet Union has made no
secret of her arms shipments, Since the
1967 war she has poured into the Arab
countries 515 jet fighters, 35 bombers, 50
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helicopters, 600 tanks, 80 self-propelled
guns, 750 armored personnel carriers,
and 1,175 artillery rockets. Other sources
have also contributed to the buildup.
The United States, for instance, is still
furnishing military training to students
from Jordan, Libya, and Saudi Arabia.

Although the number of students is
less than thcse trained for these coun-
tries last year, the total for these coun-
tries still represents a substantial num-
ber. Do these numbers include trainees
who receive pilot and combat flight in-
structions? Are we helping to increase
the efficiency and war readiness of the
Libyan Air Force? If so, I think it is high
time that we discontinued doing so.
Training Libyan pilots is for us an
anachronism at this time. After being
chased out of Wheelus Air Force Base
by the Libyan Government, training her
pilots could add insult to injury and
negate the position taken by the admin-
istration in connection with the sale of
the Mirage jets to Libya.

As of this moment, Arab forces have
1,100 first-class fighters compared to
Israel’s 250; the supersonic fighter ratio
is 6 to 1 against Israel; and on the
ground, less than 300,000 Israeli soldiers
face over a half million Arabs. In view
of this, is it deemed wise to deny Israel
the 80 Skyhawks and 24 Phantom fight-
ers she seeks from our Government?

Mr. Speaker, Israel's existence in-

corporates the twin symbolisms of a
memorial and a promise. In the 20 years
of her history as a nation the dedication
and determination of her people made
her deserts bloom; their industry built
up her thriving economy; their heroism

safeguarded her borders. Her achieve-
ments stand and will always stand as a
lasting monument to the spirit of the
people who willed her into being.

But to fulfill her promise Israel has got
to have peace. For her, the goal of peace
is not only desirable, it is a necessity.
Time and time again in search of this ob-
jective she has appealed to the United
Nations. Again and again her hopes for
assistance from that source came to
naught. The astounding courage of her
people earned a strange reward. While
some Arab bloe nations received and con-
tinue to receive military training and aid
not only from Russia and the United
States but other countries as well, Israel
had to buy every piece of military equip-
ment available to her. Now, in this cru-
cial hour of her need, she finds it difficult
to purchase planes even from our Gov-
ernment. Israel’s past victories, her abil-
ity to survive, have been attributed to her
superiority in training, motivation, skill,
discipline, and mastery of tactics. By
some strange reasoning that I cannot
follow, a consensus seems to have devel-
oped that the lack of efficiency and
morale on the part of her enemies must
be offset therefore, to maintain a so-
called balance of power, by making arma-
ments available to them and denying
weapons to this tiny country so valiantly
struggling alone. At this point in time,
Israel is not only abandoned to her fate,
she even must make efforts to placate her
iriends. It must be obvious unless she has
superiority in one fashion or another
she will be destroyed.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

There seems to be a complaint abroad
not alone in this land but in the whole
world, to the effect that Israel has su-
periority. It seems she is to be destroyed
because her people have dedication,
because they are willing to risk their lives
for their country; and because they have
the education and the will to do what
they can to defend their nation.

Yet peace or war in the Middle East is
of no little consequence to the rest of the
world. The solution of the struggle will
not leave untouched Israel’s disapproving
“friends.” America has found over and
over that this nation dedicated to de-
mocracy is a loyal friend, a good ally. The
United States would have much to lose
should Israel collapse under the com-
bined weight of imported military hard-
ware and overwhelming Arab numbers.
Is is for this reason that I have urged
repeatedly that the Nixon administration
refurn to the more progressive policies of
earlier administrations; that she sell to
Israel the arms she must have fo main-
tain her existence.

Mr. Speaker, we have Mr. Pompidou’s
statement that France wants only peace
in the Middle East. To prove how badly
she wants to attain her stated objectives
for this troubled spot of the globe she has
placed an embargo on arms. But this
embargo is, because of French rational-
izations, only being enforced against
Israel. By selling planes to Libya, France
is, in point of fact, making them available
to the Arab bloc.

France also tells us that she is limiting
her sales of weapons to countries that are
not involved in the conflict. In this unin-
volved category she includes Libya; with
this pronouncement she explains away
her recent actions. But how, in the name
of logie, can she advance these assertions
as justified, especially in view of the
statement I have just read, made by the
head of state of Libya to the effect that
Libyan Mirages may well be used against
Israel even though they are not made
available to Egypt?

Libya is a country with only 10 pilots.
There is no external threat to her exist-
ence. What could be her purpose in ac-
quiring these aircraft? To what use will
they be put? The answer appears only
too obvious. Despite the assurances by
France that end-use agreements preclude
their transfer to any country unless such
transfer is approved by the Government
of France, these planes will eventually
be used against Israel.

Yet in the face of all this France as-
sures us that she remembers the martyr-
dom, under the Nazis, of the European
Jews. All her people, she tells us, recall
with great admiration their courage dur-
ing their ordeal. Are we to assume that
she is impelled to her inexplicable actions
by this admiration?

All nations have a right to survive. It
is the duty of all nations to prevent one
from being destroyed. This requires a
conscientious approach to problems, and
an approach that will deny the means
of destruction to those with a ruthless
determination to destroy.

All governments alike share the re-
sponsibility for world peace—for world
survival. In our complex society the ac-
tions of one cannot fail to have conse-
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quences for all others. No government
can fail in its decisionmaking to take
into account this awesome reality. No
nation may escape this responsibility.

The world has a great stake in the
drama unfolding in the Middle East.
Wrong decisions on the part of the world
powers will, I am certain, result in a
drastic alteration of the world balance
of power. They may irrevocably destroy
the chance for genuine peace. It is in this
context that France's actions must be
weighed; it is in this context that they
must be evaluated. And her policies
judged in this light are not only pro-
Arab and anti-Israel, but in the long run
pro-Russian and anti-West. They also
are, ironically, essentially anti-French.

Ever since 1955 the Soviet Union has
paced the arms race in the Middle East.
She moved first to provide the Arabs
with the most sophisticated equipment.
I mentioned previously the large number
of weapons, including artillery rockets,
she has supplied to the Arab bloc since
the 1867 war. Surely none of us are naive
enough to believe her actions to be moti-
vated by altruism. Russia, to the best of
my recollection, has never acted out of
anything but self-interest. Being fully
cognizant of the importance of the avail-
able military strength in the Mediter-
ranean, through her military aid to the
Arabs, she is establishing and has estab-
lished for herself air and ground bases
in an extremely strategic spot. She must
be delighted to receive the assistance of
a Western bloc nation, France, in her
endeavors.

Of course, we have heard it said that
if the planes that Libya receives or any
portion of them, are turned over to the
other Arab countries, France will dis-
continue her sales to Libya. Who is to
say, however, that Libya, with all the oil
wealth she has, will not buy additional
planes from the Soviet Union? We know
the Soviets will sell them to her and will
be only too pleased to do so.

Israel to date has served as a counter-
weight, a bar to the ruthless and calcu-
lated power grab of the free world’s ene-
mies in this area. Intelligent self-interest
on the part of the West, and thus France,
would demand that help, not censure, be
extended to Israel. I am amazed that a
country with as long a tradition in diplo-
macy as France should fail to act astutely
in this instance. But there are other
madtters as well that puzzle me.

In the course of the debates surround-
ing Britain’s entry into the common
market France has demonstrated a
healthy understanding of economie reali-
ties. She now appears to forget, by act-
ing against the interests of her allies,
the facts of mutual economic interde-
pendence. Presently the big cities of the
Western World buy her wines and other
delicacies, provide the markets for her
fashion fabries and products. Her fa-
mous perfumes and cosmetics are the
luxuries of the women of her allies;
tourism to her country comes primarily
from other free world nations. Do her
actions indicate that she is expecting a
shift in demand? Does she perhaps see
more gain for herself in the exporting
of fashions to the Libyan desert than,
say, to Fifth Avenue shops? Quite bluntly,
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does France prefer the limited opportuni-
ties for trade proffered by state con-
trolled economiec systems to the good will
and cooperation of her allies? Is she
cognizant of the economic repercussions
that may result from her foreign policy?

But perhaps she is satisfied to sell the
products for which she is famous to the
women of the desert. If she is, well and
good. I question whether those of her
friends who come from the large cities
will, in view of her late actions, continue
t2 purchase these items of luxury.

Mr. Pompidou poses the rhetorieal
question of “What would the cause of
peace gain by France’'s refusal to sell
weapons to countries not in the field of
battle?” The gains would be substantial
if France were really precise in her defi-
nition of countries “not involved in the
field of battle”—if sales were made only
to those nations who not alone professed
their peaceful intentions but earried
them out. Libya certainly has not pro-
fessed any peaceful intentions toward
Israel. If anything she has stressed Arab
solidarity, which in her case obviously
implies making war against Israel. Had
France, therefore, refrained from selling
her planes and war material, additional
means of destruction would have been
withheld from an area that is involved
in a ceaseless and merciless strife; an al-
ready critical situation would not have
been further aggravated; and last, but
not least, the belief of France’s allies in
her good faith would not have been
shaken.

If France is serious with regard to her
professed desire for peace, she should
drastically reconsider and change her
policies. If she is concerned about a bal-
ance of power, she should not only not
sell to nations who are engaged in mortal
combat against Israel, she should con-
sider what the balance of power in the
Middle East really means. She should
realize the desperate necessity for Israel
to obtain real military deterrent strength
and not expect her superiority in dedi-
cation and heroism to take the place of
military hardware. Instead of furthering
the policies of Russia by her sales to this
area, she should instead use her good of-
fices to persuade the Soviets in the name
of world peace to discontinue arming the
Arab bloc.

Mr. Speaker, the foregoing represent
the reasons for my belief that Mr. Pom-
pidou owes this House and the people of
this country an explanation. I believe
he should try to help us comprehend just
how France is planning to help achieve
the objective of peace in the Middle East.
I think he should let us know what
France's understanding of a balance of
power is. We should be helped to realize
why it is considered necessary to further
augment the buildup of the Arab forces
that already outnumber Israel both in
the air and on the ground. France should
tell us, Mr. Speaker, just what precau-
tions she thinks are needed to prevent
the overtaxing of Arab morale and dedi-
cation. Above all, Mr. Pompidou should
acquaint us with the type of final settle-
ment, or is it final solution, that his gov-
ernment is trying to find for the Middle
East.
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Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. PODELL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I should like to associate myself with
a good deal of the gentleman’s remarks.
I believe his definition of what is occur-
ring in the Middle East is an excellent
one.

I should like to add one or two more
points which I believe are worthy of
noting at this time.

First let me say that some weeks ago
I asked some of the Members of this
House to join with me in refraining from
attending a joint session which will be
addressed by Mr. Pompidou on Wednes-
day, February 25. I believe it is impor-
tant to cite the reason for this.

First: I do not object to Mr. Pompi-
dou’s visit to the United States. I am glad
he is coming. I am pleased he is coming
to discuss with our President the great
problems that affect the mutual security
of our mutual countries.

What I am interested in doing is to
visually demonstrate to Mr. Pompidou
the thinking of the American public as
it is reflected by the Members of Con-
gress, because in this manner can the
American public truly express them-
selves.

When I was in France some 4 or 5
weeks ago I spoke with French officials
regarding the delivery of 50 French
planes to Libya. They denied the facts
of the deal and said it was a figment
of someone’s imagination. The French
Government lied o me. The very next
day or 2 days later it was admitted and
the amount of the planes was raised to 80
and then 110 and now, of course, includ-
ing training planes and miscellaneous
hardware, there will probably be suffi-
cient planes delivered to Libya to ac-
count for every man, woman, and child
in the armed services of that country.

So the purpose of the boycott is not
a discourtesy to President Pompidou but
merely to demonstrate to him the think-
ing of the American public so that when
President Nixon sits down with Mr.
Pompidou to discuss those problems
President Nixon will have the added
muscle of the Congress and he will be
able to say to Mr. Pompidou, “You see,
Mr. Pompidou, the Congress agrees
wholeheartedly that you have to change
your policy.” We certainly hope that he
will reconsider that policy.

Let me cite a further reason, The ad-
dressing of a joint session or a joint meet-
ing of the Congress is not a customary
honor to bestow upon a visiting head of
state. As a matter of fact, it has only been
done three times in the past 9 years.
Recently Prime Minister Sato of Japan,
Prime Minister Wilson of Great Britain,
the King of Norway, Haile Selassie of
Abyssinia, and ad infinitum came to visit
our country and none was accorded the
same consideration. I think it is not ap-
propriate at a time when we disagree
so vehemently with the foreign poliey of
the French Government in the Middle
East and their attempts to destroy Amer-
ican interests in the Mediterranean area
that we accord the leader of the French
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Government that honor which is over
and above that usually accorded a visit-
ing head of state.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I wish to urge
my colleagues to join with me tomorrow
in not attending the session of the
House which will be addressed by Mr.
Pompidou.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I thank the gentle-
man for his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. GILBERT).

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from New York (Mr. Fars-
sTEIN) for yielding to me.

I wish to express my gratitude for his
wonderful address here this afterncon.
I think it was a very pointed, very vital,
and very telling speech. I wish to associ-
ate myself with his remarks. I have also
followed the situation very carefully, and
I agree with almost all of his conclu-
sions. I, too, agree with you, my colleague
from New York (Mr. FArBsTEIN) that Mr.
Pompidou should be accorded every cour-
tesy, but I am one of those who agree
with my colleague from New York (Mr.
PoperLr) that I will not attend the ses-
sion to which Mr. Pompidou has been in-
vited. I think this would be a discourtesy
to the thinking of the people of our
country who are violently opposed to the
policies of France as they constitute
their policy with respeect to the State of
Israel. This runs diametrically opposite
to American policy. It hurts us through-
out the world.

So I, too, will boycott this session, and
I urge all of my colleagues to do likewise.
I think this is one area where the Con-
gress can assert itself is by indicating to
the gentleman from France that the
Congress is behind the State of Israel.

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

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York,

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I realize
that this debate on the situation in the
Middle East has been occasioned by the
visit to the United States of French
President Pompidou. The specific moti-
vation is the deal whereby France is
selling more than 100 military jets to
Libya.

I wonder, Mr. Speaker, if in focusing
s0 directly on the Middle East we are not
overlooking a more general problem.

French foreign policy in the 25 years
since the end of World War II has been
a continuing series of affronts to the
United States. Not only does France fail
to cooperate with us in international af-
fairs, her actions have been almost delib-
erately designed to work against the
policies of the United States.

I think, therefore, that we are some-
what circumseribed in objecting only to
French foreign policy in the Middle East.
I also think it is a grave mistake to place
solely an ethnic character on the protest
being directed toward the visit of Presi-
dent Pompidou., This is not an ethnic
matter; it is a matter of U.8. interests in
international affairs. And the record
clearly shows that France simply does
not give the slightest thought to our in-
terests.

That would be well and good if France
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would drop the game of pretending to be
our friend. The facts belie this masquer-
ade. Consider the following instances
of French foreign policy that have work-
ed to undermine the interest of the U.S.
international cooperation and world
peace.

We all know that France can never
repay the debt of American lives lost
in saving her in two World Wars. We
lost 220,000 men and another 700,000
were wounded in these two wars in
which we spent $227 billion. Yet France
has refused to honor a legal debt to
the United States of $7 billion. This is
a 50-year-old debt reaching back to
World War I. Its legality has never been
questioned, it is not tied to German
reparations yet France refuses to meet
its obligation to us.

Or consider for a moment the re-
fusal of France to use its influence to
promote peace in Vietnam. The original
American involvement in Vietnam is di-
rectly related to the precipitous French
withdrawal from Indochina and yet
France has shown no desire to help
achieve peace in Vietnam.

Then there is the matter of NATO. The
North Atlantic Treaty Organization was
our great hope for cooperation with our
friends across the Atlantic; NATO was
to be the vehicle for securing peace in
in Europe. Yet the French Govern-
ment summarily ordered NATO out of
France at a time when Western unity
was crucial. And in typical fashion they
took over the NATO establishment, worth
$215 billion, without payment.

But should we expect anything dif-
ferent from a government that has regu-
larly vetoed British entry into the Com-
mon Market? The British have suffered
special economic hardship because of
France's unreasonable posture and fail-
ure to acknowledge that the Common
Market was designed to promote eco-
nomic cooperation throughout all of
Europe.

Of course the French Government’s
selfishness in economic affairs is nothing
new. While in debt to us for $7 billion
France did not hesitate in the last decade
to raid huge quantities of gold from our
Treasury in complete disregard to the
American economy. Once again, French
self-interest held sway over mutual
cooperation.

And of course France pays lipservice to
the matter of world peace. But once again
the facts belie the words. France is the
only major Western power that has not
signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty.

Most recently we have seen France
apply a selective arms embargo in the
Middle East. Even while we are engaged
in four-power talks on the Middle East
crisis—talks that include France—the
French completed a deal to sell Libya
more than 100 military jets. We were not
consulted about this sale which is totally
counterproductive to the purpose of the
four-power discussions. Peace in the
Middle East rests on a precarious balance
and France has seen fit to tamper with
that balance.

Now, we have heard from the French
President that the jets sold to Libya will
not be used in the Middle East conflict.
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How then can he answer the statement
of the Libyan Chief of State, Col. Mu’am-
mar Qadhaafi, that “Libyan Mirages may
well be used against Israel”? Clearly
there is a sharp and potentially cata-
strophic contradiction between what we
hear from Mr. Pompidou and Colonel
Qadhaafi.

What we have, then, is a long history
of repeated acts contrary to American
interests and in general disregard of the
precepts of international cooperation
and world peace.

This attitude was a deliberate device
of General de Gaulle when he was the
French President, When Pompidou took
over we held out the hope that the his-
torical basis for cooperation between
France and the United States would
again be recognized.

But that hope was short lived. Mr.
Pompidou has followed in the inglorious
steps of De Gaulle and the substanteial
basis that should exist for mutual co-
operation remains untapped.

As a member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee I take exception to French
foreign policy and I take exception to the
fact that Pompidou is to address a joint
session in this very Chamber tomorrow.

I have provoked the ire of some of my
decision to walk out on Mr. Pompidou at
tomorrow’s joint session. I realize the
gravity of what I propose to do; but also
realize the greater problem created by
French foreign policy.

By walking out tomorrow I wish to
convey to President Pompidou my sin-
cere and very deep chagrin at French
actions that work against the interests of
the United States and the free world. I
would hope that President Pompidou
would give just as sincere and serious
thought to the kind of actions his gov-
ernment has taken in disregard of the
consequences to the United States.

Perhaps then we can once again have
true cooperation with France and not the
erratic cooperation we have witnessed in
recent years.

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

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, for
many years, Nasser and other heads of
Arab States have loudly proclaimed their
intentions to drive the people of Israel
into the sea. At no time have the Arab
States signified an intention to sit down
with Israeli officials and discuss their dif-
ferences. This is most unfortunate, not
only because the peace continues to be
violated, but because human progress is
deterred. Israel has achieved great devel-
opment and progress during its brief pe-
riod of existence. Given peaceful rela-
tions, the knowledge which Israel has
gained, the progress she has enjoyed,
could be shared with her Arab neighbors
for essential development of the entire
Middle East and its people,

The prime source of arms to the Arab
States has been the Soviet Union, whose
sole purpose is to further expansion of
Soviet power throughout the entire area.

More recently, however, France has
joined the Soviet Union as a source of
Arab arms. Curiously, this is the same
France that used the 6-day war as an
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alibi for backing down on its previous
agreement to sell military aircraft to
Israel.

To date, the cause for greatest concern
for the new French conduct is her sud-
den selling of military aireraft to Libya
far in excess of any military needs that
Libya, alone, could possibly have for
such equipment.

This, of course, is not the first time
that French conduct has seemed strange.
The United States saved France in two
world wars; yet General de Gaulle, as
President of France, seemed to go to
great lengths to embarrass the United
States and grow close to the Soviet
Union. Fortunately, under President
Pompidou, relationships between the
United States and France seem to be im-
proving. I hope I will be able o make
this same statement a year from now.

After actively promoting a war be-
tween the Arab countries and Israel, So-
viet Russia is engaging in the typical
Communist tactic of trying to brand Is-
rael the aggressor as justification for
Moscow’s continuing buildup of Arab
forces who continue to threaten to an-
nihilate Israel.

It should be rather obvious that we
must do everything necessary to help
Israel protect herself. That Israel is our
only true friend in the Middle East was
demonstrated, among other ways, by the
riots which erupted in Turkey when the
U.S. 6th Fleet attempted to put into that
supposedly friendly spot.

Israel must never be compelled to re-
linquish any territory taken in the 6-Day
War without concrete assurances that
the Arab States will recognize her sov-
ereignty and integrity. Even if Israel re-
ceives these assurances, she must never
be compelled to retire to her former
boundaries. New boundaries, easily de-
fensible, must be established.

On December 31, at a meeting of the
Board of Rabbis of Greater Philadelphia,
I signed a resolution urging President
Nixon to call for direct negotiations. On
January 19, I cosponsored a similar res-
olution in the House of Representatives.
On January 28, I cosponsored a House
resolution supporting the principle that
the deterrent strength of Israel must not
be impaired. I reaffirm my position, now.

Further, I wish to state that I am
greatly pleased by President Nixon's re-
cent statement to the effect that he is
prepared to correct any French- or
Soviet-created imbalance of arms or
planes which might weaken Israel’s mili-
tary deterrent against Arab aggression.

The sooner Moscow, Paris, and Nasser
and company recognize that Israel is
there to stay, the quicker we will have
peace in the Middle East.

President Pompidou has described his
visit to the United States as an effort to
solidify traditional French-American
friendship, to strengthen relations, and
to support peace.

If President Pompidou is serious in his
stated purpose, the most logical thing for
him to do is stop aiding and abetting the
aims of Soviet Russia and her world
Communist allies by supplying the Arab
nations with the military weapons and
aircraft which France refused to supply
to Israel.
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Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I am happy to yield
to my colleague, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, it is a
real privilege and a pleasure fo follow
my colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WiLLiams). Once again
we shake hands so to speak across the
aisle in a truly bipartisan effort which
is of concern not only to Israel but to our
country. It is so good to be with you, Mr.
WiLLIAMS,

Mr. Speaker, it has been said that the
Arabs can continue to lose wars; Israel
can lose but once. The implication is
clear. The war Israel loses will be its last.

The fact that Israel, outnumbered and
outgunned, continues to prevail on the
battlefield obscures a basic fact. Despite
the international clamor for peace and
the agonizing search for paths to peace,
the situation remains relatively un-
changed.

Israel fights for survival.

The Arabs continue to fight because
Nasser cannot let them stop. To reject
war and to honestly talk peace would
require a public concession from Nasser
that his policy was and is bankrupt.

Nasser continues to fight to shore up
his regime and his reputation as the
leader of his world. Once the smoke of
battle clears, Nasser is finished; and I
suspect he knows this.

France’s contention, therefore, that the
110 Mirage jets sold to Libya will not be
used against Israel is particularly cynical
and dishonest. Where and against whom
will Libya use those jets?

The French even concede that Egyp-
tian officers sat in on the arms negotia-
tions in Paris. The Egyptians are inter-
ested in only one war, their holy war
against the people of Israel.

French President Pompidou, now be-
ing extended every honor and courtesy
this Nation can provide, has insisted
that—

Israel has an absolute right to exist, to
function freely and to live in peace within
safe, recognized borders,

We are to presume that the Mirage
jets sold to Libya and denied to Israel
are an instrument of that French policy.

Paris also has conceded that the sale
of jets to Libya was good business, We
cannot argue with that contention. War
is good business and that is not a French
discovery.

But we can question the eynicism that
prompts such a public declaration.

We also can question the wisdom of a
French policy which makes il and com-
mercial interests the hostage of arms
sales. France has said she is concerned
that Arab Stateswill cut off oil shipments
to Western Europe. The Israelis have
long had an answer for that contention.

The Arabs cannot drink their oil.

In 1967, the Arab States cut off oil
shipments to the West, but found that
course too costly and quickly resumed
the shipments.

So finally we must reject the French
policy.

France speaks of peace, but primes the
pump of war.

France speaks of Israel's right to sur-
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vive, but delivers into the hands of her
gzemies the instruments of her destruc-
on.

France speaks of oil and money, but
whets the Arab thirst for blood and
murder.

For what else can you call the atrocity
in Zurich Sunday and the machinegun-
ning of a tourist bus in the Holy Land
Monday.

It is for these reasons, and meaning
no disrespect to our distinguished
Speaker nor to the great traditions of
this House in which I am privileged to
serve, that I have decided to boycott the
Jjoint session tomorrow.

Finally, I must urge that we continue
to support and shore up Israel. Her cause
is morally just. Her ties to the United
States are forged by long friendship and
common aspiration.

But more than all this, Israel stands
alone in the Middle East as a bulwark
against Russian expansion through that
corner of the world. Russian dreams of
warm-water ports and control of the
eastern Mediterranean date back to the
CZATS.

Russia is as close as she has ever been
to achieving these ambitions. All that
stands in her way is Israel.

A peace settlement that guarantees
Israel’s freedom and survival thwarts
this Russian ambition. No matter how
well intentioned our pursuit of peace at
two-power and four-power talks may be,
they are doomed to fail because Russia
seeks domination, not peace.

The U.S. course is clear. We must
firmly support Israel. For, if Israel’s
strength, will, and courage prevails,
peace will come to the Middle East.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
VANIK) .

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, along with
so many of my colleagues, I am bitterly
discouraged with the policies of the
French Government in selling planes
and arms to Libya. The French Govern-
ment knows, or in the exercise of ordi-
nary judgment must know, that these
arms are being sold for use in the Mid-
dle East conflict. The delivery of planes
to Libya cannot be reconciled with the
failure and refusal to deliver planes al-
ready paid for by the State of Israel. The
French decision which singles out sales
to Libya is irrational and discriminatory.
This is a retreat from principle which
is becoming the hallmark of French
policy.

It is incredible that the French peo-
ple would support the announced plans
of their Government to supply sufficient
airpower to supply every officer of the
Libyan Armed Forces with his own per-
sonal jet. The leader of the revolution-
ary government of that country was
quoted in the Washington Post of yester-
day on page 1 as saying that there is
little doubt that the Mirage Jets supplied
to his government by France will be used
against Israel, contrary to the assurances
given the world by the President of
France.

Today, French entrepreneurs are
searching the face of Libya to pick up
oil concessions and developments in ex-
change for French military assistance.
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The French have yet to discover the
short-range value of this inheritance in
oil resources. The temporary profit in
these concessions will be soon offset by
the burdens of further Arab demands.
The selfish pursuit of Libyan oil is a re-
treat from principle which is becoming
the hallmark of French policy.

In making alliances with foreign coun-
tries, France must come to learn what
we have learned through our bitter and
costly experiences, Morality must be the
keystone of alinement. We must ally with
those who believe in free institutions—
with those who believe in justice—with
those who believe in freedom—with those
who believe in human dignity and in-
dividual liberty.

In the Middle East, those who seek an
alliance based on these principles must
support the integrity of the State of
Israel, which stands distinguished and
alone as a bastion of liberty, justice and
human dignity in the Middle East.

Under these circumstances, it is diffi-
cult to be warm and hospitable to the
French Government. The arms sales to
Libya make no sense whatsoever. It is
my hope that the French Government
will reconsider its actions in Libya and
follow instead the long-range policies
directed toward peace and the preserva-
tion of democratic institutions.

The history of French contribution to
democracy and free institutions is too
vivid to suffer it to be marred by military
assistance to government forms which
do violence to the institutions in which
we believe and in which the French peo-
ple must believe.

I hope that President Pompidou and
the French people will come to realize
the gravity and the dangers inherrent in
present Libyan policies; that the gov-
ernment will reconsider—that President
Pompidou and his government wil> not
destroy in Israel the concepts of liberty,
justice and freedom which were nurtured
in France,

The State of Israel has courageously
demonstrated its right to survive and
prosper with free institutions and high
concepts of justice. Israel deserves better
treatment from the French and more
certain support from the free people of
this world in her hour of erisis.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
PEPPER) .

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the able gentleman from New York for
the privilege of participating in this most
important discussion.

Concerned about this matter about
what the French have done, on February
4 of this year I sent the following tele-
gram to the French Ambassador:

FEBRUARY 4, 1970,
His EXCELLENCY,
CHARLES LUCET,
Ambassador of France,
Washington, D.C.

You must know that many members of
the Congress and many citizens of our coun-
try will be expecting your distinguished
President, if he addresses a joint session of
our Congress, to clarify the recent action of
his government in agreeing to provide 100
modern fighter planes to Libya, are in the
opinion of many destined for use by the
Arab Nations as a part of their aggression
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against Israel, thus increasing the danger of
war in the Middle East. I respectfully submit
that this action on the part of your Gov=-
ernment has encouraged further threats on
the part of the Soviet Government to give
further encouragement to Arab aggression by
continuing to provide a weapons buildup
for them. I believe it is the consensus of our
Congress and Country that the Government
of the United States cannot allow aggression
to be encouraged by such bulldup in Arab
arms without our contributing to stability
and peace by matching in arms aid to Israel
whatever your Government and the Russians
provide to those who declare their determina-
tion to destroy Israel.

Due to the special friendship which has so
long prevailed between your country and
ours, many of the Congress and all our citi-
zens earnestly hope that your distinguished
President will lessen the danger of war by
supporting our Government in trying to get
a negotiated peace between Israel and the
Arab Nations and in your Government re-
tracting your Libyan plane commitment and
joining the United States in attempting to
induce Russia to cease its ald to the Arab
States which encourages the danger of war.

With respect.
CLAUDE PEPPER,
Member of Congress.

On February 6, I received the follow-
ing reply from the French Ambassador:

WasHINGTON, D.C,,
February 6, 1970.

DEAR MR, CoNGRESSMAN: I read with great
care your telegram dated February 4, in
which you suggest that the President of the
French Republic take advantage of his forth-
coming trip to the United States to explain,
in his address to Congress, the motives of
French policy towards the Middle East.

I would first of all like to thank you for
the spirit of friendship towards my country
which inspired your communication.

Without trying to antlcipate on what the
President of the French Republic might
have to say on the subject, I think it neces-
sary to remember that the French Govern-
ment was the first to propose that a total
embargo be imposed on delivery of weapons
to the countries directly involved in the
“Six day war"”. The French Government has
also, constantly and publicly, held the
opinion that the existence and the sover-
eignty of the State of Israel should be rec-
ognized and guaranteed. The French Govern-
ment, finally, has multiplied its endeavours
towards the opening of negotiations destined
to accomplish these objectives. It is evident
that the security of all the states in the area
can only be insured on a long term basis
by a general return to calm and by a peace-
ful settlement.

As for the more particular point having to
do with the delivery of aircraft to Libya, I
must recall that the conditions imposed by
France on the use of these aircraft (forbid-
ding their reexport, ete. ., .), as well as their
delivery over a period of time until 1974,
guarantee that Israel's security will not be
jeopardized. We can besides reasonably think
that peace will be reestablished before the
completion of the contract. As the French
Prime-Minister, Monsieur Jacques Chavan-
Delmas, recently declared, the contract would
be cancelled if its provisions were not
respected.

With my best wishes for you and Mrs.
Pepper.

Sincerely yours,

All I wish to add, Mr. Speaker, is that
tomorrow, when the President of the
great French Republic speaks in this
Chamber, he should be aware of the
grave responsibility which rests upon his
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shoulders so to clarify this issue that his
country will not have contributed to the
devastation of war in the Middle East
which might eventuate into a world holo-
caust in a nuclear age.

We hope that the President will take
advantage of this opportunity to assure
the Congress and the country that he
will support us in limiting the arms
buildup in the Middle East and in mov-
ing Israel and the Arab Nations into
face-to-face negotiations for peace in
the Middle East and the world.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I thank the gentle-
man from Florida.

Myr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KocH).

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
participate in the joint session of Con-
gress to which President Pompidou has
been invited.

I believe that as a Member of Congress,
it is my obligation and responsibility
to participate in its official functions and
this is such a function.

Furthermore, I believe it is not pro-
ductive nor in our national interest for
Members of Congress to shun a head of
a foreign state because of a disagree-
ment with some of his policies. In this
case we are objecting to the French
Government’s support of the Arab States
to the detriment of Israel and her sale
of jets to Libya while placing an em-
bargo on such sales to Israel. Little will
be gained by antagonizing or alienating
President Pompidou by boycotting him.
Instead we must persuade him that it is
not in the national interest of France
to sell out democratic governments like
Israel in exchange for the transient com-
mercial benefits that might flow for a
time by supporting despotic governments,
who are admittedly bent on the destruc-
tion of a sister state. We must seize the
opportunity provided by this visit to
persuade Monsieur Pompidou to recon-
sider his position toward Israel—a friend
who needs his support just as France
needed ours in her moment of great
danger.

It should be remembered that the peo-
ple of France in fact overwhelmingly
disagree with President Pompidou's posi-
tion on this matter and believe Israel
should be supported. At the same time,
however, they expect their President to
be accorded the honors and respect of
a head of state. It would be counter-
productive to the best interests of Israel,
for those of us here in Congress who
support Israel to treat President Pompi-
dou in a manner that will inflame the
passions of Frenchmen,

When I discussed this matter with the
dean of the New York delegation, Mr. Cel-
ler, he summed it up for me with the wis-
dom of experience and with that old
maxim, “you catch more flies with honey
than with vinegar.”

I yield to no one in this House with re-
spect to my affection and support of the
State of Israel. I believe it is in the na-
tional interest as well as morally correct
to support Israel and provide it with the
arms needed to defend itself from the
concerted attacks of the hostile nations
surrounding it including thase by ter-
rorist organizations. And I urge Pres-
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ident Nixon to prepare to offset the an-
ticipated delivery of over 100 French jet
fighters to Libya.

I have joined with approximately 100
Members of the House in signing a dec-
laration of concern to President Pom-
pidou on the French Middle East policy.
And I have joined with the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
rLiams), and others in writing to Secre-
tary Rogers requesting that the admin-
istration make arrangements for a meet-
ing between President Pompidou and
congressional representatives in order to
present him with a declaration urging
that France cancel the jet sale. I hope
that we have the opportunity to discuss
with him our feelings on this matter and
convince him of the error he has made
and most important persuade him to
change his position.

Tomorrow I will with my colleagues
accord President Pompidou the cour-
tesies of the Congress and I hope he will
reciprocate by meeting with those of us
who are in disagreement with him.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I thank the gentle-
man.

I now yield to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BINGHAM) .

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express my thanks to my colleague
from New York (Mr. FArBsTEIN) for ar-
ranging for this special order.

I share the indignation of millions of
Americans at the French Government’s
action in agreeing to sell 100 Mirage air-
planes to the Libyan Government,

This action is especially deplorable in
view of the refusal of the Federal Gov-
ernment to deliver to Israel Mirage
planes that have been bought and paid
for.

The government of President Pompi-
dou professes to believe that the Libyan
Government wants these Mirage planes
for its own use and will not transfer them
to the United Arab Republic. But the
Libyan Government’s assurances in this
regard seem worthless in view of the fact
that it is not reasonable to suppose that
the Libyan Government has need of these
planes for its own use. No other North
African country has airplanes of this
degree of speed and sophistication. Ad-
mittedly, Libya does not have the pilots
to fly them or the trained crews to main-
tain them. For the kind of mission that
the Libyan Government might reasonably
want to have aircraft for, these highly
sophisticated supersonic aircraft would
indeed be a disadvantage.

Thus, at best the French Government's
action seems irresponsible and hypocriti-
cal; looked at in a less favorable light,
it seems a calculated betrayal of France’s
former ally and friend, Israel.

I shall not be attending any of the
public meetings at which President Pom-
pidou will appear in Washington, but I
hope to have the opportunity to express
these views to him at a private meeting.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, escalation of
the arms race in the Middle East will
only inerease the flames under that al-
ready boiling pressure cooker. As were
many Americans, I was very dismayed to
learn that France had decided to sell
more than 100 supersonic jets to Libya—
especially since it has been reported that
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Libya lacks the trained manpower to fly
and maintain the entire fleet. The possi-
bility that some of the jets might end up
in Egypt is, in my mind, a matter of grave
concern.

I was also quite concerned about a re-
port yesterday quoting the leader of
Libya’s revolutionary forces. He said:

Since Israel has expansion plans covering
the whole Arab world which could one day
extend to Libya, then Libyan Mirages may
well be used against Israel, even if they are
not made available to Egypt.

The visit of President Pompidou pro-
vides an excellent opportunity to clarify
the conditions of France's agreement
with Libya, in light of what I understand
to be, in Mr. Pompidou's own words, a
French “embargo on the shipment of
arms to all the countries in the field of
battle.” I hope this situation can be re-
solved so that it does not pose a threat
to the tenuous balance of power in the
Middle East or to the security of Israel,
as it would be tragic if such a matter
strained our relations with France. A
continuing friendship between France
and the United States is in the interest
of not only our two nations but the entire
free world.

One thought, I believe, should be
stressed. After Secretary Rogers' Decem=~
ber 9 speech, I wrote him a letter ex-
plaining my stand and expressing the
hope that he could clear up any mis-
understanding that existed with respect
to our diplomatic stance in the Middle
East. Some of the recent statements by
the Secretary and by President Nixon,
affirming our support for Israel, have in
my mind been most encouraging.

In my judgment, a true settlement can
be reached in the Middle East only by
direct negotiations between the parties in
conflict. In my letter to Secretary Rogers
I put specific emphasis on that point, and
I would like to insert a copy of that letter
at this point in the REcorp:

CoONGRESS OF TH: UNITED STATES,

House oF REPRESENTATIVE!
Washington, D.C., January 6, 19?0
Hon. WiLiam F. ROGERS,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, SECReTARY: I am distessed about
recent developments regarding the policy of
the United States toward Israel.

I am concerned that our stance with re-
spect to the tension in the Middie East has
not adequately reflected condemnation of
continued Arab threats to Israel's safety and
security. More diplomatic support, I believe,
should be afforded to that single democracy
in the part of the world most constantly
beset with turmoil,

On June 20, 1867, I introduced in the Con-
gress House Resolution 652, stating, among
other points, that it is the sense of the
House of Representatives that permanent
peace in the Middle East can be achieved
only if the existence and sovereignty of Is-
rael is acknowledged by the Arab nations.”

On July 30, 1968, I cosponsored, with a
number of my colleagues in the House, House
Concurrent Resolution 808. That measure
stated emphatically that “Israel is entitled
to recognition by all nations of her rights
to exist,” and that “Israel and her Arab
neighbors are entitled to automatic, ironclad
International guarantees that their borders
be free from the threat of aggression and the
attacks of terrorist groups in return for na-
tional pledges to renounce the use of mili-
tary force.” I repeat these polnts now, be-
cause I continue to support them now.
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There is only one way, I believe, that the
United States can help solve the erisis in the
Middle East: by encouraging direct negotia-
tion between the Arab powers and Israel to
assure that these questions are fully re-
solved. I hope that you will use all your
ability to this end. True peace can be
achieved, in my judgment, only by mutual
accords among nations in direct conflict,

Sincerely,
WicLiam V. RorH, Jr.,
Member of Congress.

Mr. HOWARD., Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my concern, and that of
my constituents in the Third District of
New Jersey, over the actions of the
French Government regarding the very
explosive situation in the Middle East. I
appreciate the generosity of my col-
leagues in permitting me to share this
time during special orders.

I am hopeful that, by this means, Pres-
ident Pompidou will be made aware of
the deep concern of the American people
over the action of the French Govern-
ment in selling 100 Mirage jets to Libya.
It is my belief, and one shared by many
in my constituency, that this sale can
only hurt efforts to obtain a peaceful
settlement of the differences between
Arabs and Israelis in that troubled area.

As we stand here today, tensions in the
Middle East continue to rise, and are
virtually on the edge of full-scale war-
fare. The only hope to avert such a pos-
sibility is to bring these nations to-
gether at the peace table, in an effort to
allow them to work out these differences.
As outsiders, we can offer our assistance,
but we cannot force an agreement upon
any of the countries involved. I would
hope that President Pompidou will rec-
ognize this, and that the French Govern-
ment would endeavor to work in this di-
rection with us, rather than by increas-
ing the already lopsided arms race in
that area.

The people of the United States are
determined in their support of a nego-
tiated peace in the Middle East. I do not
believe it is in the best interests of either
France or the United States to encour-
age in any way further violence in that
conflict. To this end, I feel that the sale
of these planes, while France has for-
bidden all such sales to Israel has had
an unfortunate effect on these efforts
toward peace.

In a further effort to convince the
French Government to join our efforts
to reduce the Middle East tensions, I
have joined my distinguished colleague
from New Jersey, Senator HarrisoN A.
Wirriams, Jr., in requesting the Secre-
tary of State to arrange a meeting with
President Pompidou, in order that we
may present a declaration to President
Pompidou urging the cancellation of the
sale of the Mirage jets.

The friendship between the United
States and France has been very close
and very valuable over the years. We
would hope that this friendship will
continue in a spirit of even greater co-
operation and good will. To this end, I
would hope that President Pompidou's
first visit to our country, as the President
of the Republic, will be successful and
productive.

I would also hope that this spirit of
cooperation and friendship would be a
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firm basis for the development of a fair
and equitable policy toward the tragic
circumstances now enveloping the Mid-
dle East.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr, Speaker, I join
many of our colleagues today in voicing
our deep concerns over the Middle East
policies currently being pursued by both
the United States and France.

U.S. commitments against any aggres-
sion in the Middle East have their
foundation in the early 1950's. Never-
theless, while Israel’'s Arab neighbors
continue to attack and harass her, the
United States stands mute. Arab ag-
gression against Israel clearly calls for
our affirmative response in accordance
with worldwide moral and policy posi-
tions and we can no longer remain silent.
It is clear that our country must honor
its commitments and assure Israel’s in-
vulnerability to continued Arab attack.

Although on the brink of renewed war-
fare, the Middle East’s troubled waters
are worsened by the selfish and ill-con-
ceived policies of France. By withhold-
ing the delivery of jet aircraft already
purchased by Israel while at the same
time selling over 100 jet fighters to the
Arab nations, France is simply adding
fuel to the fire of discontent and increas-
ing tension. As I have noted on countless
occasions in the past, the Middle East—
both Israel and the Arab States—needs
bread, not bombs; it needs tractors, not
tanks; it needs water, not war. Neverthe-
less, the French Government apparently
refuses to recognize this simple truth
and continues to pursue a biased policy
favoring continued Arab aggression and
terrorism.

For the past 5 years I have urged our
Government to take meaningful initia-
tives to reverse the arms race, to bring
Israel, the Arab nations, and the big
powers together fo pave the way for an
eventual, lasting peace. We have no more
time, and we simply cannot afford the
obvious erosion by the Nixon administra-
tion of our position of support for a fair
and permanent resolution of the Middle
East confiict.

Mr. Speaker, I again call upon the
United States to make clear now its de-
termination to honor our commitments
to support Israel and to oppose any form
of aggression in the Middle East, I fur-
ther call upon the Government of France
to desist from its support of those Arab
forces which have sworn to annihilate
Israel and are dally sending terrorists
across the borders to kill and wound not
only Israel citizens but, now, Americans.

Mr, BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I make
this statement out of great concern over
the rising temperature of conflict in the
Middle East. I feel very strongly that,
rather than the United States making
pledges for a more even-handed policy
in the Middle East—which in my view
can only mean a line weighted in favor
of the Arabs and defrimental to Israel's
security and very existence—we must
rather assume a determined hard-line
position based on the imperative of the
Arab nations recognizing “the fact” of
Israel.

I believe that many unnecessary de-
lays in a permanent settlement in the
Middle East have been created by Big
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Four capitulation to Arab threats of vio-
lence, The security of Israel rests on the
geography of the area, and that geogra-
phy must be determined through direct
negotiation among the parties con-
cerned.

I strongly urge our Government’s
sponsorship of a regional Mideast peace
conference with Israel, Egypt, Syria,
Lebanon, Iraq, and Jordan as the major
participants. A realistic evaluation of the
Middle East situation cannot avoid the
conclusion that the existence and
strength of Israel is the only effective
guarantee that the other Arab and non-
Arab states of the area have against
Nasser’s encroachment on their exist-
ence and independence. For this reason
alone, we must have a singleminded
policy based upon the insistence that
Israel be recognized, that a regional
peace conference be held, and that the
agenda for that peace conference be de-~
termined when the major participants
agree to reason together. For us to be
involved in the making of international
security guarantees at Big Four talks, is
pointless and fruitless as evidenced by
the experience of the last 20 years. Guar-
antees did not prevent war in 1950 or in
1956 or in 1967 and there is no reason
to believe that they will succeed now
even if the Soviet Union is a party to the
guarantees.

In my opinion there is no compromise
or negotiation possible until the Arab
nations recognize Israel and at least
agree to negotiate directly at a peace
conference. Realistically speaking, terri-
tory is Israel's only negotiable strength
at such a conference, and it was won with
Israel blood spilled in protection of her
homeland. We have no moral or politi-
cal right to trade in another nation’s
blood.

I am particularly concerned about the
position of France in trying to buy her
way back as a major power in the Medi-
terranean by selling arms for oil conces-
sions, influence, and bank deposits. It is
time that the whole Western World face
up to its oily hands, and not trade in
short-term profits at the expense of long-
term dependable friendship, peace, and
justice.

Libya and Egypt are in the process of
discussing some kind of federation and
have announced cooperation in military
matters. Selling jets to Libya is not only
a threat to Israel; it also undermines the
position of the United States in the Medi-
terranean. I urge President Pompidou to
recall the heroie, historic role of France
as protector of Israel as a showcase of
democracy and freedom in the Middle
East.

I also urge our Government to initiate
an international aviation conference
through the United Nations to deter-
mine what steps can be taken to bring
the strength of all nations to insure that
continued hijacking, plaguing, and plun-
dering and murder of people on interna-
tional flights to Israel, Cuba, or what-
ever nation is unthinkable.

It is unconscionable to stand by while
flagrant violation of international order
is being exercised daily by terrorists.

We cannot hope for peace In the
Middle East, in the sky, on the sea, or on
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the land until the people of Israel are
granted the elemental right to be a na-
tion in the eyes of their neighbors. We
can no longer censure self-defense and
excuse terrorism either for reasons of
morality or our own national interest for
peace in the area.

Mr, MINISH. Mr. Speaker, the seeth-
ing dispute befween Israeli and Arab is
not one of territory or politics or eco-
nomies; it is a question of existence. The
Arabs make no high-sounding preten-
sions when they express their determina-
tion to “push Israel back into the sea.”

Nonetheless, it is in the interest of the
free world to explore the avenues to peace
in the Mideast. Next to Vietnam, the
Middle East is one of the most sensitive
areas of American foreign policy. Sub-
stantive peace must be our goal there.
Otherwise, the great powers will all be
embroiled in the ensuing strife. Israel as
a bulwark of democracy surrounded by
Soviet-dominated nations should receive
the srpport of the world democracies be-
fore all-out war ensues. Such support,
more than anything else, will serve as
the deterrent to suppress Arab aggres-
sion.

I have espoused throughout my tenure
in office a belief in the preservation and
growth of a free and independent Israel.
In 1965 I joined with a number of my
colleagues in sponsoring legislation pro-
hibiting the furnishing of information
or the signing of agreements that would
assist the Arab nations to boycott Amer-
ican firms carrying on trade with Israel.
This measure was enacted. Last year, I
joined with my colleague, EMANUEL CEL-
LER, in a statement of strong support of
Israel, which carried with it condemna-
tion of the U.N. Security Council for its
one-sided censure of Israel which side-
stepped Arab terrorism as an issue. I also
cosponsored legislation that would au-
thorize U.S. assistance to Israel in con-
structing and maintaining a desalting
installation that would greatly enhance
her economic development. This, too, is
now law. Moreover, I recently communi-
cated with Secretary of State William
Rogers to express my firm conviction
that the United States must give mean-
ingful support to Israel.

The simple reason behind these afore-
said actions is my sincere belief that it is
in America’s interest to insure that the
Soviet-Nasser alliance does not gain a
dominant influence in the Middle East.
Only recently, 100-odd French jets were
sold to Libya. Such an increase in Arab
armaments threatens Israel's security,
and just might tip the delicate balance of
power that now prevails. Such an im-
balance would only have horrendous con-
sequences for the small State of Israel.
The odds already are stacked so over-
whelmingly against this State of Israel.
The odds already are stacked so over-
whelmingly against this stalwart nation
that I cannot see how we in the Con-
gress can condone the sale of military
hardware to her sworn enemies.

The sale of weaponry to the Arabs can
only set back the cause of peace in the
Mideast. It is obvious that peace will only
be achieved through face-to-face nego-
tiations between the Arab States and
Israel. Israel has already expressed her
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willingness to negotiate. The Arab coun-
tries, on the other hand, have continued
to disdain such a solution and have pur-
sued a collision course that will even-
tually result in full-scale warfare. The
French Mirages will certainly not con-
vince them to sit down at the bargaining
tables.

We must remember that Israel has
asked only for the preservation of peace,
in order to develop a prosperous and
spiritual nation.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row the President of the Republic of
France will address a joint meeting of
the Congress. Today, the Philadelphia
congressional delegation telegraphed His
Excellency, Georges Pompidou, asking
him to cancel the sale of over 100 military
aireraft to Libya and use his good office
to secure a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East.

Our desire, and I am certain this is
the desire of the entire Congress, is to
see an end to the tragic conflict in the
Middle East. In pursuit of that goal, I
ask permission to insert a copy of the
telegram as an open letter, at this point
in the RECORD:

FeEBRUARY 24, 1970,
His Excellency GEoRGES PoMPIDOU,
President of the Republic of France, Blair
House, 1651 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR MR, PRESIDENT: There is a long his-
tory of warm, friendly, cooperative and cor-
dial relations between the governments of
the United States and France. History at-
tests to the friendship, love and respect that
exists between the peoples of bovh nations.
It is in that spirit, as representatives of the
people of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania in the
United States Congress that we communi-
cate with you.

Recognizing the special interests of your
government toward North Africa and the
Middle East, it is in the true spirit of friend-
ship and respect that we feel compelled to
express to you our grave concern and the
grave concern of the people we represent,
over the current policy of your government
in that area. We are particularly concerned
over the effect of sald policies on the con-
tinued intransigence of the Arab nations
and the welfare and existence of the state
of Israel.

The recent decision of your government
to sell over 100 military aircraft to Libya,
which is providing financial support to the
Arab nations actively engaged in an armed
campaign to destroy the state of Israel, does
not lend itself to the efforts to bring the
tragic confilet In the Middle East fo an
end. It is in the Interest of world peace for
the government of France to cancel the sale
of military aircraft to Libya.

All of the people of the Middle East have a
common goal in striving to wipe out the
scourges of disease, poverty, illiteracy and to
meet together in good faith to achieve peace
and turn their swords into ploughshares.

We respectfully request that you cancel
the sale of aircraft to Libya and use your
good office to secure a just and lasting peace
in the Middle East.

WiLLiam A, BARRETT,

RoserT N, C. N1x,

JAMES A. BYRNE,

JosHUA EILBERG,

‘WiLLiAM J. GREEN,
Members of Congress.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, this
week we have welcomed to our shores
the President of France.

His visit has come at a most oppor-
tune time for it affords us the opportu-
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nity of placing clearly before him the
American opposition to his nation’s sale
of 110 Mirage jets to Libya.

I do hope that during President Pom-
pidou’s visit that we can make abun-
dantly clear to him that such sale will
gravely upset the military balance in the
Middle East and might well light the
fuse for the outbreak of a full-scale war
between the State of Israel and the Arab
nations.

The sale must be canceled and when
President Pompidou leaves our shores I
do firmly hope that he will have deposit-
ed with President Nixon and the Ameri-
can people a commitment to call off the
Mirage transaction with Libya upon his
return to France.

In my opinion the President of France
now has firm grounds on which to can-
cel the sale of aircraft to Libya. Some
spokesmen for France have defended the
sale on the grounds Libya was not a par-
ticipant in the present difficulties in the
Middle East.

That rationale was thoroughly demol-
ished by the new leader of Libya at a
press conference held during the week-
end and which was duly and fully re-
ported by the American news media. In
his declaration the leader of Libya
pledged his full support and cooperation
and that of his nation to President Nas-
ser of Egypt, the chief instigator of the
many years of unrest in the Middle East.

Libya now has openly taken its place
in the ranks of the aggressors and if
France has a genuine interest in main-
taining even an uneasy peace in the
Middle East it can do nothing less than
call off the sale of the Mirage jets.

The United States and the world
await the decision of President Pompi-
dou with great concern for it will have a
far-reaching impact on not only the
Middle East but the world in general.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend my colleague from New York, Mr.
FaresTEIN, for taking this time on this
important subject. I join and concur
with my colleagues.

I believe the sale of 100 jet fighter
planes by France to Arab nations at a
time when the Middle East erisis threat-
ens to explode into an uncontrollable
war is beyond any justification. The
Congress has always expressed Iits
friendship toward Israel and its deter-
mination to preserve the ability of Israel
to protect itself against the threats of
destruction from her Arab neighbors.
France has deliberately undermined
that policy by her actions in attempting
to tip the balance of military power in
favor of the Arab nations.

President Pompidou adopted a one-
sided policy in the Middle East at his
first press conference on July 10, 1969
when he said:

France owes It to herself to defend her
own moral and material interests, which are
considerable and very wvarled, in the whole
Mediterranean basin and which stem par-
ticularly from the good relations, old and

then renewed, that we maintain with the
Arab nations.

This desire to please the Arab nations
has sparked a renewed arms race in
that troubled area. At the same press
conference, President Pompidou said:
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The French government's position is to de-
sire that all the powers will halt all arms
deliveries to all the Middle Eastern countries,
which would undoubtedly be a way of tip-
ping the scales declsively in favor of peace.

Now 6 months later, President Pom-
pidou approves the sale of 100 fighter
jets to an Arab nation. This is certainly
a credibility gap to beat all credibility
gaps.

I cannot in good conscience attend a
function planned to pay tribute to the
man responsible for carrying out this
policy which is so inconsistent with our
stated objectives in the Middle East. For
that reason I will boycott the joint ses-
sion of Congress in President Pompidou’s
honor.

In addition to the boycott, I have
joined with more than 150 Members of
the House in signing a congressional
declaration stating our “dismay” at the
sale of jet planes to Arab nations and
asking President Pompidou to join our
Nation in seeking immediate “Face-to-
face negotiations between the Israelis
and their Arab neighbors.”

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, it is with
some concern that I note the intentions
of some of our colleagues to display dis-
courtesy and disrespect to the Honor-
able Georges Pompidou, President of
France, on the oceasion of his visit to
the United States and his appearance at
a joint session of Congress.

As the head of a foreign state with
which our Nation has friendly relations,
it is consistent with good manners and
recognized standards of official conduct
that President Pompidou should receive
cordial and respectful attention.

Mr. Speaker, I would not undertake
to analyze or to pass judement on any
of the recent acts of the Republic of
France with respect to its relations with
other nations. I assume that subjects of
diplomacy and matters affecting both
the common and individual interests of
our respective countries will be covered
during the discussions between Presi-
dent Pompidou and President Nixon.

It is my hope that in matters affecting
our individual and joint interests that
the Presidents of our respective nations
may adopt positions consistent with the
achievement of world peace—including
peace in the Middle East.

Our Nation's determination to support
the sovereignty and national interests of
an independent State of Israel, and to
help achieve other goals consistent with
that objective are well known to all
Americans.

President Pompidou's visit should en-
able us to strengthen this poliey and to
encourage the French Government to
help restore peace in the Middle East
and elsewhere.

Hostile and discourteous expressions
on the part of the Members of this body
would seem to me to be most inconsistent
with genuine efforts to advance and
strengthen our position in behalf of a
sovereign and independent State of Is-
rael.

As for me, I wish to join with the over-
whelming majority of my colleagues in
extending to President Pompidou a
warm and cordial welcome to the United
States and to the joint session of Con-
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gress. I hope that the visit of President
and Mrs. Pompidou, and all of the others
who have accompanied them to our land,
reflects the friendly and hospitable at-
titudes of our people. I hope further that
President Pompidou’s visit may promote
improved understanding between the
people of France and the people of the
United States, and that President Nixon
and President Pompidou may be enabled
to work together for peace among na-
tions everywhere.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I commend the gentleman from
New York for taking these special orders
so that a discussion could take place and
a foundation laid with regard to French
policy in the Middle East,

I know that quite a few of my col-
leagues will boycott the address tomor-
row of President Georges Pompidou. I
intend to be present at the joint session.
But in order to make clear that attend-
ance is not supportive of France's pres-
ent policy in the Middle East, I am tak-
ing this opportunity to express my views.

I consider the sale to Libya of more
than 100 Mirage jets to be an act of utter
irresponsibility and a demonstration of
absolute callousness to the situation in
the Middle East. To pretend that Libya
is not involved in the Arab-Israel con-
flict is to be disingenuous in a manner
unbefitting a great nation; to declare
that these jets will not upset the very
delicate arms balance in that area is to
pretend to an ignorance of all that has
occurred in the Middle East for the last
215 years.

France's attitude and policy toward
Israel since the June 1967 war is incom-
prehensible unless one likens it to the
machinations of Metternich in another
age. In an attempt to gain influence with
Libya and other Arab States, President
Pompidou appears willing to sacrifice Is-
rael and all her people. This is the cen-
tral fact that must be faced by all na-
tions concerned: Israel’s very life is at
stake, her survival depends on her ability
to defend herself.

The stated goal of the Arab nations
and the Palestinian terrorists is not to
merely make gains, or to achieve a settled
peace, or even to make some territorial
conquests; their goal is the absolute and
total destruction of Israel. France's aid
to Libya and her denial of promised and
paid-for jets to Israel make that goal
much more easily attainable,

There is much talk about maintain-
ing a balance of arms in the Middle East,
but there is not now a balance. The Arab
States are completely and overwhelm-
ingly supplied with vast numbers of
weapons including the most sophisticated
machinery the Soviet Union has pro-
duced. In comparison, Israel has a
limited supply of arms, many of them
outdated and barely operable. At this
moment she needs tanks, planes, and
spare parts in order to obtain a sem-
balance of parity with the Arab States.
President Pompidou's decision to sell
Mirage jets to Libya has only made the
gap between Israel and Arab strength
that much greater.

France has reneged on her contract
with Israel to supply her with Mirage
jets. Israel had already paid for those




February 24, 1970

planes and her defense depended upon
them. France, by increasing arms ship-
ments to Libya, has doubled the burden
upon Israel and has brought disrepute
to French Middle Eastern policy.

The ties between Libya and Egypt are
strong and growing. There are approxi-
mately 3,600 Egyptians now in Libya
and half that many technicians from
Iraq. Latest reports state that Egypt is
encouraging technicians and advisers to
take their families to Libya in anticipa-
tion of long service there.

President Pompidou has defended his
policy with the unjustified contention
that Libya would not allow the jets to be
used against Israel, All evidence, as I
have indicated in the above facts, points
to the contrary. I hope that President
Pompidou will reexamine the present
situation, heed the demands of the
French people and end this destructive
policy that can only lead to tragedy.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr, Speaker, today the
President of France, Georges Pompidou,
is here in the United States, seeking
American favor and support for his
regime and its policies. I believe we
should withhold our approval from this
man and his actions. Neither reflect
credit upon France and her traditions.
Pompidou holds forth the bloody hand
of a merchant of death in the Middle
East, and I have no desire to see my
country clasp such a hand in friendship.

I take basic issue with the premise that
France is actually a friend of the United
States., Facts that are openly available
indicate the contrary. It is a fact that
France votes against the United States
in the United Nations Security Council
more often than any other nation. It is
a fact that she has waged economic war
against our country—few will ever for-
get how she behaved when our gold drain
was so severe. It is a fact that France
followed an anti-American policy for
years on the continent of Europe. This
policy still continues. It is a fact that
General de Gaulle ordered the United
States out of France. This involved mov-
ing innumerable military installations
elsewhere, at fantastic costs to our
country. It is a faect that Prance has
taken the side of our enemies abroad at
every opportunity, and her attitude on
the Vietnam situation has consistently
been anti-American. We inherited the
Vietnam situation from her, yet she
shows no desire to help us unravel this
now.

It is a fact that France owes us in ex-
cess of $7 billion in debts from previous
wars. It is a fact that Americans are
treated with hostility in many areas of
France. Millions of American soldiers
that have served at one time or another
on French territory can testify to the
hostility shown them by French Govern-
ments, and individual Frenchmen.

Mr. Speaker, the list is endless. For
every single evil perpetrated against
America by France that I have listed so
far, I could list yet another. Fine words
to the contrary, the actual deeds and
policies she perpetrates and follows have
been basically anti-American. When she
follows a policy designed to stamp out
the last democracy in the Middle East,
any intelligent person begins to wonder
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how we can further delude ourselves that
she is a friend. I prefer honest enemies
to false allies any day in the week.

For a good many generations, France
has stood forth before the world as a
nation where conscience and morality
were much more than mere words. Often
she has suffered physical disaster rather
than sacrifice her revered principles.

This is the same nation which promul-
gated the sublime ideals of the French
Revolution. Diderot, Voltaire, Montes-
quieu, and Rousseau gave their genius
to France and the world. Each revered
the individual. Each spoke of the beauty
and dignity of man. Each broke a path
that helped shape France and all the
modern western world. Their memories
have been degraded by France’s actions
in betraying the cause of peace by esca-
lating the arms race in the Middle East.

This is the same nation that produced
a Victor Hugo, who could write magnifi-
cent literature and man the barricades of
liberty. It produced Emile Zola, who fled
to exile rather than show a coward's flag
and desert the cause of Dreyfus. These
men, and so many others like them
helped make France what she once was.
The red, white, and blue of her tricolor
banner was a deeper red because of their
blood—a more sparkling white because
of their purity of spirit—a nobler blue
because of their courage.

France’s spirit and message allowed
her to raise herself up from the dust of
defeat many times. In World War I, she
triumphed because men gave their bodies
to the ground, their souls to God, their
lives to France. It was all worth it. The
Republic deserved such sacrifice, be-
cause she stood for a vindication of Drey-
fus, passion for truth, love of one’s fel-
lows, the search for all that is good in
man.

Today France stands alone as the most
hypocritical nation in the world. This is
the country that eagerly .sought to be
treated as a great power after her hey-
day had passed. She did so by playing
Russia off against the United States. She
gained nothing but contempt and dis-
gust from those whose boots she licked.

Now she stands as purveyor of vast
quantities of weapons of mass destruc-
tion to Arab nations who have vowed to
destroy Israel to the last man, woman,
and child. How easily France has for-
gotten the heel of Nazi conquerors on her
neck. How swiftly she has forgotten the
Gestapo and the Nazi legions of Hitler
parading victoriously under the Arc de
Triomphe., How fast she has lost the
memory of hostages shot, concentration
camps, forced labor, and the mass mur-
der of millions. Then. even though the
tricolor dipped in defeat on the field of
battle, it waved on triumphantly in the
minds and hearts of millions, for it had
not known dishonor—until now.

Is not the memory of every brave
Frenchman who perished in the Ges-
tapo’s torture chambers dishonored by
French weapons sales to Arab dictator-
ships? Does Dreyfus sleep quietly under
the French soil he loved so much when
French planes are to be placed in Arab
hands to murder Jews? Do the greet
French spirits who cherished liberty so
passionately lie in honest repose? Can
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they, as the 215 million Jews of Israel
face French weapons in the hands of
bloodthirsty, murderous foes? Is the tri-
color unstained by dishonor as France
betrays a tiny democracy for hoped-
for oil concessions? Since when does a
barrel of oil count for more than a life
to a Frenchman? Since when doss
France shine the boots of a Nasser, or
the juvenile colonels of Libya?

What has happened to French decency,
courage, morality, compassion, love of
truth? For every Jewish life taken by
Arab use of French steel, there shall ap-
pear a stain upon the escutcheon of the
French Republic that a lifetime will not
remove. For every child, woman, and old
person, Jew or Arak, who perishes be-
cause of such sales for blood money, there
shall be a deeper red on the French flag
and on Georges Pompidou’s soul—the
red of shame. No applause will cause it to
go away. No wealth will compensate for
its presence. No empty honors from
abroad will alter this fact of French life.

That is why I do not choose to honor
this man, I do not choose to stand in this
Chamber and hear him mouth empty
words of friendship. What would he do
to America if it were profitable or gain-
ful to him? I do not choose to applaud
him. I do not choose to lend my approval
to his policies, which are an abomina-
tion in the eyes of every honest, merciful
man.

I helieve if the great names and voices
of French history were to rise from the
grave this moment, they would act
similarly toward this Frenchman. What
would the old tiger, Jacques Clemen-
ceau say? Or Zola? Or Rousseau? Or
Napoleon’s marshals? What would Mi-
chael Ney say—the bravest of the
brave—who faced a firing squad true fo
his salt and emperor? As one man, they
would twrn their back on Pompidou.
They would weep with open shame at
this degradation of their beloved France.
They would shout in frustrated outrage
at what he has done.

I sorrow for the French people who
bear this stigma and shall continue to
do so for a long time to come. No publie
relations can conceal the truth of all
this. I pray there shall come a better
day—a day when France's motto will
cease to be “Naught is lost save honor.”
A day when it shall act in consonance
with its mnational motto: “Liberty,
Equality, Fraternity."”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous matter on the subject of my
special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

e ————

VISIT OF PRESIDENT POMPIDOU

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, ROSENTHAL) is
recognized for 60 minutes.
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Mr, ROSENTHAL. Mr, Speaker, no one
would deny the wisdom of President
George Pompidou visiting President
Nixon to iron out differences between the
United States and France.

But in my judgment it is ludicrous to
pay high honor and tribute to a man
oblivious to the interests of world peace,
not to mention the will of the majority
of his own constituents.

Few heads of state have been given
the honor of addressing a joint session
of Congress. And I cannot see including
in this select group President Pompidou
who has placed commercial values ahead
of humanitarian concerns. The sale of
more than 100 jet fighter planes to Libya
is a clearcut example of blatant dis-
regard for the delicate balance of power
which has kept the Middle East from
erupting into a full-scale war.

While we should not begrudge France
trying to improve her financial position
and widen her sphere of influence, we
cannot forgive her leadership in elevat-
ing avarice above commonsense and fair
play, and the need to keep the major
powers from being drawn into a danger-
ous confrontation.

I think that any congressional con-
demnation of President Pompidou will
not be misinterpreted by the French
people. They have been made abundantly
aware that American criticism of the
Pompidou regime is not aimed at the
French citizenry, who have themselves
expressed their disapproval of their Gov-
ernment’s Mideast policy.

We must not turn our backs on France,
a traditionally loyal ally, because of its
retrogressive Mideast policy. Congress
must use its influence to persuade Mr.
Pompidou that the sale of aircraft to
Libya will only escalate the arms race in
the Middle East and bring full scale hos-
tilities closer to realization.

Mr. Pompidou’s “policy of imbalance”
has not been limited only to the sale of
Mirages to Libya. Arms embargoes have
been imposed on Israel by France while
the sale of weapons is being negotiated
with a country such as Irag. This is
hardly a manifestation of France’s even-
handed treatment in the Middle East.

In my judgment it is specious to say
that the sales contract bars Libyans from
transferring the planes to a third party,
and that peace will surely arrive before
1972 when the delivery of the jets is
scheduled to be completed. One does not
have to be a genius to see that the con-
tract’s transfer provision would be ex-
tremely difficult if not impossible to en-
force, This provision is unusable as a
justification for the French action in the
Middle East and is, on its face, abso-
lutely ridiculous.

Mr. Speaker, I urge President Nixon
to press upon Mr, Pompidou and other
heads of state the necessity to halt the
flow of arms into the Middle East and
to work for ways to defuse the explosive
situation in that region. I also hope Presi-
dent Nixon will stress to Mr., Pompidou
the importance of Israelis and Arabs
settling their differences among them-
selves, An imposed solution by the Big
Four would be a transient one at best.

The element of terrorism has been in-
jected into international air travel by the
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Mideast crisis,. Will the French Gov-
ernment turn its back on Israel once
again, relenting perhaps only when some
airline passengers with French citizen-
ship are killed in an Arab terrorist act?

Mr. Speaker, the United States must
continue to work for negotiations be-
tween the feuding parties. It must resist
the pressures of certain American busi-
ness interests that would betray Israel
to preserve holdings in Arab lands. A
solution must be found which guarantees
Israel’s right to exist as well as per-
manent settlement of the Palestinian
refugees.

Some dangerous misconceptions in cer-
tain levels of the administration jeopard-
ize Israel’s position in the Middle East
and the stability of the region in general.

A number of American diplomats have
succumbed to the Arabs’ florid rhetoric
which insists the Israelis would be able
to bully the Arabs every step of the way
in negotiations.

Other Western diplomats have accept-
ed the Arab line that if the Palestinian
refugees were given a choice of return-
ing to Israel or receiving reparations,
95 percent would pick the latter alterna-
tive. The diplomats overlook the distinet
possibility that the Arab governments
might coerce the refugees to return to
Israel and act as a fifth column.

Mr, Speaker, Arab propaganda has
portrayed the United States as champi-
on of Israel since its inception in 1948.
Yet the U.S. Government embargoed
military aid to Israel when the Arabs
sought to destroy the fledgling state in
its first year of existence.

Since that tie, the United States has
provided arms to both Arabs and Israelis.
Only the Israelis have regularly paid for
them. And our only purpose of selling
arms to Israel has been to prevent the
kind of arms imbalance which French
policy now produces.

Israel asks no more, and the United
States can do no less, than supply
weapons with which Tel-Aviv can de-
fend itself.

Hopefully, a military stalemate will
buy the time for tensions to unwind in
the troubled Levant.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great reluctance
that I say that I do not believe we should
honor a Chief or State whose Govern-
ment has engaged in these outrageous
activities. It may be within the power
of the President of the United States and
the Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives to invite President Pompidou to
address a joint session of Congress but
it is also my prerogative not to attend
such a session.

I will not be in this Chamber tomor-
row afternoon during the joint session of
Congress,

Mr. Speaker, it would be most polite for
me to attend tomorrow. It would be in-
dulgent for me to attend tomorrow. It is
not easy for one who suggests to young
people that we must have an orderly so-
ciety and that we must have respect for
our elders and for our traditions to sug-
gest that I shall wait outside this Cham-
ber until Mr. Pompidou departs.

Now, one of my colleagues has made
reference to the fact that it may be, and
indeed be, uncivil or impolite or dis-
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courteous or lacking—to use a French
expression—savoir-faire not to attend
the session tomorrow. But, sometimes,
there is a limit on rhetorie, sometimes
there is a limit on words and speeches.

Mr. Speaker, it would be most delight-
ful for me to attend tomorrow afternoon,
but it would be useless in expressing my
objection to President Pompidou address-
ing this hallowed Chamber. As my col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. PopELL) suggested earlier, very few
heads of state have been so honored.
Many great men have been honored to
stand at the podium behind me and ad-
dress a joint session of Congress. I would
not think I have to agree in every way
and in every respect with everyone who
addresses a joint session of Congress.

But on the other hand when I weigh
the events of the day, where this world
is going, and the enormous possibility of
a major conflagration beginning in the
Middle East, and the absolute assertive
of Mr. Pompidou selling 100 jet planes
to a country that has 10 pilots, I must
g0 beyond cordiality. I must indeed go
beyond savoir faire, and I must exercise
the most expressive physical act I can
and still be within the prerogatives of
respectability. So I shall not join one of
my colleagues who has announced that
he shall stand up and walk out, because
that imprecise act has a potential of
reflecting on the colleagues who sit
around the Chamber at that moment. But
I shall restrain myself from attending.
I shall read about Mr. Pompidou's re-
marks in the paper the following day,
and I shall comment upon them accord-
ingly.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to assure my distinguished colleague and
friend from New York (Mr. RoSENTHAL)
that we are not in disagreement on the
merits of the issue; the gentleman in
the well and I are of the same mind in
our opposition to the French Govern-
ment’s policy, vis-a-vis Israel. There is
a difference, however, with respect to the
tactics to be employed in changing that
policy. I certainly would not take the
position that my tactics are necessarily
better than those of the gentleman in
the well and those others who vill boy-
cott tomorrow’s joint session. However,
I believe that it is possible if we do not
use harsh rhetoric and do not use the
politics of confrontation, we may yet
effect a change in M, Pompidou's posi-
tion.

I would like for a moment, if I may, to
make an observation on the substantive
aspects of this issue as opposed to the
matter of tactics. I know, because we
have seen it in our own country, that the
major reason we find people opposing
the interests of Israel and supporting
the Arabs is oil. We saw this in opera-
tion when David Rockefeller, Robert
Anderson, and John MecCloy, represent-
ing the oil interests, went to see the
President on December 9. We were for-
tunate in that their private meeting was
made public by the New York Times
and we learned that they sought to have
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President Nixon change the policy of
the United States so as to make it more
favorable to the Arab States. A public
outery ensued and because Americans
throughout the country made their views
known, we were able to bring home the
message to the President: That if a
change in our national policy vis-a-vis
Israel was being contemplated and if
Secretary of State Rogers’ December
22d statement was a ftrial balloon for
this change, this new policy was not
acceptable to the American people. And
subsequently, we have seen a partial
withdrawal of the Rogers’ statement, not
sufficient for my taste, but a withdrawal
nevertheless.

Now, the French Government in pur-
suit of the same oil interests is doing
what the American oil companies sought
to have our own Government do, namely
turn its back on Israel.

The French believe that in some way
they can assure themselves oil leases from
the Arab States and a position of leader-
ship relinquished by other countries who
are unwilling to knuckle under to Arab
pressure,

The French and Messrs. Rockefeller,
Anderson, and McCloy take the position
that in some way we have to fear that the
Arabs, if they are not placated, will turn
off the oil lines, Well, that is nonsense,
arrant nonsense. Because the fact is that
the entire Arab economy is based on the
sale of oil to the Western Powers and
Japan and if they were to turn off the
spigot, they would turn off their own
economy. That is so easily demonstrable.
Today Arab oil goes through pipelines
that go over Israeli-occupied territory.

Indeed, on the last occasion when some
Arab terrorists blew up an oil pipeline,
the Arab countries condemned that act
and the Arab countries paid Israel
through the oil companies over $1 mil-
lion to clean up the oil damage resulting
from the sabotage of the pipes. Why did
they make the payment? Because they
did not want to turn off their own source
of income.

In addition, the Arab States know
that at some time in the future, whether
it be 10 years from now or 100 years,
there will be other sources of energy.
Obviously, the major future source will
be the atom. They do not want to hasten
that day. They do not want to have other
sources of energy substituted for oil any
sooner than might otherwise occur
through ordinary technological develop-
ments. They also know that if Arab oil
were denied us now we could quickly find
other sources, such as those recently dis-
covered in Nigeria, in the State of Alaska,
as well as using our own proven conti-
nental reserves.

If we understand that, then we would
realize that when Mr. Rockefeller and
company say it is in the national inter-
est of the United States to protect that
Arab oil supply, they are in effect con-
fusing their own economic interest with
our national interest, just as Charles
Wilson of General Motors did when he
said, “What's good for General Motors
is good for the country.” Today David
Rockefeller’s refrain would be, “What'’s
good for Chase Manhattan is good for
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the country.” Mr. Rockefeller is as wrong
as was Mr. Wilson.

We can say to the American people,
and rightly so, that it is in the national
interest of the United States to keep
firm the hand of friendship with the
State of Israel which is our only friend
in that part of the world. That little
country seeks the arms by which it can
defend itself from the concerted attacks
of the surrounding Arab states. Through
the two decades ever since the birth of
Israel, the Arabs’ goal publicly expressed
was to destroy her. Now they have hired
some public relations people and they
have softened their harsh threats. Now
instead they say—all they want to do
is to live at peace, while they engage in
terrorism and repudiate the cease-fire
agreement, and have their agents blow
up commercial airliners, and fire upon
and kill tourists visiting the holy places.
The fact is that for 2! years, their an-
nounced goal was to push the Israeli
into the sea.

Let us for a moment look at what the
Arabs and in particular what the King-
dom of Jordan did when it seized the old
city of Jerusalem. They were not given
Jerusalem under the original partition of
Palestine. Today you hear them saying
that Jordan was in lawful possession of
the western bank of Jerusalem. The
truth is they seized them both by an act
of war, and they lost them both under
another act of war.

But what did Jordan do when it oc-
cupied Jerusalem? When the old city of
Jerusalem was under the rule of the Jor-
danians, every house of worship sacred
to the Jews was desecrated and defiled
and the cemeteries were uprooted with
the tombstones used for building blocks,
and no Jew was allowed to live in the old
walled city, or pray at the western wall,

What is Jerusalem like today? That
city is is no longer divided but is admin-
istered by the State of Israel and Arabs
come from every country including those
at war with Israel. No one is refused the
right to enter the State of Israel or the
city of Jerusalem unless he is a terrorist.
People come from Jordan, from Saudia
Arabia, from every place to visit and pray
at the holy places. Arabs living in the
old city of Jerusalem are full citizens of
the State of Israel and voted in the re-
cent mayoralty election; they join the
same labor union founded by the Jews;
and they receive equal pay for equal
work.

That is totally different from what was
the situation when Jordan occupied the
old city. And I wonder whether there is
anybody in this Chamber tonight who
believes that the lot of the Arabs now liv-
ing in the occupied west bank area is
comparable to what the lot of the Jews
would have been had the Jews lost the
war? Is there anyone who thinks that
the Arabs would have treated the Jews
had they subjugated them, in the same
way that the Israelis are treating the
Arabs who are living on the west bank
and in Jerusalem? I do not think so.
Had—God forbid—the outcome of the
1967 war been reversed, we would have
seen the kind of brutality we witness
regularly in Iraq where Jews are hanged
in the public square.
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What is it that the Israelis want? The
Premier of Israel, Golda Meir has said:

All we want is to sit down at a table with
the Arabs and talk peace. We are not putting
any conditions on that talk. We are not say-
ing that we have to go back to the 1967
lines or the 1956 lines or the 1948 lines. There
are no prior conditions or limitations on
the discussion. We will just sit down. We
are not telling you what you must do or
what we will not do. But only those who
have fought can negotiate a lasting peace.

But, the Arabs will not do that. Why?
Because they rely on the Soviet Union,
a new found friend in the French, and
England’s crass broker position. That is
why it must be so frustrating to be an
Israeli today and look out upon the
world and see what used to be friends—
France and England now taking posi-
tions adverse to the State of Israel. And
what must be the cruelest blow of all is
to look to the United States and see it
vacillate. While we are still friends of
Israel, we do not find ourselves in that
same firm position of support that
existed prior to the current administra-
tion’s coming into power.

In closing I say to our colleagues here
in this House that not only is it in our
national interest to keep Israel, a
friendly country, safe and secure and
prevent its being destroyed by external
aggression, but there is a moral aspect
that makes it doubly important to do so.
We cannot let these people, who have
suffered persecution in almost every
country in which they have lived for the
past 2,000 years since the destruction of
the Second Temple in 70 A.D., and who
have finally come home, to perish. I urge
our President to stand fast and to pro-
vide them with the arms they need to
defend themselves, and I pray that the
President of France, Mr. Pompidou, will
reconsider his position.

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

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to congratulate the gentleman in the
well for his leadership and initiative he
has brought on this whole discussion
today. The ill-timed and ill-advised visit
of President Pomidou places the Presi-
dent of the United States in a very per-
plexing situation. I personally feel sorry
for President Nixon. The exigencies of
diplomatic protocol make it necessary
for the President to play the role of the
good host, and this he is going to do well,
I am sure, for we Americans, of course,
have a long history of good manners.

And I congratulate our President for
taking that course.

But for myself, the gentleman in the
well, and perhaps as many as 150 other
Members of this Congress, we are going
to stay away tomorrow. This is the only
way I have of registering my own pro-
test against the policies of Mr, Pompidou.
We have not recommended demonstra-
tions. We have not recommended any
overt acts in the Chamber or out of the
Chamber. He is a Head of State. He is
entitled to certain courtesies as the Head
of State. Those courtesies will be afforded
him. But there is nothing that says that
I have to be here, in the pursuit of my
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official responsibility as a Representative
from the 11th Congressional District of
Illinois, to pay tribute or even to listen
to Mr. Pompidou, particularly since the
meeting tomorrow is only a joint meeting
and not a joint session.

I suspect that there will be a large
number of Members who will take the
same course that I am going to take.

Of course the leadership has been very
busy all aftermoon lining up forces to
make sure that the Chamber itself looks
reasonably respectable, with bodies in
the chairs. But I do not know why I
should give this visit any official notice.
Not only is Mr. Pompidou addressing a
joint meeting tomorrow, not a joint ses-
sion, but also I wonder just how official
this whole visit is, when I discover that
apparently the President of France and
the President of the United States have
agreed there would be no joint statement
at the conclusion of their visit.

Now, perhaps that is just as wise, but
it certainly does raise many questions as
to, first, the validity of the visit to this
country, and, second, the importance
that we ought to place on this visit.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, I believe
that as long as Mr. Pompidou will be here
tomorrow, perhaps the President of
France would like to address himself to
a number of questions which might make
his stay in the United States a little more
informative.

First of all, perhaps he might be able
to tell us why 44 percent of his own
people, 44 percent of the people of
France, do not support his policies in the
Middle East of selling jet bombers to
Libya and Iraq.

Perhaps he might tell us whether or
not his trip to America was arranged in
order to strengthen and to build up and
perhaps repair some of his own problems
back home.

I am aware that the trip to America
was planned and arranged long before
the Libyan Mirage sale incident. I am
also aware that a great effort was being
made to build up the French President’s
image.

I received a very elaborate packet, and
I imagine all of my colleagues received
the same sort of packet, that looks about
half like a Sears Roebuck catalog, with
all sorts of interesting pictures, speeches,
analyses, opinions, and editorials. One
would almost think that the President of
France is running for some public office
here in the United States. I envy the fact
that they have that kind of money to
spend on that kind of literature. I wish
I had in a political campaign,

There are those, of course, who would
argue that there are more important
problems the United States and France
have, and therefore we ought not put
quite so much emphasis on the French
relationship with Libya on the sale of
the Mirages, and how this affects the
fortunes of Israel.

I would say those people make a very
serious mistake. We have every reason
to believe, and hope and pray, that in-
deed we will in some manner extricate
ourselves from Vietnam in the very near
future. Certainly we have reason to be-
lieve that a large number of our combat
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forces can be removed from that theater
or continent.

But I tell you, the clouds of war now
hovering over the Middle East can make
Vietnam look like child’s play, and we
lost 40,000 American sons in Vietnam.

This is a tough business in the Middie
East, and I am astounded and amazed
that the President of a great nation like
France can give this whole subject such
cavalier treatment.

Mr. Pompidou is playing Russian rou-
lette with the survival of peace in this
world.

That is why I say those who say, “We
have other more important things to
talk about,” should consider there is no
more important challenge than to find
a solution to meaningful peace in the
Middle East.

Isubmit that Mr. Pompidou is this gen-
eration’s architect of another Munich.
His sale of Mirage bombers to Libya only
intensifies the arms race and escalates
the prospects for war in the Middle East.

What excuse do the French give for
the Mirage sale to Libya? Well, excuse
No. 1 is that they have made a very
large capital investment in their airplane
factories and that the French cannot
absorb enough Mirages for their own
defense to justify the capital investment,
so they must seek markets wherever they
can. What a ghoulish and bloody business
that is.

Second, they say in order to have a
flow of French currency in exchange for
oil, the sale of the Mirages to Libya im-
proves their balance of payments. What
a cynical approach that is.

Finally, Mr. Pompidou says, “But none
of these airplanes are going to be used by
the other Arab nations.” Now, how naive
does he think we are? Libya has an air
force of 13 pilots. Nobody at this late
date can deny the fact that our best in-
telligence shows—and it has been con-
firmed—that Egypt is now sending 800
technicians into Libya every month.

No, Mr. President, your excuses don't
hold water.

Another question Mr. Pompidou might
address himself to tomorrow as he
speaks in this Chamber is this: What as-
surance do we have that when we aban-
don Wheelus Air Force Base on July
1, that tremendous installation will not
be used to house the French Mirages and
fo train Russian, Egyptian, Libyan, and
Arab pilots, to wage aggression against
Israel and ultimately against the Sixth
Fleet in the Mediterranean,

The behavior and conduct of the
French Government headed by Mr. Pom-
pidou gives us the right to ask today
whether France is in a conspiracy to
drive America out of the Mediterranean.
After all, we find Mr. Pompidou in
strange company today when he does
business with those dedicated to our ulti-
mate destruction.

Another thing Mr. Pompidou might ad-
dress himself to tomorrow is this: How
does he view the statements made by
the Libyan Government that the terror-
ist atbtacks being waged against aircraft
in other parts of the world are justified?
How does the French President view the
admission by the Libyan Government
that Mirages which are going into Libya
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may find themselves in service against
Israel? How does the French President
view the announcement by the Libyan
Government that it will gladly shut off
the whole flow of American oil if Mr.
Nasser so desired and if it will help him?

Yes. I tell you the President of the
United States is in a very difficult posi-
tion tomorrow. He has to play host to a
man who ignores so patently the les-
sons of history. We all remember a great
American President in 1937 calling upon
the whole world to embargo the first post-
World War I aggressor—the great quar-
antine speech of Franklin Delano Roose-
velt, when he saw the clouds of war mov-
ing across the Mediterranean and called
for an embargo after the attack on Abys-
sinia. The world kept quiet. The Con-
gress of the United States itself passed
the Neutrality Act. Nobody wanted to
disturb the status quo of economics. As
a consequence, we found ourselves em-
broiled in a titanic World War II, with
huge losses, one which finally led to our
major problems of today with the Soviet
Union emerging as a great world force
for evil and destruction. Mr. Pompidou
completely closes his eyes to that and
comes to America expecting the Ameri-
can people to put out their arms and
say, “Welcome. You come here as a
friend,” when he is part and parcel of
that vicious conspiracy in the Middle
East to destroy the only friend we have
there, the State of Israel.

So, Mr. Speaker, I do not think there
is anything wrong with so many of us
who having taken the position that we
are not going to be in this Chamber to-
morrow. It was the most polite and gen-
tlemanly way I know of showing my ob-
jection to his policy.

Mr. Pompidou could repair a few
things if he had the courage. More im-
portantly, if he had the understanding.
Yes, he might join with our President in
announcing to the Soviet Union that the
survival of Israel is not a sentimental
Jjourney for the Jewish people alone. The
survival of Israel is not a “Jewish” ques-
tion. The survival of Israel stands in the
highest interest of American security
and French security and free world se-
curity. For too long, too many people
have treated the case of Israel as a
“Jewish” question.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen the Soviet
Union rearm every one of the Arab states.
Every terrorist that is captured in the
Middle East bears Soviet arms, We have
seen the Soviet Union’s military staff
move in and take over command of every
Arab country. They are today developing
plans and techniques and training the
Arab soldiers.

The Soviet Union is determined to
drive Israel into the sea. Why? Because
this tiny little nation stands in the way
of another Soviet cordon sanitaire. The
Soviet Union has a cordon sanitaire of
more than 180 million people through
the middle of Europe, the captive na-
tions of Europe, and now the Soviets
want a cordon sanitaire in the Middle
East,

Mr. Speaker, Israel’s people for more
than 2,000 years have fought, struggled,
pleaded, prayed, and suffered the worsé
type of persecution so they could today
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have a home of their own; an identity,
and a recognition of a national spirit.
Israel today stands in the way of Soviet
expansion which would destroy the
dream that took 2,000 years to be real-
ized. So, Israel must be destroyed. That
is the edict from Moscow. And the irony
is that that edict is inadvertently beir_lg
supported by the President who will
stand in this Chamber tomorrow as a
representative of France.

Why does the Soviet Union want to de-
stroy Israel? Because the Soviet Union
wants to get her hands on that rich-in-
natural-resources confinent of Africa.
That is where the future battle is going
to be fought.

Mr. Speaker, there is an old saying
that he who controls Africa controls the
world. The United States cannot eco-
nomically move to a $2 trillion economy
by 1980, if we do not have access to those
rich natural resources of Africa. That is
why Secretary of State Rogers just came
back from Africa last night, to try to
bolster our position there because he sees
Soviet missions in every one or the Afri-
can countries.

The Soviet Union has to get rid of
Israel; must destroy little Israel, because
Israel today stands in the way of Soviet
expansion into Africa. That is another
thing that the President of France ought
to be addressing himself to.

He also ought to join our American
President in a call for a world embargo
against the Arab countries for exporting
in a new kind of terrorism. What these
Arabs are developing in the way of ter-
rorism for the rest of the world will
make the Vietcong look like kids’ play
when their wanton destruction of air-
planes and communications and terror-
ism is exported all over the world. And
the President of Libya says such terror-
ism can be justified.

The President of France can make a
great contribution tomorrow if he will
address himself to these problems.

I submit the time has come when the
free world ought to call upon the sea-
farers unions of every free country to
refuse to handle surface transportation
out of Arab countries. There is not
enough aircraft flying into Arab coun-
tries to make an air carrier embargo
fully effective.

There are not enough aircraft going
into the Arab countries, there are not
enough airplanes going into Egypt, Syria,
and other countries, but the way to bring
these people to their senses, in my judg-
ment, is to call upon seafarers all over
the free world to say that they refuse to
handle goods going into and out of the
Arab countries, and bring them to an
economic standstill,

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for
greater understanding in this conflict.
Those of us who are going to stay away
from this session tomorrow are doing so
because we want to exercise our silent
protest. Thoreau once wrote about the
masses who suffer in quiet indignation.
We see the President of France coming
to America tomorrow, a President who
has been part and parcel of an agree-
ment which will destroy the only friend
we have in the Middle East. No matter
how much President Pompidou may
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want to justify his policy, it is obvious
it just can’'t stand up to righteousness.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman for a very ar-
ticulate and expressive statement of a
very important event.

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

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LOWENSTEIN, Mr, Speaker, I am
glad we are having this discussion to-
day. The arrival of President Pompidou
coincides with the worsening situation in
the Middle East, and the conjunction of
these events makes it more important
than ever that there be no wobbling or
vagueness in America’s commitment to
Israel. Forty-seven innocent passengers
have died in the sky and scores more are
miraculously alive, an American minis-
ter's wife has been shot to death while
visiting holy sites in the Holy Land, and
the French Government has confirmed
the sale of scores of sophisticated war-
planes to a government that hailed these
events and praised their perpetrators. In
this situation, and at a time when the
President of the United States is confer-
ring with the President of France while
the terrible problem of how to respond to
murder in the sky is being weighed in
the airports and capitals of the world,
there must be no confusion about the
feelings of the American people.

First, let it be clear that if the result
of the attacks on planes bound for Israel
is to diminish air traffic to Israel, murder
and piracy will have been rewarded and
those who have engaged in murder and
piracy will have new incentive to ex-
pand their grisly operations. I include in
the Recorp at this point an editorial
from the New York Times, which I am
sure speaks for the vast majority of the
Members of Congress and of the Ameri-
can people:

| From the New York Times, Feb. 23, 1970]

To StoP MURDER IN THE SKY

One of the most severe crises in the history
of the world’s civil aviation has been touched
off by the Arab guerrilla sabotage that last
weekend destroyed a Swiss airliner flying to
Israel and almost destroyed an Austrian
plane. At any given moment, this planet has
innumerable national quarrels, miniwars and
other confiicts of varying degrees of intensity.
When and if partisans in such disputes have
reason to believe that the sabotaging of air-
planes is an effective means of pursuing their
causes, then murder in the sky might be-
come so common as to paralyze the air trans-
port industry. This vulnerability of airplanes
makes it particularly important that those
who try to profit by such sabotage learn
quickly and unequivocally that this tactic
is self-defeating.

These considerations are self-evident.
Nevertheless, the initial reaction of several
European airlines to last weekend's sabotage
could, if continued, please the saboteurs. One
line simply canceled its regularly scheduled
flight from Copenhagen, while other firms
which continued flying to Israel banned mail
or freight. Unless these stoppages were tem-
porary moves made to improve security, they
can only encourage those who planted the
bombs.

In the long past history of Arab attacks

against Israell aircraft or against planes
bound to Israel, the objective has been to
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isolate that country by cutting it off from
normal transport connections with the rest
of the world. If the Arab terrorists see that
the latest outrages are advancing their pur-
pose, they will only escalate their effort to
blow other Israel-bound planes from the sky.
And any evidence that these crimes are hurt-
ing Israel will give fanatics devoted to other
causes and hating other states reason to em-
ploy similar sabotage tactics widely.

If the air transport industry is to avoid
committing suicide, its reaction to last week-
end's tragedy must not be ruled by panic.
The need is for continued normal air traffic
to Israel, and for intensified security meas-
ures to protect the planes.

In the past, Arab states have exalted as
heroes those terrorists who attacked Israell
or Israel-bound planes, Yesterday Libya's
strongman, Col. Maummar el-Qaddafi, pub-
licly defended such attacks. But some Arabs
are beginning to understand these outrages
may be counterproductive. This is evidenced
by the sudden shift last weekend from the
first jubilant claim of guerrilla responsibility
for the Swiss plane’s destruction to the later
unconvinecing denial. And yesterday a Beirut
newspaper denounced the attack on the
Swiss airliner as “the most irresponsible, un-
forgiveable and outrageous act that has ever
been committed in the name of Palestine.”

The need now is to convince the great ma-
jority of Arabs and the rulers of their states
that such criminal acts hurt rather than
help their cause. This can be done by apply-
ing sanctions against the Arab countries
which finance, harbor and encourage the ter-
rorists and provide the bases for these mur-
derers. A worldwide airline boycott of those
Arab states would be the best means to pun-
ish the perpetrators of these foul and cow-
ardly deeds and those behind them and to
put pressure on both groups to halt their
crimes.

Second, we must not allow the dismay
and disgust most Americans feel about
French policy in the Middle East to be
obscured by disagreements about how to
convey these feelings to President Pompi-
dou during his visit. I am accordingly
sending the following telegrams to Presi-
dent Nixon and President Pompidou.

Dear PREsSIDENT Nixon: I would like to add
my voice to those of millions of Americans
who hope and trust that you bring home to
President Pompidou clearly and forcefully
the deep concern of the American people
about French policy in the Middle East and
the consequences of that policy both to the
peoples directly involved and to the rest of
the world.

President Pompidou should not leave
Washington unaware of the deep resentment
felt by the vast majority of dedicated friends
of France in this country.

Dear PresipEnT Pompmou: I wish to join
in welcoming you to Washington in the spirit
of friendship between the French and Amer-
ican people that has played so significant a
role in the history of our countries during
the past two centuries.

You will understand how deeply troubled
millions of Americans are by French pollcy
in the Middle East, a policy we are convinced
encourages aggressor states at the expense of
both peace and justice and that cannot help
but undermine the historic relationship be-
tween France and the United States. As one
who has opposed American foreign policy in
Vietnam and elsewhere when I felt it to be
wrong, I must urge you to reconsider French
policy In the Middle East while there is still
time to avoid the dire consequences to all
concerned that will result from continued
discrimination against Israel. Such discrimi-
nation only adds to the already existing diffi-
culties involved in encouraging the nations
in this area to resolve their differences




4596

through negotiation rather tham through
resumption or extension of hostilities,

The great democratic natlons of the West
ought to be able to work together to create
an atmosphere more conducive to peace and
justice in the Middle East. The price to the
whole human race of our faillure to do so may
be incalculable, I hope you will address your-
self to this situation when you speak in the
House of Representatives today.

Finally, if there is to be any hope of
reversing the tragic drift of events in
the Middle East, we must end all doubt
that the United States will supply Israel
with all armaments necessary to main-
tain her deterrent power until the Arab
States are prepared to negotiate a peace-
ful settlement. The President’s declara-
tion in his report to Congress on Ameri-
can foreign policy provided welcome as-
surances on this point. The Congress
must now speak and thus clear up any
confusion about the unity of the Ameri-
can people on this matter that may have
arisen as a result of other recent state-
ments by high officials. We must press for
favorable action on House Concurrent
Resolution 479 and on House Concurrent
Resolution 511, the resolution introduced
by Mr. Worrr and myself, among others,
that would insure that Israel will be able
to buy the weapons she needs to protect
herself in the ugly situation created by
the continuing flow of Soviet and French
armaments to some of the Arab States.

I am inserting in the Recorp at this
point the text of the aforementioned res-
olutions, together with a statement
siened to date by 248 Representatives
and 68 Senators.

H. CoN. REs. 479

Whereas deep concern has been aroused
by the statement of the Secretary of State
of the United States of December 9, mak-
ing certain pmposals for peace in the Middle
East between the State of Israel and the
Arab States, and

Whereas such statement of the Secretary
of State has been understood as contrary
to the previous policy of the United States
in the Middle East and to the expressed senti-
ment of approximately two-thirds of the
Senate and the House of Representatives:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the policy of the United
States for the promotion of peace in the
Middle East should be to exert its best efforts
to arrange for direct, face-to-face negotia-
tions between the State of Israel and the
Arab States; and, further, that neither the
United States nor any other power should
attempt to impose a settlement In the Middle
East nor attempt to induce a settlement
other than through direct, face-to-face
negotiations between the State of Israel and
the Arab States.

H. Con. REs. 511

Whereas five successive Presldents have
seen the relationship between Israel’s integ-
rity and survival and United States national
interests; and

Whereas the Soviet Union and France have
sharply escalated the Middle East arms race;
and

Whereas a balance of power Is the best
avallable deterrent to full-scale war; and

Whereas the President has said ‘“The
United Btates is prepared to supply military
equipment necessary to the efforts of friend-
1y governments, like Israel’s, to defend the
safety of their people;” and

‘Whereas the Government of Israel has
asked to purchase jet alreraft (beyond cur-
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rent sales) essential to 1ts defense: It is
hereby

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that the President should take
such steps as may be necessary, as soon &as
possible after the adoption of this concur-
rent resolution, to negotiate an agreement
with the Government of Israel, providing
for the sale to Israel, on a cash basls, by
the United States of military aircraft, com-
monly known as Phantom jets and Skyhawk
Jets, In amounts necessary for her security.

SUPPORT OF
MmpLE EAST

We, the undersigned Members of
United States Congress, declare:

A just and lasting peace in the Middle
East s essentlal to world peace. The parties
to the confilct must be parties to the peace
achleved by means of direct, unhampered
negotiations, We emphasize these significant
points of policy to reaffirm our support for
the democratic State of Israel which has un-
remittingly appealed for peace for the past
21 years. Our declaration of friendship for
the State of Israel is consistent with the un-
interrupted support given by every American
President and the Congress of the United
States since the establishment of the State
of Israel.

It is not In the Interest of the United
Btates or in the service of world peace to
create the impression that Israel will be left
defenseless in face of the continuing flow of
sophisticated offensive armaments to the
Arab nations supplied by the Soviet Union
and other sources. We thus adhere to the
principle that the deterrent strength of Is-
rael must not be impaired. This is essential
to prevent full-scale war in the Middle East.

All the people of the Middle East have a
common goal in striving to wipe out the
scourges of disease, poverty, llliteracy and to
meet together in good falth to achieve peace
and turn their swords into ploughshares.

I am also including in the Recorp an
article by the distinguished columnist,
Mr. Clayton Fritchey, and an editorial
from the New York Post:

[From the New York Post, Jan. 14, 1970]

EveEn-HANDED ROGERS
(By Clayton Fritchey)

WasHINGTON.—Secretary of State Rogers
Justifies the Administration’s new policy of
arms-length relations with Israel on the
grounds that “we have to conduct our for-
eign policy in & way that we think is best
for our national interests.”

Quite so, but this seems to suggest that
the previous U.S. policy on Israel had to be
altered because it was not In our national
interests. This will come as news to most
Americans, who for years have thought our
long friendship with a democratic and reso-
lute Israel was the best thing—perhaps the
only thing the U.S. had going for it in the
troubled Middle East.

Putting aside other considerations, where
would the U.S. be in that area if Israel col-
lapsed, and the whole region was taken over
by the hostile Arabs and thelr great patron,
Soviet Russia? The answer suggests that our
ties to Israel rest as much on self-interest
as on anything else,

Reliable friends like Israel, willing and
able to defend themselves without the help
of US. troops, don’t grow on trees, and no
government should know this better than
our own. If we had only been able to find
more allies in Asia as dependable as Israel,
we would not have had to send armies to
Vietnam and Eorea.

Rogers talks of being “even-handed" to-
ward Israel and the Communist-backed
Arabs. He is being even-handed at the wrong
time, the wrong place, and with the wrong
countries., The place for even-handedness

DECLARATION IN PEACE IN THE
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was Asia, but instead the U.S. was getting
American troops to win wars the Asians
couldn’t win themselves,

What have Chiang Kai-shek, Syngman
Rhee, Ngo Dinh Diem or Nguyen Van Thieu
ever done for the U.S. or the cause of democ-
racy? Nobody in the Administration is talk-
ing about being even-handed toward South
Vietnam or Taiwan.,

The only silver lining is that Russia’s rec-
ord of embracing ineflectual and expensive
proteges is almost as disastrous as ours. At
least the U.S. Is not yet stuck with Nasser.
The Soviets have invested untold billions in
him; they re-equip his armies as fast as
Israel destroys them; they let him drag them
into humiliating and compromising situa-
tlons, And after all these years they have
little to show for it; they can only look for-
ward to further costly rescue operations.

Russia’s effort to establish a secure foot-
hold in the Middle East through the
quicksand of make-believe Arab govern-
ments may be as fruitless in the long run
as America’s effort to establish itself on the
Asia mainland through equally untrust-
worthy satellites,

For once, in Israel, the U.S. has a friend
it can depend on—a democratic nation
which is devoted to peace, but has the cour-
age to fight its own battles. Yet now the
Administration wants to cultivate Nasser,
despite his long record of being anti-Ameri-
can and pro-Russian. Just how this trans-
lates into a policy that is “best for our
national interests,” is something Rogers
needs to explain more clearly.

L

If the Administration wants to promote
peace In the Middle East, it should back
Israel’'s desire for direct negotiations with
the Arabs.

[From the New York Post, Feb. 9, 1970]
UnNENDING CRrISIS OF THE MIDDLE EAST

Leaders of five Arab countries are meeting
at this moment to draft a new manifesto in
their war of words against Israel. Any pro-
nouncement they produce is unlikely to con-
tribute to a diminution of the rising ten-
slons; this is essentially a council of belig-
erence, and no serious new formula for peace
can be expected to emerge from such a meet-
ing regardless of strategic differences that
may exist behind the scenes, What really
matters now is not what is said but what is
happening to escalate the level of hostili-
ties—and how far the Soviets are prepared
to promote a major confrontation.

In these dangerous hours UN Secretary
General U Thant has issued a call for a com-
plete embargo on arms shipments to this
explosive area. In principle he once again
spok- as a voice of reason and sanity. But
he clearly has little expectation that his plea
will be heeded now.

As long as the Sovlets multiply their arms
commitment to Nasserism (and the French
emerge as Libya's plane factory), how could
any balance be preserved by a one-sided
American adherence to the principle of em-
bargo? How could the cause of peace be en-
hanced by encouraging the delusion in Cairo
that the Israelis are finally isolated and
alone?

In a sense what 1s taking place is a battle
for time—time, above all, In which new
forces in the Arab world may arise to respond
to Israel’s repeated calls for negotiated peace
among equals.

These are complex, unresolved rights and
wrongs in such grave matters as the treat-
ment of Arab refugees, the redefinition of
boundaries and other conflicts rooted deep
in the agony of history. We have never mini-
mized these problems, But on one issue the
record remains clear: Israel's reaffirmation of
its readiness to negotiate all Issues, and
Nasser’s evasion of that challenge.

As long as this remains his stand, and
Arab spokesmen thunder their resolve to
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destroy this democratic 1sland, any attempt
to “halt” the arms race by a unilateral U.S.
boycott of Israel could only set the stage for
a blow-up that would shake the world.
Until or unless there is a break in the deadly
diplomatic stalemate, the proposed sale of
additional U.S. jets to Israel becomes a sym-
bolic act to maintain a fragile psychological
balance. There will be no real prospect of
solution before the day of serious negotia-
tions, in one form or another, finally arrives.

I thank the gentleman for yielding, If
this discussion helps to demonstrate—
and mobilize—American opinion at this
critical moment in the Middle East, it
may turn out to be one of the most use-
ful discussions in which any of us has
participated in a long time.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will *he
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
gentleman from New York and his col-
leagues for taking these special orders
this afternoon concerning very important
events that will take place in this Cham-
ber tomorrow.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to say that
back in 1967 in the spring I had the
honor of visiting the nation of Israel just
a few days before the 6-day war. At that
time in the city of Tel Aviv, although
the dark clouds of Arab aggression were
hanging low over the city of Tel Aviv,
the people of Israel were confident and
were determined. This was just the day
before Israel’s birthday. Israel was to
be, the next day, 19 vears old, still a
teenager, but a nation of people who
could truly be called the chosen ones.

The people of Israel knew at that time
that they were about to engage in battle
and defend their land and fo keep their
nation alive. For thousands of years fa-
thers had told their sons, and they in
turn their sons, that some day there
would be a State of Israel and that it
would have to be defended.

Mr, Speaker, I also had the pleasure of
going a little bit north of Tel Aviv and
visiting the town of Herzlia to see a
magnificent accomplishment made by the
Jewish people in Israel. It was in a sense
just a small mediecal clinic, but it was a
place where anyone could go if they
were sick or ill, whether they were a
citizen or not, and at no cost be treated
and become well. I was proud because
this particular small clinic had been
established mainly through the efforts
of the Jewish community in my area of
central New Jersey, and the Histadrut
organization of central New Jersey, and
I was proud and surprised to see the
beautiful hospital on a hillside just out-
side of the town of Herzlia, a large,
efficient, modern hospital which just a
few years before had been created to
take care of the tuberculosis patients—
the whole hospital—to take care of the
tuberculosis patients for just that area
of Israel.

But at that time in 1967 it had gotten
to th_e point where only one wing of the
hospital was used to handle its tubercu-
losis patients, of the entire nation of
Israel. They were proud that Israel had
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become an oasis of hygiene in that desert
of disease that is the Middle East.

1 also visited a small kibbutz at Ein-
Gev in the northern part of the country
on the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias.
There I could see a young nation, a
teenager at work—productive work—
work that involved farming primarily.
But they also had time for the important
things, like good education for the young
people. There was a tremendously large
building to promote the arts, one of the
finer things in life.

But there were some discouraging
things also. There was a statue outside
the art center that had been blown apart,
to a small degree, by the bombs which
already before the war had been floating
down on this poor little kibbutz from the
Syrians. A few hundred yards away near
the top of an adjoining hill, part of the
Golan Heights, I also saw the classroom
that had been half blown apart when
without any warning—perhaps on a
whim—a bombing had taken place just
a few days before I arrived there.

I saw other educational facilities. I also
saw beneath the playground a dark
damp room with little cribs that had
the ominous name of the “Kindergarten
Bomb Shelter.” It was not a rusty relic
from World War II. Unfortunately, it
was a necessary piece of educational
equipment in Israel today.

But despite the ominous threats of
millions of Arabs around them—and de-
spite its tiny size—and despite its vul-
nerability—being on low ground every-
where along that area of the country, ex-
cept for one very small place north of
Lake Tiberias—the people were deter-
mined. The people were confident. The
people had that something extra that
makes for a great nation—that some-
thing extra—Ilike the ordinary farmer
who on weekends is a concert violinist—
and the seamstress who paints—and the
laborer who is a tank commander,

We have heard so much about the fu-
ture of Israel, and what it shall be. After
defending their country in the late 1940's
and after a battle in the 1950’s, some of
the older and so-called wiser nations
gave Israel their advice—back off, in two
10-year periods they were told. Make
concessions. Do not insist upon being rec-
ognized as a real nation—and every-
thing will be all right.

Everything was all right for 10 years.
Then Israel found itself in a position
where it had to fight again. And again
against overwhelming odds, Israel was
victorious. Let us hope the mistakes of
the past 10 years do not reoccur again in
the next 10 years.

Some people say that maybe the
United States should decide what Israel
shall do in negotiation. Some people may
say that France should decide what Is-
rael should do. Some people say that per-
haps the United Nations should decide
what Israel should do.

Mr. Speaker, I wonder what is wrong
with letting Israel decide what Israel
shall do. What is wrong with the whole
world listening to Abba Eban and to
Golda Meir in their insistence that the
negotiations will only come face to face,
nation to nation, recognition of one na-
tion for another nation, and let the
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Arab nations know that Israel is here

to stay.

Certainly all of us would like to know
for sure what the policy of the Govern-
ment of France is concerning Israel and,
Mr. Speaker, I would also like to know,
if I could, for sure, what is the U.S.
Government's policy concerning Israel.
There have been many conflicting state-
ments made in this area. So in these
troubled times, for a great democratic
nation in the Middle East let all of us
hope that the American people will be
able to feel that when democracy is
threatened in the Middle East, our Gov-
ernment, our President, and our Con-
gress will always be on the side of jus-
tice, and in the Middle East today the
word “justice” is pronounced “Israel.”

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

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow will
be the occasion for French President
George Pompidou to address a joint
meeting of Congress. I have joined with
other of my colleagues in a declaration
of concern to President Pompidou on
French Middle East policy. The text of
the declaration is as follows:

DECLARATION o©F CONCERN TO PRESIDENT
PomrinoUu oN FreNcH MIippLE EAsT PoLICY
On the occasion of your first visit to the

United States as President of the Republic
of France, we welcome you on behalf of the
American people whom we represent. We
understand the desire of our President to
extend you the courtesy accorded to a visit-
ing dignitary, and we share with him the
hope that your visit will be a pleasant and
productive one,

However, we feel compelled to express to
you our grave concern over French policy
in the Middle East. Recognizing that the
situation there borders on yet another full-
scale war, we feel reason and caution to be
of paramount importance in so far as the
policy of all parties involved in concerned.

Specifically, we are greatly dismayed by
your decision to permit the sale of over 100
jet fighters to the Arab Nations while at the
same time forbidding all such sales to
Israel.

We ask that you join with this country in
seeking immediate face-to-face negotiations
between the Israelis and their Arab neigh-
bors in an effort to settle this tragic con-
flict. We want to make It perfectly clear to
you that the people of the United States
will not condone a state of war in the Middle
East and that we persist in the search for
negotiated peace as a major goal of Ameri-
can policy.

We ask that you utilize the great power
of your office to help achleve such a peace
and urge that you refrain from a reckless
and Irresponsible course of action which
your government seems to have been pur-
suing with regard to the Middle East.

Mr. Speaker, I am very disturbed over
what the French sale of jets to Libya
will do to the precarious arms race in the
Middle East. The French sale presents
a serious escalation which might well
signal the point of no return in a re-
sumption of full hostilities.

I am also disturbed at the direction
which our own American foreign policy
has taken in regards the Middle East
and our attitude toward Israel. I believe
that the United States should return to
its previous policy of urging direct nego-
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tiations between Israel and the Arab
States.

The abrupt change in American policy
was evidenced by Secretary of State
William Rogers’ proposals to the four-
power conference in December regarding
boundaries, refugee settlements and
withdrawals from occupied territories.
His proposal that negotiations between
Israel and the Arab States need not be
direct but could be held indirectly based
upon the Rhodes formula is a sudden re-
versal of our previous policy and could
seriously erode the Israeli bargaining po-
sition.

Rejection of the new U.S. position by
the Russians demonstrates that four-
power enforcement of a Middle Eastern
peace essentially would mean a Soviet-
Arab peace at the expense of Israel and
shows that the Soviet Union is willing to
accept no less than total Israeli surren-
der.

I believe that America must continu-
ally reaffirm her previous position of en-
couraging direct negotiations between
the involved parties so that a true and
lasting peace in the Middle East may one
day be attained.

America’s reliance on four-power talks
is risky not only because of the Soviet
commitment to the Arab cause but also
because of the mercurial policies of
France and Great Britain. The sale by
France of 100 Mirage jets and an undis-
closed amount of tanks and other weap-
ons to Libya while at the same time con-
tinuing an arms embargo against Israel
demonstrates an attitude openly biased
toward the Arabs. One also wonders
how deeply the attitudes of Great Britain
and France might be influenced by their
interests in Arab oil development.

I was shocked by this abrupt shift of
American foreign policy as it runs di-
rectly counter to the April 28, 1969, con-
gressional resolution sponsored by 68
Members of the U.S. Senate and 280
Members of the House of Representa-
tives endorsing face-to-face Arab-Is-
raeli negotiations. The resolution, which
I cosponsored, declared in part:

We believe that the issues which divide
Israel and the Arab states can be resolved
in the spirit and service of peace if the lead-
ers of the Arab states would agree to meet
with the Israelis in face-to-face negotiations,
There is no effective substitute for the pro-
cedure. The parties to the conflict must be
parties to the settlement. We oppose any at-
tempt by outside powers to Impose halfway

measures not conducive to a permanent
peace.

To ensure direct negotiations and to se-
cure a contractual peace settlement freely
and sincerely signed by the parties them-
selves, the United States should oppose all
pressures upon Israel to withdraw prema-
turely and unconditionally from any of the
territories which Israel now administers.

The proposals of Secretary Rogers ap-
pear to fly in the face of this congres-
sional policy statement.

I believe that any four-power—United
States, Soviet Union, France, and Great
Britain—action in imposing a peace in
the Middle East is doomed to failure.

Former President Lyndon Johnson
stated as U.S. policy after the 6-day war
that “the parties to the conflict must be
parties to the peace.” It is the Israelis
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and the Arab nations who must sooner
or later settle with each other.

The need for the parties to themselves
negotiate their differences was well il-
lustrated after the 1956 Suez crisis. The
subsequent 1957 settlement was imposed
by outside powers and the Arabs were
not required to negotiate to enter into a
direct peace commitment with Israel.
That political settlement conceived by
by the United States soon fell apart be-
cause of the failure of the Arab states to
honor the guarantees and set the stage
for the events which led to the precipi-
tation of the 6-day war in 1967.

President Johnson on June 19, 1967,
set forth the essentials of peace in the
Middle East—the recognized right of na-
tional life, justice, for the refugees,
innocent maritime passage, limits on the
wasteful and destructive arms race, po-
litical independence, and territorial in-
tegrity for all. The President said in re-
gards to his point on independence and
integrity that—

The principle can be effective in the
Middle East oniy on the basis of peace be-
tween the parties ., . . what they need are
recognized boundaries and other arrange-
ments that will give them security against
terror and destruction and war.

It is this principle reinforced by the
congressional resolution of April 1969
which should be the policy of our country
in her efforts to create a lasting peace in
the Middle East.

Mr. ROSENTHAL, What I would like
to pursue for just a moment with the
gentleman from Illinois and the gentle-
man from New York, a thing that dis-
turbs me so deeply, is that we have such
a long history of warm and deep affec-
tion for the French people. I think all
of us, without having to say if, under-
stand and feel it. We do not have to say
the names of Lafayette and so many
others who played such an integral part
in the development of democracy. I won-
der if the people of France understand
that what the French Government is
presently doing by selling 100 jets to a
nation that has 10, 11 or 12 pilots, and
clearly these planes are going to be used
in a conflagration that can lead to the
destruction not only of the immediate
neighbors there but they involve all the
great world powers, what a great disserv-
ice the French Government is doing not
only to the American people and to the
other nations involved, but to the French
people. It is kind of leading down a blind
path.

I am personally distressed because my
remembrances of being in France on so
many occasions during the war is that
there is a great body of affection and
understanding, a great love, friendship,
warmth and brotherhood between our
great peoples, and the sad thing is that
governments occasionally stray from
truth and righteousness, and I would
hope that the people of France would
somehow understand this and help to
correct what appears to be a real defi-
ciency of their present Government’s
policy.

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman, I
think, stated the case correctly in his
opening remarks when he underscored
the fact that our objections to the Presi-
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dent of France, Mr. Pompidou, in no
way alters our deep affection for the peo-
ple of France, and I think he can find
another answer in the fact that 44 per-
cent of the Frenchmen do not support
Mr. Pompidou in his policy. So it seems
to me that when such a large percent-
age of his own people do noi support
him, really I do not know why I should
be here tomorrow, or that anyone else
should be here tomorrow, indicating by
our presence some sort of support for
his position.

Finally, I would like to add we have
many similar situations all over the
world. We have, for instance, a Commu-
nist-dominated government in Poland. I
am sure most Americans do not recognize
that government or do not have any great
affection for it. Yet there is a friendship
between the people of Poland and the
people of America which is deep and his-
toric. Likewise, we can go right across the
whole belt of the captive nations.

I might also say that in the Middle
East, when the Israeli people and the
Arab people are together, they get along.
I was in Israel a few weeks ago. I saw
them getting along. It is the leaders, as
the gentleman properly has said, who
provide the turmoil and chaos and stray
from truth and good judgment.

I do not think the fact that so many of
us do not intend to welcome Mr. Pompi-
dou will in any way affect the friendship
of the people of France and of America.
I think the people of France will respect
us because they are going to be encour-
aged by the fact that we at this end of
the world are pretty much corroborating
what they have said themselves, if the
public opinion surveys are correct—and I
have no way to doubt that—but the most
recent public opinion survey In France
shows 44 percent of President Pompidou's
own French people do not support his
position.

THE AMERICAN NURSING HOME:
THE COMMERCIALIZATION OF
OUR AGED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRraY), Under a previous order of the
House, the Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. PrYor) for 60
minutes.

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
the problem of human obsolescence is
not new to Western society. For too many
yvears we have rejected our poor, our old,
our sick, and sent them to die in work-
houses, poor farms, lunatic asylums, and
hospitals.

Since 1959, Congress has recognized
this problem and made numerous at-
tempts to help our elderly. We have done
this because we felt the force of a new
“national conscience” for our aged citi-
zens. Many of us have asked for a re-
ordering of mnational priorities. Near
the top of these priorities, we must, in
this House, list care for our aged eciti-
zens. We have not yet done so. For all
of our good intentions, we have created
not humane, dignified places where our
aged may spend their last days, but in
some instances, coldhearted business
empires that maximize profit while mini-
mizing human life,
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Care has suffered and profit has con-
quered while two-thirds of the money
fueling the nursing home boom has been
public tax money.

1t is the treatment and the care for
our elderly—or the lack of it—which is
my subject today, Mr. Speaker. I am con-
cerned about the direction our Govern-
ment is now pursuing, the very philos-
ophy it has adopted over the years,
with regard to the kind of final days we
will provide for our elderly.

I feel we are trying, but we have
missed the mark. If we continue our
present policies toward the aged much
further, we may well be judged by his-
tory as a rather calloused people.

My subject today is American nursing
homes where almost 1 million of our cit-
izens are confined, Some and probably
most find that this is where they have
been sent—not to live, but to die. Some
of these 1 million Americans will spend
those last few days of life on this earth
in comparative comfort; but many will
find lives of horror, filth, loneliness, and
despair. Too many of those confined to
an American nursing home will feel that
they have been sentenced to a haliway
house—somewhere between society and
the cemetery. There are 20,000 nursing
homes in our country today. We have
made some progress, yes. But the basic
standard or quality of care is not rising
commensurate with the amount of dol-
lars the American taxpayer is now put-
ting into the nursing home industry, nor
with the exploding prices that are being
charged the patient or their relatives.

In the last two decades, we have
adopted a basic theory that if we could
funnel more money into the nursing
home industry, the quality of care would
rise in commensurate proportions. This
is a basic fallacy which has been perpe-
trated not only on the American tax-
payer, on governments at State and Fed-
eral levels, but on the patient himself.
In fact, it is a fallacy to such a degree
that it approaches the definition of
fraud.

One out of 10 Americans today is 65
or older. Through science and a better
quality of life, the average age span has
been lengthened to the extent that most
of our older Americans will some day
be candidates themselves for nursing
home care. There is no more critical
need in America today than good nurs-
ing homes—homes which really care—
homes which are staffed and owned by
individuals or groups in which the pa-
tient—and not profit—is its very reason
for existence. But today, we are “dehu-
manizing” the American nursing home
because the patient has taken the back-
seat to a rather thirsty quest for big
profits in the industry which can only
result ultimately in poorer and poorer
service and care for the patient.

This is where our Government made
its mistake: It made nursing home care
a profitmaking industry, a housing
program and not a health program.

Our Nation has no goal, no policy, with
regard to where the nursing home in-
dustry is heading today.

The Associated Press produced a se-
ries of thoughtful and provocative arti-
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cles on the nursing home industry some
months ago and found that:

Physician eare for the nursing home
patient is so scarce that it is a national
scandal.

One-seventh of drug prescriptions to
nursing home patients are administered
wrong.

Drugs are commonly used to make
patients “easier to handle.”

The average food cost per patient in
many nursing homes today is less than
$1 per day.

In a Topeka, Kans., home three-
fourths of the patients checked had not
been seen by a doctor in 6 months.

In Minnesota, the average amount of
physician care per patient in 100 nurs-
ing homes was 214 minutes per week.

In a California study it was revealed
that more medicare money was spent on
tranquilizers than any other group of
drugs.

The National Fire Prevention Associa-
tion shows nursing homes at the top of
unsafe places to live.

Other news media findings:

A New York Daily News reporter was
hired as a nurse's aide, and she found
the food in several New York homes
abominable, filthy rooms, roaches in
glasses, dirt in water pitchers and in-
describable conditions in bathrooms.

That today a nursing home adminis-
trator may well have as his only quali-
fications that he was a junk dealer.

Ethical controls within the nursing
home industry are not protecting the
nursing home patient and neither is the
purchaser of his care, the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Tough Federal regulations have been
much slower reaching the nursing homes
than the Federal dollars.

That 87 nursing homes which failed to
meet Federal standards were paid $398,-
000 in the last half of 1968.

In Tennessee, & hospital administrator
states:

If the State of Tenne:ssee would be as firm
as it could be, I would wager that 30% to
50% of long-term care facilities would be
closed down overnight.

“We never had the appropriations to
enforce the law,” stated a Florida official,
where there were several hundred nurs-
ing homes with only two inspectors.

In Wisconsin, a 317-bed home went
without regular State inspections for al-
most 3 years, although a 1967 check re-
sulted in a four-page list of violations.

And the Associated Press quotes a Los
Angeles administrator as saying:

You tighten up on nurses . .. but if you
cut your staff too short, you keep the patient
snowed on drugs.

It will be recalled that 32 persons re-
cently died at Marietta, Ohio, in a “good”
nursing home which had been allowed to
operate with “deficiencies.”

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to my
friend from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. The
gentleman from Arkansas is performing
a signal service in bringing to the atten-
tion of the House the scandalous condi-
tions in some of the nursing homes
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throughout the Nation. He mentioned
the fire in the Marietta, Ohio, nursing
home in which many of my West Vir-
ginia constituents perished. That is right
on the edge of my congressional district.

I know that the gentleman from Ar-
kansas has done a massive amount of
research on this subject. I would partic-
ularly like to commend him because he
has done research not only with regard
to facts and figures but he has personally
taken the time to go out and inspect
these nursing homes and to talk with the
patients and those who administer the
homes and really has collected a down-
to-earth and practical set of materials
that enable him to appraise the condi-
tions of these homes and also make rec-
ommendations based on his practical
experience.

As a matter of fact, the gentleman
from Arkansas, I understand—is it not
true?—did a good deal of this work also
when he was in the Arkansas Legisla-
ture prior to coming to this House,

I am particularly interested in the rec-
ommendations which the gentleman
mentions. We have discussed them on
frequent occasions.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
gentleman if it is not true, also, that
there are a number of companies that
have even gone to the extent of floating
stock issues, companies that run these
homes, and these stock issues are actu-
ally as important and as remunerative
as any stocks on the larger stock ex-
changes.

Mr, PRYOR of Arkansas. I say to the
gentleman that is true. We have some 70
chain operations now in the United
States which are selling their stock pub-
licly. I should say, as one of our Wall
Street bankers or lawyers in the invest-
ment world said, that the nursing home
stocks are the hottest stocks on the mar-
ket today. We see this situation has cre-
ated a dilemma, which is that the patient
himself is taking a back seat to the prof-
its. The patient in the American nursing
home today, especially in those homes in
which they are subject to stock sales and
where they are listed on stock exchanges,
with mutual funds, and so forth—the
patient in those homes has in many cases
become a ping-pong ball on the stock
market every time it opens each morn-
ing. I do not think that is the way it was
intended to be in our great country, I say
to the gentleman from West Virginia.
We can do a better job and we need to
look into the entire situation in its
entirety.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
would further ask the gentleman from
Arkansas this question: I am familiar
with the condition of inspectors in the
coal mining industry where the com-
panies always know when the inspectors
show up and a cake is always baked for
these inspectors when they come in fo
inspect conditions in the coal mines. I
wonder if a comparable condition exists
as far as inspections in nursing homes
are concerned.

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I will answer
the gentleman by saying that I cannot
speak to that point directly, but from
some indications we have received at this
time it does appear there might be a
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“cozy” relationship between some of the
nursing home inspectors in this country
and some of the owners of the profiteer-
ing firms,

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. If the
gentleman will yield further briefly for
another observation, we are all prisoners
of time in the House of Representatives.
We tend to be limited by papers, let-_tgrs,
phone calls, radio broadcasts, television
broadcasts, as a means of communica-
tion. We tend to face too many issues
from the standpoint of what does this
organization feel about this issue or what
is the political position on this issue.

I think the gentleman from Arkansas
has served the highest function of a true
Representative by his concern for peo-
ple, because it is people after all that
we, the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, represent. We too often for-
get the fact that we are dealing with
people and I helieve in the way in which
the gentleman from Arkansas has pre-
sented his approach to the patients and
the people concernad, that he is serving
the highest function of a Representative
in the Congress of the United States.

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I wish to
thank the gentleman from West Virginia
for those generous remarks. I would say
that there is no man in this House whom
I would rather have coauthoring this
resolution to create this Select Commit-
tee on Nursing Homes and Homes for
the Aged than the very distinguished
gentleman from West Virginia, the Hon-
orable KEN HECHLER.

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

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I
can add no substantive information to
the comprehensive and devastating re-
port that is being submitted to us this

afternoon by
Arkansas.
There is no man in this House whose
integrity and initiative have gained
him more respect over the years. He is
one of the best men in this body—aquiet,
persevering, and compassionate—and I
only wish we had more people like him
in public life. We are indebted to him
again today for this contribution.
There are no votes for Mr, Pryor in
nursing homes. But there is plenty of
tragedy for the old people who are there
and plenty of shame for this country. I
hope this resolution will get the support
it deserves, and that all of us who are
concerned about suffering will join with
the gentleman from Arkansas in his
effort to alleviate these conditions. It
should be obvious by now that unless we
do something here nothing will be done.
Mr, Speaker, I want to join with many
of my colleagues, and with concerned
citizens throughout the Nation, in thank-
ing the gentleman from Arkansas for the
enormous effort he has put into docu-
menting the shameful exploitation of
the elderly that goes on in many of the
Nation's nursing homes today. I hope
we will proceed forthwith to act favor-
ably on his resolution.
Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas, I thank the

the gentleman from
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gentleman very much for his generous
remarks,

I want to also say that I am very proud
and I know that 20 million elderly Ameri-
can citizens are proud that the gentle-
man from New York is also one of the
cosponsors of this resolution to create a
select committee in this House on nurs-
ing homes and homes for the aged.

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

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend the very able and distinguished
gentleman from Arkansas for his superb
presentation here this aftermoon. The
gentleman has given us a most provoca-
tive and most vital report on one of those
human issues in our Nation today. The
gentleman deserves the undying, un-
qualified appreciation of all the Members
of this House for focusing attention on
this most important issue. It is a pleas-
ure and a privilege for me to associate
myself with his remarks.

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I thank the
gentleman from New York very much.

Mr. Speaker, the list could go on and
on, but our Government has lost control
of the nursing home industry and we
are today impotent in attempting to
achieve a higher standard of care for
the patient.

It is time, and past due, for this Nation
and this Congress to look at where we
are and where we are going in the
treatment of our elderly.

Mr. Speaker, we are commercializing
our aged. Our citizens in nursing homes
today have become in some instances
mere human ping-pong balls on Wall
Street. Rather than reading about the
elderly in health care manuals and medi-
cal journals, we find them now the sub-
ject of great discourse by such financial
publications as the Wall Street Journal,
Barron's, and Business Week, One Wall
Street firm executive made the state-
ment recently that “in the nursing home
business—there is no way to lose.”

A maze of pyramiding new Govern-
ment programs such as medicare and
medicaid, new methods of financing
nursing homes, new formuias adopted by
social security and welfare agencies to
reimburse the proprietor of nursing
homes, together with a lack of interest
in both the enactment and enforcement
of tough regulations which protect the
patient—all this adds up to not only
new and booming profits for the owners
but also explosive and rising costs for
the patient, their relatives and the Amer-
ican taxpayer. In recent months some 70
nursing home chains have been estab-
lished which now sell their stock to the
public. Mutual fund companies now own
approximately 6 million shares of stocks
in these nursing home chains. Nursing
home securities in recent months have
been referred to as “the hottest stock
on Wall Street.” The new play on the
stock market today and interest in this
unique stock—predicated on the expec-
tation of an increasing number of old
and sick human beings—has caused such
magazines as Time to call a recent ar-
ticle, “Gold in Geriatrics” and Barron's
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Weekly to entitle a 1969 article, “Un-
healthy Growth?” The New York Times
just last week in a front page story la-
beled nursing homes for the elderly, “a
booming industry.” Business Week re-
cently entitled an article, “Nursing
Homes Offer an Investment Lure.” The
same publication featured another ar-
ticle explaining a novel financing plan
whereby several nursing home chains
induced doctors to find patients for them
by selling a major interest in each home
to a group of local physicians. Nat Cald-
well, a Pulitzer prize-winning reporter
from the Nashville Tennessean, lived in-
cognito for several weeks in nursing
homes and wrote a revealing series en-
titled, “The Abandoned Generation.”

Yes, Mr. Speaker, our elderly residents
of nursing homes have not only become
a financial but also a political footbhall.
They are the common denominator of
what is termed “a glamour stock issue.”
Nine out of 10 nursing homes in America
today exist for a profit. Yes, only 10
percent are nonprofit institutions, and
these as a general rule are operated for
the benefit of the patient by commu-
nities, locally supported hospitals,
churches, religious organizations, frater-
nal groups, and well-motivated individ-
uals who have formed nursing homes
with the idea that the patient and not
the profit must come first.

Thus, we see in the profit-inspired in-
stitutions that the patient or his relative
or the American taxpayer must continue
paying the bill to keep the earnings of
these institutions rising. And to keep
these profits rising, and to permit them
to sell their stock publically, they must
continue to further increase their price
to the patient, or diminish their services,
or both.

When these so-called “hot” nursing
home stocks begin to diminish, it will be
the patient who will suffer the conse-
quences. Those individuals who are en-
tering the nursing-home-for-profit
arena today according to many of the
prospectus now on file with the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission are gen-
erally builders, contractors, restaurant
operators, fast buck entrepreneurs, and
a multitude of others who seek only a
monetary profit for their investment.

Although the new nursing homes in
many instances are an improvement
within the brick-and-mortar concept,
the ultimate price per bed is zooming up-
ward at such an alarming rate that only
the affluent in our society can afford to
grow old. It is not uncommeon to find the
price per month in a nursing home to be
upward of $700. Oftentimes in addition
to the basic room and board fee, there
are extra costs which add still another
burden on the patients or their relatives
who foot the bill. It is true that when
a patient is enticed into a particular
nursing home that these extra costs are
sometimes in effect without their knowl-
edge until the first statement arrives.

Mr. Speaker, I have obtained an addi-
tional-charges list from a nursing home
in northern Virginia which I include as
part of my remarks. I urge my colleagues
to examine it carefully to see if they
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feel such charges are fully justified as
“extra”:
ADDITIONAL CHARGES FOR A NURSING HOME IN
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

(It should be noted that these are charges

in addition to the §595 (single room) per

month cost)

Admission sets, £3.50,

Air mattress, $45.00 per month.

Air worms, $3.50.

Alcohol, $0.50 per pint,

Aspirator, $5.00 per day or use.

Baby ofl, $1.00.

Bed sore care, $3.00 per day.

Bibs, plastic, $2.50.

Bladder irrigation tray, $1.50.

Body lotion, #1.00.

Catheters (Foley), $3.50.

Catheterization sets, £2.00.

Chest restraints, $10.00.

Denture cups, $0.25.

Diabetic diet, $15.00 per month,

Disposable chux, $0.15 each.

Drainage bags and tubing for catheteriza-
tion sets, $1.00,

Emesis basin, $1.50.

Enemas: Fleet/oil, $1.00.

Foam cushion or ring, $4.85.

Guest trays: Luncheon or breakfast, $1.00,
evening meal, $1.50.

Hand feeding, $45.00 per month.

Hand restraints, $3.00.

Hypodermyclysis sets, $2.00.

Intravenous sets, $2.00.

Incontinent care (including chux), $80.00
per month.

Intensive nursing
$80.00 per month.

Irrigation set, $1.50.

Levine tubes, $2.00.

Liter cytol urclogic irrigating fluid, $#2.50
per 1 liter.

Medicated powder, $1.40.

Nasal catheters, $1.00.

Oxygen: 14 tank or less, $10.00, 15 tank,
$15.00.

Oxygen mask, $1.00.

Personal laundry, $10.00 per month.

Plastic gloves, $0.10.

Posey restraints, $6.00.

Rectal tubes, 1.00.

Restraining chair, N/C.

Shampoo, 1.00 per pint.

Sheepskin (synthetic), 10.00.

Solutions for clysis & 1. V.'s, 5.00 per
bottle.

Spray deodorant, 1.30.

Suction machine, 25.00 per month.

Suction tube, .50,

Television in room, 21.00 per room.

Tissues, .25.

Trapeze, 15.00 per month.

Tube feeding, 30.00.

Rubber pants, 5.00.

Walkers, 3.00.

Wheel chairs, 15.00 per month.

Senile care, 90.00 per month.

Syringes, 1.00.

I would call your attention to the item:
“Air Mattress, $45 per month.” How
many times over would a bedridden pa-
tient pay for this product?

Here's another: “Bed Sore Care, $3 per
day.” This could well add $90 a month to
a patient's bill.

Here is “Hand Feeding, $45 a month.”
Is this an honest “additional charge”
for a bedridden patient who may be un-
able to feed himself?

On the surface, this particular home
bills its patients a reasonable fee—$595
per month for a private room—but the
“extra charges” above could quickly
bankrupt an unsuspecting son, daughter,
or patient.

Mr. Speaker, for a relative newcomer
to this Congress, it is sometimes frustrat-

care—terrace floor,
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ing to see an issue within our overall
spectrum of government which needs
attention; yet, because of the voluminous
problems which daily face us as a Con-
gress, that one single issue may tend to
get lost in the shuffle.

I became interested in the nursing
home industry several years back while
serving as a freshman legislator in the
Arkansas House of Representatives.

At each legislative session we found
ourselves voting additional welfare pay-
ments for the loeal nursing home indus-
try. Upon asking questions as to why
these continual appreciating payments
from our State treasury to the profit-
making nursing home institution, we
were told that the additional moneys
would be spent for additional care.

What additional care? What services
would be improved? How would the pa-
tient benefit?

There were no answers.

Again, our basic theory—this illusion,
fostered by the industry, “that more
money meant better care”—prevailed, as
it has throughout the recent history of
this highly subsidized and extremely
profitable industry.

Personal inspections by a legislative
committee on our State level at that
time reported condifions which were not
pretty or pleasant to read about—but
again, the issue, as issues tend to do,
came and went.

Since coming to Congress, I have re-
ceived an increasing number of letters
not only from constituents, but also from
other areas that have whetted my in-
terest in this issue and my frustration
to do something about it.

One of these letters tied in closely to
what the owner of a nursing home chain
said:

In our operation, we must give people
satisfactory quarters and food.

A daughter of a patient in that par-
ticular home wrote that some meals
“consisted of two spoons of pork’n beans,
a cup of milk, and three slices of carrot”.
Is this, I ask, “satisfactory food"”?

Another letter came to my attention:

I was under the assumption that only a
nurse could dispense medicine. On one oc-
casion a maid came into one of the rooms;
had a handful of pills and capsules and
asked one of the elderly women there if she
knew which medicine was hers,

Another patient’s relative wrote that
the sheet on her grandmother’s bed was
changed only once a week:

The top sheet is transferred to the bottom
for the second week, before it Is changed.

Another letter reads:

On September 21, 1969, (Sunday, 3 PM to
11 PM shift) I reached our nursing center
at 5:06 PM and found my Mother, who is
completely paralyzed except that she can
swallow and move her eyes, bathed in per-
spiration and moaning violently, I lifted her
sheet and found her leg suspended with no
support, the support pillow being under the
leg next to the bed which needed no sup-
port. Her leg was quivering violently. As soon
as I moved the pillow to properly support
her leg, my Mother's pain stopped and she
dropped off to sleep. If I had not gone by
at that time, she would have suffered until
nearly 6:30 when the aide came in with her
dinner.
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Another letter read:

These three people (aides) were making
a valiant effort to care for approximately 50
people about 25% completely bedridden,
another 269 In wheelchairs (many having
to be tied in their chair). One elderly lady
who has great difficulty walking and han-
dling herself because of an old broken hip
injury tried to get up from her chair and
fell in the floor. No matter how she tried
she could not get up. She scooted along
the floor almost to the door, but was unable
to open it. She called and begged for help for
over an hour before a friend happened to
come by and open the door. Two of the
elderly men patients finally got her up and
on to her bed. This all happened while the
aldes and nurse were down on the East
Wing. It was some two hours later before
the aides returned to the West Wing about
9 p.m. All the old people sitting or tled in
the wheelchairs were crylng and moaning
and begging to be put to bed; none of the
bed patients had been turned or tended to
for more than three or four hours on the
West Wing. I stayed at the home until after
9, fed my Grandmother, turned her twice
and gave her the medicine the nurse gave
me for her. The little aides as they finally
arrived said they had never worked so hard
in all their lives.

They were ready to drop but still had
practically the whole West Wing to care for.
Checking both patients for bowel movements,
they stated they were glad both had clean
beds because there was not a clean sheet
left in the home . . .. by the last week or 10
days of the month the home runs out of
meat. Sometime they attempt to grind up
leftover beef or chicken. This is so stringy
and coarse it is impossible to feed it to the
patient and it goes back to the kitchen.
Many meals toward the end of the month
consist of a small amount of baby carrots,
baby beets and applesauce and peas mixed
with one small glass of milk. . . . I reported
these conditions to the local welfare office
and they assured me that they were well
aware and deeply deplored the existing con-
ditions and that they had made out re-
ports and sent them in without any results
whatsoever. At their suggestion I contacted
our local State Representative, he advised
me to write this letter to you, and send
coples to the Senator and other Congress-
men,

A colleague from another State
brought to my attention a letter he had
received from a constituent stating that
the home from her hometown in which
her mother was a patient charged her
$15 a month for laundry. To alleviate
this charge the daughter had attempted
to take her mother’s laundry home and
bring it back to the nursing home but
the owner said that that was part of the
“deal” and “would not let me do my
Mother's own laundry.” She concluded
her letter to my colleague by stating:

I do not know that my complaint, along
with others, will do any good but I feel, at
least, I am dolng the right thing and I am
standing for the right thing. This is all I
can do, This sort of thing ought to be given
special attention and controlled some way
to protect loyal Americans.

Mr. Speaker, the list of complaints
from nursing homes in not only our State
but in our 50 States could proceed ad
infinitum. When these complaints are
brought to our attention, and we send
them to the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, they are usually
merely “bucked” back to the State from
whence they came. Last week, when I
asked an official in the Department of
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Health, Education, and Welfare how
these complaints were generally investi-
gated, his reply was, “They aren’t.”

The patient today in American nurs-
ing homes is voiceless. True, we have the
stockbrokers and the big business inter-
ests who proteet the value of their stock,
some nursing home associations who con-
stantly lobby for greater Government
subsidies to make them even richer, who
fight off most movements for lezislation
which would provide legislation to pro-
tect the patient—but the patient himself
has no lobby, no association, or no one
speaking in his behalf.

It is time we spoke in his behalf, Mr.
Speaker. It is time we took note of the
fact that this new and booming and
highly profitable industry is truly com-
mercializing, dehumanizing, and exploit-
ing the older people of this great land.

Will we continue to let this happen?
Will we continue, in what we say is the
greatest of all civilized nations, to let
our elderly in many instances become
the mere pawns for some selfish indi-
viduals and organizations looking for
profits through patients?

Mr. Speaker, I have spent the last 4
weekends as a volunteer worker at nurs-
ing homes in the Washington area. I did
this not for the reason of becoming an
instant expert in the field, as certainly I
am not, but merely to better acquaint
myself with some of the problems not
only of the patient but of the nursing
home industry itself, My experience in
these homes has shown me a new dimen-
sion that I had not seen before: Seeing
older citizens being placed in homes
which, in some instances, were excellent,
bright, cheerful, and well managed, but
also some which could have been created
within the pages of a Charles Dickens
novel. I saw loneliness and despair. I saw
filth and anxiety—but more than any of
these other characteristies, I think the
word that describes the typieal patient in
many of our homes today is boredom—
total, absolute boredom—the only relief
from which oftentimes comes when the
attendant brings a meal into the room, I
saw in one home of 14 beds, the proprie-
tor of the home woke an elderly lady,
asked her how she was feeling and then
told me that this particular patient had
had a “slicht heart attack” early in the
day, but that they did not make a prac-
tice in the home of calling the doctor on
Sunday.

In another home, as I was elipping the
toenails of an 80-year-old veteran, he
told me not to let the attendant see me
do this, as they charged him $7 when
they did it.

Another fine old gentleman told me
that every day he begged the attendants
to just let him put his suit en, but that
no one ever had time to do it.

A little silver-haired lady said:

I hate to see dark come becaunze I know
that mean night attendant will be on duty
and I always try to play like I am asleep
when she comes into the room,

On several occasions at mealtime, I
saw old and toothless patients served
big slabs of cold meat and because of
their physical condition were not
capable of cutting into bite-size portions.
Had I not been there, I can only assume
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that they would have eaten it with their
hand, if at all.

One man told me that when he was a
young boy growing up in Cleveland, he
was known as “The boy with a thousand
songs” and in telling me this, broke out
at the top of his voice singing, “Nearer
My God to Thee.”

In one Washington, D.C., home of 80
patients, there was only one attendant
on duty. In the hall I saw four old and
helpless people sitting in wheelchairs,
three of whom were sitting in their own
human excretion, The attendant then
told me:

We just don't have enough help and the
owners don't pay us enough to live on.

“Who shaves your clder men?" I asked
the proprietor of one home in which I
was spending the afternoon writing let-
ters for patients. “About every 3 days,
when they catch up with their other
work, that is the job for the maintenance
crew,” was his reply.

“How much does it eost to have a
patient in here?” I asked the attendant
on duty one Safurday afternoon in a
Maryland home, and she said:

It depends on their income.

Also, in trying to ascertain some of the
real conditions that exist within the
nursing home industry, a friend of one
of my staffl members who is a registered
nurse worked on weekends in nearby
nursing homes to supplement her income.
She reported to me:

I had heard about some of the nursing
homes but I did not belleve it until I ac-
tually did some work there.

She stated that one nursing home
owner had told her that the county had
required bells in each room and, rather
than buzzers, the owner had installed
small, tingling, dinner bells to save on
expenses. The nurse asked to see the
emergency light setup, and the manager
of a home tried to demonstrate how the
lights worked and upon cleser inspec-
tion found none to be plugged in. When
the manager plugged in one of the lights
to show her, it still did not work because
the light bulb was burned out. Then the
manager said:

Oh, well, if they need us they can just
yell.

Noticing no air-conditioning system of
any nature, the nurse inquired only to be
answered:

Old people don't want air conditioning,

In cne nursing home in which she
worked, to make the home come up fo
the standards of the bathroom ratio for
patients, the owner had built extra
bathrooms in the new part to make up
for the lack in the old part. The nurse
added that in one home of 96 patients in
which she worked, there was no way to
get the medication to the patients at the
right time as she and one other aide were
the only ones on duty—and that the pa-
tients were bathed only once a week.

A member of our staff served as a
nurse’s aide recently and recalls vividly
the conversation between the proprietor
of the home and one of the patients.
“What's for lunch today?”’ someone
velled. “Hot dogs and pork and beans,”
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was the reply. It was only 3:15 in the
afternoon. “They get their supper at
4" an aide told our staff member.
“You mean they are setting up those
trays already?” “Yes, that's all they
think about. They don't do nothing but
eat and sleep here,” was the answer.

A friend of mine in Connecticut re-
cently visited four nursing homes in his
immediate area with the idea of placing
his father in an extended care facility.
In a letter which I received on Febru-
ary 10, 1970, he wrote:

David, I saw attendants ignore one old
woman's call for help; I saw one owner talk
in an insultingly derogatory way about a
patient, in front of that very patient; I saw
incredible filth and signs of neglect; and I
heard things that seemed to me to evidence
a callousness and crudity that I certainly
would not want any parents of mine exposed
to. The owner of the home sald to me, “Look,
your Father is getting old and he is hard to
handle, right? You bring him right here,
maybe in a few weeks you can take him home
on & Sunday afterncon but the first thing
you've got to show these old people is who's
boss.” While talking with the proprietor, an
old man came over and asked him for a
cigarette, The owner answered, “No, the doc-
tor said vou could not have any cigarettes.”
The old man said, “The doctor told me to cut
down on smoking, not to cut it out com-
pletely.” The owner turned to me and said
of the man, “He has been nothing but trou-
ble ever since he got here. He is a real trou-
ble maker, that one.” For the record, David,
I note that the brochure the owner handed
me refers to “pleasant home atmosphere”,

My friend concluded his letter by
saying:

All in all, it made me think that when
the time comes, there's really no substitute
for a nice clean head-on collision.

Although some phases of the nursing
home indusiry are today making a con-
scientious effort in trying to provide
homes which care about patients, and
which attempt, if possible, to restore
them to the mainstream of life, some
homes have become only human ware-
houses, It is my own thinking that today
the nursing home industry might to some
degree parallel the early days of our hos-
pital development in America, when
they, too, tried for a while fo operate for
a profit. As a nation, we changed our
direction and tried to implement and en-
courage community owned and loecally
sponsored and nonprofit hospital groups
which have to a great degree been highly
successful. Possibly, it is in this field of
nursing homes for our aged, that it is
time to redefine our thinking and to take
a look as to where we actually are at
this time and to see if it is not, in faet,
too late to attempt to find some reason-
able method of caring for our elderly,
absent the profit angle.

Some in the nursing home industry
have fostered several myths and illusions
which have been successfully sold to the
American public. One of these myths is
that all nursing homes or homes for the
aged are strictly licensed, duly inspected,
and that a health team is physically
present at all times or at least nearby to
serve the patients. It is not true.

Another illusion, which the potential
candidate for a nursing home is led to
believe, is that if that particular institu-
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tion states that it is “approved for med-
icaid and medicare” then, as a result, it
is a home which provides the apex of
good service to the patient.

It is time that we lance the boil and
are told the truth about what licensing,
inspection, certification in actual prac-
tice means.

Mr. Speaker, there is no control in the
nursing home industry today. What little
jurisdiction there is over this booming
and highly important business is frag-
mented to the extent that there are only
small slivers of jurisdiction or authority
today. This is an odd paradox, especially
when we see that government is the larg-
est provider of nursing home care in
America today. In fact, two out of three
of all patients in nursing homes and
homes for the aged in our country are
maintained there through some Federal
or federally assisted program, One chain
nursing home owner said in a recent
newspaper article that 85 cents of each
dollar which flowed into his business
came from government sources. It is
gquite astounding to learn, Mr. Speaker,
that the American taxpayer is today
paying at the rate of $2 billion a year
into the nursing home industry, and that
this outlay is constantly rising to such
proportions as to still lure the fast buck
entrepreneur into this highly subsidized
but loosely controlled industry.

All controls over where this money is
going and what it is buying are frag-
mented, it is disjointed, self frustrating,
and ineffectual. Again, the patient suf-
fers the consequences. His complaints go
unanswered. His plea for help is un-
heeded.

Both the medicaid and medicare agen-
cies in the Department of Health, Edu~
cation, and Welfare issue standards for
nursing homes participating in their re-
spective programs; however, neither
agency applies their standards. In the
case of medicaid, which is a State ad-
ministered program, nursing homes are
certified for participation in the program
by State agencies. Often their approvals
are on the basis of surveys and reports
by county agencies. The Federal ad-
ministrative agency, the Social and Re-
habilitative Service, has virtually no con-
trol over the quality or frequency of
these surveys and does not even receive
information on the number of homes
certified by the States. As a practical
matter the Federal agency has no way
of knowing that its standards are being
met. If a patient or his family writes to
his Representative in Congress to com-
plain of conditions in a medicaid nurs-
ing home, we ordinarily refer the com-
plaint to HEW for investigation. But
from the Fedreal agency it is referred to
the State agency and from there to the
county agency which probably is re-
sponsible for permitting the condition to
exist in the first place.

The patient again has nowhere to
turn, No one is really in control.

The medicare agency, the Social Se-
curity Administration, must approve
nursing homes for participation as ex-
tended care facilities. Here, too, the medi-
care standards, which in many respects
are vague and subject to a wide range
of interpretation, are actually applied by
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State and county agencies. These reports
are sent to the regional offices of the So-
cial Security Administration where the
certifications are signed, but with little
or no knowledge of actual conditions in
the homes, In a hearing before the In-
tergovernmental Relations Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Government
Operations only last week it was brought
out that social security officials have no
information on the qualifications of sur-
veyors doing medicare inspections. They
did not even know to what extent medi-
care inspections are done by county per-
sonnel rather than State agencies.

The Federal medicare administrators
know how many extended care facilities
are deficient under their standards—
about three out of four are—but they
have little information on the number
and seriousness of these deficiencies, The
quality of extended care facilities is not
really under their control.

The Public Health Service has several
different activities concerned with nurs-
ing home care but none of these are reg-
ulatory in nature. Although three major
agencies of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare have heavy re-
sponsibilities in this area, none is able to
move effectively to protect patients or
the taxpayer’s dollars.

Mr. Speaker, the tremendous sums
which Federal programs are pouring into
nursing home care is profoundly affect-
ing the development and growth of the
industry. This huge infusion of money
has stimulated a building boom in nurs-
ing homes which is completely out of
control. This Congress has supported
and appropriated funds to assist State
and regional planning agencies in their
efforts to rationalize the numbers, types,
and distribution of new health facilities;
to curtail waste and duplication, and to
provide our communities with a balanced
complex of facilities which can deliver
modern medical care in an effective and
economical way. With the other hand,
Mr, Speaker, we frustrate their plans by
enticing investment capita] into the in-
dustry on a huge scale with a virtual
guarantee of business and profits. But
where we actually need to be encourag-
ing nursing home activity—in the non-
profit sector—we turn our backs.

I have mentioned earlier, Mr. Speaker,
the recent phenomenon of the growth of
public stock companies operating nursing
home chains. These companies have gone
public to tap the investor public for cap-
ital to cash in on the medicare-medicaid
bonanza.

The Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion is charged with serving the investor
public. Here are some of the facts the
public needs to know. Are the nursing
homes listed as properties of a particu-
lar company good or bad? Are they prop-
erly staffed; do they give good care? The
prospectus does not say and the SEC
does not know. Are some of these newly
formed public companies simply devices
for paper transfer of ownership and in-
flating the capitalization of the proper-
ties? The SEC does not know. What
are realistic expectations of the profit
potential in a market dominated by Fed-
eral health care programs? Are the SEC
and HEW working together to assess the
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phenomenon of the burgeoning growth
of public investment in nursing home
chains? I can report to you that they are
not. Mr, Speaker, a myriad of Federal
and State agencies are pursuing narrow,
routine, and traditional concerns, and
no one is protecting the public, no one is
protecting the tax dollars, and no one is
protecting the patient.

The formation of public law and policy
concerning nursing homes by the Con-
gress is equally fragmented. In the House
of Representatives, the Committee on
Ways and Means has jurisdiction over
medicare and medicaid programs. The
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce is concerned with health fa-
cilities planning and funding of con-
struction. The Banking and Currency
Committee deals with sections of the
National Housing Act which provide
mortgage insurance for various types of
nursing homes and other facilities for
care of the aged.

The Small Business Administration
has its own criteria for making loans for
nursing home construction. The Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs oversees a
program providing nursing home care
for thousands of veterans in private
nursing homes. The Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations is concerned with
the quality of administration of nursing
home programs and the effectiveness of
Federal and State Government relation-
ships in carrying out these programs.

But for each of these committees, Mr.
Speaker, the subject I am discussing to-
day is a small fraction of their total
responsibilities. Within the constraints
of jurisdiction, time, and staff, none of
these committees can thoroughly explore
this complex and difficult subject. No one
committee can attack the whole problem.
This is our dilemma.

Mr. Speaker, I have discussed today
at length, and undoubtedly too much so,
a brief history of the American nursing
home industry. The fact that we are
proceeding on a course without guide-
lines or goals; that 2 billion tax dollars
a year go into the nursing home indus-
try, that commercialization of our aged
has reached the point that something
must be done; that gross irregularities
and poor treatment are not uncommon
in this industry; that both costs to the
patient and profits to the owner soar at
an alarming rate; that fragmentation of
authority and administrative chaos,
which spell the lack of controls and reg-
ulations to protect the patient and the
taxpayer, exist to an alarming degree.

It all adds up to the basic fact that
the patient has no voice and must lead
us to ask ourselves: “What can be done?”

I am not sure that I have that an-
swer, but I do know that before we go
any further along the trail of complete
disorganization and frustration of pur-
pose, it is now imperative that we ex-
amine fully and completely the entire
spectrum of the American nursing home
and all homes which house our senior
citizens.

There is only one way to do this, Mr.
Speaker, and that is to establish a Select
Committee on Nursing Homes and Homes
for the Aged in the House of Representa-
tives. T am proposing such a committee
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today, and I am offering a resolution
which I hope will be met with favor by
our colleagues.

This is the only route by which we can
make sure that a comprehensive study
can be made to investigate thoroughly
the situation today, and to explore the
alternatives and various viewpoints on
the care and treatment of America’s
aged.

It is my thinking that such a commit-
tee should be composed of nine Members
of this House; that it should be ade-
quately staffed; that a moderate sum for
travel into the various States should be
appropriated; and that full powers nee-
essary to conduet a proper and thorough
investigation should be granted.

No, Mr. Speaker, the mere creation of
a select committee such as I have pro-
posed today will not solve the problems
overnight of this complex American
dilemma.

But at least it will afford us an op-
portunity to ascertain where we are to
seek new ideas and to hopefully provide
meaningful recommendations in plotting
our path for the future.

Mr. Speaker, speaking in behalf of
20 million senior citizens of America, all
of whom are potential candidates for a
nursing home or a home for the aged,
the creation of such a select committee
is the very least we can do.

The resolution is as follows:

RESOLUTION

Resolved, that there should be and is here-
by created a Belect Committee on Nursing
Homes and Homes for the Aged, of the House
of Representatives to be composed of nine
members to be appointed by the Speaker, one

of whom he shall designate as chairman. Any
vacancy occurring in the membership of the
Committee shall be filled in the same manner
in which the original appointment was made.

The Select Committee is authorized and
directed to conduct full and complete in-
vestigations and studies of the characteris-
ties of nursing homes and other institutions
for long-term care of the aged, trends in the
growth and development of the nursing home
industry, the impact of Federal and Federally
assisted programs on the development of the
nursing home industry and on its role in the
spectrum of health care resources for the
aged, the quality of service rendered to the
aged by such institutions, and the effective-
ness of Federal and Federally assisted pro-
grams in protecting and promoting the in-
terests of patients in such institutions and
of the public. The Select Committee shall not
be authorized to report by bill or otherwise
have legislative jurisdiction.

For the purpose of carrying out this resolu-
tion the Select Committee, or any duly
suthorized subcommittee thereof, is author-
ized to sit and act during the present Con-
gress at such times and places, within the
United States including any Commonwealth
or possession thereof; whether the House is
in session, has recessed, or has adjourned; to
hold such hearings and to require by sub-
poena or otherwise the attendance and testi-
mony of such witnesses and the production
of books, records, correspondence, papers and
documents as it deems necessary; except that
neither the Select Commitiee nor any sub-
committee thereof may sit while the House is
meeting unless special leave to sit shall have
been obtained from the House. Subpoenas
may be issued under the signature of the
chairman of the Committee or any member
of the Committee designated by him, and
may be served by any person designated by
such chairman or member,

The Select Committee is further author-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ized to employ such full-time or part-time
professional, technical and clerical personnel
and consultants as the Committee deems
necessary to carry out this resolution; and
to obtain through reimbursable or non-
reimbursable lcan the services of employees
of executive departments or agencies with
the consent of such departments or agencies.
Salaries and expenses of the Select Commit-
tee chall be paid from funds of the House
upon vouchers signed by the chairman but
shall not exceed $250,000.

The Select Committee shall report to the
House as soon as practicable during the
present Congress the results of its investiga-
tions and studies together with such recom-
mendations as it deems advisable, Any such
report which is made while the House is not
in session shall be filed with the Clerk of
the House.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman from Arkan-
sas yield briefly?

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I shall be
happy to yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I would only challenge one sen-
tence of the gentleman’s exposition
which has been so eloquently set forth,
and that is his statement that the pa-
tient today in American nursing homes
is voiceless.

I would say that on the 24th day of
February 1970, 1 million patients in 20,~
000 nursing homes throughout this Na-
tion have a most eloquent voice in the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Recently, one of our colleagues made a
rather critical comment to the effect that
the Congress was irrelevant in its ap-
proach to modern pressing problems. The
gentleman from Arkansas has helped
make the Congress very relevant to this
problem. I know he will succeed in his
efforts and I know he will gain great
support in the Congress and the Nation.

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas, I thank the
gentleman from West Virginia very much
for his kind remarks. I must say to my
friend from West Virginia, however,
that throughout the voyage of this in-
vestigation I have had from the very
beginning not only the help but the en-
couragement of my wife and a great staff
of people as well as a lot of friends
who have helped us in this endeavor.

And we are just beginning on this
course now, and I am looking forward to
counting on working with the gentleman
from West Virginia and others who
joined us today in introducing this reso-
lution into the House.

Again I thank the gentleman for his
very generous remarks,

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

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to commend the gentleman from Arkan-
sas for his very splendid presentation
this aftermoon, and for the study,
thought, and effort which he has given
to this subject. I am sure it will all be of
great benefit to the Members of the
House as they consider legislation which
must be enacted in this field.

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from New York
very much for his generous remarks.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr,
Speaker, I would first like to commend
my colleague, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. Pryor) for his analysis and
in-depth investigation of a problem that
is affecting an increasing number of
Americans and their families. ¥ we are
to eflectively provide solutions to the
increased need for nursing home facili-
ties and care, as well as the best methods
of achieving our goals, then a complete
assessment of the present situation—its
causes and potential for improvement—
is essential. Thus I am pleased to join
in cosponsoring my colleague's reselution
to create a Select Committee on Nursing
Homes and Homes for the Aged.

Serving as a member of the board of
directors of the Lutheran Home in Osh-
kosh, Wis., I am well aware of the many
homes for the aged in Wisconsin which
offer quality care, both nonprofit and
proprietary. These homes, however, face
rising costs, increased demands to pro-
vide more beds and services, and the
continuing problem of accommodating
the resident who needs minimum care,
as well as the patient who requires a
great deal of personal attention.

Two articles which I would like to in-
clude at the end of my remarks from the
Fond du Lac Commonwealth Reporter
outline many of the problems nursing
homes in my district face as they strive
to provide quality care. I would hope
that the select committee in its investi-
gation of the impact of Federal and fed-
erally assisted programs on the develop-
ment of the nursing home industry and
its role in the spectrum of health care
resources for the aged would pay particu-
lar attention not only to how medicare
and medicaid have been abused by some,
but how we might improve the guidelines
and operation to have a positive impaet
on nursing home care which was our
original intent.

A question that has been raised by
several of my constituents, and one which
I feel the select committee should also
address itself to, is the alternatives to
hospital and nursing home eare for our
senior citizens. One writes:

We need more flexibility in finding liv-
ing arrangements for the person who needs
more than room and board, but less than
skilled nursing home eare. In Fond du Lae
and Winnebago counties, we have been
working to develop adult foster homes as a
partial answer to our problem.

Another important aspect of the prob-
lems we must confront is evident in a
recent incident which occurred in my
district.

In Sheboygan County a mueh re-
spected home for the elderly, the Anna
M. Reiss Home, recently closed its doors
after 50 years of service. The Reiss home
placed its emphasis on compassion for
the elderly, providing quality and per-
sonal care for its residents. On the other
hand it was in great need of remodeling,
including electrical, and plumbing, as
well as a sprinkler system. These im-
provements were required to meet the
Wisconsin standards. The cost was esti-
mated at about $150,000. Unable to meet
these expenses the home closed. The
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tragic fire that recently occurred at a
Marietta, Ohio, nursing home attests to
the need for the safest facilities pos-
sible, but should we not be able to have
both safe facilities and personalized
care, and is this not what we should be
striving for?

Care for our elderly is a relatively new
area of concern which has developed
only in the last decade. It will become
increasingly important, however, as our
senior citizens face rising property taxes
and have greater and greater difficulty
in living in their homes and caring for
themselves.

The select committee would be in-
structed to look into quality care and the
effectiveness of our programs in protect-
ing and promoting the interests of pa-
tients in such institutions. The patient
should be uppermost in our mind and
what we do to meet this problem is of
the utmost importance.

The two articles from the Fond du Lac
Reporter follow.

[From the Fond du Lac (Wis.) Common-
wealth Reporter, Nov. 28, 1969]
NursinG HOME STANDARDS ABOVE AVERAGE
(By John Green)

Fond du Lac’s nursing homes are using
every available means to bring moments of
hope and happiness to the long, lonely days of
the aging.

Clean, comfortable and well operated facil-
ities are provided the 682 residents of the
city's seven nursing homes, building inspec-
tions and interviews with administrators
indicate.

Equipment and employe standards in nurs-
ing homes here surpass minimum reguire-
ments set and enforced by the state and
federal governments, according to reports of
nursing homes officials.

Goal of home administrators is to care for
and bring some measure of cheer to soclety's
elderly—while operating within a limited
financial budget. They feel they are attaining
that goal.

“I think the majority of them like it,” said
Mrs, Yvonne Waldbilllg, administrator of
Maple Manor Nursing Home. “In the begin-
ning when they are first put in, there is a
reluctance to leave home. But they do adjust
pretty rapidly. Some would rather be here
than at home.”

Mrs. Carol Paradies, administrator of Care
Center and Pioneer Nursing Homes, spoke of
the philosophy in handling nursing home
patients:

HELP WITH ADJUSTMENT

“I don't think anybody wants to come into
a nursing home and admit that they have to
have care,” she said. "I feel it is up to the
home to make it as easy as possible for the
patient to make the adjustment by treating
them with kindness and as individual pa-
tients and not just let them get lost in &
crowd."

Still rows of the elderly—many in wheel-
chairs—spend hours staring gloomily across
rooms and out of windows of Fond du Lac
nursing homes. Administrators consider this
a fact of growing old—not the result of in-
adequate care.

“Some see an old person and say this is a
deplorable condition,” said Donald Idzik,
administrator of Grancare Nursing Hospital.
But he asked: “What's deplorable about old
age?”

“These new medicines are the key to the
whole thing,” declared Idzik. “They not only
extend their (patients) lives but they make
them more comfortable.”

Fond du Lac nursing homes have either
registered nurses or licensed practical nurses
working around the clock. Some homes build
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their staffs around the LPN. Others concen-
trate on a large number of RNs.

Maple Manor, with 108 patients, has 12 RNs.

At the Catholic Home for the Aged, the
nursing staff consists of two RNs. But of the
home's 33 residents, only one is a bed patient
and only two are wheelchair victims, ac-
cording to Sister M. Collette, C.8.A.,, home
administrator.

“This accounts for the low number of nurs-
ing personnel,” she explained, “Because when
the need is there we increase our staffl—on a
temporary basis.”

Nurses' Aides make up the bulk of the
employe roster at many nursing homes, At
the Lutheran Home for the Aged, where 147
patients reside, 45 of the 96 employes are
nurses’ aldes. At Rolling Meadows, the coun-
ty’s nursing home which accommodates 165
patients, 40 of the 115 employes are nurses’
aides.

Five of the city’s nursing homes employ
part-time dietician-consultants to plan
meals for patients requiring special diets.

The Catholic Home coordinates its diets—
as it does many other medical services—with
physicians at St. Agnes Hospital. The head
cook at the Lutheran Home carries out diets
prescribed for patients by physicians,

Recreation and hobby rooms—called “oc-
cupational therapy” centers—are found in all
of the city’'s homes. They offer relaxation,
television, sewing, woodwork and a host of
other programs geared for the elderly.

The Catholic Home uses the St. Agnes
Hospital physical therapy department for
massage, infra-red and ultra-violet light,
exercises and other physical treatment pro-
grams. All other homes in the city have physi-
cal therapy rooms. Some employ part-time
therapists.

Fond du Lac nursing homes have chapels
where church services are conducted.

All homes except Maple Manor and the
Lutheran Home provide transportation to
residents for periodic trips to downtown
shopping stores, the Senior Center and other
points.

There is no regular pattern for trips from
the Catholic Home, but Sister Colette says,
“I've offered to take anybody to the Senior
Center anytime he wants to go. And I go
downtown at least three times a week and
they are always welcome to ride along.”

Nursing homes keep track of their patients
by providing registers for them to sign be-
fore they leave.

Signing is not always mandatory. At some
homes a physician’s approval must be given
before a patient can leave.

“No one leaves unless he goes with a rela-
tive,” said Mrs. Waldbillig. “They don't leave
to begin with unless we have a doctor's order
that they can leave."

At Rolling Meadows the policy iz more
lenient,

“They are actually free to come and go as
they want,” sald Mrs. Merlin J. Schabel, who
with her husband manages the county insti-
tution. “We do ask them to let the nurse in
charge know when they are leaving the
premises—where they are going and when
they are expected back.”

Resldents of Care Center and Pioneer
Nursing Home wear arm bands at all times
for emergency identification.

In all Fond du Lac nursing homes, the
“confused"” patient gets closer supervision
by nurses.

More than one nursing home adminis-
trator here wishes elderly persons weren't so
reluctant to leave their homes and begin
living in nursing institutions. Patients could
adjust to the new life more easily, they feel,
if they wouldn't wait until they are bed-
ridden.

“They connect nursing homes with the
end of the line,"” declared Sister Colette, “in-
stead of thinking of it as a new home that
will provide all the services they need.”

“They can make an adjustment to the
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home a little easler when they can par-
ticipate in the programs,” said Mrs. Schabel.
“If they are already bed-ridden, they don't
look at it as a home but as a hospital.”

Pastor A. M. Jenkins, administrator of the
Lutheran Home, said “They should come in
when they can walk on their own power.”
He said patients, wanting to remain at home
with relatives as long as possible, sometimes
delay too long and, when admitted, don't
receive the special programs they want or
aren't accepted at all.

Idzik, however,
philosophy.

“] feel there Is no reason to institu-
tionalize a person who is able to take care
of himself," he said.

Idzik indicated he has few problems with
patients attempting to adjust to the nursing
home, pointing out that “Sometimes a
change in environment is good for a person.
Sometimes they stop worrying about them-
selves and start feeling sorry for someone
else.”

Grancare specializes in the care of patients
whose condition is too bad for them to live
in other nursing homes. “Our activities are
geared for the severely handicapped person,”
Idzik sald.

Persuading a resident to participate In
actlvities—and not just pass away his time
in front of a window—is a problem of con-
cern to nursing home administrators and
nurses.

“They are encouraged to participave,” said
Mrs. Schabel. “The girls work very hard to
get them up. We practically insist that they
go to church on Sundays.”

disagrees with this

[From the Fond du Lac (Wis.) Common-
wealth Reporter, Nov. 28, 1969]
NursinG Home CARE Is ExXPENSIVE: PROBLEMS
Wit MEDICARE, MEDICAID

(By Harley Buchholz)

Growing old can be graceful but expensive
in Fond du Lac.

Nursing homes here, hit by inflation and
government requirements for expensive fa-
cilitles and personnel, have raised their rates
one to four times in the last four years.

The range is from $8 to $18 per day, de-
pending on the home and the level of care
needed.

But all of the city's nursing homes are full
and all have waiting lists, some of them
lengthy, possibly because there is a uni-
versal feeling among Fon du Lac nursing
home operators that they stress care of the
patient over monetary return.

“I don't believe people in the nursing home
business are in it for profit,” said Donald
Idzik, operator of Grancare Nursing Hospital
here and president-elect of the Wisconsin
Association of Nursing Homes.

Compassion and a feeling for the happi-
ness of patients suggestive of a “Good
Samaritan” philosophy was expressed by ad-
ministrators in each of the city's nursing
homes.

“The administrator in any nursing home is
concerned first with the patient,” Idzik de-
clared. “Then,” he added, “the problem of
where the money comes from is simply a
bookkeeping problem."”

This can be quite a problem in itself.

Nursing home bookkeeping is a maze of
reports, papers, care level classifications,
carrying accounts receivable and general
“red tape” as a result of government pro-
grams for Medicare and Medicaid.

FORCED TO DECERTIFY

In testimony last month before hearings of
the House Ways and Means Committee,
Idzik sald: “One of the facilities which I
administer was a charter member of the
Medicare extended care program in 1967,
However, we were forced to decertify in mid-
1968 when after 18 months of providing
extended care benefits under Medicare, my
first audit revealed I could no longer effi-
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clently and responsibly administer it and
provide benefits under the law and regula-
tions."”

Mrs. Merlin Schabel, wife of the Rolling
Meadows superintendent, explained that
Medicare only pays what it costs an institu-
tion, plus a percentage for profit. A Medicare
audit later rechecks the charges and in some
cases will bill the institution for what it con-
siders overcharges.

Medicaid pays charges based on its own
classification of care level after any of the
patient’s own funds, including all but §9
of their monthly Social Security checks, are
deducted.

Two other Fond du Lac nursing homes
certified for Medicare—the Lutheran Home
for the Aged and Maple Manor Nursing
Home—no longer participate in the program.
Maple Manor was the first in the state and
the second in the nation to be certified.

Administrators say they gave up because
of lateness of government payments and
failure to receive payment for all charges.
Pastor Allan M. Jenkins, administrator of
the Lutheran Home, complained that the
government still owes Medicare charges to
his institution dating back to 1966.

WELFARE UNSATISFACTORY

The entire welfare system Is unsatisfactory
to Pastor Jenkins and his counterpart at the
Henry Boyle Catholic Home for the Aged,
Sister Colette, C.S.A.

The pastor said, “The government worked
up a set of rules for the whole country, but
they don’'t apply to the whole country.”

His words were echoed by the nun: “The
government has blanket standards but these
are not needed in all places and we end up
paying for the standards the government in-
sists on. It's too inflexible."

She feels the government programs are not
Anancially or psychologleally sound,

“I feel today we can do more for our
people in helping them pay for their own
way,” she said. By not being in Medicare,
she feels, we're saving the government money
because to meet their standards we would
have to double our charges and still pro-
vide basically the same services.”

Five of the home's 34 residents are wel-
fare recipients.

At the Lutheran Home, where Pastor Jenk-
ins remarked, “I can't see all these first class
Tacilities for medical assistance persons when
people in the community are struggling,”
69 of 147 residences recelve medical assist-
ance,

He cited the difference between a com-
munity resident who pays his own way but
has to wait a day or several days to see
a doctor while a nursing home resident,
whether on welfare or not, “has a nurse 15
seconds away."”

A number of nursing home operators also
contend that paying residents subsidize Med-
icaid patients because of requirements for
ratings on care levels and individual home
negotiations with the state to fix rates.

One nursing home operator said privately
paying residents subsidize those receiving aid
there by $20,000 per year.

USE POINT SYSTEM

Medicaid classifiers use a point system to
determine the level of care for which the
state, through Blue Cross, will pay. The state
allows a 6 per cent maximum rate increase
per year, according to the county department
of social services.

“When a person comes into a nursing
home it is because he can't be cared for any
other place,” Mrs, Yyonne Waldbillig, ad-
ministrator of Maple Manor pointed out.
“Often it's on a doctor's order. But this is
not considered Medicald.”

Idzik is a member of a Wisconsin Associa-
tion of Nusring Homes “Title 19 Committee"
which is attempting to work out a reason-
able charge formula for Medicaid,
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Despite possible subsidies by privately pay-
ing patients, welfare individuals receive the
same levels of care, administrators stressed.
In all homes, only the office staff and the re-
cipients themselves know who they are.

Of the 582 nursing home residents in Fond
du Lac, about 298 are paid for under pro-
visions of Medicare or Medicaid,

Nursing home patients are classified ac-
cording to levels of minimum, moderate and
maximum care and are charged accordingly.
Maple Manor also has a classification for ex-
tended care.

In a minimum care, a patient is fairly in-
dependent, able to eat in a dining room and
needs only partial help in dressing. The mod-
erate care patient receives meals in his room,
might be somewhat confused, often is bed-
bathed and requires physical therapy. The
maximum care patient is bedridden, might
be noisy and belligerent and generally is
completely incontinent.

CURRENT RATES

Current rates charged at Fon du Lac Nurs-
ing Homes, listing minimum, moderate and
maximum charges in order, are as follows:

Rolling Meadows.
Catholic Home!___
Lutheran Home_ . _
Care Center___
Pioneer. ...
Grancare. .. ..
Maple Manor

i

Nwhrpso

3
28

SBESAES
2888882

1L
10.
14.
1L
14.
14.

1 Monthly rate.

The rates are for semiprivate rooms on a
daily basis except for the Catholic Home
charges which are by the month. Rates for
the new Care Center addition have not been
approved as yet and are not listed. Maple
Manor also has a rate of $18 per day for
extended care patients.

Figures include most normal services with
such things as haircuts, halirsets, oxygen, and
some medical supplies extra in most homes.

Corresponding average costs for patient
care range from less than $8 per day to more
than $15. Of those institutions supplying
average per capita costs, Rolling Meadows
is listed as $60.88 per week for 1967-68; the
Catholic Home, 87.52 per day; the Lutheran
Home, $10.28 per day; and Maple Manor, $15
to §17 per day.

Differences in the operating philosophies
of homes account for much of the variance
in figures. The Boyle Home, for instance, is
more of a residential home for the aged
than a nursing hospital like Grancare and
Maple Manor. Catholic Home residents gen-
erally are ambulatory and long term. In con-
trast, around half of those at Grancare are
short term patients who have been trans-
ferred directly from St, Agnes Hospital.

All of the nursing homes accept patients
on a first come, first serve basis, with qualifi-
cations depending on the operation and
sometimes on which care level area of an
institution has an open bed.

Because of costs and what home operators
contend is a low margin of profit, beds can-
not remain open long. New construction of
nursing homes is estimated at $10,000 per
bed.

GENERALLY LOWER RATES

Debt service plus the high costs of profes-
sional personnel, special foods and special
facilities required result in rates that are
high, yet generally lower in Fond du Lac than
in most areas of the state.

And, too, because of Medicare and Medicaid
supervision In Wisconsin, abuses are difficult
to start or continue. Some operators say
unscrupulous homes could ‘“get by" for a
short time with overcharges or charges for
nonexisting functions but they pay dearly
in the end.

Mrs. Carol Paradise, administrator of the
two Care Center homes and Pioneer Nursing
Home, sald flatly that “it is impossible in
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Wisconsin to come up with abuses. Any abuse
can cause forfeiture of your license and it's
very easy to lose a license in Wisconsin ™

She noted that the state “has a code to
cover practically everything," involving nurs-
ing homes.

But in Milwaukee, a social worker friend
of the writer said, homes often classify a
Medicaid patient at a higher level of care
than a Medicaid classification would so high-
er rates can be charged.

He told the story of a resident classified as
maximum care and supposedly bedridden
who dropped in on his social worker in the
Milwaukee County Welfare Department “for
a chat after shopping.”

The proliferation of nursing homes in re-
cent years proves there are good profits being
made, is the argument of some.

Care Center opened a new addition, certi-
fied for Medicare, earlier this month. The
Lutheran Home completed a new addition
several years ago and Maple Manor, Grancare
and Rolling Meadows all are relatively new
institutions.

Operators of the three privately owned in-
stitutions, Care Center, Maple Manor, and
Grancare, also operate homes in other cities,

Generally, although good relationships
exist among local nursing homes, officials in
religious and municipally owned operations
feel the privately owned are making money
while private operators take issue with the
ordinarily lower rates of the others because
they do not have to show a profit, sometimes
have less expensive help and receive outside
support through gifts and grants.

Although none is considered major, com-
mon problems exist at all of the nursing
homes.

GIRLS GET TRAINING

Staffing is one. Mrs. Waldbillig said it is
difficult hiring *‘people who are interested in
the older person, the elderly.” She has started
a program of hiring girls and sending them
through vocational school training.

More complex care is another. Schabel re-
lated that his institution is receiving fewer
of the minimum care residents since the
opening of the Rosalind Apartments,

Doctors sometimes are hard to find when
needed. Schabel stressed, though, that homes
run into their biggest medical troubles when
they are understaffed.

“We have enough professionals,” he said,
“to tell when a person really needs a doctor
and then there is not a doctor in town that
won't come.”

And there is a feeling that some children
literally “dump” their parents In nursing
homes and then forget them until Thanks-
giving and Christmas. Some nursing homes
take patients only on a doctor’s order and
will not take the word of family members
who insist a relative should be placed here.

Idzik took a different viewpoint: “A nurs-
ing home is the most humane way of fitting
the elderly person into society because most
elderly can't cope with living conditions out-
side a supervised environment."

Problems, according to him “are really
what we're here for; this is our job."

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, it is al-
ways a personal source of satisfaction for
me to be able to associate myself with
my gifted young colleague and friend,
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
PRYOR) .

This effort is no exception, and I think
the gentleman should be commended for
involving himself so completely in as-
suring that American families and their
elderly members can look with confidence
to professional care available in nursing
homes and other institutions which as-
sume the responsibility for care to the
aged.

We need to give attention to the entire
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problem of care to the aged as a matter
of developing technology. Advances are
being made every day in medical care, in
teaching new skills to various age groups;
vet officially, we seem to know relatively
little about the extent the government
can aid toward pushing back this barrier
to a healthy productive life—an in-
capacity due to age to perform a useful
function in life, or even enjoy the re-
maining years of life.

It is shocking to learn that in many
areas operating a nursing home is viewed
as a strictly “commercial” relationship,
and subject to the laws of the market-
place. The physical and emotional neces-
sity for sufficient care in nursing homes
is too critical for us to fail to exercise
some degree of responsibility. I do not
believe that cosponsorship of the measure
implies that anyone is “against” nursing
homes, but we are concerned about the
possibility for unscrupulous operators to
take advantage of what is obviously a
position of trust.

Establishment of a committee as the
resolution envisions could go a long way
toward ultimately answering the hard
questions we must ask ourselves about
the proper role of the Federal Govern-
ment in this area. I urge its favorable
consideration.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr, Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to extend their remarks and in-
clude their own extraneous matter on
the subject of this particular special
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

OUR FOREIGN POLICY CONCERN-
ING ISRAEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, Ryan) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial)

FRENCH SALE OF JETS TO LIBYA—PERIL TO

ISRAEL

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I need not
dwell on my dissatisfaction with the
course of action France has followed—
levying an arms embargo on Israel, while
selling 110 Mirage jets to Libya. It takes
no penetrating analysis to discern that
these jets whether flown by Libyans or
by their Egyptian allies, are a dire threat
to Israel.

Only Sunday, Col. Muammar Qad-
hafi, the Libyan leader, announced at a
press conference that he would be will-
ing to cut cff Libya's vast oil shipments
to the West if Egypt's President Nasser
asked him to do so. The February 23
edition of the Washington Post quoted
Colonel Qadhafi as stating:

We are always prepared to sacrifice all our
resources for the sake of the common cause
in Palestine,
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Equally as perilous, and directly in
point so far as the French jets are con-
cerned, was Colonel Qadhafi’s response to
a query as to whether the Mirage jets
which Libya has obtained from France
might be used against Israel:

I believe the motive for the gquestion 1s
America’'s fear regarding the protection of
Israel. Since Israel has expansion plans cov-
ering the whole Arab world which could one
day extend to Libya, then Libya Mirages may
well be used against Israel, even if they are
not made available to Egypt.

France’s conduct is unprincipled. At the
least, the French Government has acted
unwisely and foolishly. At the worst, it
is willfully worsening a situation which
can only bring despair to those who are
seeking peaceful resolution to a conflict
steadily increasing in intensity, with no
apparent respite, let alone cessation, in
sight.

I trust that my colleagues have effec-
tively declared our opposition to the
French Government’s action. I would,
therefore, take this occasion to speak
ckiefly to two other matters. There are
two problems, one an internal one, and
the other a matter of foreign affairs,
which, to my mind, must be addressed,
but which, thus far, have either been
skirted or ignored. These are the role of
the Jewish segment of our population,
and the reasons behind the U.S. support
of Israel. It is totally wrong to ascribe
U.S. support of Israel to so-called pres-
sures levied by the American Jewish
community, and it is totally accurate to
view America’s interests as requiring
support of Israel.

In recent months I have noted stories
in the news media about “Jewish lead-
ers” end “Jewish groups” protesting the
State Department’s underground diplo-
macy—its submission of peace proposals
to the Soviet Union which undermine Is-
rael’s insistence on direct negotiations.

The stark fight for survival being
waged by Israel naturally stirs the con-
cern and sympathy of American Jews.
They, particularly, feel the tragedy of 6
million dead in World War II. They,
particularly, know the history of a peo-
ple who have, for 2,000 years, been home-
less.

But, it must be made eminently clear
that U.S. support for Israel is premised
on the fact that the American people—
Jews, Christians, whites, blacks—are, to
a very large extent, persuaded of Israel’s
claim for sovereignty and survival.

I think this is made clear by virtue of
the fact that 247 Congressmen, includ-
ing myself, joined Congressman CELLER
in signing the declaration in support of
Israel.

America’s posture must be firmly pro-
Israel, not only because Israel requires
our support but, as well, because our na-
tional interests dictate that we stand by
Israel.

First, traditional U.S. foreign policy—
as articulated by four successive Presi-
dents—Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy,
and Johnson—has been one of firm sup-
port of Israel. To, at this juncture,
modify that policy is to declare bankrupt
our promises, Granted, if promises alone
bound us, I would perhaps be less rueful
of change. But, compelling factors justify
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those promises, and mandate meeting
their measures.

Second, the DUnited States has sup-
ported Israel because we support the
principle of self-determination. Some-
times, the assessment of that principle’s
operation is fragically misplaced. Viet-
nam is the best example. Israel, on the
other hand, clearly is a prime example
where support for the principle of self-
determination requires firm American
support of Israel. The threat to her exist-
ence is not an internal one, but one
created by her neighbors,

There are those who point to Israel's
possession of occupied territories as
flouting the self-determination of the
Arabs of these areas. I think nothing is
further from the truth. Israel has never
annexed these territories. Her sole reason
for retaining them after the 6-day war
of June 1967 is that this is the only
card she holds with which to bargain
for recognition of her right to exist in
peace. As Ambassador Rabin recently
told me:

We have nothing which is not negotiable
but the existence of Israel as a sovereign
and independent country.

In sum, our support for the principle
of self-determination—a prineciple inte-
gral to our foreign policy—requires our
firm support of Israel.

Third, the United States endorses the
principles of democracy and freedom,
which Israel upholds. Israel is, in the
finest sense of the concept, a true West-
ern democracy. This may appear etho-
centric or chauvinistic. I do not mean it
to be so. I am fully cognizant that other
nations have devised political systems
which, while not conforming to the
American conception of government,
well serve the desired ends of their citi-
zens. But, inasmuch as I am convinced
that our form of government maximizes
the opportunity for individual freedom
and social welfare, so am I thereby com-
mitted to Israel because her govern-
mental form does the same.

In contrast, I would roint to the Arab
nations, several of which have not met
the test of a demoeratic form of govern-
ment. Syria is ruled by a xenophobie,
repressive Baathist regime, as is Iraq.
Jordan, whatever the intentions of King
Hussein, is in the grip of terroristic guer-
rilla organizations not bent on bettering
the lot of the Jordanian people, but only
on perpetuating bloodshed and diversion
of vital resources, which inevitably per-
petuate poverty and deprivation. Libya
has undergone a coup, and the Sudan is
conducting a brutal suppression of its
black population in the south,

Fourth, the United States must firmly
support Israel because of the stanch
friendship she has offered us. Again, this
factor alone would not justify U.S. sup-
port. Trujillo offered us friendship. But,
because Israel asks only to be allowed to
survive in peace, because her institutions
embrace self-determination as basic, her
friendship should be reciprocated.

Moreover, Israel has never called upon
one American soldier to defend her soil.
She has fought her own battles, and, as I
need not mention, fought them brilliant-
ly. She has not required the positioning




4608

of U.S. troops at foreign bases. She
has not asked for a nuclear umbrella.
She has not asked of us free mili-
tary aid. This is not to say that, had
she done so, or should she do so, we
should then not respond favorably, It is
only to point out that hers is a friend-
ship without strings.

When Israel obtains American arma-
ments, she pays for them. When we vote
$20 million to develop a desalinization
plant in Israel, that small nation, with
a gross national produet of only $4.8
billion, is required to put up a much
larger amount. I do not endorse the strin-
gent strictures the United States im-
poses, but I do applaud the independence
of Israel, which asks only to be allowed
to pay her own way for survival.

Fifth, we must support Israel because
she is an example to her neighbors of
how to bring the benefits of modern
technology to their citizens. The Israelis
have, literally, brought the desert to life.
And they have created a vital, viable
economy based on diversified industrial
and agricultural produetion. The les-
sons Israel has to offer are especially
meaningful to the third world nations,
beset with soaring populations, unde-
veloped resources, and minimal capital.
The success of the Ivory Coast's Service
Civique, as detailed in the Washington
Post's February 23 edition, in an arti-
cle by Prof. Ross K. Baker of Rutgers
University, is only one example. I think
Professor Baker’'s assessment of the role
Israel has played in helping those un-
derdeveloped nations willing to accept
that help is not exaggerated:

The longer one spends in Africa, the more
he is struck by the enormous impact that
the minuscule Jewish state has had in
Africa. Despite a colonial past which saw
England, France, and Belgium dominate the
continent, and a decade in which there has
been intense American involvement, Israel,
with the slenderest of national resources,
has amassed political credit there to such
a degree that the great powers have been
forced to concede that their own programs
come off second-best.

Instead of warfare, the interests of the
Arab peoples would so much better and
more productively be served by emula-
tion.

Because the United States supports the
development of third world nations, and
seeks to bring the benefits of 20th cen-
tury technology and science to their peo-
ples, we are required to support Israel,
which so well affords an example to these
nations, and so well can help them.

I can make no clearer, then, why it is
the national interests of this country
which require support for Israel. Cultural
affinity, emotional affinity, and political
aflinity make Israel of prime importance
to all Americans, non-Jew and Jew
alike.

The events of recent days particularly
call upon us to make clear that U.S. sup-
port must be rendered promptly and
firmly. The Libyan leader has announced
to the world that the jets his country
is obtaining from France may be used
against Israel. Previous reports have
made clear that Egyptian officials par-
ticipated—in the guise, perhaps, of
Libyans—in the purchase of these jets.
Only a few days ago, two planes, one
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Swiss and the other Austrian, were
bombed. It appears that these were the
work of Arab terrorists.

Continual actions such as these can-
not be allowed to continue. To this end,
I have today joined in a request to Sec-
retary of State Rogers requesting a meet-
ing with President Pompidou, so that
Members of Congress may fender a
declaration to the French leader calling
upon him to cancel the sale of the mili-
tary aircraft to Libya.

I now call upon President Nixon in his
talks with President Pompidou to urge,
in the strongest terms, that France can-
cel that sale which further imperils
Israel’s survival.

In addition, I call upon the admin-
istration to respond to the Arab attacks
on Israeli-bound aircraft. The bombings
last week, if perpetrated by Arab terror-
ists, are only the latest in a series of
similar events. The administration
should immediately take the following
steps:

First. Bar flights to any Arab nation
that does not denounce and dissociate
itself from the violent acts of the
fedayeen; and

Second. Propose and expedite an in-
ternational agreement permitting the
arming of pilots.

I further call upon the administra-
tion to declare that the United States
will hold the Arab governments giving
succor to the Palestine Liberation Orga-
nization, and other fedayeen groups, ac-
countable for the loss of any American
lives—a loss which has been suffered
three times in the past year, the killing
of Mrs. Barbara Ertle yesterday being
the latest in this series of atrocities.

When freedom of the skies, and free-
dom of movement of Americans, become
barred by terrorists, the United States
must respond.

The past months have seen a tragic
escalation in the Mideast conflict. Where
the blame is to be laid is clear. The Arab
nations continue to espouse a war of at-
trition, aimed at Israel’s destruction. The
Soviets support them. And France's ac-
tion in selling 110 Mirage jets to Libya
has net only exacerbated the tense Mid-
dle East situation. Inexcusably, it has se-
riously endangered Israel’s survival.

France’s action can still be rescinded.
President Nixon should strenuously urge
this. But whether or not France under-
takes to now act responsibly, it is clear
that the United States must support a
strong and viable Israel, shielded by the
armaments she needs to survive. We can
settle for no less. We will not settle for
any less. Israel’s existence is at stake,
and U.S. interests require her survival.

THE DEFENSE BUDGET AND
PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) is ree-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr., RHODES. Mr. Speaker, last Pri-
day, Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird
presented his Defense report to a joint
session of the Senate Armed Services and
Appropriations Committees. This report
addresses the first Defense budget and
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program prepared entirely by the Nixon
administration. Mr. Laird carefully sum-
marized the progress realized during 1969
and projected the picture for 1970. It isa
most encouraging report.

I feel it would be well for each Mem-
ber of the House to note some of the facts
and observations contained in Mr. Laird’s
report. Since the Defense program and
budget comprises a major portion of our
national program, we are obliged to an-
alyze very carefully where we have been
and where we are going,

In submitting the fiscal year 1970 De-
fense budget, it is obvious that Mr. Laird
has taken a great step toward the re-
ordering of national priorities—a goal
most Americans support. The new De-
fense budget calls for a lower percentage
of the GNP than in any year since be-
fore the Korean war. It reflects a reduc-
tion of 682,000 in civilian and military
manpower during fiscal years 1970 and
1971. It reflects major defense economies
through internal reorganization, pro-
posed base closures, and continued dis-
engagement from combat activities,

Mr. Laird has demonstrated unusual
leadership in drastically reducing our
financial commitment for defense while
at the same time assuring an adequate
defense posture which reflects changing
world conditions. He has properly noted
the continued military research and
expansion of our adversaries and has
attempted to evaluate the types and
volumes of defensive manpower and
armaments we will need to defend
against these military advances.

As we all know, defense is expensive.
In this era of rapidly changing state of
military technology, it is even more ex-
pensive than ever to maintain a modern
and effective defensive posture. Mr,
Laird’s program seems to have effectively
meshed the realities of national defense,
the need for diversion of national re-
sources from defense to other internal
requirements, the determination of the
President fo scale down our manpower
involvement abroad while still upholding
our commitments to our allies, and the
need to reduce national expenditures in
order to curb infiation.

It is significant to note that the pro-
posed Defense budget reflects a decrease
during the Nixon administration from
40.6 percent of the Federal budget to
only 34.6 percent. This is a decrease of
6 percent. In terms of actual buying
power, however, the new budget is a de-
crease of 16 percent compared to the
dollar value of the fiscal year 1969
budget.

I think Mr. Laird and the Nixon ad-
ministration are to be complimented for
this effort to redirect our national re-
sources without impairing our security.
I trust that the Defense budget and
program will receive a truly objective,
bipartisan review when it comes before
the House.

PRESIDENT POMPIDOU'S VISIT TO
THE UNITED STATES AND THE
QUEST FOR PEACE IN THE MID-
DLE EAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from New York (Mr, HALPERN) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend our distinguished colleagues
for their bipartisan participation in the
dialog today to focus attention, on the
eve of French President Pompidou’s ap-
pearance before the joint meeting of
Congress, on American concern over de-
velopments in the Ifiddle East.

As Congress prepares to officially greet
Georges Pompidou, the architect of
France's disastrous new arms policy to-
war the Middle East, we should bear in
mind that his precipitous actions are a
serious threat to world peace. The ac-
quisition of these sophisticated French
jets by Libya, whose new regime is dedi-
cated to the hard-core Arab bloe, is ob-
viously a vital move toward the paranoic
goal of those states determined to de-
stroy Israel. The history of the Middle
East has tragically indicated for over 20
yvears, the Arabs will not rest until Israel
is wiped out.

For Israel, with its 2.5 million people,
is an island of freedom in the Middle
East surrounded by feudal, repressive
military dictatorships who, supported by
the Soviet Union, have the ability to ab-
sorb military punishment. The Israelis
cannot afford this luxury. The rumor
that has become an obsession for the
Arabs is that: “The Arabs can lose any
number of wars, the Israelis lose only
one.”

To think that after Israel has had to
fight for its right to survive three times
in recent years—1948, 1956, and 1967 and
has been subjected to stepped-up warfare
along its borders, guerrilla atrocities and
ruthless international terrorism almost
constantly in the past year.

I have tolerated and encouraged dis-
sent all my life as a healthy development
toward creating an open dialog with
those who oppose a particular policy—
at home or abroad. The audacity of
France in sending Libya 108 jetfighters
smacks not only of disagreement with
U.S. policy toward Israel, it is a calcu-
lating, cold-blooded indifference to Is-
rael’'s security and is a serious blow to
world peace.

I believe a vast majority of the Amer-
ican people from north to south, from
east to west, whether Republican or
Democratic, conservative or liberal,
abhor this defiance by the French Gov-
ernment of international propriety as
well as France's repeated insults to the
United States.

The procrastination of French admin-
istrations through the years in meeting
its war debt to the United States is a
lasting blot on our relations with a
country to which we have repeatedly
evidenced warm friendship and close
cooperation.

The insults of President de Gaulle will
long be remembered by the American
public. And when the aged President re-
tired and Georges Pompidou was chosen
the new head of state, his election was
universally hailed as a new era of French
leadership for peace and friendship.

This anticipation has now been dashed
by the French Government’s sale of the
108 jetfighters to Libya, This despite the
fact that France welched on its delivery

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

of jets and other arms contracted with,
and paid for, by Israel. The audacity of
this is that such sale comes while France
is engaged in the four-power talks aimed
to recommend a formula to resolve the
Middle East crisis.

Since France startled the world with
its disclosure that it changed its order
to send Libya’s revolutionary military
chieftain not 50 but 108 Mirage jet-
fighters, men of decency have asked:
Why? Libya has only 13 pilots, no navi-
gators and no ground crews.

It is impossible to accept President
Pompidou’s answer that the planes are
only to be used by Libya, and are not for
Egypt or any other Arab State. Who does
he think he is kidding? Libya's total
Armed Forces number less than the New
York City Police Department.

President Pompidou is here for official
talks with the administration. Despite
the French President's present policy of
irresponsibility in the Middle East, I
fervently hope that the occasion of his
visit will result in a new attitude and
proper prospective of the enormity of the
damage his policy has caused not only
with his relationship with the United
States but toward world peace.

I trust that our President will use the
occasion of his visit to confront him four-
square with the realities of the Middle
East situation and will urge Pompidou
to join the United States in seeking im-
mediate face-to-face negotiations be-
tween the Israeli and the Arab States in
the effort to settle the Middle East
conflict.

It is in this perilous state of interna-
tional brinkmanship that France's Presi-
dent has come to visit our country. If it is
not clear to President Pompidou, it is
clear to us that the Arabs have decided
to wage a war of attrition against Israel.
The shocking explosion of a Swiss air-
liner by Arab commandos killing 47 peo-
ple this weekend, the daring escapades of
the Syrian Air Force daring to dart
across Haifa’s skyline and the steadily
mounting Egyptian forays across the
Suez Canal are all ominous indications
that the Arabs are bent on isolating and
wearing down Israel.

The fear is whether these raging air-
plane, tank, and artillery attacks can be
contained because it will not take much
to ignite the Middle East fuse, setting off
another major conflagration.

This is probably the precise aim of the
Soviet Union which has rearmed the
Arabs since their defeat in the June 1967
war. Every gesture by the United Nations
peacekeeping force and the United States
to reduce hostilities and bring both
parties to the negotiating table has been
refuted because the Russians are not
interested in conciliation. Arab national-
ism is being conveniently manipulated in
the interests of Soviet expansionism.

Perhaps if the Soviet Union did not
arm the Arabs, there would not have
been a war in 1967. And if Moscow did
not nod its approval, the Arabs would
not have dared state at their so-called
Khartoum summit meeting in August
1967, that their policy toward Israel is
“no peace, no negotiations and no recog-
nition.”

Is it any wonder then that Israel's
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friends are just a little exasperated when
some diplomats suggest the Jews would
rather exercise their military superiority
against the Arabs than negotiate with
them? As Israeli Premier Golda Meir has
summed it up:

I refuse to play chess with myself.

All questions of borders, access to the
Suez Canal, the status of Palestinian
refugees and the other explosive matters
that must be resolved if the Middle East
is to live in tranquillity, cannot be nego-
tiated in New York, Washington, or Mos-
cow. The Arabs must agree to sit down
with the Israelis in the quest for peace.
As Mrs. Meir notes:

There are not negotiating partners.

This was the implication of the U.N.
Security Council resolution of November
22, 1967. It called on Israel and the
Arab nations to negotiate a resolution
of their confiict to secure a genuine
peace. It is the Egyptians—tacitly sup-
ported by Russia—not the Israelis, who
have rejected procedures for negotia-
tion.

It is my fervent hope though that de-
spite the provocation, the guerrilla war-
fare, and the escalating flow of Soviet
and French armaments to the Arabs,
there still is time for peace.

But one thing is certain, the Arabs
will not drive Israel into the sea and Rus-
sia cannot isolate and wear down the
Jewish state.

The present administration, as every
American administration since 1948, has
reiterated its unequivocal loyalty to the
security of Israel.

I welcome President Nixon's statement
to Prime Minister Golda Meir. It is
clear. He affirmed:

The United States stands by its friends.
Israel is one of its friends.

And the President has refuted allega-
tions that we will not supply Israel with
the necessary arms to maintain its de-
terrent, The President is expected to
shortly announce his decision on how
many more weapons America will sell
to the Israel Government, As the Arabs
escalate hostilities, Mr. Nixon has made
it very clear that the United States would
weigh Israel requests against Arab
threats.

The President says:

We will honor these requests to the extent
that we determine that Israel needs addi-
tional arms to meet that threat.

Israel wants to purchase 100 addi-
tional A-4 Skyhawks and 50 more F-4
Phantom jet bombers.

But these modern, sophisticated planes
cost money. I am asking Congress to
ease these costs of offsetting the flow of
Soviet and French arms to the Arabs
by setting up special U.S. financial ar-
rangements for Israel. The beleaguered
Jewish state has had to pay hard cash
for every plane and arms shipment re-
ceived from America, although the
United States has in the past given mili-
tary aid to Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and
Jordan.

Israel will survive, but the financial
drain for its defense is crippling its
economy. It is costing $3 million daily
to defend Israel, and Tel Aviv may have
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to devalue its currency if the steady
drain on Israel foreign currency re-
serves continues, Last year the small
nation’s imports cost $2.1 billion, while
exports equalled only $1.2 billion, cre-
ating a whopping imbalance.

Somehow the Israel economy will man-
age itself—it is part of this tiny state's
will to survive that matters of economic
development have a way of creating self-
sufficiency. But the essence of that will
to survive depends more importantly on
maintaining Israel’s physical security.
Dependence on military deterrence is no
way for decent people to live. But as long
as the Arabs adamantly refuse to re-
solve their differences with Israel so that
all the people of the Middle East can
work together to abolish deprivation and
want, then the world must know that
the United States stands loyal to Israel
toward these goals.

Peace is possible and necessary for
Israel and the Middle East, but time is
working against them. The situation is
growing worse each day. The Soviet Un-
ion must be made to realize it cannot con-
trol the belligerent emotional forces it
has loosened in the Arab world. And
somehow, the great powers, including
France, must realize that in the interests
of world peace, they must cease inter-
vening in the Middle East. And the Arab
States must realize Israel will not and
cannot be destroyed. Then, and only
then, will it be possible for them to real-
ize it is in their own best interests to
negotiate a just and lasting peace with
Israel.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts., Mr.
Speaker, that the Middle East again
shudders on the brink of war cannct be
complacently accepted. Irrespective of
outcome, the brief Israeli-Arab conflicts
of 1948 and 1967 were inimical to the
cause of world peace.

The deterioration of the situation in
the Middle East is all too obvious so that
new urgency must be attached to a solu-
tion. United Nations Secretary General
U Thant has recently warned that strong
measures will be needed to avert a ca-
tastrophe. The recent threat of more So-
viet aid to Arab States, and the proposed
sale of military equipment by other
countries, adds fuel to a smoldering fire
which at any moment could burst forth
into a raging holocaust.

To rescue Israel from this dire situ-
ation, and to establish a real basis for a
peaceable settlement in the Middle East,
I believe, urgently requires that the
United States undertake new and force-
ful initiatives. I believe this requires the
pursuit of U.S. policies which are based
on principle, rather than predicated on
fear.

It is commendable that Members of
Congress have introduced strong reso-
lutions expressing our concern that there
be resolute action by the United States
to insure direct negotiations and neces-
sary arms for Israel’s defense. I have
gladly joined in support of several of
these.

I have written the Secretary of State
to urge that the United States not de-
viate from its past allegiance to policies
assuring Israel’s survival and the direct
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negotiations concept, and I was delight-
ed that the President several days later
enunciated these as U.S. commitments.
But we must now respond to dangerous
new developments in the Middle East.

I feel that U.S. initiatives should be
chiefly restricted to achieving direct ne-
gotiations between the parties and to re-
moving the cold war implications of the
Middle East crisis.

The character of the Middle East
crisis has inereasingly assumed the fear-
some countenance of a cold war con-
frontation since the Soviet Union moved
a naval fleet into the Mediterranean and
began to compete with the Western pow-
ers for the allegiance of Arab nations. A
typical balance-of-power struggle has
evolved in the Middle East as the United
States sent its 6th Fleet to the Mediter-
ranean to offset the Soviet move, as the
Soviets sent arms and military advisers
to Egypt, as French and British policy-
makers have countered Soviet political
gains by moving from pro-Israel stances
to sell or promise military hardware to
Arab nations, and as the competing big
powers have balanced air strength
against air strength—approximately
1,000 Soviet-made planes in Egypt, Syria,
and Iraq versus some 200 French and
U.S.-built planes in Israel. The United
States has promised Phantom Jets to
Israel, while France sells jets to Libya
which may give them to Egypt. Then
the Soviet promise “necessary™ help to
the Arabs.

I think the unfortunate fact remains
that the Soviet can only be deterred by
strength, Little Israel, through its mili-
tary strength and moral strength as a
strong and viable democracy, has de-
terred both Soviet and Arab expansion-
ism and tipped the scale of the balance-
of-power contest to the advantage of
the United States. Accordingly, it is vital
that Israel remain strong and capable of
maintaining its security.

The Soviet Union, of course, would
prefer an imposed settlement in the Mid-
dle East in an effort to legitimize its own
Mid-East presence. Buit there may be
better hopes for peace today on the as-
sumption that the Soviets share our own
apprehension that the crisis can spark
a third world war. It may be wishful
thinking, but the possibility should not
be overlooked.

Nor should U.S. policy be heavily in-
fluenced by the need to protect its oil
interests in the Middle East.

In recent years, the United States has
received less than 2.5 percent of its total
oil supply from the Arab countries, in-
cluding those of North Africa. Oil in-
come, on the other hand, is a matter of
paramount concern to the Arab nations,
comprising an estimated 90 percent of
foreign exchange receipts for most Arab
countries, and a greater part of national
income in these countries.

It should not be forgotten that after
the six-day war in 1967, when certain
oil-producing Arab nations severed dip-
lomatie relations with the United States,
they nevertheless continued selling oil
to their best customer, the United States.
The shoe is on the other foot.

1 believe there must be no retreat from
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the policy, to which the President com-
mitted this Nation in his speech of Jan-
uary 25, 1970, that—

The United States believes that peace can
be based only on agreement between the
parties and that agreement can be achieved
only through negotiations between them.

The United States must take the lead
In securing world pressure for direct ne-
gotiations in the Middle East.

In this reference, it must not be for-
gotten that Israel is the only democracy
in the Middle East. She is a model of
self-government, whose individual na-
tionhood and right to negotiate on her
own behalf should be respected by all
powers. Of course Israel realizes that
compromises should be made. My point
is that she should be allowed to act in
her own behalf and make her own com-
promises.

The reason for direct negotiations was
explained by former U.S, Ambassador to
the United Nations, Arthur Goldberg,
when the U.N. Security Council adopted
its November 22, 1967, resolution on pro-
posals to bring about a “just and lasting
peace” in the Middle East. He said:

History shows that if boundaries are to
be secure, they cannot be . . . imposed from
the out.ide; they must be worked out and
recognized by the parties themselves in the
process of making peace . . . It was a clear
premise of the U.S. vote on the November
22 Resolution that the parties to the con-
flict must be the parties to the peace . .. It
is they who, sooner or later, must make a
settlement . . . Other countries can help; but
the time when even great nations can im-
pose their will on small ones is long past .. .”

“The Resolution is not self-executing . . .
it states general principles and envisions
“agreement” on specifics; the parties must
put flesh on these bare bones .. ."

If the four Powers, either singly or in
combination, seek to impose a settlement on
the parties, then I fear their efforts will fail.
No good can come from any attempt to im-
pose a settlement. On the contrary, much
mischief may result from such an enterpri-e.
This is the lesson of the last twenty years,
particularly of the Suez crisis In 1956-57
when our country took the lead in impos-
ing a settlement. We were singularly unsuc-
ce:sful in achieving the just and permanent
peace we sought, and even the make-shift
arrangements of 1857 fell apart in May 1067.

In his recent report to the Congress,
President Nixon declared:

The policy of this Administration is to help
strengthen the freedom of other nations to
determine their own futures,

The cold war must, be scaled down, and
no cold war power should develop the
peace plan.

If other neutral and uninvolved na-
tions such as Iran, Turkey or India can
usefully participate as mediators in the
negotiation process, and are acceptable
to the negotiating parties, then I think
this should be considered. But the parties
to the dispute, and they alone, should be
permitted to develop the terms for com-
promise upon which a peace settlement
in the Middle East will stand,

Any “even-handed" U.S, policy toward
the Middle East must certainly nurture
friendship and cooperation with those
Arab nations which wish to reciprocate
the friendship and live in peace. Build-
ing an economically strong and stable
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Middle East will insure that peace. But
it must never be forgotten that Israel, to
whom we have had long ties of friend-
ship, respect and love that have deep
roots here in the United States, has
proven its worthiness to stand at our
right hand.

In this spirit, I applaud the President's
strong pronouncement of January 25
that—

The United States stands by its friends.
Israel is one of its friends.

I applaud his commitment in that
speech to direct negotiations and to arms
for Israel which will permit it to defend
the safety of its people.

The President has also declared that
the objective of the United States is that
of “helping the people of the Middle East
build a peaceful and productive future.”
I believe we all share this goal, and that
our full efforts must be directed to its
achievement.

But peace in the Middle East will never
be achieved without full recognition of
the nationhood and integrity of the State
of Israel. This must be the key concern
in our future endeavors.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the subject of
my special order today.

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

There was no objection.

THE GATES COMMISSION REPORT
ON AN ALL-VOLUNTEER ARMED
FORCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, on March 27, 1969, President
Nixon created an Advisory Commission
to develop “a comprehensive plan for
eliminating conscription and moving to-
ward an all-volunteer Armed Force.”
The Commission was chaired by former
Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates,
and its members represent a wide cross
section of age, race, sex, religion, politi-
cal affiliation, and occupation.

Thomas Curtis, our former colleague;
Frederick Dent, president of Mayfair
Mills; Milton Friedman, professor of
economics at the University of Chicago;
Crawford Greenewalt, chairman, finance
committee, E. I. du Pont de Nemours &
Co.; Alan Greenspan, chairman of the
board, Townsend-Greenspan & Co.; Al-
fred Gruenther, former Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe; Stephen Herbits,
Georgetown University law student; Rev.
Theodore Hesburgh, president of Notre
Dame; Jerome Holland, president,
Hampton Institute; John Kemper, head-
master, Phillips Academy; Jeanne Noble,
vice president, National Council of Negro
Women; Lauris Norstad, former Su-
preme Allied Commander, Europe; W.
Allen Wallis, president, University of
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Rochester, and Roy Wilkins, executive
director, NAACP, made up the Commis-
sion membership.

The Commission submitted its report
and recommendations to the President
on February 21.

I strongly urge my colleagues to read
the report in its entirety. It will be avail-
able from the Superintendent of Docu-
ments at $1.25 per copy, but I feel it is
extremely important that it receive each
Member’'s personal attention, and thus I
plan to place the complete report into
the Recorp over the next several days.

Today I include chapter I which sums
up the critical questions about the feasi-
bility of a volunteer army:

PROTECTING THE FREE SOCIETY

Since the founding of the Republic, a pri-
mary task of the Government of the United
States has been to provide for the common
defense of a society established to secure the
blessings of liberty and justice. Without en-
dangering the nation's security, the means
of defense should support the aims of the
soclety.

The armed forces today play an honorable
and important part in promoting the na-
tion’s security, as they have since our free-
doms were won on the battlefleld at York-
town. A fundamental consideration that has
guided this commission is the need to main-
tain and improve the effectiveness, dignity
and status of the armed forces so they may
continue to play their proper role.

The commission has not attempted to
judge the size of the armed forces the na-
tion requires. Instead, it has accepted a
range of estimates made for planning pur-
poses which anticipate maintaining a total
force in the future somewhere between two
million and three million men.

VOLUNTEER FORCE URGED

We unanimously belleve that the nation’s
interests will be better served by an all-
volunteer force, supported by an efective
stand-by draft, than by a mixed force of
volunteers and conscripts; that steps should
be taken promptly to move in this direction,
and that the first indispensable step is to re-
move the present inequity in the pay of men
serving their first term in the armed forces.

The United States has relled throughout
history on a voluntary armed force except
durlng major wars and since 1948. A return
to an all-volunteer force will strengthen our
freedoms, remove an inequity now imposed
on the expression of the patriotism that has
never been lacking among our youth, pro-
mote efficiency of the armed forces and en-
hance their dignity. It is the system for
maintaining standing forces that minimize
Government interference with the freedom of
the individual to determine his own life in
accord with his values.

The commission bases its judgments on
long-range considerations of what method
of recruiting manpower will strengthen our
society’s foundations. The commission’s
members have reached agreement on their
recommendations only as the result of pro-
longed study and searching debate, and in
spite of initial division.

We are, of course, fully aware of the cur-
rent and frequently emotional public de-
bate on national priorities, foreign policy,
and the military, but are agreed that such
issues stand apart from the question of when
and how to end conscription.

RECRUITMENT PROBELEM

To judge the feasibility of an all-volunteer
force, it is important to grasp the dimen-
sions of the recruitment problem in the next
decade.

If conscription is continued, a stable mid-
range force of 2.5 million men (slightly
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smaller than pre-Vietnam) will require 440,-
000 new enlisted men per year. To maintain
a fully voluntary stable force of the same
eflective strength, taking into account lower
personnel turnover, we estimate that not
more than 325,000 men will have to be en-
listed annually.

In recent years, about 500,000 men a year
have volunteered only because of the threat
of the draft, the best estimates are that at
least half—250,000 men—are “true volun-
teers.” Such men would have volunteered
even if there had been no draft, and they
did volunteer In spite of an entry pay that
is roughly 60 per cent of the amount that
men of their age, education, and tralning
could earn in civilian life.

The often lgnored fact, therefore, is that
our present armed forces are made up pre-
dominantly of volunteers. All of those men
who have more than four years of service—
8 per cent of the total—are true volunteers;
and so are at least a third of those with
fewer than four years of service.

The return to voluntary means of raising
and maintaining our armed forces should
be seen in this perspective. With true volun-
teers now providing some 250,000 enlisted
men annually, a fully volunteer force of 2.5
million men can be achieved by improving
pay and conditions of service sufficiently to
induce approximately 75,000 additional
young men to enlist each year from the 1.5
million men who will annually turn 19 and
who will meet the physical, moral and men-
tal requirements,

A voluntary force of 3 million men would
require 400,000 enlistments each year, or
150,000 additional volunteers from the 1.5
million eligible 19-year olds. Smaller forces
would require fewer than 75,000 additlonal
volunteers annually. Reascnable improve-
ments in pay and benefits in the early years
of service should increase the number of
volunteers by these amounts.

EQUALITY IN PAY SOUGHT

In any event, such Improvements are
called for on the ground of equality alone.
Because conscription has been used to pro-
vide raw recruits, the pay of men enftering
the services has been kept at a very low level.

It has not risen nearly as rapidly as the
pay of experienced military personnel, and
it is now about 60 per cent of comparable
civilian pay. Similarly, the pay of first-term
officers has not been kept in line with the
pay of more experienced officers, or with com-
parable civillans,

Correcting this inequity for first-term en-
listed men and first-term officers will add
about £2.7-billion to the defense budget in
fiscal 1071, Regardless of the fate of the
draft, the commission strongly recommends
ellmination of this discrimination against
first-termers.

If the commission’s recommendations are
put into effect for fiscal 1871, they will en-
tail a budget increase of an estimated $3.3-
billion for the following expenditures:

[In billions]

Basic pay Increase

Proficiency pay

Reserve pay Increase

Additional Medical Corps expense....
Recrulting ROTC and miscellaneous__

The additional proficiency pay is required
to attract individuals in the first term with
special skills and talents. The additional Re-
serve pay extends the increase in pay pro=
vided for the active-duty forces to the Re-
serves, and is called for as a step toward a
voluntary Reserve.

CHANGES IN MEDICAL CORPS

The additional outlay for a voluntary
Medical Corps Is for increased pay to medi~
cal officers, for medical student fellowships,
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and, where possible, for contracting with
civilian physiclans to provide medical serv-
ices now rendered by military physicians.

Because most of this budget increase takes
the form of personal income . . . $540-mil-
lion of it will be recovered by the Treasury
in Federal income tax collections. The net
increase in the budget in fiscal 1871, after
taking these tax collections into account,
will be $2.7-billion.

The commission recommends that these
additional funds be provided effective July
1, 1870. We believe, on the basis of our study,
that the increased pay and other recom-
mended improvements in personnel manage-
ment will provide enough additional volun-
teers during the transition to achieve an
all-volunteer force by July 1, 1971,

When force levels are stabllized, the addi-
tional expenditures needed in the transition
to a voluntary force will be partly offset by
savings engendered through lower turnover
and & reduction in the number of persons
in training status.

BUDGET ESTIMATES

Combining the expenditures to eliminate
the present inequitv for first-termers and
other steps necessary to move to an all-volun-
teer force with the savings that will accrue,
the commission estimates that the added
budget required to maintain a fully vol-
untary force on a stable, continuing
basis is: $1.5-billlon for a 2-million-man
force; #$2.1-billion for a 2.5-million-man
force; $4.6- * * * Tforce,

These are net amounts, reflecting the per-
sonal Income tax collections that would be
recovered,

Although the budgetary expense of a vol-
unteer armed force will be higher than for
the present mixed force of volunteers and
conscripts, the actual cost will be lower. This
seemingly paradoxical statement is true be-
cause many of the costs of manning our
armed forces today are hidden and are not
reflected in the budget.

Men who are forced to serve in the mili-
tary at artificlally low pay are actually pay-
ing a form of tax which subsidizes those in
society who do not serve. Furthermore, the
output of the civillan economy is reduced be-
cause more men serve in the military than
would be required for an all-volunteer force
of the same strength.

This cost does not show up in the budget.
Neither does the loss in output resulting
from the disruption in the lives of young men
who do not serve. Neither do the costs borne
by those men who serve, but who rearrange
possibility of being drafted. Taking these
hidden and neglected costs Into account, the
actual cost to the nation of an all-volunteer
force will be lower than the cost of the pres-
ent force.

ROLE OF RESERVES

The commission has attempted to allow
for the uncertainties of the future. In the
event of a national emergency requiring a
rapid increase in the number of men under
arms, the first recourse should be to Ready
Reserves, including the National Guard. Like
the active their lives in response to the duty
forces, these Reserves can and should be re-
cruited on a voluntary basis,

Whatever advantages may be claimed for
it, conscription cannot provide emergency
forces; it takes many months of training for
civilians to become soldiers. However, to pro-
vide for the possibility of an emergency re-
quiring a major increase in forces over an
extended period, we recommend that ma-
chinery be created for a standby draft, to
take effect by act of Congress upon the rec-
ommendation of the President.

The draft has been an accepted feature of
American life for a generation, and its elimi-
nation will represent still another major
change in a society much buffeted by change
and alarmed by violent attacks on the es-
tablished order. Yet the status quo can be
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changed constructively, and the society im-
proved peacefully, by responsible and re-
sponsive government.

DRAFT CALL COSTLY

It is In this spirit that the commission
has deliberated and arrived at its *= * #
conscription may have been in World
World War II, it has revealed many disad-
vantages in the past generation. It has been
& costly, Inequitable and divisive procedure
for recrulting men for the armed forces.

It has imposed heavy burdens on a small
minority of young men while easing slightly
the tax burden on the rest of us. It has intro-
duced needless uncertainty into the lives of
all our young men.

It has burdened draft boards with painful
decisions about who shall be compelled to
serve and who shall be deferred. It has weak-
ened the political fabric of our soclety and
impalired the delicate web of shared values
that alone enables a free society to exist.

These costs of conscription would have to
be borne if they were a necessary price for
defending our peace and security. They are
intolerable when there is an alternative con-
sistent with our basic national values.

STEPS ARE LISTED

The alternative !s an all-volunteer force,
and the commission recommends these steps
toward it:

1. Raise the average level of baslc pay for
military personnel in the first two years of
service from $180 a month to $315 & month,
the increase to become effective on July 1,
1970. This involves an increase in total com-
pensation (including the value of food, lodg-
ing, clothing and fringe benefits) from $301 a
month to $437 a month. The basic pay of
officers in the first two years should be raised
from an average of $428 a month to 8578 a
month, and their total compensation from
$717 a month to $869 & month.

2. Make comprehensive improvements in
conditions of military service and in recruit-
ing as set forth elsewhere in the report.

3. Establish a stand-by draft system by
June 30, 1971, to be activated by joint res-
olution.

YEAR-ROUND DAYLIGHT SAVING
TIME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HosMEer) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr, HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the idea
of year-round daylight saving time is
attracting considerable attention around
the country, principally because of grow-
ing public apprehension about walking
the streets of our crime-infested cities
after dark.

Crime statistics clearly show that the
incidence of street robberies and mug-
gings increases significantly after dark.
In Washington, D.C., for example, the
peak hours for street crimes in July are
8 to 10 pm. In October, as darkness
comes earlier, the peak hours move for-
ward to 7 to 8 pm. And in December, the
hours are 5 to 6 p.m.

This verifies the opinion of most law
enforcement officers that criminals wait
until dark to attack people on the streets.
During the winter months, millions of
Americans must leave their offices and
travel home after dark. Unfortunately,
many of these—particularly women—
will be victims of attack—crimes which
might be avoided if they could reach
home at an earlier hour.

If daylight saving time were in effect
on a year-round basis, instead of just
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during the April through October period,
the great bulk of our urban workers and
shoppers could be safely home before
full darkness sets in. In mid-December,
for example, sunset would be postponed
from 5 until about 6 p.m.

Today, I am introducing for myself
and 10 colleagues a bill directing the Sec-
retary of Transportation to conduct a
3-month study of the desirability and
feasibility of year-round daylight sav-
ing time, If that study indicates the con-
cept is attractive, the bill would permit
the Secretary to institute a 2-year trial
period of year-round daylight time.

Great Britain is now in the second win-
ter of a 3-year experiment with year-
round daylight time. One of the prin-
cipal objectives of the study proposed
in this bill would be to gain detailed in-
formation on the British experience to
date.

Joining me in cosponsoring this meas-
ure are Mr., CLEVELAND, Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr.
GALLAGHER, Mr. GUDE, Mr, HELSTOSKI, Mr.
LowENSTEIN, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr, OTTIN-
GER, Mr. PErTIS, Mr. WHITEHURST, and
Mr. HALPERN.

There are other advantages to year-
round daylight saving time which need
examination. Among these would be in-
creased traffic safety as a result of having
the peak evening traffic hours during
daylight rather than after dark. There
also would be social benefits to the public
in terms of more leisure time for fam-
ilies during daylight hours, and more af-
ter-school playtime for children. Winter
daylight time also would eliminate the
nationwide confusion and expense which
surround the twice yearly readjustment
of communications and transportation
schedules.

‘We believe that this coneept is worthy
of a detailed study and hopefully trial
period.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
485

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. HocaN) is
recognized for 20 minutes.

_Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, since its
birth almost 22 years ago, Israel and
America have been the closest friends
and aliies. Setting aside our longstand-
ing friendship with this small, but
hardy, outpost of democracy, we must
keep in mind that Israel is America’s
most valuable asset in the Middle East,
consistently withstanding Soviet and
Communist efforts for domination. Bear-
ing both thoughts in mind, I have be-
come increasingly concerned over the re-
cent trend of events in the Middle East,
the possible change of policy of our Gov-
ernment toward Israel, and the effect it
may have on the future of this ally.

Following Israel’s birthday last spring,
I was happy to be among the majority
of the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives supporting a “declaration for
peace in the Middle East,” which af-
firmed the support of those Members for
direct face-to-face negotiations between
the Arab States and Israel as the only
way by which a true lasting peace can
be achieved in the Middle East, and ex-
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pressed our opposition to “any attempt
by outside powers to impose halfway
measures not conducive to a permanent
peace.” That declaration went on to
read:

To ensure direct negotiations and to se-
cure a contractual peace settlement, freely
and sincerely signed by the parties them-
selves, the United States should oppose all
pressures upon Israel to withdraw pre-
maturely and unconditionally from any of
the territories which Israel now administers.

After the statement by Secretary of
State Rogers on December 9, 1969, in
which our administration’s policies ap-
peared to be wavering from our position
of noninterference and direct negotia-
tions, and went so far as to suggest areas
of settlement, I felt compelled to join
with colleagues in sponsoring the follow-
ing resolution:

H. Con. REs. 485

Whereas deep concern has been aroused by
the statement of the Secretary of State of
the United States of December 9 making cer-
taln proposals for peace in the Middle East
between the State of Israel and the Arab
States; and

Whereas such statement of the Secretary
of State has been understood as contrary to
the previous policy of the United States in
the Middle East and to the expressed senti-
ment of approximately two-thirds of the
BSenate and the House of Representatives:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the policy of the United
States for the promotion of peace in the
Middle East should be to exert its best ef-
forts to arrange for direct, face-to-face nego-
tiations between the State of Israel and the
Arab States; and, further, that neither the
United States nor any other power should
attempt to impose a settlement in the
Middle East nor attempt to induce a settle-
ment other than through direct, face-to-
face negotiations between the State of Israel
and the Arab States,

Also, on January 29, 1970, I signed a
declaration in support of direct, unham-
pered negotiations, which further ex-
pressed my sentiments that “It is not in
the best interests of the United States
or in the service of world peace to create
the impression that Israel will be left
defenseless in the face of the continuing
flow of sophisticated offensive arma-
ments to the Arab nations' and adhering
to the principle that the strength of Is-
rael must not be impaired.

The recent sale of over 100 jet fighters
by France to Libya, following France's
refusal to deliver jets to Israel after re-
ceiving payments, should certainly make
it clear to all of us that America may be
the only nation Israel can look to for as-
sistance in her effort to remain an inde-
pendent and democratic nation.

With further deterioration of the sit-
uation, particularly the latest terroristic
tactics of Arab forces in sabotaging air-
liners carrying passengers, including
Americans, bound for Israel, Israel is,
today, very much in need of and deserves
America’s reassurance that we will stand
beside her,

Therefore, I strongly urge the Presi-
dent to take positive and immediate
steps to provide Israel with the assist-
ance she needs, material and otherwise,
to keep the spirit of democracy alive in
that part of the world.
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PANEL OPPOSES TIMBER SUPPLY
BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. Vawnix) is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. VANIK. Mr, Speaker, today, a dis-
tinguished panel of environmental ex-
perts issued a thoughtful statement in
opposition to the Timber Supply Act
which this House will consider on Thurs-
day, February 26, 1970. The panel in-
cludes:

Prof. Stuart Udall, visiting professor,
Yale School of Forestry.

Mr. Julien McCaull, program coordi-
nator, Center for Biology of Natural Sys-
tems, Washington University, St. Louis,
Mo.

Prof. Paul Ehrlich, professor of biol-
ogy, Stanford University.

Mr. Eugene P, Odum, director, Insti-
tute of Ecology, Alumni Foundation,
University of Georgia.

Prof. Donald Aitken, professor of phys-
ics, Stanford University.

Prof. John Hewlett, associate professor
of forestry, University of Georgia.

Prof. Eenneth Watt, professor of ecol-
ogy, University of California at Davis.

Prof. E. W. Pfeifer, professor of plant
physiology, University of Montana.

Prof. Douglas Chapman, director for
Quantitative Science in Forestry, Fish-
ery, and Wildlife, University of Wash-
ington.

Prof. Richard Gale, vice chairman, en-
vironmental specialist, department of
sociology, University of Oregon.

Prof. Richard Sill, associate professor
of physics, University of Nevada.

The panel stated that we shall pay the
dear price of environmental degradation
if we acquiesce in the improvidence of
those who manifest little concern for our
national forests.

Their statement is as follows:

This week Congress shall consider H.R.
12025, the Timber Supply Act, & bill which
gravely threatens the preservation of a most
precious national treasure—our national for-
ests and wilderness areas.

The bill requires all receipts from the sale
of National Forest Timber to be deposited
in a special High Yield Timber fund, the
proceeds of which may be used solely to in-
crease logging in the National Forests. The
desire to increase National Forest timber
production is bought at a high price. Specif-
ically:

(1) The bill is in flagrant violation of the
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960
(16 US.C, 528-531) which wisely provided
that the National PForests serve equally as
areas of outdoor recreation, range lands,
timber growth, watershed, and wildlife and
fish conservation. Supporters of the bill esti-
mate that in 1970, $229 million would be fed
into the High Yield Timber Fund, a figure
which represents 62% of the total Forest
Bervice budget estimate of $372 million.
Thus only 389 of the Forestry Service budget
would be available for the four other pur-
poses which Congress designated the National
Forests to serve.

(2) The bill represents a dangerous threat
to some of our most scenic wilderness areas.
It defines as “commercial forest land” (Sec-
tion 3) de facto wilderness areas hitherto
protected by thelr inaccessibility. The Sec-
retary of Agriculture is directed to develop
these lands into “optimum timber produc-
tivity"” (Section 7).
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(3) Intensive forestry to be practiced in
all areas designated as commercial forest
lands threatens irreparable ecological dam-
age. The harvesting of timber for short-run
maximum yleld may well add another dis-
graceful chapter in this country’'s history of
exploiting its natural resources.,

The High Yield Timber Fund purports to
solve a national timber shortage crisis. The
bare facts are that no timber shortage exists
at the present time. Although fears of such
a shortage were raised during the first 6
months of 1869, when timber prices rose
precipitously, the rise in prices was never
traced to a timber shortage. Current prices
are normalized at 1968 levels. Fears that
high timber prices will handicap the nation’'s
housing program are unwarranted. The
highest costs of housing are tight money and
labor. Lumber constitutes less than 10% of
the costs of the mass-produced, multi-unit
dwellings on which the present administra-
tion proposes to concentrate its efforts to
solve the housing shortage.

The Timber Supply Act sacrifices the envi-
ronmental guality of an area equal to ap-
proximately 10% of the surface area of the
United States in return for supposed “eco-
nomie benefits.” Painfully, we have borne wit-
ness to these “economic benefits” on the tar-
nished faces of our cities, on the fouled sands
of our beaches, in our polluted rivers and
streams, and In the air we must breathe. An
area in our National Forest the size of the en-
tire state of New Jersey remains in a state of
deforestation. With every passing year, this
denuded land becomes increasingly difficult
to salvage; yet the present bill, by diverting
funds to commercial logging, may well seal
its fate.

As the President recently stated in his
State of the Union Message, “The answer is
not to abandon growth, but to redirect it.”
Thus, while we realize the economic neces-
sity of sustained timber production, we
insist that these economic goals are not
incompatible with environmental guality.
Incumbent upon us is a long term National
Forest timber policy consonant with the
Multiple Use Act that provides both for the
timber needs of the nation and the preserva-
tion of our Natlonal Forests. The Timber
Supply Act provides neither. Should we
acquiesce to the improvidence of those who
manifest little concern for our National For-
ests, we shall pay the dear price of environ-
mental degradation.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I further
wish to insert in the Recorp at this point
a splendid analysis of HR. 12025 which
was competently prepared by the Yale
Legislative Services of the Yale Law
School.

This document is but one of many
which the Yale Legislative Services has
prepared to assist legislators on every
level of government better deal with the
complicated issues which daily confront
them. These knowledgeable and com-
petent young men and women demon-
strate clearly the opportunities which
exist today for meaningful contribution
to the governmental process here in
Washington and in every State house
and city hall. In many cases, this group
of men and women has provided the very
best evidence required by any fair-
minded legislator, to assist in formulat-
ing his judgment upon a particular piece
of legislation. This example of their work
provides to every Member of this House
ample material upon which to base his
judgment when the debate and vote oc-
curs on Thursday of this week.

The Yale Legislative Services study of
H.R. 12025 is as follows:
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AwnaLysis oF HR. 12025, S. 1832

This bill appears to involve the conflict-
ing interests of protecting the National For-
ests and of providing adequate supplies of
materials for the housing industry and other
users of wood. The bill therefore may appear
to present the dilemma of having to choose
between legitimate and unreconcilable public
interests. This is, however, a false dilemma,
for future lumber needs can be provided
without damaging the National Forests in
the ways this bill would.

I.- THE BILL

‘The object of this bill is to increase the
harvest of timber from the National Forests:
Its main provisions are as follows:

It establishes a High Yield Timber Fund
into which will be paid all receipts (save
those already committed elsewhere) from
sales of timber on the national forest. (est,
229 m in 1970)

Money from the fund will be used to in-
crease the yleld of the National Forests
through “intensive forestry practices” which
are detailed in the bill.

The money is to be spent on “commercial
forest lands"”. “Commercial forest lands' are
defined by the bill to be all those lands not
currently withdrawn from lumber use by
statute or administrative order.

The Secretary of Agriculture is directed
to revise the allowable cut (the guantity of
timber allowed to be harvested each year
from the National Forests) to take into ac-
count the increased timber yields expected
from application of the measures authorized
by the bill.

Money spent under the bill is to be spent
subject to and in conformity with the pro-
visions of the Multiple Use Act.

Il. THE ARGUMENTS FOR THE BILL
A, Price increases

The original impetus for this bill was the
sudden rise in the price of lumber in early
1969 by levels of 15% to 76% depending

upon the kKind of Iumber® The two princi-
pal groups which claimed to be Injured were:
(1) the users of wood products such as the
construction industry, and particularly the

home-bullders; (2) the timber companies,
who complained of various dislocations con-
nected with the price increases. These in-
cluded lack of adequate supplies of timber
and excessive mid prices at federal timber
sales.

The bill rests on the presumption that a
principal eause of the price rise was a short-
age of timber avallable for cutting® This
presumption is subject to major qualifica-
tion which the supporters of the bill con-
ceded. It was admitted at the hearings on
the bill and elsewhere that a number of fac-
tors coincided to contribute to the price
increases: extended bad weather which im-
peded logging, a borear shortage which pre-
vented supplies from reaching markets, a
temporarily low capacify of producers to
process timber (attributable to an earlier in-
dustrial recession which forced out many
smaller producers), fncreased exports, and
other factors.? Witnesses were unable to eval-
uate the relative effects of each of these ad-
mittedly Important causes.

However, in the past nine months lumber
prices have jallen nearly as far and as fast as
they rose. At the end of 1869 the prices were
at or near their 1968 levels.* The fall in prices
is attributed to the measures which were
taken to cure the short-term causes of the
price rise, and also to a decline In construec-
tlon attributed to the credit squeeze.®

B. Long-term timber prospects

Much of the testimony before the House
and Senate Committees on this bill con-
cerned the long-term prospects for the sup-
ply and demand of timber. The significance

Footnotes at end of article.
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of these estimates, vague as they were, ls
that with the funding which this bill seeks
to provide, the National Forests will only be
able to provide approximately half of the
projected increase in demand. In 1868 the
United States domestic economy used 40.9
billion board feet (BBF), which was met by
a supply of 37.0 BBF from domestic produc-
tion and a 3.9 BBF excess of imports over
exports.” Different witnesses made different
estimates about timber needs in the future.
The Forest Service estimates that demand
will increase close to 509 by 1985 and nearly
double by the year 2000." This is a level of
Increase between 17 to 20 BBF feet by 1985
and close to 40 BBF by the year 2000, The
largest part of the predicted increase in de-
mand is based on the assumption that new
housing construction will double to meet the
goals of the 1968 Housing Act, vastly in-
creasing timber demand. While the Chief of
the Forest Service in his testimony avoided
making a c¢lear cut prediction of the effect
of the bill's funding, he estimated a maxi-
mum of increased production eventually re-
sulting from the bill of 5.8 BBF." In addi-
tion the bill might make possible salvage of
up to 5 BBF annually of fallen or diseased
timber, according to other Forest Service
testimony.”* This means an eventual maxi-
mum increased production, if all goes well,
of 10.8 BBF, a level double that of the present
production levels within the National Forests.
Put against a projected 17 to 20 BBF of need
it is clear that this bill, even If it is optionally
successful, would not bring about attainment
of projected future timber demands,

As seen from above, the bill is based on
an assumption that major increases in the
rate of housing construction will vastly In-
crease demands for timber. As has been
shown, even if that assumption is true, it is
doubtful that the bill will meet the stated
need. But it is also highly doubtful that this
major increase in demand will materialize,
While the nation's critical need for more
housing cannot be doubted, the level of
building that supporters of the bill based
their projected demand on (2.6 milllon new
units a year) has never been approached in
this country. Fallure to attain it in the fu-
ture could easlly result from all sorts of rea-
sons having little or nothing to do with ma-
terials shortages, lack of skilled construction
labor, site and design problems, and most
cruclally, lack of adequate construction
credit, the culprit in the present housing
construction squeeze.

Moreover, there is some gquestion that even
if this level of construction is met it would
result in that significant an increase in total
consumption of wood products. For the past
seventy years, the total annual consumption
of timber has been almost static: in 1967 it
was two BBF less than in 1900.* Further,
Housing and Urban Development is commit-
ted to a program of changing over housing
construction techniques to mass production
and pre-fabrication and much of the need
for new housing is for multi-unit, not single
family dwellings. Mass produced and multi-
unit dwellings utilize less than half as much
timber as single family houses.”” Consider-
able opportunities exist for ellminating waste
of wood in both the logging and the con-
struction industries and it is technologically
possible to make use of parts of trees such
as crowns and limbs which are now dis-
carded.'t It Is also argued by opponents of
the bill that it is possible to use metal and
other wood substitutes in place of wood in
housing construction. That particular argu-
ment, however, is less compelling, wood s a
renewable product while metals and other
substitutes generally are not, making wood
an ecologically preferable material for con-
struction assuming that it is readily avail-
able.

In general what this analysis shows is that
the demand for timber projected by the
housing and timber industries has been
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created by using the worst possible set of
assumptions; that is, that there will be no
change In construction techniques and that
the nation will construct housing at an
annual rate of 2.6 million units through 1980,
A more realistic set of assumptions as to
levels of housing construction and future
building techniques would undoubtedly show
a much less pressing future timber demand
and a much less pressing need for the hill
that need supposedly demands.
III, THE NATIONAL FORESTS
A. Introduction

There are, however, some real needs for
Investment in the national forests. At the
same time, however, there are major en-
vironmental dangers to be guarded against,
particularly the environmental consequences
of this bill. To understand both, some back-
ground is necessary.

B, Background

The Forest Service, of the Department of
Agriculture, administers 183 million acres
of publicly-owned National Forest lands in
the United States.”” 97 million acres are con-
sidered potential commercial forests and the
remainder is unavailable for timber harvest-
ing mainly because of the inability of the
land to produce commercially usable timber.
While these 97 million acres are 19% of the
nation’s total commercial forest land, they
provided approximately 30% of its domestic
timber production in 1968.1

The Multiple Use—Sustalned Yield Act of
1960 (16 USC 528-531) is the key statute
governing the administration of National
Forest lands. It names five uses which the
National Forests are to serve—outdoor recre-
atlon, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife
and fish-—none of which are to be accorded
preference over another, The Act also requires
the harvest of timber from the National For-
ests to be on a sustained—yield basis—mean-
ing roughly that it may not be cut at a faster
rate than it is replaced. The Forest Service
procedure for selling National Forest timber
is first to determine what timber may be cut
and then to establish a minimum bid and
offer it for sale at auction,

C. Timber production in the national forests

Witnesses at the hearings criticized the
Forest Service as inefficient because its com-
mercial timber harvest is proportionately less
than on the lands of private timber com-
panies!™ This inefficiency is attributed in
part to the failure of Congress to provide
sufficient funds to make the necessary in-
vestments—road building, thinning and
pruning, etc.—to increase timber produc-
tion.'® Admittedly, timber production in the
National Forests could have been greater with
larger Congressional appropriations for just
that purpose. But timber productivity is only
one of five equally important purposes under
the Multiple Use Act which the National
Forests must serve. It is inappropriate to
compare the Forest Service, under the ex-
press duty to provide necessary recreation,
watershed, wildlife and grazing uses all of
which may be contrary to timber produc-
tivity with private timber companies whose
primary purpose is to maximize lumber pro-
duction. The Multiple Use Act specifically
states that its object is . . . not necessarily
the combination of uses that will give the
greatest dollar return or the greatest unit
output." 1 While the Forest Service may pre-
serve a stand of timber to provide a wlildlife
habitat a private timber company will cut
the stand to Increase timber productivity,

A second reason for lower Forest Service
timber productivity is that much National
Forest land is in low productivity areas such
as high-altitude locations which private
companies would not purchase.®

D. Actual forest service needs

Nevertheless the lack of funds has handi-
capped the Forest Service in optimally man-




February 24, 1970

aging the Natlonal Forests. The Forest Serv-
ice estimates that it has a backlog of
unfinanced investment opportunities of 8866
million in timber stand improvements which
would yield a very favorable rate of return.®
There are two main needs here, the need to
reforest milllons of acres currently unfor-
ested or unsatisfactorily stocked and the
need to carry out thinning and pruning to
improve site quality. The need for and the
desirability of these two steps, assuming
they were not used as a justification for in-
creasing the allowable cut, was unchallenged
in the hearings.

IV. WHY THE BILL SHOULD BE DEFEATED
A. The threat to multiple-use

The principal fault of the bill is that it is
destructive of the multiple-use concept for
the National Forests. In fact, some of the
witnesses who favored this bill objected to
the Multiple Use Act and urged that the
National Forests be managed mainly for tim-
ber production.2 Although the bill was
worded to require that measures taken un-
der the Act be In conformity with the Multi-
ple Use Act the bill is still hostile to the
Multiple Use concept in several important
ways: (1) By segregating 61.6% of the
Forest Services estimated budget for the ex-
clusive use of only one of the five values,
leaving the remalning 38.5% to the other
four, the bill gives timber sales a large actual
priority over the four other purposes com-
bined. (1970 budget estimates for the Forest
Service programs in the national forests
totaled $372 million *® while estlmated in-
come to the high yield timber fund is $229
million.* Thus the 61.5%.) The Secretary of
Agriculture stated in a letter to the House
Agriculture Committee that if funds were
ear-marked in this manner for a specific
purpose there could be difficulty in financing
the other programs for outdoor recreation,
wildlife, forage and water production®
While some supporters of the bill expressed
the hope that the segregated funds would
be in addition to normal Forest Service ap-
propriations * this position s at best a pious
hope. It is impossible to belleve that in this
year of tight Infiation, anyone is seriously
contemplating an increase in the total ap-
propriation to the Forest Service of $229
million or anywhere near that amount. Con-
sequently, if the timber fund does lead to a
major increase in monles devoted to inten-
sive forestry purposes, it will have done so
by reducing funds avallable to the Forest
Service to spend on other purposes. (2) The
bill, by enacting a special financing mecha-
nism for promoting timber production, is
in effect a statement by Congress that as a
matter of policy timber production is a fa-
vored value. (3) The bill puts enormous
pressure on the Forest Service to increase
timber production. These pressures cannot
avoid making it very difficult for the Forest
Service to rationally and impartially consider
the claims or increased timber production
versus other multiple use values. The bill
puts these pressures on in two ways: first,
by the direct command to revise the allow-
able rate of harvest to take account of in-
creased yields resulting from implementa-
tion of the bill.

Second, and more importantly, funding for
the Forest Service is now directly tled to
the amount cut so that the more that is
cut the more money the Forest Service re-
ceives. The best intentions in the world can-
not be reliled on to protect against such
a clear temptation to bureaucratic aggran-
dizement. The Forest Service has a large
backlog of extremely worthwhile projects de-
manding funding. They would be solely
tempted to take advantage of such a bullt-in
funding mechanism, particularlv when Con-
gress had given such clear approval to more
cutting. With such pressures it would not be

Footnotes at end of article.
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at all surprising If multiple use values were
gradually lost sight of over time, and in-
creasing budget needs.

B. The threat to wilderness areas

The bill would probably lead to the de-
struction of certain areas, whose recreation-
al and other values are more important than
the timber which could be harvested from
them. These are the areas termed by the
Sierra club de facto wilderness areas be-
cause like those areas formally designated as
wilderness they are virgin timber land that
has remained roadless. However, since the
bill defines all lands not already receiving
some official protection as commercial timber
lands these lands would now be open to ex-
ploitation for timber purposes and In fact
the Forest SBervice would be required to do
g0. This would mean that old growth, which
has stabilized and is not adding anything to
the timber supply should be cut so that
seedlings could be planted whose annual
growth would add each year to the timber
supply. Such a step would obviously destroy
the enormous recreational and scenlic values
of these areas for almost no purpose. The
thirteen areas specified by witnesses as most
in need of protection ® contain only 1% of
the total timber in the national forests and
they are not particularly appropriate for
timber production because of their relatively
high altitudes, fragile soils, and slow growth,
while cutting may seriously diminish the
watershed values of an area and bring about
soil erosion.® Although theoretically such
areas could still be brought under official
wilderness designation such a procedure is
time-consuming and may well be accom-
plished too late, if at all, given the pressures
to cut this bill creates. It is not necessarily
advocated in this paper that such scenic
areas be automatically preserved and that
all of them do so, but they should have their
merits carefully considered. They should not
be destroyed because of a shotgun definition
of what is commereial timberland.

C. The threat to the forest ecology

The bill may result in practices which are
ecologically unsound. Those who supported
the bill indicate that the Forest Service
would be expected to practice “intensive for-
estry”, as do private timber companies. In-
tensive forestry would probably lead to
short-run increases in the production of
timber but at a very possible cost of doing
serfous harm to the forest environment:
(1) the bill authorizes the use of fertilizers
which, washed into streams, would pollute
hitherto clear waters.® (2) Intensive Fores-
try may lead to more clear cutting reducing
the watershed capability of the National
Forests and leading to erosion of shallow
mountain soils. (3) It may lead to replacing
diversified forests with single-specles, uni-
form age forests which are more vulnerable
to disease.» By emphasizing intensive fores-
try and increased lumber production the
supporters of the bill have deemphasized
careful conservation of harmful side effects at
a time when the dangers from singlemind-
edly exploiting the environment have be-
come even more clear.

D. Inadequate reforestation

The bill does not provide adequately for
reforestation. There is a backlog of 4,750,000
acres, 6% of the commercial land in the Na-
tional Forests, in need of reforesting.” These
lands were either acquired in a deforested
condition, destroyed by fire or disease, or cut
before current programs for reforesting the
lands cut in each current year were put into
effect.

The bill does list reforestation as one of
the activities funds under the bill will be
spent for. To some extent, therefore, the bill,
in promoting reforestation, promotes all the
values of the Multiple Use Act, save possibly
grazing, However, the bill's concentration on
increased timber production limits the im-
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pact of reforestation in two ways: (1) Re-
forestation is only one of many purposes for
which the bill provides money and the others
are all directed to increased commercial sales
of timber. The Forest Service itself specifi-
cally acknowledges that its primary concern
is with timber improvement for commercial
purposes rather than reforestation® (2)
Money is made avallable under the bill for
reforesting only “better site lands™, lands
whose timber would yield the highest case
return. The bill does not provide for refor-
esting a denuded area which might be nec-
essary for watershed or wildlife protection
but which would not give the highest cash
return on planted timber.

V. WHAT SBHOULD BE DONE

A. Develop a True Management Plan for all
the Nation’s Forest Lands

Even if the bill were to be adopted the
National Forests could not be expected to
furnish as much as half of the demand for
timber projected by the bill's supporters, if
sound conservation was practiced it could
very probably be less. With the private timber
companies claiming to be at or near their
maximum productivity the key to the situa-
tion is in the 59% of the nation’s forest land
which is in the hands of 3,000,000 emall pri-
vate owners. These lands are the least ef-
ficlently managed and are capable of provid-
ing greatly increased supplies of timber.®
The Administration is conducting a study of
methods to increase timber production on
all lands including these small private tracts.
In a letter to the House Committee ¥ Secre-
tary of Agriculture Hardin urged the Bureau
of Budget position that the House postpone
any action on the bill until the study was
complete. This report recommends rejecting
the present bill, waiting for the results of
that study and then developing a program
for overall management of the nation's forest
resources, particularly the small holdings,
that would increase timber production on all
available lands to the maximum possible
consistent with complete protection for all
environmental values.

B. Reforestation

While the proposed bill should be rejected
there are real needs for investment in for-
estry. The chief of these is to clear up the
enormous backlog of land that needs re-
forestation. There may be some fear on the
part of conservation motivated opponents of
the present bill that to spend any new
money on any Forest Service activity would
be used as an excuse to bring about more
timber cutting. Such fears could be dealt
with by a properly worded bill. What is re-
guired s an allocation to the Forest Service
over the next few years of the money it needs
to clear up the backlog of reforestation. Such
a program could begin at low levels of fund-
ing in the next year or two to allow for
startup time and the necessity in the com-
ing year to hold the budget line for anti-
inflation reasons. This program, which could
be called an emergency reforestation pro-
gram could be expected, within six to eight
years, to eliminate the backlog, thus marked-
ly improving the quality of the National
Forests to the benefit of all users.

VI. CONCLUSION

The proposed legislation is unsound and
should be defeated. Whatever the motives of
its sponsors its result would be the manage-
ment of the National Forests for the primary
purpose of timber production, in dlsregard
of the Multiple Use Act. Such management
could be expected to lead to the destruction
of areas of major scenic and recreational im-
portance, to the introduction of ecologically
unsound forestry practices and the neglect of
major areas of investment need in the for-
est system simply because it is not commer-
clally sound to do so. For these reasons the
attempt to use the National Forest system as
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the sole source for increased timber produc-
tion must be resisted.
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PRESIDENT POMPIDOU’S VISIT TO
THE UNITED STATES

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Speaker,
I am gratified that the responsible lead-
ers of this Congress, despite their party
affiliations and personal opinions on the
policies of the French Government, are
joining in the highest American tradition
to welcome President Pompidou at a joint
meeting of the Congress.

It is important that our Government
achieve success in efforts to develop a
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better understanding and closer relation-
ship with France. Among the modern
nations of the world, France is our oldest
friend. But more than sentiment moti-
vates my words. I am deeply concerned
because the visit of President Pompidou
coincides with very grave developments.

The violence of the Middle East has
escalated in recent days. It has spread
to Western Europe. A number of Ameri-
can citizens, innccent passengers aboard
an international airliner, have fallen
vietim to extremist fanaticism., One of
my own constituents, the wife of a re-
spected Baptist minister of Grandville,
Mich., has been ruthlessly murdered by
terrorists. Her only offense was to ride a
tourist bus to view the holy places near
Jerusalem.

Anger and emoiion are rising in the
Middle East. The conflict is striking down
innocent bystanders and affecting the
transportation and communication links
connecting Western Europe and America
with the State of Israel. This is a time
for negotiation, not confrontation. It is
a time to discuss with President Pompi-
dou the policies of his government in the
Middle East, Europe, and elsewhere, as
they relate to the national security in-
terests of the United States. It is a time
to seek ways of cooling down passions,
to seek ways of working with France
to decrease the level of violence in the
Middle East and to limit the introduc-
tion into that region of destructive new
weapons.

Our Government is now engaged in
very serious talks with President Pompi-
dou. Our historic relationship with
France demands that President Pompi-
dou, as the elected head of his govern-
ment, be accorded the courtesies that
have been traditional, I do not complete-
Iy agree with all the policies of the
Pompidou administration nor of the pre-
ceding De Gaulle administration. But
this is a time for statesmanship, not
showmanship, a time for reconciliation,
not agitation.

We will accomplish nothing by boycot-
ting or blockading, by walking in or by
walking out on President Pompidou. We
may accomplish something—indeed, we
may accomplish very much by exchang-
ing ideas with President Pompidou in a
constructive, relevant, and -civilized
manner.

It has been a basic tenet of our Gov-
ernment that while we may be divided at
home on foreign policy matters we are
nevertheless willing to permit our Gov-
ernment to deal in an orderly and diplo-
matic manner with other governments.

The negotiations with France are of
such importance that we cannot permit
an impression that this Congress is un-
willing to accord the traditional cour-
tesies to the Republic of France. The
violence and killing in the Middle East
are very serious. The situation is daily
growing worse,

I would like to suggest a better course
than an empty, negative boycott of Pres-
ident Pompidou. Let us devote the same
time and energy to seeking a lessening
of violence. I would like to suggest the
alternative of an international agree-
ment to deal with the rise in airborne
terrorism, bombings, and hijacking; per-

February 24, 1970

haps, a world conference on safety of air
passengers. Another alternative for the
time wasted in opposing the joint meet-
ing would be a discussion of ways and
means of implementing President Nixon's
very recent report to the Congress on
foreign policy. I might add that the Gov-
ernment of Israel has received this re-
port with deep satisfaction. The Pres-
ident expressed himself quite clearly on
the threats to Israel and it is incumbent
upon the Congress to respond to his
forthright leadership on this crucial is-
sue.

Instead of negativism and obstrue-
tionism, let us strengthen the hand of
President Nixon when he speaks for all of
us with President Pompidou. This is the
way to impress upon the French Presi-
dent the deep conviction and profound
unity of the American people on these
matters.

We shall do everything we can in the
interest of peace and stability in the
Middle East. But we will do more than
talk. The United States cannot and will
not stand by and watch the military
balance turn against Israel, We will not
let the situation deteriorate because of
ill-advised policies of other governments.

Of course, we hope that President
Nixon's statesmanlike effort to limit the
arms race will generate a positive re-
sponse from France, from Great Britain,
and, of course, from the Soviet Union.
This aim is served by the courtesies this
Congress is rendering to President
Pompidou in our common effort to create
better communications between our two
countries. This aim is frustrated by
flamboyant gestures that add to the dis-
may and diseord of a troubled world.

e ——
LITHUANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp, and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, Lith-
uanians were one of the helpless and
innocent victims of the last war, and
today they are still suffering under a
Kremlin-imposed Communist regime,
They were also among the first national-
ity groups to take advantage of the over-
throw of the czarist regime in Russia
and proclaim their national independ-
ence of February 18, 1918.

These sturdy and stout-hearted peo-
ple have a long eventful history in their
northeastern homeland on the Baltic
Sea. For centuries they maintained their
freedom and fought for its preservation
against all their adversaries, For awhile
they built a powerful force which ex-
tended its activities far beyond Lith-
uania’s historical boundaries. Then their
kingdom was united with that of Poland,
and in this union they found strength,
maintaining their independence until
late 18th century. Then both Poland
and Lithuania were forcibly annexed to
Russia, and thenceforth Lithuanians
lived under the oppressive czarist regime
of Russia for more than 100 years. But
these people did not become Russian-
ized; they did not give up their hope for
freedom. And when they had the chance,
they seized upon it and proclaimed their




February 24, 1970

national independence on February 16,
1918.

That was a glorious event in Lith-
uanian modern history. All Lithuanians
and all their friends abroad were over-
joyed in seeing the birth of a new sov-
ereign and independent Lithuania. With
joy and gallantry Lithuanians created a
prosperous counfry out of their war-
ravaged and ruined homeland. In a
rather short time they made it a model
democracy. They enjoyed their life under
their own democratic government, and
. hoped to work and live in peace. But
foreign foes had evil designs upon demo-
cratic Lithuania, and the Soviet Union
proved the deadliest of these foes. Very
early in the last war Stalin let loose the
Red Army upon helpless Lithuania; the
country was overrun and made part of
the Soviet empire. Thus ended the happi-
ness of the Lithuanian people in their
homeland.

Since those fateful and tragic days
Lithuanians have been suffering under
totalitarian tyranny. They are no longer
master of their fate, and they are vie-
timized by their heartless overlords. But
these gallant people have not given up
their hope for freedom, and on the ob-
servance of Lithuanian Independence
Day we all pray for their deliverance
from Communist totalitarian tyranny.

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago on February
20, 1968, on the 50th anniversary of
Lithuanian independence, I spoke on this
subject for the Recorp. I said then and I
repeat now that we should do all we can
to reaffirm the commitment of the Amer-
ican people to the ultimate liberation of
captive nations such as Lithuania.

ADOPT THE PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM
ON AMERICA’S ENVIRONMENT

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

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, not too
long ago Stewart Udall, so Newsweek
tells us, in talking about pollution, ad-
mitted:

We all talked a much better game in recent
years than we actually played. Across the
nation our rivers, lakes and air are all more
polluted than they were five years ago.

Confession is good for the soul, al-
though it does not do much for the en-
vironment.

President Nixon fortunately is aware
of this. For that reason, he has chosen
to act rather than just talk in the matter
of preserving what is good and improv-
ing what is bad in America’s environ-
ment.

As a result, he has sent us a compre-
hensive message on the subject and has
followed it with seven specific pieces of
legislation which, if we pass, will go a
long way toward cleaning up our air, our
water and our land.

Mr. Speaker, the time to make things
better is before they get too bad. Already
we have reached the point where things
are much worse than they ought to be—
our air over many cities is foul, our
water in many areas stinks and is un-
fit for any kind of use, our land is dirty
with abandoned autos, broken bottles,
beer cans, and blowing papers.
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It is time we made things better. We
can do so by adopting the President’s
program this year. Next year it will be
just that much harder. And that much
more expensive.

I urge members of both parties to put
partisanship aside on this one issue. It
will take cooperation by all of us if we are
to have a better America.

CLEVELAND LAUDS JAYCEES ON
50TH ANNIVERSARY

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr, Speaker, it is
my pleasure to extend a “well done” to
the Jaycees for 50 years of good work,
During these uncertain times when the
news media are filled with tales of all the
things wrong with America and young
Americans, it is a real pleasure to be able
to call attention to the good work done by
the Jaycees. We need leaders, and the
Jaycees are helping to produce them. We
need good citizens, and in the Jaycees we
find them. We need people who are will-
ing to work to solve the problems we
face, instead of just complaining about
the problems—and in the Jaycees we find
just such people: young men of action
and accomplishment.

Much of the attention of the media is
focused on the complainers, the drop-
outs, and the radicals. Yet in the Jay-
cees we have people who are action ori-
ented, and committed to good works and
good projects. We should give them the
appreciation they deserve, because they
are something that is ‘“right” about
America. I suggest that in the end, groups
such as the Jaycees will have a much
greater impact on history than the com-
plainers, because they are daily, actively
working to solve problems and to make
their communities better places to live.

In this their 50th year, I join in con-
gratulating the Jaycees and wishing
them many more years of action, ac-
complishment, and well deserved ac-
claim.

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, The re-
cently enacted 15-percent increase in
social security benefits was badly needed,
but it just made a dent in the real needs
of retired and disabled Americans. I am
today introducing legislation which will
further increase social security benefits
to a level 50 percent higher than a year
ago. My bill also includes a great many
needed improvements in the social secu-
rity law, such as needed extensions of
medicare benefits. I am pleased that my
able and dedicated colleague (Mr.
ScHEUER) is joining me as a cosponsor
of this important legislation.

Over 25 million people are now receiv-
ing social security benefits—one out of
every eight Americans. For about 75 per-
cent of these people, social security pay-
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ments constitute their principal source
of income. For about 50 percent, these
payments are their only source of income.
Yet the current level of benefits can
hardly provide economic security to the
large number of Americans who depend
upon these payments every month. Our
bill will increase benefits across the
board in two steps and will bring the
minimum benefits up to $120 by January
1, 1972. Benefits will be increased each
year thereafter by 3 percent, or by a per-
centage equal to the rise in the cost-of-
living, whichever is greater. i

Another provision of this bill would
provide that a person who chooses to
work beyond age 65 would be able to re-
ceive increased benefits, Under present
law, a person who retires at age 62 has
his benefit reduced on the premise that
he will be receiving those benefits for a
longer time. But no provision is made
for someone who chooses not to apply
for his benefits when he first becomes
eligible, and instead continues to work.
This bill provides that such a person
would have his benefits increased on an
actuarial basis to assure that he will be
expected to receive the same total bene-
fit as a person who applies for benefits
when he first becomes eligible.

With respect to medicare coverage, this
bill makes a number of changes which
are of great importance to older Ameri-
cans. Poor eyesight and foot problems
are two common afflictions of old age
which tend to force people to remain in-
doors and at home resulting in a loss of
contact with and a declining interest in
the outside world. Our bill will revise the
medicare provisions of social security to
include extensive care for these two
problems. It will extend medicare cov-
erage to include the cost of eye examina-
tions and the cost of eyeglasses, and will
also permit such examinations to be con-
ducted by a licensed optometrist, in addi-
tion to an ophthalmologist. The bill also
extends medicare coverage to include the
cost of routine but medically necessary
foot care, such as painful swelling, cal-
louses, bunions, and so forth.

Dental care is another medical prob-
lem facing many elderly persons. This
bill will extend medicare coverage to in-
clude the cost of routine dental care,
except teeth cleaning, and to include
the cost of false teeth.

In urging this legislation, I want to
point out that I was one of the original
sponsors of the medicare program and
consider it one of the outstanding social
advances of our time. In nearly 4 years’
operation, it has overcome monumental
obstacles and has demonstrated its value
to the Nation to an extent surpassing
even the most optimistic estimates of its
supporters.

However, medicare’s supporters had to
accept many compromises to insure en-
actment of the program—compromises
that place a painful financial burden on
the Nation's low-income elderly and have
the effect of excluding many medicare
eligibles from the full protection the
original cosponsors sought.

Mr. Speaker, no program of this nature
comes without a price tag. Accordingly,
we have included in our bill funding pro-
visions to cover the additional cost of
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the program, structured to include a con-
tribution by the Federal Government out
of general revenue. This is overdue rec-
ognition that the Federal Government
has an obligation toward our senior citi-
zens for the important contributions they
have made to the life of our Nation.
A summary of my bill follows:

AwaLysis of Social BecumritY Boi INTRO-
DUCED BY REPRESENTATIVE JONATHAN BING-
HAM

1. BENEFIT AMOUNTS

g (a) Basic amounts
Benefit amounts for the worker would be
increased in 2 steps: July 1970, €90 to $293;

January 1972, $120 to #537.

Benefits for dependents and survivors
would be increased proportionately.
(b) Automatic adjustment
Benefits amount would be automatically
adjusted annually for at least a 3 percent
increase in the cost of living.

(c) Actuarial reduction

Smaller reductions would be msade. A
worker's benefit at age 62 would be 85 per-
cent of the unreduced amount; a wife's or
husband's 82%; percent.

(d) Actuarial increase

Workers choosing to continue in their jobs
past the age at which they become eligible
for benefits and who, in so doing, cannot
apply for benefits until retirement, would
have their benefits increased on a basis to
assure that they would be expected to re-
celve the full total benefit they would have
received had they applied when first eligible.

2, BENEFIT COMPUTATIONS
(a) General

The number of years used in figuring the
worker's average monthly earnings would be
reduced by ¥ beginning in December 1970,
and to his best 10 years out of any 15 con-
secutive yvears beginning in December 1972
The average monthly earnings figured over
the shortened periods would be adjusted to
take account of the length of time the person
worked under Soclal Security.

The ending point of the period that is used
to determine insured status for a man and
the number of years over which a man’s
average monthly earnings are calculated, will
be the beginning of the year in which he
reaches age 62 instead of age 65. The ending
point for men will be the same as it is for
women under present law.

(b) Husband-wife combined earnings

Makes it possible for a husband and wife
to combine their earnings record and apply
as If one person had earned the total amount,
thus in many cases increasing the benefit
they would receive.

3. EARNINGS TEST

No benefits will be withheld on earnings
of $1800 or less. For earnings up to $1200
above $1800 (l.e. $3000), $1 would be with«
held for each $2 of earnings, and for addi-
tional earnings $3 would be withheld for
each 84 of earnings, except that no benefits
would be withheld for any month in which
a person does not earn more than $150 in
wages nor render substantlal service in self-
employment.

Beginning in 1973, the $1800 and $150
amounts specified above would be automa-
tically increased as average earning levels
rise.

4. PARENT'S BENEFITS

Benefits would be provided for aged de-
pendent parent’s of retired and disabled
workers. The benefit amounts for the parent
of & living worker would be equal to 50 per-
cent of the worker's primary insurance
amount; actuarianlly reduced if taken at age
62-65, The benefit amount for parents of
deceased workers would continued to be
8215 percent.
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5. WIDOW’S BENEFITS

Increases a widow's or widower's benefits
from 82% to 1009 of the worker’s benefits.
Increases benefits for widows and widowers
with minor children.

6. NONCONTRIBUTORY WAGE CREDITS FOR
MILITARY SERVICE

Would extend noncontributory wage
credits of $100 a month retroactively to 1957.
7. DISABILITY PROVISIONS
(a) Definition of disability

The waiting period would be reduced from
6 to 8 months and the requirement that the
disablllity must be expected to last months
or to result in death would be eliminated.

(b) Alternative definition for older workers

Workers aged 56-64 could qualify if unable
to engage in substantial gainful activity (by
reason of a medically determinable physical
or mental impairment), in their regular
work or in any other work in which they
have engaged with some regularity in the
recent past.

(¢) Childhood disability benefits

Benefits would be payable if such adult
son or daughter becomes totally disabled be-
fore he reaches age 22,

2. MEDICARE

(@) Financing both hospital insurance and
supplementary medical insurance on the
basis of payroll contributions and general
revenues
Would eliminate supplementary medical

insurance premiums and provide for financ-
ing both hospital and medical Insurance
programs through contributions of em-
ployers, employees, and the self-employed,
and a matching contribution by the Federal
government. All money's would go into a
combined trust fund, which would pay the
benefits and administrative expenses of both
programs. Eligibility requirements for both
hospital and medical insurance would be
identical to that required under existing law
for hospital Insurance.

(b) Medicare for the disabled

Would extend medicare, under the com-
bined financing approach described above, to
people under age 65 entitled to monthly cash
disability benefits. Benefits would begin with
the 1st month for which the individual is
eligible for cash benefits and end 12 months
after cash benefits cease.

(e¢) Eye care

Would include the cost of eye examina-
tlons and the cost of glasses on prescription.
Makes it possible for services rendered by a
licensed optometrist to be covered under
Medicare,

(d) Foot care

Would extend coverage to include routine
foot care, such as swelling, callouses, bun-
fons, ete.

(e) Dental care

‘Would extend coverage to include the cost
of routine dental care, except teeth cleaning
and includes the cost of dentures.

(f) Prescription drugs
Would extend coverage to Include the costs
of most prescription drugs and some non-
prescription drugs.
9. CONTRIBUTION AND EBENEFIT BASE

The amount of annual earnings to be
counted for contribution and benefit pur-
poses would be increased as follows:

To $9,000 for 1970 and 1971;

To $15.,000 for 1972; and

For years after 1972, the annual earnings
amount would be automatically increased (in
even-numbered years) as average earnings
levels rise.

10. CONTRIBUTION RATE SCHEDULE

‘The required additional costs of these pro-
visions would be covered by increases in the
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contributions made by employers, employees
and self-employed persons. There would also
be a contribution by the Federal government
as described below,
11. FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS

General revenue contributions gradually
increasing over a ten year period to an
amount equal to approximately !5 the total
cost of the program.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

(Mr, MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today we should take note of Ameriea’s
great accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a nation.
The United States is the world's largest
manufaeturer of synthetics. In 1967 the
United States produced 367,400 short
tons of rayon and acetate., This repre-
sented one-fourth of the total world pro-
duction and was 70 percent more than
what was produced by the Soviet Union,
the second leading nation.

OUTSTANDING ALABAMA CITIES
RECEIVE NATIONAL AWARDS

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

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, Albertville
and Boaz, two progressive cities in my
congressional district, have won Dis-
tinguished Achievement Awards from
the national Clean-Up, Paint-Up, Fix-
Up Bureau for improvements made dur-
ing 1969.

Representatives from these two mu-
nicipalities were in our Nation’s Capital
this week to receive these awards. Four
other Alabama cities, Decatur, Scotts-
boro, Montgomery, and Hartselle also
received Distinguished Achievement
Awards.

Mr. Speaker, much attention is being
focused on the need to protect our en-
vironment. The need for work and plan-
ning to insure an enjoyable harmony
between man and his environment is
one of the greatest challenges facing us
today.

These outstanding Alabama cities are
leading the way in promoting a quality
environment. I was pleased to attend the
meeting earlier today when representa-
tives from these six cities received their
well-deserved awards.

I wish to add my thanks to all the citi-
zens in each of these municipalities. It is
citizens like these who are leading the
way in revitalizing our communities
through resource conservation and devel-
opment projects.

I also include for the Recorp a recent
newspaper account of how these six cities
earned this high recognition.

ALBERTVILLE, BoAz—Two oF Bix WINNING

CITIES

Albertville and Boaz were two of only six
Alabama cities to win Distinguished Achleve-
ment Awards from the national Clean-up,
Paint-up, Fix-up Bureau for work In 1869,

Decatur, Scottsboro, Montgomery and
Hartselle joined Albertville and Boaz in the
winning category.
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Bix Alabama cities have won Distinguished
Achievement Awards from the national
Clean-up, Paint-up, Fix-up Bureau.

The Alabama municipalities are Decatur,
Scottsboro, Montgomery, Hartselle, Albert-
ville and Boaz.

Representatives of each of the winning
municipalities will go to Washington later
this month to receive the awards, which will
be presented Feb. 24 at the Statler Hilton
Hotel during the National Congress on
Beautification.

This' is the fourth consecutive year that
Decatur has won such an award. It is the
third win for Boaz and the second for Albert-
ville.

Hundreds of volunteers, Garden Club
members, city and town officials, and rep-
resentatives of other civic clubs worked to-
gether for months to Improve the appearance
and health of their respective municipalities.

Recreation facilities were upgraded, eye=-
sores removed, health hazards eliminated and
programs for solid waste disposal developed
and expanded.

Olin Hays, principal of the high school, was
chairman of the drive in Boaz, which was
carried out in association with a $3 million,
plus, urban renewal programs underway
there,

A city-wide clean up, paint up and spruce
up program was put into action. Ground was
broken for a $263,000 community center,
which will have an olympic pool on the out-
side and a full size gym inside. A day care
center and facilities for county health work-
ers also will be provided.

Children handed out Ileaflets, garbage
trucks made additional pick ups, and a
group of “spotters” combed the town, listing
viclators who later were notified of the
violations.

Albertville pushed its “Project Pride” to
another national win with a community wide
effort under the chairmanship of Bill Hagler.
The garden clubs and other civic organiza-
tions joined city officials in the beautifica-
tion and clean up efforts. A big parade
launched the campaign, which included
planting shrubs and flowers, picking up
debris, and working with school children.

Scoring highly for Decatur was its solid
waste disposal system which utilizes a cen-
tral interchange point where the garbage is
brought by the trucks to the central area
where it is placed in large trailer vans, com-
pacted and taken to the land fill area.

Decatur also carried out a successful pro-
gram to eliminate eyesores and substandard
houses. Buildings failling to meet minimum
standards were listed and owners notified,
The ecity utilities department then would
refuse to serve the structure until it had
been upgraded.

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS AIMED AT
ORGANIZED CRIME

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

Mr, FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, this year
marks the 50th anniversary of what,
unfortunately, is one of the most success-
ful enterprises in our Nation—organized
crime. Nurtured by the horrible fiasco of
prohibition, organized crime has amassed
such power and wealth in the intervening
five decades that no area of American
life is immune from its corrupt tentacles.

Why has organized crime been per-
mitted to grow? I believe there are two
basic answers. Until recent years many
law enforcement officials with high cre-
dentials remained unconvinced that or-
ganized crime constituted any serious
menace to the United States. Also, there
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was a general reluctance to involve the
Federal Government in a problen that
many considered to be solely local, or a
State problem at best.

There can no longer be any doubts that
organized crime poses a massive threat
to the welfare of our Nation. Nor are its
orerations confined to small geographic
areas or to transgressions of State or
local laws. Organized crime is big busi-
ness, and its operations extend not only
beyond State boundaries, but across in-
ternational waters as well. It even has
the audacity to seek and obtain Federal
loans and contracts, as has only too sadly
and too often been made known.

The Federal Government has an ob-
ligation to commit its capabilities to the
mitigation and, if possible, the elimina-
tion of that menace from society. But
what has the Federal effort against or-
ganized crime been, and how can it be
improved? Those are the questions that
as chairman of the Legal and Monetary
Affairs Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Government Operations I
started asking 3 years ago in a series of
public hearings and ingquires that in-
volved some thirty prosecutive, investiga-
tive and administrative agencies of the
Federal Government.

The Legal and Monetary Affairs Sub-
committee has no legislative jurisdiction
in eriminal matters. Its functions in this
area are purely investigatory in its role
as overseer of agency operations.

The three absolute essentials for a
truly effective effort against syndicated
crime that we found were: First, law
enforcement officials, both investigative
and prosecutive, must be equipped with
sufficient tools, such as adequate laws
and sufficient personnel. Second, there
must be a coordination and continuity
of effort at all levels. The Federal Gov-
ernment must have a single general with
authority to determine long range stra-
tegic objectives. Third, there must be
continuing public awareness of the
threat and support for efforts against it.

Our committee concluded that the
Federal Government had an inadequate
arsenal of tools, that its effort was un-
coordinated and inconstant, and that
virtually no programs existed to enlist
the private sector’s support in the effort.

For example, some regulatory agencies
with responsibilities for guarding the
marketplace against corrupt practices
indicated little awareness of the inroads
being made by the underworld into their
areas of supervision. Moreover, petty
jealousies among agencies at times not
only resulted in an absence of coopera-
tion but also in wasteful duplication of
effort. Our charting of Government ac-
tivity in this area revealed few peak pe-
riods. The prolonged periods of lethargy
were conducive to continued growth of
organized crime,

Some of the operational deficiencies
that were noted in our report are being
remedied. Some remain unattended, On
April 23, 1969, President Nixon submitted
a message on organized crime which in
six vital areas paralleled exactly what
our subcommittee had recommended the
previous year. It is, of course, gratifying
that the President effectively adopted
the heart of our committee recommen-
dations.
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Over the years we have been moving
toward mitigating the impact of organ-
ized crime. For instance, at our sub-
committee hearings it was clear from
the testimony of expert investigators
that it was nearly impossible to penetrate
the high strata of organized crime struc-
tures and reach the principal decision-
makers. Almost without exception they
testified that the leaders could be reached
only through authorized electronic sur-
veillance, So convinecing was their testi-
mony that I advocated the use of such
devices long before the Congress per-
mitted those investigatory tools to be
made available to law enforcement offi-
cers under judicial supervision.

All of us are in some way to blame
for letting the recommendations of past
committees, commissions, and other in-
vestigative bodies go unheeded. As a
poignant and dramatic example witness
the prophecy from the final report of
the Kefauver committee dated August
1951:

The illegal sale of narcotic drugs repre-
sents an evil of major proportions requiring
for its eradication the combined efforts of
law enforcement bodies, legislators, educa-
tors, and parents. It should be attacked at
all levels of the Natlon’s social structure. If
not successfully overcome in the near future,
it may do lasting damage to the youth of
the Nation, The organized gangster syndi-
cates will unquestionably turn to the sale
of narcotic drugs when they are driven out of
the presently lucrative field of gambling.
* % & Under present conditions, narcotic
drugs offer them the most profitable opening.
* * = There has been a startling increase in
the abuse of drugs by young pepole, many
of whom are unaware of its frightful con-
sequences, They fail to realize that they are
dealing with what is, in effect, a contagious
disease which brings degradation and slow
death to the victim and tragedy to his family
and friends.

The committee’s projection of our grim
harvest resulting from failures to over-
come the illicit drug importation and
abuse problem unfortunately proved only
too true. And the end is nowhere in
sight. A growing development is the in-
creased smuggling of cocaine into the
country.

As horrible as it is, drug abuse is only
one of a host of domestic evils which are
aggravated by organized crime activi-
ties. The great increase in recent years
in the number of robberies, burglaries,
embezzlements, and other white collar
crimes are, in large part, attributable to
the necessity of organized crime’s con-
sensual victims to obtain the money nec-
essary to satisfy the syndicate's exac-
tions. A heroin addict whose addiction
costs $40 every day and whose legitimate
means of income do not provide enough
for that outlay, must turn to theft to
satisfy his daily drug desires.

The same applies to those whose debts
to organized crime bookmakers and loan
sharks exceed their legitimate income.
The very real connection between orga-
nized crime and what we call street crime
is thus evident.

The great wealth accumulated by syn-
dicated crime, estimated at a gross of
$60 billion annually, does not rest idle.
It moves back into the stock exchange,
into legitimate business, and, generally,
into any area that will provide a front
of respectability.




4620

Twenty years ago the Kefauver com-
mittee listed 46 industries which in vary-
ing degrees had been infested by orga-
nized crime. Recently, a study by the
Internal Revenue Service revealed that
the top 98 organized crime figures in
the Nation have now invested their ille-
gally obtained funds in 159 different in-
dustries. One can only speculate on the
amount of money taken in my organized
crime from the average consumer for
shoddy merchandise or services produced
by a mob-controlled firm which, because
of its great economic advantage is not
subject to the competitive pressures of
the private enterprise system.

If we agree with some experts that the
annual net profit of organized crime is
$3 billion, we are saying that it has $8
million every day to do with as it pleases.
Obviously, a force such as this, operat-
ing with relative impunity outside the
framework of our system of law cannot
be tolerated.

Throughout the subcommittee’s public
hearings the Government’s prosecutors
and investigators, who are on the front
line of the fight against organized crime,
continually made requests for new evi-
dence-gathering tools with which better
to carry on their missions. Almost with-
out exception they asked for a general
immunity statute, whereby witnesses
could be compelled to give testimony,
under assurances that their testimony
could not be used against them. They
also sought means of protecting wit-
nesses against recriminations that might
come to them unless they were safe-
guarded. These tools, and numerous oth-
ers, are being sought in a bill, S. 30,
which was introduced by Senator Mc-
CLELLAN on January 15, 1969, and which
has passed the Senate. That bill is the
most comprehensive legislative attack
ever made on organized crime by the
Federal Government, and it is a good
bill.

At our subcommittee’s hearings I noted
the need for some means of keeping
criminal profits out of legitimate busi-
nesses. S. 30 seeks to meet such need,
by foreclosing the right of racketeers to
engage in interstate enterprises. It seeks
to prevent the incursion of mobsters
into businesses and to protect legitimate
businessmen from such competition,
while providing harsh penalties.

It provides some vital evidence-gath-
ering tools to our law enforcement agen-
cies, tools which for many years have
been in great demand by those on the
front lines. The bill has a few gaps, how-
ever, which I believe must be filled if
we are to satisfy the three critical ele-
ments I previously mentioned.

First, there is a need for an ongoing
federally sponsored training program for
prosecutors. An indispensable concomi-
tant of new legislation aimed at orga-
nized crime is a program which will train
and educate prosecutors both as to the
substantive and procedural benefits of
new laws and as to the ways of utilizing
existing laws in a more productive way.
Recently, two very important laws were
enacted which provided for the educa-
tion and training of all but one of the
important sectors of the criminal justice
system. The Safe Streets Act of 1968
made provision for training of police
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and correctional personnel of State and
local governments, while the Federal Ju-
dicial Center Act of 1967 provided simi-
lar benefits for personnel of the judiecial
branch of Government. The one key
member of the system whose training
needs have been neglected is the prose-
cutor.

The need for a permanent training
program for organized erime prosecutors
is evident for a number of reasons. First,
our law schools unfortunately place lit-
tle emphasis on criminal law subjects
generally and almost no emphasis on
nuances of organized crime prosecutions.
Second, organized crime is a unique phe-
nomenon that must be combated in a
unique way. It recognizes no State or lo-
cal boundaries and operates under a
shroud of secrecy which is necessary to
its pernicious works. We can no longer
solely rely on on-the-job training and on
our law schools to equip our prosecu-
tors with the means to deal effectively
with the menace of organized crime.
Third, our antitrust, tax, securities, and
even civil rights laws can and should be
used against organized crime. To do so
effectively, however, we should assure
that our prosecutors are extended the
opportunity of availing themselves of the
information which maxzes those laws
germane to the organized crime fight.

The benefits of such a program, in ad-
dition to improving the prosecutor’s abil-
ity to deal with organized crime cases
are: PFirst, it would establish rapport
among prosecutors in the various levels
of Government. The basis of cooperation
is trust and trust is engendered through
commonality of interests and pursuits.
Second, build an esprit de corps among
prosecutors which could add a new tone
and vigor to the offensive against orga-
nized erime. And, third, enhance the ca-
reer opportunities and incentives to our
prosecutive personnel.

Too often our prosecutors’ offices serve
merely as recruiting grounds for private
law firms and industry. We must provide
incentives to our young attorneys to con-
tinue in public service.

The training that I envision need not
be lengthy, nor need it be housed in a
new facility. However, it should be ex-
tended to State and local prosecutors as
well as Federal attorneys.

The second gap that I think needs to
be filled is that of assuring a continuing
dialog on the nature of the organized
crime threat and on efforts to combat it.
An annual conference under the auspices
of the Attorney General at which Fed-
eral, State, and local officials are invited
to attend would help initiate and main-
tain that dialog.

The conference could be patterned
after the National Conference on Crime
Control convened in 1967. It could make
significant contributions to a better un-
derstanding of organized crime on the
part of the Federal, State, and local offi-
cials in attendance. While much has been
done recently, mainly through the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration,
to enhance intergovernmental coopera-
tion in the battle against organized
crime, an annual conference such as I
propose would enhance continuity of ef-
fort and stimulate discussion of new and
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improved techniques against syndicated
crime,

But an annual conference is not
enough to increase’ public awareness
about a menace which too often is ro-
manticized and clothed with an aura of
invineibility.

The Government has a responsibility
to dispel myths and tell the facts about
organized crime, and to do this I pro-
pose that the Attorney General annually
publish a report on that subject as he
already does in many other areas. In the
form of a white paper on organized
crime, the annual report could assure
continued public disclosure of organized
crime manifestations and of progress and
results of intergovernmental efforts
against it.

S. 30 contains needed and significant
evidence-gathering procedures and in-
novative methods to deal with the prob-
lem of organized crime infiltration of
legitimate business. I am, therefore, in-
troducing a bill which duplicates its pro-
visions in all respects except that my bill
adds clarifying language with regard to
sentences imposed on dangerous special
offenders under S. 30. My proposed
changes would make certain that both
the defendant and the United States are
entitled to appellate review of any such
sentences imposed at any stage of the
proceedings. Additionally, I am introdue-
ing a bill which fills the gaps I have dis-
cussed and needs passage as urgently as
S. 30.

In three sections my bill establishes a
permanent training program for Federal,
State, and local organized crime prosecu-
tors, directs the Attorney General to con-
duct annual conferences on organized
crime and directs the Attorney General
to publish an annual report on organized
crime.

I strongly urge my colleagues to ac-
quaint themselves with the provisions of
these bills, and know they will agree that
earliest passage of these measures is
vital.

The text of my bill follows:

HR. 16133
A bill to provide for a training program for
organized crime prosecutors, an annual
conference of Federal, State, and local offi-
cials in the field of organized crime, an
annual report by the Attorney General on
organized crime, and for other purposes

Be it enacied by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TRAINING OF ORGANIZED CRIME PROSECUTORS

SecrroN 1. (a) The Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration (hereafter referred
to in this section as the “Administration™)
is authorized to establish and conduct a
permanent training program for prosecuting
attorneys from Federal, State, and local of-
fices engaged in the prosecution of organized
crime, The program shall be designed to de-
velop mew or improved approaches, tech-
nigues, systems, manuals, and devices to
strengthen prosecutive capabilities against
organized crime.

(b) While participating in the tralning
program or traveling in connection with par-
ticipation in the training program, State
and local personnel shall be allowed travel
expenses and a per diem allowance in the
same manner as prescribed under section
5703(b) of title 5, United States Code, for
persons employed intermittently in the Gov-
ernment service.
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{(c) (1) The cost of training State and lo-
cal personnel under this section shall be
provided out of funds appropriated to the
Administration for the purpose of such
training.

(2) The cost of training persons under
this section who are employed by any agency
or department of the Federal Government
shall be paid out of funds appropriated to
the agency or department for the purpose of
such training.

(d) (1) The Administration shall appoint
a National Advisory Committee on the
Training of Organized Crime Prosecutors
(hereafter referred to in this subsection as
the *“Committee”) consisting of fifteen
members appointed without regard to the
civil service laws. Persons appointed to the
Committee shall be gqualified by experience,
competence, or special knowledge in the
prosecution and investigation of organized
crime. Seven members of the Committee
shall be employees of agencies or depart-
ments of the Federal Government, at least
one of whom shall be appointed from per-
sons nominated by the Assistant Attorney
General for the Criminal Division of the
Department of Justice. Eight members of the
Committee shall be experts appointed from
the governments of the several States, units
of loeal government, law schools, and
universities.

(2) The Committee shall advise, consult
with, and make recommendations to the
Administration with respect to the curricu-
lum, course materials, administration and
all other aspects of the training program
authorized by subsection (a). The Commit-
tee shall hold no fewer than two meetings
during each calendar year.

(3) The members of the Committee who
are not full time officers or employees of the
United States shall each be entitled to re-
celve $100 for each day (including travel
time) during which they are engaged in the
performance of services for the Committee.
Members of the Committee who are full
time officers or employees of the United
States shall receive no additional compensa-
tion on account of their service on the Com-
mittee. While away from their homes or reg-
ular places of business in the performance
of services for the Committee, all members
of the Committee shall be allowed travel
expenses, and a per diem allowance, in the
same manner as prescribed under section
5703(b) of title 5, United States Code, for
persons employed intermittently in the
Government service.

(4) The Administration shall furnish to
the Commitiee an executive secretary and
such secretarial, clerical, and other services
as are deemed necessary to the conduct of its
business.

(e) In the exercise of the functions, pow-
ers, and duties established under this section
the Administration shall be under the gen-
eral authority of the Attorney General.

ANNUAL CONFERENCE

Sec. 2. In order to achieve greater conti-
nuity in the effort to eliminate organized
crime, to facilitate planning on a long-term
basis, and to improve cooperation between
Federal, State, and local agencies, the At-
torney General is authorized and directed
to annually call a conference of Federal,
State, and local officials who are engaged in
combating organized crime, including, but
not limited to Federal, State, and local prose-
cutors and investigators.

ANNUAL REPORT

Sec. 3. (a) Not later than January 1 of
each year the Attorney General shall report
to the Congress and to the President on or-
ganized crime in the United States. Such re-
port shall include but shall not be limited
to—

(1) a statement on the nature, scope, and
status of organized crime operations;

(2) an analysis of the consequences and
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dangers that such operations present to the
well-being of the people of the United States;

(3) a review of Federal capabilitles, in-
cluding personnel levels, for combating or-
ganized crime;

(4) a survey of all Federal and intergovern-
mental programs and eflorts undertaken
against organized crime;

(5) a summary of the results of such pro-
grams and efforts; and

(6) an explanation of proposed programs
for the purpose of combating organized
crime.

(b) Nothing shall be included in the re-
port which shall jeopardize the possible suc-
cess of any ongoing or prospective activity
against organized criminal operations.

THE EPIDEMIC OF “ENVIRONMENT
FEVER,” ESQUIRE ARTICLE POSES
INTERESTING QUESTIONS

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

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I believe
I can honestly tout my conservationist
background without being labeled a
“Johnny-come-lately” and I do so today
to bring to our colleagues’ attention a
most interesting review on the current
epidemic of “environment fever’” which
is sweeping the country.

In an article entitled “Our Country
*Tis of Thee, Land of Ecology,” by Mr.
Jon Margolis, appearing in the March
issue of Esquire, the old and new con-
servation groups, movements and indi-
viduals are dissected in a most discon-
certing manner, One is not sure whether
the author is pumping for an increased
awareness of our environment problems
or is deprecating the achievements of
the “voice in the wilderness” conserva-
tionists who fought alone before it be-
came faddish to care about ecology.

Nevertheless, the article is instructive.
Its merit lies in the examination of the
groups which have become household
words because of their fights with vari-
ous establishments to conserve our na-
tional and natural resources.

I cannot agree with all of the charac-
terizations Mr. Margolis uses to describe
the efforts of the groups, nor ean I vouch
for the correctness of his facts about the
internal financing or support of the
groups, and I will not attempt to argue
with him about the effectiveness of some
of the group efforts. But I will applaud
the author's ability to weave an under-
standable story out of what sometimes
appears to be contradictory goals of the
various groups.

The thrust of the article is to inform
us that the conservation groups—old and
new—lack direction; that is, there are
so many groups with so many directions,
that effectiveness could be limited un-
less there is an agreement on goals. In
this, I tend to agree with Mr. Margolis.
However, I feel that leadership and goal
formulation will not come from the con-
servation groups. Heretofore, the admin-
istration and the Congress have not been
environmentally “organized.” Such or-
ganization is haltingly underway and I
predict that the effective, practical, and
comprehensible direction for the environ-
ment movement will come from the Con-
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gress of the United States. And it is about

time. The article follows:

Our CounTRY "TisS oF THEE, LAND OF ECOLOGY
(By Jon Margolis)

Senator Ted Stevens first noticed them last
Eeptember. Stevens is an Alaska Republican;
as such he supports the right of every able
man to get rich by building things. When he
saw late last summer that this faith too had
its heretics, Stevens could not keep sllence.
“All of a sudden all these conservationists are
coming out of the woodwork to tell us how
to save Alaska,” he said. He did not approve.

The statement did wonders for Stevens
politically. Alaskans don't like conservation-
ists. Nearly everyone else does, though, and
in the past few years they have been coming
out of the woodwork more often. Going right
back in, too, and staying out of sight once
they have made their point. Conservation
may be the first revolution led by unknowns.

And make no mistake, it is a revolution,
very likely the most contentious and the
most important of the rest of the century.
The radicals know this now; the politics of
confrontation has been used on conservation
disputes, and the politics of ecology is now a
frequent term in the underground press. If
only the conservationists knew it. Conserva-
tion is in revolt against its own past as much
as against the country's present. Like the
unfettered technology it fears, the conserva-
tion movement may contain within itself the
seeds of its own destruction.

There is little doubt that conservation is
quite the vogue. Hardly a county lacks some
sort of citizens' conservation group. Usually,
they are formed not to protect the environ-
ment in general but to battle a specific threat
to it, often a threat close to home. With
increasing frequency, the battles are being
won. Consolidated Edison has not been able
to build its power plant on Storm EKing
Mountain in New York State; Dade County
and the U.S. Transportation Department may
yet be prevented from building the world's
largest jetport in the Big Cypress Swamp of
Florida, and there are more nuclear power
plants on the drawing boards than will ever
be on the waterside killing fish,

So successiul have the protectors been that
the developers have begun to fight back. In
1967, naturalists found a covey of ivory-
billed woodpeckers, then considered extinet,
in the heart of the Texas Big Thicket. But
they didn’t say precisely where for fear that
timber and real-estate interests would kill
the lovely birds. The theory is that the fewer
natural wonders there are in any plot of land,
the less reason Congress will have to pre-
serve it. Similar tactics were used by the
California lumber companies which tried to
cut down the best of the redwoods while a
bill to protect them was being debated.

Not that business is unware of the grow-
ing public concern with conservation, Ad-
vertising and public-relations departments
across the country are hard at work telling
us how much corporations care about the
environment they are befouling. In full-col-
or, two-page ads in faney magazines, oil
companies inform how the fish actually like
detonations for underwater wells, or that
their brand of gasoline will pollute the air
just a bit less. Magazines and television net-
works are devoting unprecedented time and
space to conservation, and even newspapers,
usually the last to know what the public
really cares about, are beginning to cover the
subject. Possibly they noticed the appoint-
ment of a hard-line law-and-order attorney
general did not create nearly as much fuss
as the naming of an interior secretary who
dared deride conservation for its own sake.

Conservation crosses party lines and even
ideologies. John Birchers and Communist,
Ramparts and Reader's Digest, The New
York Times and the Los Angeles Free Press,
Max Lerner and James EKilpatrick, Barry
Goldwater and George McGovern, This may
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not last, for the New Conservationists are
about to enter the political arena full force,
perhaps even borrowlng from clder revolu-
tions such tactics as the sit-in, the boycott,
and, who knows, can the Molotoy cocktall be
ar behind? This will make some enemies.
Even now, not everyone is a conservationist,
though opposition also Is bipartisan, Ronald
Reagan, Richard Daley and Nelson Rocke-
feller are among those uncommitted to the
cause,

Nonetheless there are places where a man
can get elected by being a good conserva-
tionist. Westchester County, New York is
full of old-fashioned Republicans, and Rich-
ard Ottinger is a liberal young Democrat. But
because he has pledged to save the Hudson
River, those Republicans keep sending him
to Congress. Richard MeCarthy, another
liberal New York congressman, comes from a
working-class backlash distriet in Buffalo,
When he goes home he doesn't talk about
race and welfare; he talks about how dirty
Lake Erie is. Union men out collecting money
for the Committee on Political Education
likewise have learned to get a dollar out of
right-wing workers by telling them the
money will support candidates committed to
clean streams and lakes, Some local unions
have even taken opposing industrial expan-
sion which would increase their membership.
The current members, lacking the money
to move to the suburbs, have begun to no-
tice something foul In the air they breathe,
and they don’t want it any dirtier. Rich or
poor, most people are lining up on the con-
servationist side of any given dispute.

Yet few of these newly enlisted troops
know who their generals are, or even their
sergeants. Nearly everyone knows which sen-
ators are prominently for or against the war,
civil rights, and unions, But how many know
that were it not for Gaylord Nelson of Wis-
consin every drop of fresh water In America
would be too sudsy to drink? Nelson, a lib-
eral, is the leading conservationist in the
Senate. John Saylor of Pennsylvania, a friend
of the American Medical Association and the
Chamber of Commerce, is the leading con-
servationist in the House.

One reason conservationists remain un-
known while their cause is embraced is that
many of them are Westerners, while the
people who make people famous are in the
East meaning the Northeast, Conservation,
after all, means the wise use or preservation
of natural resources. There are young women
in New York who talk about conservation
every evening but aren’t quite sure what a
natural resource is. Of course the East is
very conservation consclous now, but it is
& recent concern. Westerners have been in-
volved In conservation for years, especially
the kind which subsldizes farmers, ranchers,
miners, and lumber entrepreneurs, which is
certainly not what the women in New York
have in mind. The typlcal informed Western-
er, for Instance, may know that Boyd Ras-
mussen is director of the Bureau of Land
Management. The typical informed Easterner
has never heard of the Bureau, though it
controls twenty percent of his country's
land.

Yet East and West allke are probably
ignorant of such names as Dan Poole, Stewart
Brandborg, Elvis Stahr, or Paul M. Dunn.
These are some of the men who are not in
government but who are at the center of
the Conservation Establishment, an estab-
lishment which has been left behind by its
cause. Which is not necessarily bad at this
point for both cause and establishment. If
some of the young intellectual llberals who
have lately embraced conservation found out
what some of the leading conservationists
thought about the world in general, they
might go back to the peace or civil-rights
movements,

As an organized movement, conservation
still deals in specifics—getting a national
park established, preserving a wild river or
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speclies of bird. But the cause, the unorgan-
ized but ever more popular movement, has
become holistic without quite realizing it.
When conservation started in the last cen-
tury, the basic concept was wise use. Later
it was beauty. Now it is ecology, and if you
doubt the potency of conservatlon consider
that three years ago you probably didmn't
know what that word meant; now you surely
do. In ecology, by definition, all of a nature
is connected, all relates to everything else,

Yet if the North American Wildlife Foun-
dation and the National Audubon Soclety
spent all their time worrying about ecol-
ogy, fewer woods and rivers would have
been saved in the last few years. Sometime
gocn the New Conservationists must define
their beloved ecological consclence and figure
out how best to organize to put it to use,
But the concept is too new and the organiza-
tions are in their infancy. Meanwhile the
bulldozers roll on, and someone has to stop
them, lest there be no life left to interrelate.

There are really two Conservation Estab-
lishments. The first, centered in Washing-
ton, is dominated by the “user” groups, or
tools of the interests as children of another
revolution might call them. It is made up of
foresters, fishery managers, and state fish-
and-game officials, Its friends in government
are in such agencies as the Bureau of Com-
mercial Fisherles or the Bureau of Reclama-
tlon. Its friend in Congress is Wayne Aspi-
nall, head of the House Interior Committee,
who makes sure that every time some wild
land Is set aside there remains a way for
some one to make money from it. It was As-
pinall who included in the Wilderness Bill an
amendment allowing all mining until 1984, a
loophole which may create In the northern
Cascades a pit which can be seen from the
moon.

This traditional approach to conservation
is the one most often found in the Interior
Department, whose task is less to preserve
the environment than to subsidize nature’s
users. Interior's public relations are con-
servation-oriented—its annual report fea-
tures colored pictures of natural wonders and
Inspirational words about saving them—but
its budget is not. In fiscal 1968, half of the
department’s $1,800,000,000 went to “water
resources,” most of which was for “reclama-
tion,"” meaning flood-control and irrigation
projects which reclaim rivers from running
free and reclaim salt marshes from being
breeding grounds for fish and nesting spots
for birds. Flood control is needed because
people decided, before we knew as much as
we do today, to live along flood plains, Ac-
tually, houses are stlll belng bullt on flood
plains, though everyone knows they will
necessitate a new dam somewhere, But then,
building homes is often the most profitable
use for flood-plain land, and once people
need flood control, the government is sure
to provide it, Floods also occur downstream
because of reckless deforestation upstream.
Among their other values, trees hold water.
When they are removed, the waters run into
the streams in greater guantity than the
stream beds can accommodate, The solution
to that Is to build a dam, upsetting the river
basin’s ecology, and possibly reducing the
number of fish.

The second Conservation Establishment,
the one everybody is talking about, is not
really headquartered anywhere, and it isn't
very established. Nor is it united. It consists
of perhaps twenty natlonal organizations,
most of them as ineffective as they are un-
known, and an uncountable number of local
groups, a few of which are very tough indeed.
Conservation has all the disadvantages of
citizen-oriented politics. Most of the official
leaders, especially of the national groups,
are part-timers, people who do other tasks,
usually well-paid ones, most of the time. For
instance, Dr. Edgar Wayburn of the Sierra
Club is a successful San FPrancisco physician;
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Warren M. Lemmon, the head of the Nature
Conservancy, manages extensive California
real-estate holdings; Robert Winthrop of
the North American Wildlife Foundation is
on the board of directors of the First Na-
tional City Bank. The opening bankroll for
the John Muir Institute, the educational and
tax-exempt arm of Friends of the Earth,
came from Robert O. Anderson, chairman of
the board of Atlantic Richfield; and
Laurance Rockefeller runs the American
Conservation Association. It is not a poor-
man’s movement, The day-to-day operations
are left to small professional staffs made up
in large part of unknown men. The citizen
leaders like it that way. When David Brower
began to act as though he ran the Sierra
Club, the paragons of San Francisco soclety
who controlled his executive board got rid
of him. And when he challenged them in an
election among the club members he had
recruited, they beat him badly.

Because the movement is so loosely or-
ganized, strong personalities can have an
unusually strong effect. Allen Morgan is
credited with making the Massachusetts
Audubon Society perhaps the most effective
conservation organization in the country, and
the West Virginia Highlands Conservancy is
a force in that little state primarily because
of Grover C, Little. Local conservation groups
usually start on an ad hoc level, coming into
existence to fight one threat to the local
environment, but they often stay around to
look for more trouble. In Hawail, a group
called SBave Diamond Head saved Diamond
Head, and it's aiming now to save all of
Hawali. The women of Morris County, New
Jersey, did not disband after they had
stopped the airline industry from filling in
the Great Swamp to make a jetport; now
they are fighting power companies and the
Army Engineers elsewhere in northern New
Jersey. Nearby, the Scenic Hudson Preserva-
tion Conference formed to fight Con Ed’s
Storm King Plant, but when that fight ends
there will be more. The Hudson is a big river.

Despite the increasingly political character
of the movement, there remain several na-
tional conservation organizations which stay
out of politics and lobbying in favor of more
restricted tasks. The American Conservation
Asgoclation gives away Laurance Rockefel-
ler's money to select research projects. The
Conservation Foundation studies public
policy's effects on the environment. The
North American Wildlife Foundation and
the Wildlife Management Institute, really
one outfit supported by the gun industry,
have undertaken the research which has
brought wildlife management a long way
from the days of indiscriminate predator
control and un-ecological stocking, though
some of that still goes on. Perhaps the or-
ganization closest to the heart of the matter
is the Nature Conservancy, which with a pit-
tance from private sources does what the
government won't do enough of—buy land
valuable to nature and about to be lost to
it. The Conservancy thus far has been able
to save 150,000 acres of the American Earth.

But the Conservation Establishment has
been taken over by the militants, some of
them so militant they don't even call them-
selves conservatlonists, but preservationists.
The militant preservationist is a radical.
Well, about nature he’'s a radical; about peo«
ple he may be quite conservative. This is not
a new irony. Since the movement began be-
fore the turn of the century, it has been
split between those who wanted to save and
manage nature for people—all the people—
and those who wanted to leave it just as it
was for nobody at all, or perhaps for those
with the time, money, and culture to appre-
clate true wilderness. At the beginning, this
schism was personalized by Gifford Pinchot,
head of the Forest Service under Teddy
Roosevelt, and a populist, and John Muir,
founder of the Sierra Club, and a mystic.
They were friends for a while, camping out
together in the Grand Canyon, but they be-
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came estranged, first over the fight about
sheep grazing on the public lands, then over
the Hetch Hetchy Dam, which violated Yo-
semite National Park but brought low-cost
public power to San Francisco. The preserva-
tionists fought the dam bitterly, making
common cause with the private-utility in-
dustry. Then or later, they seemed not at all
embarrassed about the bedfellow.

Today, within the militant conservaiion
movement, united opposition to dams can
usually be counted on unless thé dam will
also create a big lake for motorboating and
stocked fishing. Which it always will, the
power companies and the Army Engineers
and the Reclamation Bureau knowing they
then have a good chance of splitting the rec-
reationists—the “parks are for people”
crowd and the sportsmen—from the preser-
vationists,

Within the Conservation Establishment,
these arguments rage within as well as be-
tween organizations. There are Sierra Club
members who think saving Mineral King
Valley not worth the effort, and there are
ardent preservationists in the National Wild-
life Federation. But in general the recrea-
tionist cause ls taken up by the hunters,
who far outnumber everyone else In or-
ganized conservation, Theoretically, they are
hunters and fishermen both, but fishermen
per se have no clout. Fishing rods are cheap.
The only militant and eflective sportsmen’s
group is the National Wildlife Federation,
which is run by the state councils of rod-
and-gun clubs, thus representing Ilocal
groups totaling about 2,500,000 people. Many
of these members are not really conserva-
tionists, and the Federation gets most of its
money from conservationists who are not
members, but who subscribe to National
Wildlife Magazine or purchase the wildlife
stamps the Federation sends out without
mentioning who controls the beneficiary. Na-
tionally, the Federation is not as strong as
some other conservation groups, but on the
state level its councils are often the only
working conservation lobby. Non-sportsman
conservationists have only begun to lobby
in state legislatures in California, Oregon,
Maine, and New York, but the Wildlife Fed-
eration has close ties with legislators and
state fish-and-game departments., At pres-
ent, the Federation is supporting an anti-
conservation proposal backed by the Western
state fish-and-game bureaucracies which
would give state departments total control
over all wildlife in their states, a move which
could open the national parks to hunting
and effectively erase federal protection now
given eagles and migratory birds.

If the recreationists are most likely to
come from the sportsmen’s groups, the ex-
treme preservationists are most apt to be
found in the Wilderness Soclety, a single-
minded collection of 55,000 persons t0 whom
a well-managed campground is as hideous
as an oil refinery on a promontory would
be to other conservationists. Wilderness So-
clety members want parks which are not for
people other than themselves. They do not
seem motivated primarily by ecology, but
speak of preserving the pristine for the sake
of “our physical and spiritual regeneration.”
Among other effects, such statements give
aid and comfort to the enemy, be they min-
ing interests, the Agricultural Department’s
Forest Service, which manages the national
forests, wherein are most potential wilder-
ness area, or the power-boat manufacturers
who wish every mountain stream to be
turned into a huge lake courtesy of the Army
Engineers.

Hard-core preservationists are also found
in large numbers In the National Parks Assu-
ciation and Defenders of Wildlife. The former
spends half its time fighting the National
Park Service, which in recent years has suf-
fered the delusion that it is a federation
of highway departments commissioned to
bulld roads through all the national parks.
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The Association’s staff head is Anthony
‘Wayne Smith, an abrasive man whose back-
ground offers a good defense against charges
of elitism. Smith was once conservation di-
rector for the CI.O., where he apparently
found a hero. A few years ago, he got angry
at the Natural Resources Council of Amer-
{fca, a forum for mnational conservation
groups, and, in the manner of John L. Lewis,
he disaffillated.

Defenders of Wildlife began as a group
of women who were upset about inhumane
trapping and roadside zoos, and expressed
their anger in a mimeographed newsletter.
As such causes are wont to do, this one at-
tracted the attention of several persons with
excess money, and the newsletter became a
slick if virtually unedited quarterly which
combines valuable facts on conservation
with little cutenesses about squirrels. As
flerce as any species, Defenders of Wildlife
is less nimble than most, hence not very
effective.

The bridge between the stralght conser-
vationists and the sportsmen is the Izaak
Walton League, which is a bit of both. The
national Izaak Walton League Is a loose col-
lection of chapters which maintain virtual
autonomy. In states like Montana, where
conservation sentiment is minimal, the Wal-
ton League is strictly a sportsmen's group,
delving into social Issues only to pass a year-
1y resolution against gun-control laws. In
crowded Indiana, the Walton chapter pays
no mind to fish and game, concentrating in-
stead on preserving what remains of nature
there. At times this local autonomy can be
embarrassing. For three consecutive years,
the League's national convention was rent
by the cmotional, and successful, effort to
override the Califoraia chapter’s opposition
to the 80,000-acre Redwood National Park,
opposed by most sportsmen because hunting
is not allowed in national parks, More re-
cently, the refusal of Florida chapter presi-
dent James Redford—again the Importance
of personality—actively to oppose the Ever-
glades jetport left the Walton League the
only national conservation group outside the
anti-jetport coalition. Coalition is the
League’s hallmark though, and its conserva-
tion director, Joe Penfold, until recently
headed the Natural Resources Council, es-
sentially a coalition of warring groups.

Actually, they get along rather well, con-
sidering basic differences In outlook, because
there remain enocugh specific problems for
them to unite on: the lumber Iindustry’s
raid on the national forests, the jetport that
would ruin the Everglades, the dam which
would have created in Alaska a lake the size
of New Jersey to provide more power than
Alaska needs, the possibility that the trans-
Alaska oil pipelines will ruin the tundra
ecology, the danger that a lttle-known fed-
eral commission will recommend this sum-
mer that the public lands be parceled out to
the highest bidder. If these fights are won,
they will be won by cooperation and old-
fashioned lobbying with the conservationist
friends in government. The Old Conserva-
tion has its work cut out for it while the
New Conservation figures out just what its
work is.

To the New Conservation, rivers, moun-
tains, and wildlife are no more important
than cities and suburbs. The New Conserva-
tionist’s concern is the total environment,
and Penfold thinks it's in trouble. The rally-
ing cry of the old preservation was poetry,
Thoreau's: “In wilderness is the Preservation
of the World.” The New Conservationist
guotes not poets, but scientists such as Paul
Ehrlich, Eugene P. Odum, and Barry Com-
moner, who say, in effect, that in unfettered
technology is the destruction of the world.
In place of the whooping crane, the roseate
spoonbill, and the California condor, the New
Conservation has interposed another endan-
gered species—the two-legged predator, man.
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This is not an assumption on which to
base moderation. New Conservationists have
adopted some of the rhetoric and even a few
of the methods of the Left; and the Left,
especially the psychedelic Left, has discov-
ered conservation. In Berkeley, something
called Ecology Action, which participated in
the People's Park campalgn and conducts
symbolie destruction of automobiles, grew
out of a splinter wing of the Peace and Free-
dom Party. Elsewhere in California, ecological
revolutionaries have burned cars as hateful
artifacts, lain down in front of trucks carry-
ing what once were redwoods, and pulled out
the surveyors' stakes marking the path of a
road through Sequoia National Park. The
underground press, especially the Los An-
geles FPree Press, devotes considerable space
to econservation matters. Despising science,
such of the young that meet the turned-on
1abel adore ecology, a science. Logic is not
their strong suit.

But militant new Conservation is not
solely, even mainly, the province of the
young and radical. In Patchogue, Long Is-
land, an outwardly ordinary lawyer named
Victor Yannacone has formed the Environ-
mental Defense Pund, which plans to take
every polluter to the Supreme Court if need
be. In Colorado, the Environmental Protec-
tion League threatened to disrupt recent un-
derground nuclear tests. In St. Louls, a group
of scientists concerned about nuclear pollu-
tion formed the Committee for Environmen-
tal Information, now prepared to fight ail
environmental threats.

Thus the radical and the technical. But
political movements succeed by being care-
ful and emotional, and if the New Conserva-
tion succeeds, it will be through its main-
stream—the Slerra Club, the Audubon So-
ciety, and now the Friends of the Earth. The
first two are the glants of the movement. It
was the Sierra Club which stopped the dams
proposed for the Colorado River, dams which
would have filled in part of the Grand Can-
yon, and it is the Audubon Society which is
leading the fight against DDT and other hard
pesticides. Each has more than 80,000 mem-
bers, and both have enough knowledge of
and connections in media to gain the sup-
port of many thousands more whenever
needed. Charles Callison, executive vice-
president of the Audubon Society, is often on
the phone to John Oakes at The New York
Times, who is never unwilling to rise to any
conservation cause. The power of both Audu-
bon and the Sierra Club is acknowledged by
the powerful, which is a form of power itself.
They complement each other nicely. The
Sierra Club, hitting hard and fast, consti-
tutes the shock troops; Audubon, choosing
its targets more deliberately, using its well-
written, handsome magazine to recruit sup-
port, provides the bulwark of the line. The
Sierra Club, still West-oriented though half
its members now are not from California,
leads the fight on saving the public lands
and the redwoods, preserving wild rivers, and
Alaska. Audubon, strong in the East, con-
centrates on wetlands and wildlife.

The bitter Sierra Club election which
ousted Brower did not weaken the club,
other than to deprive it of his services. But
neither did it weaken Brower. A committed,
even demonic conservationist, Brower was
out of a job but not a vocation. Like all con-
servationists, his emotions may tend him
toward the remote and pristine past, but his
talents are contemporary. He Is an editor, a
writer, a public-relations wizard. In 1966, he
correctly read the mood of the country by
gambling that if only the people knew of it,
they would oppose the New Colorado River
dams. Now he bets the country is ready for
an avowedly political conservation group.
Friends of the Earth will openly espouse
candidates and raise money for them. More,
Brower wants conservation to go on the at-
tack, to go back over where men have trod,
often unwisely, and reclaim the land in a
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way the Reclamation Bureau never dreamed.
Reclaim shopping centers, not swamps, cities
not mountains, polluted rivers, not free-
flowing streams. More open space and less de-
velopment, more wild animals and fewer
people are the political aims of Friends of
the Earth, and Brower Intends to use money
and political muscle to get them. He feels he
has to.

For basic to the ecological conscience is
the belief—no, the sclentific fact—that the
Earth is finite, and the opinion that we are
approaching its limits, that every assault
on its nature starts a chaln of certainly un-
known and possibly ecataclysmic events,
which could meake life for all of us uncom-
fortable, unsafe, even impossible, No longer
is the militant conservationist worrled that
the whooping cranes might die out, or that
the lovely land will disappear, or that the
oil will run out. He is worried that the oxy-
gen will run out.

Nor is this a needless panic; the supply of
oxygen is not infinite and it is diminishing.
Every time a tree is cut down, there is just
a touch less, and we cut down a million acres
of trees a year. Of course, that’s not the
source of most oxygen, most of it comes
from the phytoplankton in the oceans, oceans
now so polluted that the phytoplankton is
endangered. Only half-facetlously, Ehrlich
has predicted the death of the oceans In 1979,
and when the oceans die, we all die. When all
the water is salty or polluted we die also,
and there are those who say that at current
rates we have thirty years of water left. Then
there is the weather. Suppose the sun's rays
can’t get through because the air around the
Earth is full of glop. Would the glaciers
march south again? Or suppose, once here,
the heat could not filter away. Then would
the polar ice caps melt, raising the seas and
flooding the coasts?

To be more mundane, take southern Flor-
ida, and what could be more mundane. By
nature, men ought to live only along the
coasts there, where the land 1s high enough
and dry enough. What is in the middle is
really not land at all, but a unique river
which does not flow so much as seep through
the saw grass from Lake Okeechobee to Flor-
ida Bay. It is no place for men to live, but
years ago some pioneers saw it was a good
place for men to make money. So, like most
ploneers, they went to the government and
got an elaborate and expensive system of
canals and reservoirs to drain the river of
grass, leaving rich black soll, and some roads
to cross the newly created farmland. (They
also got laws restricting foreign competition
and no laws regulating wages and hours, but
that is another matter.)

Now the glades produce vegetables in
quantity, adding to the national surplus,
but the water s not seeping south the way
it used too, and the southern Everglades,
including the national park, is dryer than
it should be. Because the downward flow of
fresh water has declined, Florida Bay may be
getting too salty and too warm, so that while
southern Florlda may continue to produce
plenty of tomatoes, It may soon cease to
produce menhaden and black muliet and
spotted sea trout. Tomatoes we can grow
in New Jersey, or at least we could until we
paved it over. Menhaden and black mullet
in such size and numbers come nowhere
else. Perhaps the New Conservationists are
right. Perhaps nature knows best. Perhaps
we should not have messed with it.

As if they don't realize that messing around
with nature is both What Made America
Great and the basls of Western Civilization.
The trouble with society, to a New Conserva-
tionist, is not that it is unjust or immoral,
but that it is anthropocentric. And it is, We
were, after all, given dominion. And now we
have established it. We were all brought up
to admire the pioneer who cleared the forest
and blazed trails through the wilderness. We
think Boulder Dam was a triumph of man-
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kind, that swampland filled and built upon
is useless land reclaimed, that it is virtuous
to bulld million-dollar ditches to make fallow
land fertile. Now who are these people come
to tell us different?

They are among the most handsome bene-
ficlaries of dams and irrigation projects and
dirty air and water which lie, let's face it,
at the foundation of our prosperity. Most of
those ir. the forefront of the fight for clean
lakes and rivers belong to country clubs with
chlorinated swimming pools. The New Jersey
women who saved the Great Swamp had, in
addition to fervor, money. Those committed
to preserving the Hudson Valley live along
it; It is not a low-income neighborhood.
When a road Is to pass through loveliness,
the denizens of the lovely arise to fight It,
and if the engineers retreat to the point of
rerouting the highway through the ghetto,
well, for some that's victory enough.

Everyone wants to preserve Alaska save
the Alaskans, who want to make a passel of
money tapping their natural resources, The
Slerra Club saved the Red River Gorge from
inundation by a proposed dam fought by
everyone except the small farmers who llve
along the river's often-flooded banks,
Northern New England is full of im-
poverished families living in near secrecy off
back roads and paying absurd prices for
electric power and fuel oil, The prices could
come down if the Dickey-Lincoln School
Dam were built and an oil-import complex
constructed at Machiasport, Malne. And
prosperity could come to the hamlets of the
North if factories were lured there. But such
s5teps are strongly fought by a lot of $40,000~
a-year executives from Boston and New York,
who point out that the dam might block
free-flowing rivers, the oil pollute the water
and deface a lovely harbor, the industry and
resultant housing and shopping-center de-
velopment would dirty the air and spoil the
region’s character, a character quite ir-
relevant to many of the region’s residents.

The New Conservationists are telling us to
stop, and from their perspective, they are
quite right. If the power companies are to
be prevented from ruining more hills and
warming more rivers, we must stop needing
more electricity. If we are not to be buried
by mountains of bottles and cans, we must
use fewer of them, or use them over again,
If we are not to pave over all the open land,
we must have fewer cars. If we are not to run
out of food, or out of open space because we
need all the land for farms, we must stop
adding to the population. If we are to have
clean alr and water and decent places to live,
perhaps we need less manufacturing. Brower
says we must “do more with less.'" Odum says
we must stop being “consumptive” and
“learn how to recycle and reuse.” Either way,
they are saying that this vaunted economy,
this sainted Gross National Product, must
stop growing.

Stop growing? But growing Is the secret of
our success. We have mass affluence, to the
extent we have it, not because we took from
the rich and gave to the poor but because we
became—we grew—so much richer that even
most of the poor live tolerably. They still get
the short end of the stick, but the stick is
so long now that one can get at least a
fingerhold on that end. To stop growing is
to stop elongating the stick, and since most
people are still clinging to that short end,
this presents some problems.

Because the conservationists are not on
that end. They are not steelworkers or as-
sembly-line workers or small farmers or hotel
clerks. They are Wall Street lawyers and jun-
ior faculty and editors and writers and cor-
porate vice-presidents. One does not become
a conservationist until one has had the time
and learning to care about whether there
are eagles or Everglades. Searching for their
hundred-fifty-year-old Vermont farmhouses,
conservationists wonder how people can ac-
tually want to live in a new, $25,000 split-
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level in the suburbs, apparently never think-
ing that for most people the alternative is a
three-room walk-up in the downtown smog.
The suburbs are open to them, as Vermont
is to the more affluent, because of technology,
because draining swamps and dirtying
streams and damming rivers and polluting
the air gave them high-paying jobs. Bhout-
ing about the environmental catastrophe,
urging an end to growth, the conservationists
are $20,000-a-year men telling all the 87500~
a-year men simply to stay where they are so
we can all survive. Ethics aside, there is a
serious tactical problem here; there are more
$7600-a-year men and they are likely to say
no. True, money would go farther in a good
environment. True, as Ian McHarg said, eco-
logical planning can give any glven area
more high-paying jobs and more profits plus
good environment, But for the nation as a
whole, for the economy, the conservationist's
dichotomy remains, and he has not faced up
to it: if we do not stop expanding, we ruin
the environment; if we do, we condemn the
lower-middle classes to their present fate.

Unless. Unless of course we did redistrib-
ute the profits of affiluence by legislative fiat.
Unless we planned where industries could
locate and how much they could produce
and where people ought to live in what num-
bers, and where, ecologically, no one ought to
live, or drive, or even walk. Unless we insti-
tuted such extensive public regulation over
use of the land, water, alr, and people, that
hundreds of enterprises, perhaps most of
them, could not operate profitably, especlally
if they couldn't grow, so that perhaps they
would have to be operated on a basis other
than profit. There is a name for such a sys-
tem. And can you see Laurance Rockefeller
financing & feasibility study on that, and
can you see all those $40,000 executives en-
dorsing 1t?

Well, maybe, Huey Long supposedly said
that if fasclsm came to America it would
come from the working class. Now we may
have come to the point where if soclalism
comes to America, it will come from Wall
Street lawyers concerned less about the wel-
fare of people than the survival of spoon-
bills, Maybe. But days after Dave Brower
announced formation of Friends of the
Earth, he invited to Aspen, Colorado, a select
group of sclentists and professors and busi-
nessmen to discuss “progress in a living en-
vironment,” and because he is concerned
about conservation's upper-class, all-white
constituency, he invited also one Ted Wat-
kins, Negro, chairman of the Watts Labor
Community Action Committee. For two days,
amidst Aspen's beauty, Watkins listened
to the learned, concerned men, and then he
spoke:

“What are you going to sacrifice to do the
kind of conserving we want to do? Which
teacher is going to give up his nice two-
story home? What doctor, what architect, is
going to sacrifice some of his practice to help
the cause along? What advertising man is
going out and campaign to raise funds with-
out a twenty-five- or thirty-percent fee?
Who of you in this room is ready to make a
sacrifice to do what you say you are going to
do?"”

There were no takers,

TIMBER SUPPLY ACT

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, despite all
the doctoring that has been done on H.R.
12025, it is still a sick bill. Despite all the
amendments and revisions made in an
attempt to assure the conservationists
that the proposed legislation would pose
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no threat to the environment, I am still
not convinced that the bill is in the pub-
lic interest.

Let us not be deceived by the lumber
lobbyists. We must not be taken in by
their high-pressure sales pitch. We must
not let ourselves be deceived by the bar-
rage of distorted statements being per-
pefrated upon the public to cloud the
real issues.

It is my contention, Mr. Speaker,
that we should carefully examine the
facts before making a decision that
would so drastically change national pol-
icy in regard to our basic resources.

First of all, let us look at timber sup-
ply. Early last year we were told that
shortage of timber was a contributing
factor to the alarming price spiral in
softwood lumber and plywood. The real
cause was temporary dislocations, not a
shortage of sawtimber. In fact, we are
growing more wood than we are cur-
rently using.

The alarmists also claimed that ac-
celerated cutting on the national forests
would be necessary to meet the demand
and bring prices down. But now we can
see for ourselves that prices have dropped
very sharply without the aid of new leg-
islation or increased cutting. To me, it
is clearly evident that the shortage argu-
ments simply do not hold water.

Timber supply is not a crisis. There is
time for study and analysis. Forest

economists are predicting that acute
shortages will not come until about 1985.
I see no reason why Congress should be
pressured into passing a half-baked piece
of legislation to remedy a crisis that does

not exist. Furthermore, we already have
adequate legislation to increase timber
supply and improve management of the
national forests. We need only to use it.

The more crucial problem relates not
to timber production but to the other
legitimate uses of the forests as set forth
in the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act
of 1960. Under this act, which became a
landmark in conservation history, the
multiple-use principle was spelled out
to give balanced protection to wildlife,
water, recreation, and range resources,
as well as to timber. Even though H.R.
12025 includes provisions that require
operation within the guides set out in
the Multiple Use Act, the fact remains
that the proposed high timber yield fund
would be used only for boosting timber
production. The bill would permit the
allocation of an estimated 62 percent of
the budget for the national forests to
this single use. How then could balance
with other values such as wilderness,
estheties, wildlife, recreation, watershed
protection, and range be adequately
maintained? The emphasis is bound to
go where the money goes, regardless of
verbal assurances to the contrary.

Supporters of the bill contend that
other forest uses could be adequately
financed through established appropria-
tion channels. If this argumeni were
valid, the same reasoning should hold
true for timber production, Why then
have a special fund earmarked exclu-
sively for timber?

I am not denying that we need more
housing. I am not denying that our pop-
ulation is growing. I am not blind to the
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urgent needs of the future as we enter
this environmental decade of the seven-
ties. We have pledged to the people of
America that we shall strive to create
and preserve a quality environment. We
cannot do this if we become so short-
sighted that we cannot see the forest for
the trees.

Mr. Speaker, I include material per-
tinent to this subject:
|From the Roseburg (Oreg.)

Feb. 5, 1970]
WASTE OF RESOURCES

To the EpITOR:

I recently came to Oregon from Wisconsin
where I had been in the logging and sawmill
business all of my life. When I observed the
huge timber resources of Oregon, my first
regret was that I didn't come to this area as
& young man,

However, my favorable reaction was short
lived. After running around in the back
ceuntry I was horrified and appalled by the
criminal waste of the forest resources.

In Douglas County alone there are mil-
lions of feet of merchantable logs being left
in the woods to rot. I saw piles of partly
burned logs containing 100 thousand feet or
more. In places it appears that as many logs
have been left in the woods as were taken
out.

When I ask why, no one seemed to know.
Some blame it on the Forest Service, some
on the BLM. Being new in the area I wouldn't
know who is to blame. Coming from Wiscon-
sin, where every cull, snag and windfall is
utilized, it locked like criminal waste to me
and, what makes it still more confusing, I
understand that there are several small oper-
ators in this area who would be only too
happy to buy and salvage these so-called
culls and windfalls if they were allowed to
go in and clean up the ground from this ever
present fire hazard.

But no, it seems that some one would
sooner see these logs rot in the woods. It's
no wonder Americans are labeled the most
wasteful people on earth.

Just why the Forest Service or the BLM
would assume this dog in the manger atti-
tude, and would sooner see these logs rot
instead of selling them, is a gquestion no one
in this area seems to be able to answer.
Sometimes I wonder if the BLM isn't de-
serving of the name I have heard it called
“The Bureau of Land Mismanagement!"

Some day when these back country hills
are stripped as barren of timber as the hills
around Roseburg, and the Umpqgua River Is
a muddy little creek, future generations are
going to ask, “Where has all the timber
gone?”

News-Review,

FrRANK HARRIS.
ROSEBURG, OREG.

[From Field and Stream, March 1970]
WANTED: A PrOGRAM FOR OUR TREES
(By Michael Frome)

This country is in desperate need of a valid
long-range national forest plan. I don’t mean
simply a plan for the national forests, al-
though they must figure prominently, but
for all our woodlands—public and private, in
large and small holdings, in urban, suburban,
farm, plantation, and wild settings. The pro-
longed faillure to protect and enhance these
forests on a comprehensive basis has contrib-
uted directly to the environmental crisis we
face today. But if we dare to act boldly and
on a broad front, the forests will make Amer-
ica more livable, and truly more prosperous,
for generations to come.

Forests even now cover an estimated one-
third of the land area of the United States.
We cannot afford to sacrifice more of them.
As sources of raw material, they play a part
in raising the physical standards of Ameri-
can life. They are absolutely necessary to
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conserve seil and water; we have only to
look at the denuded slopes of the Middle
East, once tree covered but now reduced to
poor mineral soils and sparse scrub vegeta-
tion, as a living reminder. Forests serve as
barriers to hot polluted air and restore the
atmosphere with volumes of oxygenated air.
In urban areas, they reduce harsh sounds and
the effects of solar radiation, and limit the
movement of wind, dust, and snow. As the
environment for the highest type of recrea-
tional and aesthetic enjoyment, they are es-
sential to the well-being and happiness of
millions.

Sportsmen are familiar with the values of
forests for fish and game. The national for-
ests -are particularly significant in this re-
spect. They were conceived and created in
order to end the waste of America’s woods
and other resources; some were established
largely because they could serve as game ref-
uges. National forests today are said to ac-
count for 30 percent of the nation's annual
big-game harvest, including over 80 percent
of the elk, bighorn sheep, and mountain
goats; nearly 60 percent of mule deer; and
more than 35 percent of bear and blacktail
deer. They embrace 80,000 miles of fishing
streams, 40,000 lakes, the habitat of millions
of small-game animals, upland game birds,
waterfowl and song birds, as well as more
than twenty-five rare and endangered
species,

Therefore, I suppose, sportsmen, as well as
other citizen conservationists, should be
grateful to the old diehards of the timber
industry for forcing the issue of forest man-
agement and protection before the public.

The diehards demand that providing logs
must be the primary role of public and pri-
vate forests alike. They fought the Multiple
Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, which de-
clares the purposes of the national forests to
be enhancement of recreation, soil, range,
timber, watershed, wildlife, fishing, and min-
ing. They fought the Wilderness Law of 1964
and establishment of the Redwood National
Park. They objected bitterly to such “non-
economic set-asides” in behalf of the people
as the National Scenic and Wild Rivers Act
and the National Scenic Trails Act.

The passage of these laws might have been
the signal to the diehards to review their own
archalc position in the light of changing
times and to quit trying to exercise the whip
hand over the national forests through tim-
ber country Congressmen. Instead, they chose
last year to strike back with vengeance. They
endeavored to perpetrate A hoax called the
National Timber Supply Act, which subse-
quently blossomed and is still pending with
the more presumptuous title of "National
Forest Timber Conservation and Management
Act of 1969."

My purpose is not to dwell on this bad
joke, or on the gullibility of those Congress-
men who allowed their names to be used as
sponsors, The original bill was a filmsy, raw
attempt to play upon the housing shortage
and high lumber prices in order to destroy
multiple use in the national forests. It would
have opened the way for an immediate in-
crease in timber cutting—although the “al-
lowable cut"” is already being exceeded in a
number of national forests, The bill was
toned down before being adopted by the
House Agriculture Committee, but continues
to emphasize the primacy of logging. It is
still fundamentally wrong. The provision for
a timber improvement fund, to be created by
the deposit of receipts from timber sales,
might contribute to needed tree planting and
thinning, but without providing increased
funds for other uses it would only worsen
the existing imbalance.

Private forests today are being overcut to
reach the high-priced markets and bigger
profits. Some of those who weep over the un-
housed poor in the American ghettos have
been enjoying the returns from the uncon-
trolled and very substantial export of logs
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to Japan. Simply stated, having cut most of
their own holdings, they now seek to con-
tinue the wave of Hquidation of old growth
timber in the publicly owned forests.

I don't think they can get away with it
The plot is too raw and rapaclous. “If a man
tells you that a drastic increase in the al-
lowable cut is cheap, easy ang safe, distrust
that man,” as the Medford (Oregon) Mail
Tribune editorialized. “He 1s more concerned
with his meal ticket today than with his
children’s meal ticket tomorrow.” “Don't Let
the Loggers Raid National Forests,” warned
the Salt Lake Tribune. And from the spunky
Elko (Nevada) Independent: *“Money and
personnel used for range lmprovement, rec-
reational development and other multiple
uses would have to be diverted to the tim-
bering operations, We here in the non-tim-
ber producing areas of the national forests
would suffer severe cuts in money and per-
sonnel needed for development of our forest
uses.”

What concerns me most is that we lack
national goals and leadership in dealing with
the forested one-third of the country; yet
we cannot ignore or long afford the continua-
tion of wanton, wasteful lJand abuse, and the
disregard of land values other than timber.

According to Bernard Orell, vice president
of the Weyerhaeuser Company, nearly 10,000
professional foresters are involved In indus-
trial forest management. He considers this to
be “an unparalleled achlevement in resource
conservation.” Possibly so. Weyerhaeuser and
other large firms employ speclalists in forest
pathology, wildlife blology, entomology, sil-
viculture, and forest solls, which is to the
good. But how much do foresters really know
and understand of the environmental world?

“Some at least have falled to give proper
consideration to their environimmental respon-
sibilities,” concedes one of their own num-
ber, William E. Towell, executive vice pres-
ident of the American Forestry Association.
“They have clearcut steep slopes opening the
way to floods and erosion. They have wiped
out fish and game populations in whole
watersheds in attempts to control forest
pests by spraying. They have destroyed road-
side vistas and the beauty of the landscape
through carelessness or thoughtless harvest
methods.” Mr. Towell explains quite simply
why these deeds are done: “Foresters by na-
ture tend to be timber-oriented—Iit’s the way
they are taught.”

The timber diehards, although they would
like to carve up national parks and wilder-
ness areas of the national forests, aren't even
using the resources available to them on pri-
vate land.

In 1933, the National Plan for American
Forestry, called the Copeland Report, a ma-
jor and constructive effort developed by the
Forest Service in response to a Congressional
resolution, showed that private initiative had
falled to preserve forest values In all re-
spects. Again in 1945 a survey showed cutting
practices “poor” to “destructive” on 64 per-
cent of all private forest land. The Timber
Resources Review, published by the Forest
Service in 1958, showed 60 percent of com-
mercial forest land divided among 415 mil-
lion farmers and other private owners, mostly
in small holdings—on which productivity
and management were at the lowest levels,
Yet the industry consistently greeted Forest
Service warnings of potential timber short-
ages with derlsion, assurances that “growth
exceeds drain,” and sought to block Govern-
ment efforts at every turn of the road. It
offered instead a voluntary tree farm pro-
gram, which displays lots of metal signs in
public view. But the signs mean little when
welghed in the balance agalnst the sights of
millions upon millions of acres of nonstocked
or poorly stocked forest land.

Professor Albert C. Worrell, of the Yale
School of Forestry, recently undertoock a
cursory survey of small private properties,
specifically for the purpose of determining
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timber supplies. He found that small prop-
erties contain more than their proportion-
ate share of better growing sites, that they
are physically capable of producing 4 billion
cubie feet of softwood timber a year—equiva-
lent to about 40 percent of our present con-
sumption—but they are not producing any-
thing near their capability. On nearly two-
thirds of the small forests covered in the
survey, timber is harvested occasionally, but
without any provision for a future crop.

The conclusions of Professor Worrell are
most disturbing because they contain more
questions than answers. "The forestry pro-
fession still cannot estimate how much tim-
ber our varlous forest types can produce
under management,” he wrote. “We are still
resorting to rule of thumb averages.”

Instead of a National Timber Supply Act
to supply logs from public forests to an in-
dustry that has overcut its own lands, we
need a national inguiry to answer the ques-
tions ralsed by Professor Worrell, such as:
How much land 1s in small properties today?
How much timber is growing on them? How
much is commercially avallable? How fast
are additional lands being diverted to other
uses? But this inquiry should serve only as
the basis of solidifying the national forest
plan, complete with a corps of farm foresters
to ald small woodland owners and support
of long-term loans at low interest in order
to insure both softwood and bhardwood for
the future.

But, of course, providing timber is only
one use of the forests, Insofar as public lands
are concerned, T submit that maintenance of
fish and wildlife habitat, prevention of ero-
sion and sedimentation of streams, and recre«
atlon are of greater importance than timber
if we are truly to pursue President Nixon's
“strategy of quality to supplement our strat-
egy of quantity.”

Foresters keep telling us that timber cut-
ting opens the forests, increasing the growth
of herbs and shrubs for game, forever giving
the impression that “deer” and “game" are
synonymous, falling to mention that when
one species moves in there is apt to be a mass
exodus of many other species.

The grizzly bear and wolf have been wiped
out of the forests, the elk is confined almost
entirely to the Western States. Even today
sportsmen report that clearcutting of mar-
ginal timber on steep slopes of the Rockies
cuts off elk calving grounds, reduces the
summer range, forcing the elk beyond
the hunters’ reach in autumn, making
areas vehicle-oriented rather than wild-
life-oriented, destroying the scenic environ-
ment that lends zest to sport—and this on
public land. Little wonder, I suppose, con-
sidering the timber sales budget of the Forest
Service is ten times greater than that for
fish and wildlife habitat. This too must be
subjected to close public scrutiny and rear-
rangement made in the order of priorities.

Sportsmen need to focus close attention on
the impact of clearcutting and rotation
cycles on the life-community of the forest.
The mixed hardwood or hardwood and pine
forest is a complex, diverse, and stable asso-
ciation of plants, with a tendency to main-
tain its ecoclogical norm. There is plenty of
room for manipulation within the norm,
along with growing timber on long rotations.
Drastic changes outside the norm—such as
clearcutting and conversion to pine—may be
efficlent in terms of technology and short-
range cellulose production, but are likely to
prove disastrous in the long run.

Yet vast areas of the Southland that once
supported rich mixed forests have been re-
duced to even-aged stands of plne only, like
apple orchards or orange groves, with few
plants desirable for game. True multiple use
precludes using forests as farm lots for such
monoculture, which inevitably attracts
rodents and insects, thus creating the need
for pesticides and insecticides damaging to
fish and game (as well as humans) and for
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fertilizers that ultimately take more out of
the soll than they put into it. Hardwoods
take longer to grow and show a slower re-
turn. But they seem better to me than the
mass production of low-quality wood at what
must become a steadily reduced rate.

Two other elements of the national plan
for forestry I must outline all too briefly:

First, forests need to be considered as an
integral part of the city.

They lend charm and comfort to the
crowded urban scene, provide daily remind-
ers of man’s relationship to nature, and en-
hance the supply of oxygen. However, grow-
ing conditions for eity trees have steadily
degenerated because of alr pollution,
drought, heat, erosion, disease, and concen-
trated use of the land; the loss of trees in-
variably speeds the destruction of other
values. Even more serious, studies show
urbanization can ralse the temperature by
as much as ten degrees over surrounding
woods and fields and cause a concentration
of sulphur dioxide.

Urban conservation is a new art—seldom
practiced, little understood. The primary tar-
get should be to provide more greenbelts,
buffer strips, community parks and forests.
A program should be conducted through
Federal cooperation snd cost-sharing with
state and local governments, with a special
goal of encouraging city and county forestry
departments and private enterprise tree
services.

Becond, the relationship of forest trees to
man and his survival is Lecoming evident.

The unlimited supply of pure air has for-
ever been taken for granted; but the only
reason the earth’'s atmosphere contains
oxygen for us to breathe is that it is con-
stantly given off by green plants. We cannot
continue to allow forests to be replaced by
jetports, freeways, shopping centers, barren
suburbias, and factories. And efforts will
have to be made to safeguard forest land
from air pollution damage.

Forest practices by tradition have been
directed to correct an entire sequence of
abuses from grazing, logging, mining, and
farming; forest cover has been known to
maintain water quality and to help control
floods. Now, the management and conserva-
tion of air holds equal value in environmen-
tal forestry.

All this means to me that we are entering
2 new era, though perhaps with some strain
and paln. “Profit is the only tool by which
we can progress soundly toward meeting the
resource demands, desires, and requirements
of our people,”” according to Mr. Orell of
Weyerhaeuser. “If we fail to make a profit, we
fail our responsibility.” But I disagree—the
transcendent demands, desires, and require-
ments of the people are for usufruct.

Mr. Towell of the American Forestry Asso-
ciation understands this anclent concept and
expresses it forthrightly in these modern
terms: “Land ownership may be right under
our democratic society, but it should be
treated as a privilege. No landowner, large or
small, should be able to control land use
entirely for his own benefit without regard
for what his actions do to others. Ownership
is a trust which must be exercised in the
interests of other people and the quality of
our total human environment.”

I feel that my role at times is to alert In-
dustry to its opportunities and challenges in
the new era. But if I were to sum up my feel-
ings I could nct do it better than W. H, Hunt,
executive vice-president of the Georgla-
Pacific Company, when he addressed the
American Plywood Assoclation in 1968:

“Business has a natural and understand-
able tendency to stress economics rather than
ecology when thinking about resources,” he
declared. “But land is an integral part of all
life; 1ts resources remain part of the environ-
ment and in dealing with them we should
carefully blend ecology and economics in our
thinking,
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What we need now are rules to guide those
who use the land. We need to agree on rules
that will help determine how to control land
use while simultaneously permitting a com-
bination of maximum uses. At stake are the
physical and human resources of this nation.
The problem of wisely managing these re-
sources for the greatest benefit of all is our
greatest problem; greater than minority
problems and greater than poor people's
marches, for without this proper manage-
ment we will impoverish all the land and all
the people.”

This is why the National Timber Supply
Act is all wrong and must not become law.
A system of conservation based solely on
economic self-interest is hopelessly lopsided.
It tends to lgnore, and thus to eliminate,
elements in the life-community of the land
that lack commercial value, but which are
essential to its well-being. Perhaps the first
rule to guide those who use and administer
the land should be that economic parts of the
biotic clock will not function without the
uneconomic parts. When they learn that, we
can go on from there to sustain healthy for-
ests for many years to come and to develop a
long-range comprehensive program.

THE LATE WILLIAM RAYMOND
CORBEAU

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on Janu-
ary 29 Mr. William Raymond Corbeau
of Orlando, Fla., suddenly and unexpect-
edly passed away at age 49 and his many
friends are deeply saddened. Bill, as he
was known to his friends, was a great
man, because greatness is not always de-
termined by prominence in national
headlines but in the daily tasks of citi-
zenship, devotion to one's work, and love
of family and friends. Bill was an out-
standing former president of the Florida
Association of Letter Carriers, a loyal
and dedicated American, a fine gentle-
man, and a treasured friend of many. His
short life was an inspiration to his fel-
low man and especially to his fellow let-
ter carriers, whom Bill so honorably and
devotedly represented.

I extend my deep and heartfelt sym-
pathy to the family of William Raymond
Corbeau and in fond memory of him I
place here in the Recorp the notice
which appeared in the Orlando Sentinel
on January 31; marking the passing of a
good man:

WiLLIAM RAYMOND CORBEAU

Mr. William Raymond Corbeau, 49, 1%
East Spruce St., Orlando, died Thursday. He
was past president of the Florida Association
of Letter Carriers.

A native of Cleveland, Ohio, he came to
Orlando in 1935 and became a letter carrier
for the Orlando post office. He was a member
of the Calvary Presbyterian Church of Or-
lando; American Legion Post No. 19; National
Association of Letter Carriers, Editor for the
Orlando Letter Carriers publication, chairman
of the National Association of Letter Carriers
building committee, delegate at large of the
Florida State Association of Letter Carriers,
director of Florida Postal Benefit Association,
and a past officer and active member of the
Muscular Dystrophy Association.

Survivors: daughters, Mrs. Carolyn Cavi-
ness, Blue Mountain, Miss.; Mrs. Kathy Wal-
lace, Sanford; Miss Doris Corbeau, Winter
Park; Mrs. Betty Coy, Cleveland, Ohio; par-
ents, Mr. and Mrs. Willlam C. Corbeau, Largo;
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grandson, George Caviness, Blue Mountain,
Miss.
Cox-Parker Funeral Home, Winter Park.

THE EIGHTH INTER-AMERICAN
SAVINGS AND LOAN CONFERENCE
HELD IN MANAGUA, NICARAGUA,
JANUARY 25-30, 1970

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on Janu-
ary 25-30, 1970, the Eighth Inter-Amer-
ican Savings and Loan Conference was
held in Managua, Nicaragua, under the
general direction of the very able secre-
tary-general of the conference who has
also served as secretary-general of the
seven previous Inter-American Savings
and Loan Conferences, the Honorable
Stanley Baruch, Director of Housing and
Urban Development in the Agency for
International Development in the De-
partment of State. Mr. Baruch on behalf
of the Agency for International Devel-
opment has immeasurably promoted the
welfare and progress of the people of
Latin America and good will and friend-
ship between the people of Latin Amer-
ica and the United States by the estab-
lishment and development of the sav-
ings and loan industry in the Latin
America nations. Every nation in Cen-
tral and South America today has sav-
ings and loan associations. There are
today a total of 170 savings and loan as-
sociations in 10 countries in Latin Amer-
ica which have total savings of $500,-
000,000 outstanding mortgages in the
amount of $700,000,000 and under this
program 200,000 homes have been built.
The Agency for International Develop-
ment through Mr. Stanley Baruch and
the savings and loan industry of the
United States particularly through the
National League for Insured Savings
have aided the Latin America countries
in the enactment of legislation providing
for savings and loan associations and
for setting up the necessary financial in-
stitutions for assistance to such associ-
ations, in the drafting of rules and
regulations governing such associations,
and in the training of personnel to direct
and manage such associations.

All of this progress in the encourage-
ment of thrift and the building of homes
in Latin America has been accomplished
by an outlay of absolutely nothing by
way of grants and $75,000,000 as loans by
the Government of the United States
over the past 10 years. In what way, Mr.
Speaker, could our country have at less
expense to itself done so much to help
our friends in Latin America to accumu-
late savings and to enjoy their own
homes.

These conferences have also immensely
contributed to the building of better un-
derstanding and friendship between the
Latin American countries and the Gov-
ernment and people of our own coun-
try. At this last conference under the
direction of Mr. Baruch, a meaningful
new institution came into being; namely,
the meeting of Representatives of the
Congresses of the several Latin Ameri-
ean countries and the United States in
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connection with the International Sav-
ings and Loan Conference for the pur-
pose of promoting a candid and full ex-
change of views about the future of our
hemisphere among the congressional rep-
resentatives of our country and the
nations of Central and South America.

My distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN),
and I were privileged as Members of
this House to participate in this mean-
ingful conference with members of the
Congresses of Nicaragua, El Salvador,
Costa Rica, and Honduras. Out of this
conference and with strong endorsement
from Mr. BLACKBURN and me, we believe,
at future Inter-American Savings and
Loan Conferences, there will be a large
number of members of Congress of par-
ticipating countries present so that in
conjunction with the Inter-American
Savings and Loan Conference there will
be held the Inter-American Congression-
al Conference. Thus, the First Inter-
American Congressional Conference
which came into being at Managua will
become a continuing and everexpanding
institution. It is rather surprising that we
have conferences annually with repre-
sentatives of the free nations of the world
through the Inter-Parliamentary Union
and with members of the Canadian
Parliament through the American-Ca-
nadian Parliamentary Group; and with
members of the British Parliament
through the British-American Parlia-
mentary Group, but we have never had
an inter-American congressional organi-
zation with regular meetings and con-
ferences.

So great credit goes to Mr. Stanley
Baruch for having initiated the Inter-
American Congressiona! Conference in
conjunction with the Eighth Inter-Amer-
ican Savings and Loan Conference.

Mr. Speaker, President Nixon at the
inaugurationn of this conference, pre-
sented through his personal representa-
tive a very warm and encouraging mess-
age which was very heartily received by
the conference. I include the President's
message at this place in my remarks:

THE WHITE Housk,
Washington, January 15, 1970.

Greetings to the participants in the Eighth
Inter-American Savings and Loan Confer-
ence, and warmest wishes for the success of
your deliberations,

The encouraging development of thrift and
home-ownership institutions throughout
Latin America over the past decade has pro-
vided new opportunities and incentives for
countless citizens of this Hemisphere,

The questions to which your meeting is
addressed are as pertinent in this country
as they are throughout our Sister Republics.
Together, I belleve that we can work effici-
ently and effectively to stimulate greater re-
sourcefulness, creativity and energy among
our people, and to marshal the fullness of
both our fiseal and human resources toward
the kind of society that offers true freedom
of opportunity, equality and human dignity
to every citizen.

Savings and loan institutions are a most
vital vehicle in the attainment of this goal.
On behalf of the citizens of the United States,
I join with all the leaders and the people of
the Americas in the hope that the results
of your sessions will be another milestone
in the history of Inter-American cooperation
and another step forward in uplifting the
quality of human life.

RicHARD NIixowN.
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At the inaugural ceremony as the sec~
retary-general of the Eighth Inter-
American Savings and Loan Conference,
Mr. Stanley Baruch delivered a very out-
standing and appropriate address which
was warmly received by the President of
Nicaragua, who with his lovely wife, pre-
sided over the inaugural ceremonies of
the conference and by the several hun-
dred delegates and guests who were in
attendance in the beautiful theater in
Managua where the conference was held.

I commend to my colleagues and my
fellow countrymen Mr. Baruch's out-
standing address and include it here in
my remarks:

ADDRESS OF HON. STANLEY BARUCH

Your Excellency, Mr. President of Nica-
ragua, General, Anastasio Somoza Debayle;

Your Excellency, Mrs. Hope Somoza, First
Lady of Nicaragua;

Your Excellencies, Members of the Legis-
lative, Judiclial, and Electoral Colleges;

Your Excellencies, Vice-Presidents of Nic-
aragua;

Your Excellency, Dr. Lorenzo Guerrero, Ex
President of Nicaragua; and Secretary of the
Department of Foreign Affalrs;

Honorable Secretaries and Assistant-Sec-
retaries of State;

Your Excellency, Apostolic Nuncio of His
Holiness the Pope, and Dean of the honor-
able Diplomatic Corps;

Your Excellencies, Ambassadors and hon-
orable “Charges d'Affaires”;

Your Excellency and Reverend Apostolic
Administrator of the Archdiocese of Mana-

ua;
> Honorable Members of the Army Staff of
the National Guard;

Honorable Presidents of the Autonomous
Agencles;

Honorable Delegates and Observers at the
VIII Inter-American Savings and Loan Con-
ference;

Distinguished Guests;

Ladies and Gentlemen:

It is alleged that the essence of great pride
is sincere humility. In support of this thesis,
and to the extent that such noble emotions
may be equated with the crass nature of
housing finance, I embark on this eighth
year of my Secretary-Generalship bursting
with pride and simultaneously suffused with
humility.

I propose to tell you this morning the
source of my pride and the corresponding
condition of humility which this pride in-
spires.

I am proud that each savings and loan
system which exlsts throughout the hemi-
sphere is the product of a truly collaborative
undertaking in which I have been honored
by having had the opportunity to play a con-
structive and creative role.

I am humble because in the process I be-
came all too familiar with the agonizing deg-
radation suffered by the millions of families
living in sub-human housing conditions from
one end of this hemisphere to the other.

I am proud that a truly distinguished
group of Congressmen from Latin America
and the United States have honored us with
thelr presence and on behalf of all of us
in this Conference I want to acknowledge
their presence by requesting that they stand
s0 that all the delegates may know who and
where they are.

I am humble because it is these same Con-
gressmen who must provide us with the
necessary housing legislation and with ade-
gquate housing appropriations if we ever hope
to achieve the targets and timeftables which
contemporary crises have conspired to estab-
lish. The wisdom which our Congressmen
must have in order to accommodate both
domestic and international priorities is so
awesome that I tremble when I refiect on it,
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I am very proud that the Inter-American
Development Bank is represented here this
year by its distinguished Executive Vice-
President, T. Graydon Upton. This is the
most elevated representation from the Bank
at these savings and loan conferences since
they started eight years ago.

I am humble because the Bank no longer
is an official sponsor of the Conference and
I yearn for some assurance that this appar-
ent incongruity of altitudinous representa-
tion while not being a sponsor will be rems-
edied long before the definitive arrangements
for next year's conference are formalized.

I am proud because the participation of
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
Latin America at this head table in the per-
son of Mr. Robert Hurwitch represents the
highest level of leadership heading the U.S.
delegation to any of our eight conferences.

I am humble because he is certain to dis-
cover what great fun we are having in carry-
ing out our noble crusade and some puritan
ethic may therefore compel him to impose
upon us a crown of thorns since 1t is a basic
rule that work really is not meant to be
enjoyed.

I am proud to welcome to this conference
the distinguished representatives of the two
(2) newest savings and loan system which
have come into existence since we met last
year in Santoc Domingo and I request that the
delegates from Honduras and Costa Rica
please rise so that we may show them how
delighted we are to have them as members
of this growing family.

I am humble because five countries have
vet to embark on the glorious path to thrift
and home ownership through the establish-
ment of a savings and loan system, the most
potent institutional mechanism yet conceived
Ior this purpose.

I am honored and flattered that the Presi-
dent of the United States has sent a personal
representative to deliver his message of en-
couragement and appreclation to the Con-
ference and particularly that the person en-
trusted with this assignment is an old friend
and assoclate.

I am humble because it is my deep and
unshakable conviction that what the Presi-
dent of the United States is honoring here
is our unigque and dynamic approach to in-
stitution-building and international cooper=
ation. It seems to me, therefore, that even
though our achievement and already very
significant, the support which we can an-
ticipate from the President of the United
States as well as from the Congress provides
us with almost limitless horizons as we con-
template the future. Believe me, that is a
very sobering and solemn consideration.

I am proud of the Increasing role of the
United States savings and loan assoclations
together with the Boston and New York
Federal Home Loan Banks in making sub-
stantial resources avallable to help the
growth of Latin American thrift and home
ownership institutions,

I am humble because the decision on the
part of the U.S. industry to help in Latin
America comes at & time when U.S. domes-
tic urban priorities are abundant and vola-
tile and when savings are actually being
withdrawn from the U.S. associations be-
cause of the competition of commercial banks
and other alternative sources of investments.
Interest rates from the U.S, industry to Latin
American savings and loans must continue
to reflect considerations other than simply
what the market will bear. The courage of
my colleagues to expand their assistance to
Latin America and thereby fulfill thelr moral
and international commitments notwith-
standing these competing demands, is some-
thing I will not easlly forget.

I am proud that during the past year
eleven (11) Joans totaling US$53,300,000
were authorized under the Latin America
Housing Guaranty Program which is an im-
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portant part of the office I administer. By
the end of December, 1969, this program,
which now has as its principal objective as-
slstance exclusively for completely Indige-
nous Latin America institutions, had a total
of US$317,000,000 in authorized projects of
which US$206,000,000 was already under con-
tract.

I am humble because of the many ways
in which our program must continue to be
improved in order to become fully capable
of achieving its enormous potential.

I am proud to stand before the President
of this great country to extol the fiscal and
institutional achievements of the public and
private sectors of the Nicaraguan savings and
loan industry and to respond with love to
the overwhelming warmth of the Nicaraguan
hospitality we have already experienced dur-
ing our brief visit,

I am humble because I appreciate better
than anyone in this magnificent theater the
enormous effort and sacrifice and affection
and good will which it represents.

I am proud for all the great accomplish-
ments which have been already achieved by
each of you and by the savings and loan
systems throughout the hemisphere.

I am humble about the huge distance we
still have to go together.

A TRIBUTE TO JACKIE MARTIN

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

Mr, PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, many of
our colleagues knew and cherished the
friendship of the late Cecelia Martin,
fondly known as “Jackie” as did Mrs.
Pepper and I. It was a great loss to all
of us and to her country when Jackie
passed away on Monday, December 15,
1969, after a long illness. Jackie was a
grand lady, warm and generous of heart,
gracious and charming of manner, loyal
in friendships, a truly noble woman. Mrs.
Pepper and I shall never forget the many
happy times we enjoyved with Jackie and
what a lovely person she was, We shall
always cherish her memory.

Jackie left behind a legend of accom-
plishments more particularly detailed in
the column of December 17, 1969, from
the Washington Post, as follows:

NewsPaPER ART Dmmectror, D.C. AUTHOR

Cecella B, (Jackie) Martin noted Washing-
ton photographer, newspaperwoman and au-
thor, died Monday at Northern Virginia Doc-
tors Hospital after a long illness. She was 65.

She was an editor, writer and photographer
for several major newspapers, news syndi-
cates and magazines and was the first woman
to become photographic and art director of a
metropolitan paper when she was appointed
to that position at the old Times-Herald
here.

Miss Martin was a war correspondent dur-
ing World War II and received numerous
awards for her work.

She was co-author of the book, “Washing-
ton, City of Destiny,” published 20 years ago,
A panorama of then-contemporary Washing-
ton, the book contained pictures by Miss
Martin and text by Alice Rogers Hagers.

Photographs in the book included interiors
of the White House and intimate scenes of
the Truman and Roosevelt families.

In 1936, Miss Martin was elected to the
Royal Photographic Soclety of England, a
position reached by few women since the
society's establishment in 1853,

Born in Pittsburgh, Pa., Miss Martin came
to Washington during World War I. She
graduated from Eastern High School and
Syracuse University.
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She was the first woman member of the
White House News Photographers Associa-
tion and a founder of the American News-
paper Women's Club,

Survivors include two sisters, Mrs. Willlam
P. Pugh, of Washington, and Mrs. Willlam
H, Clements Sr., of Hyatisville; a brother,
Philip Jr., of Rockvllle, and several nieces and
nephews.

A touching and beautiful tribute to
Jackie was the eulogy of the able and dis-
tinguished commentator, Roscoe Drum-
mond, her longtime and dedicated friend,
which he gave at the services for Jackie
and which I ask be included in the body
of the Recorp following these remarks:

A TRIBUTE TO JACKIE MARTIN
(By Roscoe Drummond)

Friends—for the friends of Jackle Martin
cannot fail to be friends of one another,.

I welcome this opportunity to bear wit-
ness to Jackie Martin as she showed herself
to me.

I bear witness to great talent, to radiant
character and to a very special human being,

Some have great talent without matching
integrity.

Jackie Martin had both.

Some have great talent and matching in-
tegrity but without the gift of humanity to
their fellows.

Jackie Martin had all three—talent, per-
sonal and professional integrity and gen-
erosity of spirit.

She not only thought good thoughts; she
did good deeds—Tfor her friends, for her ac-
quaintances and for those travelers who she
would not pass by though they were on the
other side of the road.

That is the Jackie Martin I knew and you
knew.

Like some in Bible history and some today,
Jackie did not bury the talents that God
gave her. She nourished them and multiplied
them by employlng them usefully, able and
often strenuously because she is one who
lived to work not worked to live.

Jackie was an Inveterate first, No telling
where she would have been last summer if
she had been an astronaut.

She was the first woman photographic and
art director on an American metropolitan
newspaper and on her work, Willlam Ran-
dolph Hearst, Sr., called her '‘the best art
editor in the United States.”

She was the first woman member of the
White House News Photographer’s Associa=-
tion, She was a founder of the American
Newspaper Woman's Club.

When World War II came, she volunteered
to do what she could do best. She served
the WAACs as a special assistant to corps
commander Oveta Culp Hobby. Later she and
her camera fearlessly went to the European
Theater of Operations,

In turning her lens on Brazil's burgeoning
aviation Industry, Jackie's photographs illus-
trated more than 30 magazine articles and
two memorable books, "Frontier by Air" and
“Brazil, Giant of the South,” for which she
was decorated with Brazil's highest award to
any foreigner, the Order of the Southern
Cross.

In 1849 she took exclusive photographs of
the heads of Government of Iceland, Ire-
land, Norway, Finland and Denmark together
with the first pictures ever allowed by the
Swedish Royal family of the young Crown
Prince.

Of course, that's not surprising. Jackie
was irresistible—and we know why. Bhe was
ingratiating—but she was also implacable.

Jackle could never resist a call to duty and
when that duty meant serving her country,
she did not have to think twice.

I know this from first-hand experience.
When I took leave of absence from my
newspaper to serve as Information Director
of the Marshall Plan in Western Europe and
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saw the uncultivated opportunities to tell
its marvelous story to its recipients by means
which would do it best, one of my first ac-
tions—and certainly one of my best—was
to summon Jackie. She did a terrific job. I
knew she would come. She did—because a
patriotic duty to her was a call to be an-
swered, not a draft to be escaped from.
By virtue of long ancestry going back to the
Revolution and by virtue of an inner cherish-
ing of what her nation—the home and head-
quarters of religious and political freedom—
means to all free men, Jackle was the kind
of patriot we need more of.

Jackie's humanity was universal. Tc her
nothing was more rewarding than when she
was asked by the U. 8. I. A. to assemble
for world-wide showing its exhibit of the
“Family of Man"” by the renowned artist
Steichen.

The Family of Man ls the Family of Jackie
Martin and she will never be separated from
it.

I believe in the immortality of man in
his true human ijdentity. I believe it is not
just the good that a man does which lives
on, but that man, when he awakes from his
experience called death, will know that the
life God bestows never ends.

And so, in your behalf and mine, I ven-
ture to say to Jackie Martin, with serenity
and with appreciation: Thank you, Jackle,
for what you were and for what you are.

CHICAGO TRIAL POINTS UP NEED
FOR REFORM IN COMMUNICA-
TIONS MEDIA

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

Mr, ICHORD Mr. Speaker, last week I
had occasion to make brief remarks on
the trial of “the Chicago 7.” I pointed
out that the objectives of the defendants
and their lawyers throughout the trial
were quite explicit. They attempted de-
liberately to make a mockery of our
judicial system. That the defendants,
with the connivance of their attorneys,
ostensibly suecceeded in doing so, is in no
small degree due to the cooperation they
received from a large segment of our
communications media.

According to the self-sfyled revolu-
tionaries who were on trial, as it is with
others in “the Movement,” the law is a
“elass” tool which must be “exposed.” A
trial is to them a confrontation with “the
system,” which they ultimately seek to
destroy or transform. And to this end, a
large segment of the communieations
media permitted itself to be fully ex-
ploited, by obscuring the reprehensible
nature of the behavior of the defense,
while demeaning the court and the pros-
ecution. It was the kind of reporting that
lends credence to the charges now in-
creasingly heard that the communica-
tions media is failing in its responsibili-
ties to the public.

That reform, not protest, should be
the response of the communications
media to the growing and reasonable at-
tack being made upon it is the correct
thesis of at least two gentlemen of the
press whose recent column I append to
my remarks. I fully agree with the ob-
servations of Richard Harwood and
Laurence Stern when they say:

If the response of the networks and com-
panion media is merely defensive, nothing
is gained. What is needed is reform and an
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abandonment of bad habits, such as the
‘staging’ of news events and the excessive
preoccupation with aberrant behavior.

That the communications media is not
incapable of self-criticism is thus evi-
dent. Although the process of reform has
by no means begun, the increased sensi-
tivity to the issue which is reflected in
articles of this tenor, is a necessary pre-
lude to reform. This malaise of the com-
munications media in its preoccupation
with “aberrant behavior” is, however, so
deep-seated that I fear that reform will
be slow in coming, unless the media is
made to feel the widespread public re-
vulsion to its conduct.

The article to which I referred ap-
peared in the February 18 issue of the
Washington Post, and follows:

RerorM, Nor ProTEST, Is THE ANswWER To
GROWING ATTACK ON NEWS MEDIA

It becomes more apparent each day that
Vice President Agnew's attack last fall on
the real or Imagined biases of the communi-
cations media was not the last word on that
subject. He “tipped over a witch's caldron,”
a disturbed editor sald this week, and
created In the country “an ugly mood”
toward the people who gather and sell news
in the United States.

Whether the mood is “ugly"” or simply
eritical, it is a fact that the performance of
the media is a continuing preoccupation of
the government and the public.

In the SBenate a couple of days ago, mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee and a pro-
cession of witnesses, old and young, charged
that the press has created such a false and
negative image of America’s young people
that it has been impossible to make any
headway on the proposal to lower the voting
age to 18.

Distortions by the media, the argument
went, have convinced the masses that the
“typical” high s&chool senlor or college
student is a wild one—a long-haired, pot-
smoking, rock-throwing radical whose vocab-
ulary begins and ends with four-letter words
and whose politics begins and ends with a
Vietcong flag.

The commitiee was told that the militant
cadres of SDS, the Black Panthers and similar
groups represent no more than 1 or 2 per
cent of the youth population. But they have
go intrigued the media, television in par-
ticular, that one young witness complained:
“Adults see more of this stereo-type ‘media
kid’' than of their own son or the kid next
door."” They don't like what they see and
they sometimes react oppressively.

While this inquiry wass under way, the
House Interstate and Forelign Commerce
Committee was conducting its own investi-
gation of the broadcasting Industry, It
wants to know if network crews are “stag-
ing"” or manufacturing news.

CBS, for example, is being asked to explain
its involvement in an Inconsequential and
abortive scheme to “invade’ Haitl a few years
back. NEC may be asked why one ol its tele-
vision crews showed up at a college
demonstration in California with pre-
fabricated protest slgns which were handed
out to students.

The House Government Operations Com-
mittee has gotten into the sct with an in-
vestigation of news “management” practices
by American military officlals in Vietnam.
The Justice Department has begun issuing
subpenas for film and mnotebooks accumu-
lated by reporters in their coverage of the
militant minority.

There is something disturbing in all this
to news people with a legitimate concern for
the press freedoms guaranteed by the First
Amendment and with legitimate skepticism
of the motives of governmental agencies that
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question or interfere with those freedoms.

Those concerns are being asserted strongly
and properly by the managers and owners of
the media on the correct theory that neither
Vice Presidents nor Attorneys General nor
congressional committees have any writ or
authority to suspend or modify the Pirst
Amendment.

The more difficult problem for the media Is
their credibility and standing with the Amer-
ican audience. A Burns Roper poll, conducted
for the television industry in 1968, revealed
that there Is already a sizable minority in
the country (11 per cent) that favors gov-
ernmental control over television news and
an even larger minority (30 to 35 per cent)
that indicts newspaper and television cover-
age of rlots and crime as *a very important
cause of crime and violence” in the United
States. The same poll reveals that the “be-
levability” of the media is not impressive,

It may be even less impressive when the
congressional committees have finished their
current inquiries and have exposed some of
the shoddy or juvenlle practices that go on
in this business, most particularly the tele-
vislon end of it.

If the response of the networks and com-
panion media is merely defensive, nothing is
galned. What is needed is reform and an
abandonment of bad habits, such as the
“staging"” of news events and the excessive
preoccupation with aberrant behavior.

Midway through the Senate Judiciary
Committee hearings this week, the network
crews packed up and left before several
young witnesses had testified on the propo-
sition of giving the vote to 18-year-olds.

This drew from Sen. Marlow Cook (R-Ky.)
a defensible judgment on what is so often
WIrong:

“If you had come out of your seats back
there, knocking over chairs and shouting
that you want the right to vote, I promise
you that you would have been on every na-
tional TV news program in America tonight.”

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Esca (at the request of M.
ARrenps), for February 25 and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of death in
family.

Mr. TromsoN of Wisconsin (at the re-
quest of Mr. Arenps), for February 23
and 24, on account of official business as
a member of the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Micuer, for 1 hour, today; to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include
extraneous matter.

Mr. PoperL, for 30 minutes, today; to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, Wrmriams) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ReODES, for 10 minutes, today.

Myr. HaLreErN, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. WiLriams, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr, Burron, for 10 minutes, today.

Myr. SteEIGER of Wisconsin, for 30 min-
utes, today.

Mr., HosMer, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan, for 20 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
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quest of Mr. Pryor of Arkansas) and to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)
Mr. Brasco, for 60 minutes, today.
Mr. Gonzarez, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Vanik, for 15 minutes, today.
Mr. Nepzi, for 60 minutes, on Feb-
ruary 25,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr, MicueL and to include extraneous
matter in two instances.

Mr. EckHARDT immediately prior to the
vote on H.R. 10335.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WirLriams) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. LANGEN.

Mr. ScHADEBERG in two instances,

Mr. Don H, CLAUSEN.

Mr. DErwINsKI in four instances.

Mr. BurTon in three instances.

Mr. Price of Texas in two instances.

Mr, ScoTT.

Mr. GErRALD R. FORD.

Mr. MARTIN.

Mrs. REip of Illinois,

Mr. AsHBROOK in two instances.

Mr, SCHERLE.

Mr. JoansonN of Pennsylvania.

Mr. HosMER in two instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mr. WyMAN in two instances.

Mrs, MAY.

Mr. Urt in three instances.

Mr, Bow.

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT.

Mr. GOLDWATER.

Mr. Bray in two instances.

Mr. REm of New York in two instances.

Mr. QUIE.

Mr, McCLORY.

Mr. WIDNALL.

Mr, MCENEALLY.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Pryor of Arkansas) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. EILBERG.

Mr. RoseNTHAL in five instances.

Mr. TUNNEY.

Mr. Ropivo in two instances.

Mr. MONTGOMERY.

Mr, ULLMAN,

Mr. MAHON,

Mr. EasTENMEIER in fwo instances.

Mr. BRINKLEY,

Mr. ASHLEY.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. MurraY of New York.

Mr. DinGeELL in four instances,

Mr. CaarLEs H. WiLsON.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in six in-
stances.

Mr. OBEY in six instances.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS.

Mr. Mmurer of California in five in-
stances.

Mr. GONZALEZ.

Mr. Gaypos in five instances.

Mr. FounTaiN in two instances.

Mr. Parrex in two instances.

Mr. PEPPER.

Mr. ST GERMAIN.

February 24, 1970

Mrs, CHISHOLM.

Mr. Dices.

Mr. CHAPPELL.

Mr, GIBBONS.

Mr. WoLFr in four instances.

Mr. Cray in six instances.

Mr. O'NeaL of Georgia in five in-
stances.

Mr. STEPHENS,

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr, HeLSTOSKI in two instances.

Mr, WiLrLiam D, Forb.

Mr. VANIE,

Mr. Jacoes in two instances.

Mr. O’HARA.

Mr, FEicHAN in five instances.

Mr. Brasco.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at T o'clock and 35 minutes p.m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, February 25, 1970, 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:

1674. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved according
certain beneficiarles third and sixth prefer-
ence classifications, pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 204(d) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, as amended; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1676. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act, as amended, in
order to extend the authorization for appro-
priations and provide for the uniform com-
pensation of Assistant Directors; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

1676. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting coples of
a proclamation providing modification of
trade agreement concession and adjustment
of duty on certain planos; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

1677. A letter from the Under Secretary of
the Navy, transmitting a report of the Naval
Reserve Officers’ Tralning Corps flight In-
struction program for fiscal year 1969, pur-
suant to the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2110(b);
to the Committee on Armed Services,

1678. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Hous-
ing), transmitting notification of the loca-
tion, nature, and estimated cost of certain
facilities projects proposed to be undertaken
for the Army National Guard, pursuant to
the provisions of 10 U.8.C. 2233a(1); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1679. A letter from the Acting General
Counsel of the Department of Defense, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend sectlon T03(b) of title 10, United
States Code, to extend the authority to grant
a special 30-day leave for members of the
uniformed services who voluntarily extend
their tours of duty in hostile fire areas; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1680. A letter from the Secretary of the
Export-Import Bank of the United States,
transmitting the ¢uarterly report of the ex-
port expansion facility program for the period
ended December 31, 1969, pursuant to the
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provisions of Public Law 80-390; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

1681. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Congressional Relatlons, De-
partment of State, transmitting a report on
exports of significant defense articles for
the period January-June 1060, pursuant to
the provisions of Public Law 90-620; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1882, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting &
report on improvements needed in the oper-
ation of Government-owned vessels in sup-
port of military activities in Southeast Asia,
Maritime Administration, Department of
Commerce; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

1683. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a report and recom-
mendations regarding completion of the In-
terstate Highway System In the District of
Columbia, pursuant to the provisions of sub-
section 23(c) of the Federal-Ald Highway Act
of 1968; to the Committee on Public Works.

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. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici-
ary. 8. 2503. An act to exclude executive offi-
cers and managerial personnel of Western
Hemisphere businesses from the numerical
limitation of Western Hemisphere immigra-
tion; with amendments (Rept. No, 91-851).
Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred to as follews:

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself, Mr.
Woriase D. Forp, Mr. Frasgr, Mr.
HatrAwAY, Mr. HuncaTE, Mr, KarTH,
Mr. KEocH, Mr. MaTsunaca, Mr. Mrx-
vaA, Mrs, Mmx, Mr. MoorHEAD, Mr,
OTTINGER, Mr. Ror, Mr. SCHEUER,
and Mr. WoLFF) :

H.R.16124. A bill to reorganize the func-
tions of the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment which relate to the regulation of
commercial uses of nuclear power, except
those which relate to source materials, by
transferring such functions from the Atomic
Energy Commission to the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to be admin-
istered through the Public Health Service
subject (in certain cases) to disapproval by
the Federal Power Commission or the Secre-
tary of the Interior; to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself and Mr,
SCHEUER) :

H.R.16125. A bill to amend the Soclal Se-
curity Act to provide increases in benefits
under the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program, to provide health insur-
ance benefits for the disabled, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. BUSH:

H.R.16126. A bill to Iimpose statutory
guotas on Iimports of petroleum and pe-
troleum products, and to impose reciprocal
duties on petroleum and petroleum products
imported from foreign countries which im-
pose dutles on petroleum and petroleum
products produced in the United States; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, DELANEY:

H.R. 16127, A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a 15 per-
cent increase In annuities and to change
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the method of computing interest on Invest-
ments of the railroad retirement accounts;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R, 16128. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to prescribe health care cost-
sharing arrangements for certaln surviving
dependents, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.16129. A bill to amend the act of
June 27, 1860 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the
preservation of historical and archeological
data; to the Committee on Interlor and In-
sular Affairs,

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R.16130. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to increase the rates and
income limitations relating to payment of
pension and parents’ dependency and in-
demnity compensation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. ESHLEMAN:

H.R.16131. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to prohibit the desecra-
tion of Armed Forces uniforms; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee:

H.R. 16132. A bill to provide for payments
in lleu of real property taxes, with respect
to certain real property owned by the Fed-
eral Government; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 16133, A bill to provide for a training
program for organized crime prosecutors, an
annual conference of Federal, State, and lo-
cal officials In the field of organized crime,
an annual report by the Attorney General
on organized crime, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R, 16134. A bill relating to the control of
organized crime in the United States; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

HR. 16135. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Emission Standards Act to reqguire Federal
emission standards for used motor vehicles;
to require that Federal emission standards
for nmew motor vehicles shall be the same
as the emission standards adopted by the
State of California for the calendar year 1975
and for each calendar year thereafter; and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 16136. A bill to provide for the elim-
ination of the use of lead in motor vehicle
fuel and the installation of adequate anti-
pollution devices on motor vehicles, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

H.R.16137. A bill requiring the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to study
and report annually to the Congress on the
health hazards of environmental pollution
and the avallability of medical and other
assistance to persons affected by such pollu-
tion, especially when such pollution reaches
emergency levels, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R. 16138. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend certain benefits pres-
ently provided to veterans who are blind as
a result of service-connected disability to
veterans who are blind as a result of non-
service-connected disability but who have
other service-connected disabilities rated as
tothl; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

: By Mr. HOSMER (for himself, Mr.

CLEVELAND, Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr, GaL-
LAGHER, Mr. GUDE, Mr. HELSTOSKI,
Mr. LOWENSTEIN, Mr. MoORHEAD, Mr.
OTTINGER, Mr. Perris, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, and Mr. HALPERN)

H.R. 16139. A bill to provide for study and
experiment concerning the establishment of
daylight saving time on a year-round basis;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,
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By Mr. MURFPHY of New York:

H.R. 16140. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Public Works,

HR.16141. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Aet, ss amended;
to the Committee on Public Works.

HR.16142, A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended,
to provide financial assistance for the con-
struction of waste treatment facilitles, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

H.R. 16143, A bill to establish an Environ-
mental Filnancing Authority to sssist in the
financing of waste treatment facilities, and
for other purposes; to the Commitee on Pub-
lic Works.

By Mr. PHILBIN:

HR, 16144, A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code s0 as to provide that
public or private retirement, annuity, or
endowment payments (including monthly
soclal security Insurance benefits) shall not
be included in computing annual income for
the purpose of determining eligibllity for
a pension under chapter 15 of that title;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R.16145. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Contrcl and Safe Streets Act of 1968;
to the Commitiee on Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBERTS:

HR. 16146. A bill to Imposz statutory
quotas on Imports of petroleum and pe-
troleum products, and to impose reciprocal
duties on petroleum and petroleum products
imported from foreign countries which im-
pose dutles on petroleum and petroleum
products produced in the United States; to
the Cominittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ROBISON:

H.R. 16147. A bill to amend and improve
the Public Health Service Act to aid in the
development of integrated, effective, con-
sumer-oriented health care systems by ex-
tending and improving regional medical pro-
grams, supporting comprehensive planning
of public health services and health services
development on a State and areawide level,
promoting research and demonstrations re-
lating to health care delivery, encouraging
experimentation in the development of co-
operative local, State, or regional health
care delivery systems, enlarging the scope
of the National Health Survey, facilitating
the development of comparable health in-
formations and statistics at the Federal,
State, and local levels, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr, RODINO:

H.R. 16148. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to prescribe health care cost-
sharing arrangements for certain surviving
dependents, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin:

HRE. 16149. A bill to amend the Internsl
Revenue Code of 1954 and title IT of the
Social Securlty Act to provide a full exemp-
tion (through credit or refund) from the
employees’ tax under the Federal Insurance
Contributions Act, and an equivalent reduc-
tion in the self-employment tax, in the case
of individuals who have attained age 65; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. UTT:

H.R. 16150. A bill to provide for payments
in lieu of real property taxes, with respect to
certain real property owned by the Federal
Government; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WIGGINS:

H.R. 16151. A bill to protect the public
health and safety to provide new means for
the control of depressant, stimulant, and
hallucinogenic drugs, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.
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By Mr. ZWACH:

H.R. 161562, A bill to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act In order to give the Interstate
Commerce Commission additional authority
to alleviate freight car shortages, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, COLLIER:

H.R. 16153, A bill to provide that the in-
terest on certain insured loans sold out of
the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund shall
be included In gross income; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 16154. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to correct certain inequities in
the crediting of National Guard technician
service in connection with clvil servie retire-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GIATMO:

H.R. 16155. A bill to establish a national
policy for the coastal zone resource, to en-
courage a systematic approach to coastal zone
planning and development, and to assist the
States in establishing coastal zone manage-
ment programs; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R. 16156. A bill to provide that poultry
and meat products prepared from diseased
animals shall be deemed adulterated; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MOLLOHAN:

H.R. 16157. A bill to consent to the Inter-
state Compact on Air Pollution between the
States of Ohio and West Virginia; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 16158, A bill to amend chapter 39 of
title 38, United States Code, to increase the
amount allowed for the purchase of specially
equipped automobiles for disabled veterans,
and to extend benefits under such chapter to
certain persons on active duty; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. RUPPE:

H.R. 16159, A bill to provide for the inspec-
tion of eggs and egg products by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SKUBITZ:

H.R. 161680. A bill to encourage the growth
of international trade on a fair and equitable
basis; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. WIGGINS:

H.R. 16161. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to change the age and service
requirements with respect to the retirement
of justices and judges of the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.J. Res. 1094, Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the second week
in April of each year as “National Zero De-
fects Week"; to the Commlttee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. HALEY:

H.J. Res. 1095. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the week of June
7 through June 13 of 1970 as “National Fu-
ture Business Leaders of America and Phi
Beta Lambda Week"; to the Committee on
the Judielary.

By Mr. HASTINGS:

H.J. Res. 1096. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President to proclaim the week of
May 24 through May 30 of 1970 as “Memo-
rial Week”; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. EUYKENDALL:

H.J. Res. 1097. Joint Resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the attendance of
students at public elementary or secondary
schools nearest to their place of residence;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAHON (for himself and Mr,
Bow) :

H.J. Res. 1098, Joint Resolution to provide

for the appointment of James Edwin Webb

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

as Citizen Regent of the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration,

By Mr. CLEVELAND:

H.J. Res, 1099. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana:

H.J. Res. 1100, Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to powers reserved to
the several States; to the Committee on
Judiclary.

By Mr, WIGGINS:

H.J. Res. 1101. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to issue a proclamation
designating the week of May 17, through
May 23, 1970, as “D for Decency Week”; to
the Committee on Judiciary.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H. Con, Res. 513. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
United States should sell Israel aircraft nec-
essary for Israel's defense; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. RARICK :

H. Con. Res. 514. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that the
President, acting through the U.S. Ambas-
sador to the United Natlons Organization,
take such steps as may be necessary to place
the question of denial of the right to self-
determination, and other human rights, in-
cluding genocide, in Soviet-occupied Estonia
on the agenda of the United Nations Orga-
nization; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. GALLAGHER:

H. Con. Res. 515. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
the United States should sell Israel aircraft
necessary for Israel's defense; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, DEVINE:

H. Res. 847. Resolution for the appoint-
ment of a select committee to study the
effects of Federal policles on the quality of
education in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. GIBBONS (for himself and
Mr, FASCELL) :

H. Res, 848. Resolution to create a biparti-
san select committee to study ways in which
the House of Representatives can improve
and reform itself as an organization; to the
Committee on Rules,

By Mr. O'KONSKI:

H. Res. B49. Resolution fer the appoint-
ment of a select committee to study the
effects of Federal policies on the quality of
education in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas (for him-
self, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. PurceELL, Mr,
UpaLL, Mr. HEcHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr. HamruronN, Mr, WoLrFr, Mr.
Brasco, Mr. Epwarps of Louisiana,
Mr. REES, Mr. GALIFIANAKIS, Mr,
LOWENSTEIN, Mr. OBEY, Mr. STEIGER
of Wisconsin, and Mr. WyMaN) :

H. Res. 850. A resolution creating a select
committee to conduct an investigation and
study of the care of the aged in the United
States and the effects of Federal laws and
programs on the availability and quality of
care; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. QUIE (for himself, Mr. -

prews of North Dakota, Mr. ARg
Mr, BERRY, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr,
TON, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. CoLLINS,
Mr. DErwWINSKI, Mr, EscH, Mr. Finp-
LEY, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. Hos-
MER, Mr. Kinc, Mr. EUYKENDALL, Mr.
KyL, Mr. LaTTA, Mr. LLoyp, Mr. Mc-
ENEALLY, Mrs. May, Mr. MINSHALL,
Mr. MosHER, Mr. RurPE, Mr. RurH,
and Mr. SCHNEEBELI) :

H. Res. 851, A resolution for the appoint-
ment of a select committee to study the ef-

February 24, 1970

fects of Federal policies on the quality of
education in the United States; to the Come
mittee on Rules.
By Mr. QUIE (for himself, Mr.
ScHERLE, Mr. Scorr, Mr. SmiTH of
New York, Mr. WinN, and Mr. Wyp-
LER) :

H. Res. 852. A resolution for the appoint-
ment of a select committee to study the ef-
fects of Federal policles on the quality of
education in the United States; to the Com-
mittee onn Rules,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetis:

H.R. 16162. A bill for the relief of Hanni
Tabacnik; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.R. 16163. A Dbill for the relief of Myrtle

H. Davis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R. 16164. A bill for the relief of Neville
Montgomery Pigott, and his wife, Laurel
Lutella Pigott; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TIERNAN:

H.R. 16165. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Esther Jane Anhalt; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. WYLIE:

H.R. 16166. A bill for the relief of 8. Sgt.
J. C. Bell, Jr,, US. Air Force; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

309. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the
House of Representatives of the General As-
sembly of the State of Colorado, relative to
requiring motor vehicle manufacturers to
develop pollution-free propulsion systems;
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

310. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to
preventing damage to the Atlantic coastline
from ofil leakage; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

311, Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Wisconsin, relative to entitling
the veterans of World War I to certain pen-
sions; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

312, By Mr ALBERT: Memorial of the
second session of the 32d Oklahoma Legis-
lature relating to the Selective Service Sys-
tem; to the Committee on Armed Services.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

403. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the mu-
nicipal board of Angeles City, Philippines,
relative to additional residential housing
units inside Clark Air Base; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

404. Also, petition of the Police Chiefs As-
sociation of Southeastern Pennsylvania, Inc.,
Philadelphia, Pa., relative to paying honor
to the Director of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation and his associates; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

405. Also, petition of the council of the
city of New Orleans, La., relative to restrict-
ing the distribution of pornography; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.
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