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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, May 1, 1972

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

They that wail upon the Lord shall re-
new their strength.—Isaiah 40: 31.

Eternal God and Father of us all, grant
that we may feel Thy sustaining pres-
ence and Thy supporting spirit as we set
out upon the duties of this day. May we
realize anew that the highest joys and
the most enduring satisfactions come to
those who do Thy will and who walk in
Thy ways.

May our faith in the power of right-
eousness and the strength of love never
be dimmed by doubt as we endeavor to
solve the problems that confront our
Nation in these troubled times.

Now and always may we be inspired
by Thy spirit to promote those principles
which make for national unity, world
peace, and justice for all.

In the Master's name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment, a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 1029, Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to issue a proclamation
designating the month of May of 1872 as
“National Arthritis Month.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills and a joint resolution of
the House of the following titles:

H.R. 11350. An act to increase the limit on
dues for U.S. membership in the Interna-
tional Criminal Police Organization;

H.R. 11417. An act to amend the Rall Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970 to provide finan-
cial assistance to the National Rallroad Pas-
senger Corporation for the purpose of pur-
chasing railroad equipment, and for other
purposes; and

H.J. Res. 748, Joint resolution amending
title 38 of the United States Code to au-
thorize the Administrator of Veterans' Aflairs
to provide certain assistance in the estab-
lishment of new State medical schools; the
improvement of existing medical schools
affiliated with the Veterans’ Administration;
and to develop cooperative arrangements be-
tween institutions of higher education, hos-
pitals, and other: public or nonprofit health
service institutions, and the Veterans' Ad-
ministration to develop and conduct educa-
tional and training programs for health care
personnel.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
bill (H.R. 13361) entitled “An act to
amend section 316(c) of the Agricultural
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Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,”
disagreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. TALMADGE, Mr.
Jorpan of North Carolina, Mr. CHILES,
Mr., MiLLEr, and Mr. Curtis to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

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

8. 6562. An act to amend the Truth in Lend-
ing Act to protect consumers against inac-
curate and unfair billing practices, and for
other purposes;

5. 2208. An act to improve the laws relat-
ing to the regulation of insurance in the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes;

S.J. Res. 182, Joint resolution authorizing
the President to invite the States of the
Union and forelgn nations to participate in
Farmfest—U.S.A. and the World Ploughing
Contest in September 1972; and

8.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to issue a procla-
mation designating October 6, 1972, as “Na-
tional Coaches Day.”

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation as a Member
of the House of Representatives:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
April 28, 1972,
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. Speaker: This is to inform you
that I have today advised the Governor of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts by let-
ter, copy attached, of my resignation from
the House of Representatives, 92d Congress,
effective as of the close of business May
1, 1972.

With high esteem, I am,

Respectfully yours,
F. BRADFORD MORSE,

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is the day for the
call of the Consent Calendar. The Clerk
will call the first bill on the Consent
Calendar.

ESTABLISHING A COMMISSION ON
REVISION OF JUDICIAL CIRCUITS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7378)
to establish a Commission on Revision
of the Judicial Circuits of the United
States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?_

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, at the last call of the
Consent Calendar I asked several ques-
tions, which do show in the REecorp, con-
cerning the need for an additional com-
mission, and asking for explanation as
to why this should not be a regular func-
tion of the Department of Justice, and
wondering if it should not be debated and
appear somewhere other than on the
Unanimous-Consent Calendar.

At that time, due to unforeseen prob-
lems, there were not on the floor those
able to supply answers. I would be glad to
yield at this time for discussion, although
I am still of the firm opinion that this
type of bill should be considered under
some of the other techniques, preferably
under a rule and open for amendment. I
will be glad to yield to my colleague, the
dean of the House, the gentleman from
New York,

Mr. CELLER. Thank you very much.
The redrawing of the lines for the cir-
cuit courts is a matter of real importance,
you will admit, and it would appear that
all concerned approved this bill. This in-
cludes the Chief Justice of the United
States, the chief judges of the 11 cir-
cuit courts of appeals, the Department
of Justice, and the American Bar As-
sociation. It was passed unanimously by
the House Judiciary Committee. We
found no opposition whatsoever to the
provisions of the bill.

For that reason we felt it should be
placed upon the Consent Calendar. I am
very happy, however, to expatiate a bit
longer on it if that is desired.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
my distinguished colleague’s recitation
of the events leading up to this, and I
must say with all kindness that in spite
of the liturgy of unanimity and the con-
sent of all before whom it has appeared
up to this time, it does not include my-
self, of whom unanimous consent is be-
ing asked. The main reason it does not,
is because it does establish another 12-
man commission to make recommenda-
tions only, and this would be, of course,
a considerable cost to the Government,
and they would have all the per diem, the
travel, the prerogatives, and so forth.

I just thoroughly feel that this should
be debated, or at the very minimum
brought up under suspension of the
rules, rather than by unanimous-con-
sent request. I am sure the gentleman
in his plethora of leglislative experi-
ence through the years, would under-
stand that request on the part of any
one Member.

Mr. CELLER. I understand the re-
quest, but I hope I might eliminate the
gentleman’s objections with some more
explanations concerning the bill, if the
gentleman will permit me to do so.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I would al-
ways be receptive to the distinguished
dean of the House.

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

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

There was no objection.

LAND TRANSFER TO THE STATE OF
TENNESSEE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 9676) to

authorize the conveyance of certain

lands of the United States to the State

of Tennessee for the use of the Univer-
sity of Tennessee.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, this bill has been on the
Consent Calendar previously and was
put over without prejudice—and I un-
derline “without prejudice”—because it
involves a change in the rules by legisla-
tive action of the executive branch, Gen-
eral Services Administration, and wheth-
er or not the cause is worthy would de-
pend on the individual point of view.

It is now listed under suspension of the
rules and, therefore, on this Consant Cal-
endar call I ask that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

LAND RELEASE IN ARKANSAS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5404)
to direct the Secretary of Agriculture to
release on behalf of the United States a
condition in a deed conveying certain
lands to the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission, and for other purposes.

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

HR. 5404

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding the provisions of subsection (c)
of section 32 of the Bankhead-Jones Farm
Tenant Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1011(c)),
the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and directed to release on behalf of the
United States with respect to lands desig-
nated pursuant to section 2 hereof the con-
dition in a deed dated October 2, 1969, con-
veying lands in the State of Arkansas to the
Arkansas State Game and Fish Commission,
which requires that the lands so conveyed be
used for public purposes and provides for a
reversion of such lands to the United States
if at any time they cease to be so used.

Sec. 2. The Secretary shall release the con-
dition referred to in the first section of this
Act only with respect to lands covered by
and described in an agreement or agreements
entered into between the Secretary and the
Arkansas State Game and Fish Commission
in which such State agency, in consideration
of the release of such conditions as to such
lands, agrees:

(a) that if lands with respect to which
the condition is released are exchanged, they
shall be exchanged for lands or other prop-
erty of approximately comparable value and
that the lands so acquired by exchange shall
be used for public purposes; and

(b) that proceeds from a sale, lease, ex-
change, or other disposition of lands with
respect to which the condition is released
shall be held in a separate fund open to in-
spection by the Secretary of Agriculture and
shall be used by the Commission for the ac-
quisition of lands to be held or used for pub-
lic purposes.

Sec. 3. Upon application all the undivided
mineral interests of the United States in any
parcel or tract of land released pursuant to
this Act from the condition as to such lands
shall be conveyed to the Arkansas State
Game and Fish Commission for the use and
benefit of the Commission by the Secretary
of the Interior. In areas where the Secretary
of the Interior determines that there ls no
active mineral development or leasing, and
that the lands have no mineral value, the
mineral Interests covered by a single applica-
tion shall be sold for a consideration of $1.
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In other areas, the mineral interests shall be With the following committee amend-

sold at the fair market value thereof as de-
termined by the Secretary of the Interior
after taking into consideration such apprais-
als as he deems necessary or appropriate.

Sec. 4. Each application made under the
provisions of section 3 of this Act shall be ac-
companied by a nonrefundable deposit to be
applied to the administrative costs as fixed
by the Secretary of the Interior. If the con-
veyance 1s made, the applicant shall pay to
the Secretary of the Interior the full admin-
istrative costs, less the deposit. If a convey-
ance is not made pursuant to an application
filed under this Act, the deposit shall con-
stitute full satisfaction of such administra-
tive costs notwithstanding that the adminis-
trative costs exceed the deposit.

Sec. 5. The term “administrative costs” as
used in this Act includes, in addition to other
items, all costs which the Secretary of the
Interior determines are included in a deter-
mination of (1) the mineral character of the
land in question, and (2) the fair market
value of the mineral interest.

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.

NATIONAL FOREST VOLUNTEERS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1379) to
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to
establish a volunteers in the national
forests program, and for other purposes.

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

S. 1379

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Sec-
retary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to
as the “Secretary”) is authorized to recruit,
train, and accept without regard to the civil
service classification laws, rules, or regula-
tlons the services of individuals without
compensation as volunteers for or in aid of
interpretive functions, visitor services, con-
servation measures and development, or other
activities in and related to areas admin-
istered by the Secretary through the Forest
Service. In carrying out this section, the Sec~
retary shall consider referrals of prospective
volunteers made by ACTION.

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide for incidental expenses, such as trans-
portation, uniforms, lodging, and subsist-
ence.

Sec. 3 (a) Except as otherwise provided in
this section, a volunteer shall not be deemed
a Federal employee and shall not be subject
to the provisions of law relating to Federal
employment, including those relating to
hours of work, rates of compensation, leave,
unemployment compensation, and Federal
employee benefits.

(b) For the purpose of the tort claim pro-
visions of title 28 of the United States Code,
a volunteer under this Act shall be consid-
ered a Federal employee.

(e) For the purposes of subchapter I of
chapter 81 of title 5 of the United States
Code, relating to compensation to Federal
employees for work injuries, volunteers un-
der this Act shall be deemed civil employees
of the United States within the meaning of
the term “employee” as defined In section
8101 of title 5, United States Code, and the
provisions of that subchapter shall apply.

Sec. 4. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act, but not
more than #$200,000 shall be appropriated
in any one year.

8ec. 5. This Act may be cited as the “Vol-
unteers in the Natlonal Forests Act of 1971".

ments.

Page 2, line 12, strike out the word “pro-
vision” and insert in lieu thereof the word
“provisions”;

Page 3, line 1, strike out the figure “$200,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof the figure
“$100,000"; and

Page 3, line 4 strike out the words “of
1971" and insert in lieu thereof the words
‘of 1972".

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

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

AUTHORIZING COURT OF CLAIMS
TO IMPLEMENT ITS JUDGMENTS
FOR COMPENSATION

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 12392)
to amend title 28, United States Code,
section 1491, to authorize the Court of
Claims to implement its judgments for
compensation.

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

HR. 12302

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the first
paragraph of section 1491 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding thereto
the following:

Sec. 2. This Act shall be applicable to all
judicial proceedings pending on or instituted
after the date of its enactment.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike all of lines 5 through 10, inclusive,
and insert: “: '‘To provide an entire remedy
and to complete the rellef afforded by the
judgment, the court may, as an incident of
and collateral to any such judgment, issue
orders directing restoration to office or posi-
tion, placement in appropriate duty or re-
tirement status, and correction of applicable
records, and such orders may be issued to
any appropriate official of the United States.
In any case within its jurisdiction, the court
shall have the power to remand appropriate
matters to any administrative or executive
body or official with such direction as it may
deem proper and just.’”

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

Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. Speaker, the bill
H.R. 12392, amended as recommended by
the committee, would add language to
the existing provisions of section 1491
of title 28, United States Code, so that
the Court of Claims would be authorized
to complete the relief afforded by a
monetary judgment under its existing
jurisdiction which would be an incident
of and collateral to that judgment. The
court would be authorized to order
restoration to office or position, place-
ment in appropriate duty or retirement
status, and correction of applicable
records. As to any case within its juris-
diction, the amended bill would au-
thorize the court to remand appropriate
matters to administrative or executive
bodies or officials with such directions as
the court deems proper or just.

The committee has been advised by the
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Administrative Office of the TUnited
States that, in substance, the bill H.R.
12392 has the approval of the Judicial
Conference of the United States. The
Department of Justice has advised the
committee that with the language now
embodied in the committee amendment
the bill would be acceptable to that De-
partment.

The basic jurisdiction of the Court of
Claims, sometimes referred to as its
jurisdiction under the “Tucker Act,” is
found in the first paragraph of section
1491 of title 88, United States Code.

H.R. 12392, as amended by the com-
mittee, would simply add the following
two sentences to that paragraph:

To provide an entire remedy and to com-
plete the relief afforded by the judgment,
the court may, as an incident of and col-
lateral to any such judgment issue orders
directing restoration to office or position,
placement in appropriate duty or retire-
ment status, and correction of applicable
records, and such orders may be issued
to any appropriate official of the TUnited
States. In any case within its jurisdiction,
the court shall have the power to remand
appropriate matters to any administrative
or executive body or official with such direc-
tion as it may deem proper and just.

As has been noted, the primary pur-
pose of this legislation is to enable the
Court of Claims to provide for restora-
tion to or placement in appropriate duty
or retirement status as an “incident
of and collateral to” the money judg-
ments it now renders in civilian and mili-
tary pay cases. The witness appearing
in behalf of the Department of Justice
at a hearing on this bill on March 1, 1972,

stated as a practical matter this type of
collateral relief generally follows the
entry of a money judgment since the
agency involved can provide such relief

by administrative action. However,
should such action be refused, the suc-
cessful plaintiff in the Court of Claims
must institute a second proceeding in
a U.8. District Court for restoration.

I might observe, Mr. Speaker, that this
bill is not intended to alter the scope of
review by the Court of Claims in military
pay cases. Thus the amended bill does
not extend the classes of cases over which
the Court of Claims has jurisdiction, and
it is not intended to confer jurisdiction
over any type of case not now included
within its jurisdiction. When the Court
of Claims does have jurisdiction over any
case before it, this bill will enable the
court to grant all necessary relief in cne
action. Accordingly, the provision of the
bill which authorizes the Court of Claims
to issue orders, as an incident of and
collateral to its monetary judgment, di-
recting placement in appropriate duty
status, is not intended to have any effect
on the finality provision of 10 U.S.C. 876.

The majority of suits based on con-
tracts entered into with the United States
are filed in the Court of Claims is now
inadequate, Where a board of contract
appeals has made findings of fact under
the Disputes Clause of a Government
contract, review by the Court of Claims
is limited by the Wunderlich Act, 41
U.S.C. 321, 322 (United States v. Utah
Const. & Mining Co. 384 U.S. 394
(1966) ). After the Court of Claims de-
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cides the case, proceedings in the court
must be stayed while the board makes
additional findings of fact or determines
the amount of damages. The district
courts have concurrent jurisdiction with
the Court of Claims as to such matters
(28 U.S.C. 1346(a)) up to $10,000 and
in contract cases the district courts can
exercise the power of remand in appro-
priate cases, but it has been held that the
Court of Claims has no such remand
power, United States v. Carlo Bianchi &
Co., 373 U.8. 709 (1963) ; Anthony Grace
& Sons v. United States, 170 Ct. Cl. 757,
345 F. 2d 808 (1965). The enactment of
this bill would provide the Court of
Claims with the power to remand such
cases and would provide an additional
tool for the handling of these cases.

The aim of modern practice to avoid
repetitive law suits and to make it pos-
sible to dispose of all the claims and to
adjudicate all of the rights of the parties
in a single proceeding, H.R. 12392, with
the revised language proposed by the
committee, would implement that objec-
tive. The committee has concluded that
its enactment would improve the admin-
istration of justice in the Court of Claims
by simplifying the procedure and reduc-
ing the costs incurred in litigation and in
the pursuit of administrative remedies.
It is recommended that the amended bill
be considered favorably.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

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

ENCOURAGING VEGETAELE
GARDENING

The Clerk called the Senate concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 75) to
urge each American family to plant a
vegetable garden.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate concurrent resolution as
follows:

S. Con. Res. 76

Whereas inflation, nutrition, physical fit-
ness, and recreation are national concerns;

Whereas a family can save on food costs,
fight inflation, improve nutrition, get health-
ful exercise, and have fun together by plant-
ing a vegetable garden;

Whereas many citizens of the Nation have
already realized the many advantages of
planting a vegetable garden;

Whereas the pleasure, profit, and fulfill-
ment of growilng your own vegetables has
been recognized by publications with world-
wide circulation;

Whereas patriotic citizens planted victory
gardens during World War II at the urging
of the President of the United States for the
purpose of conserving national resources and
combating inflation;

Whereas our Nation is currently engaged
in battle against the ravages of inflation and
malnutrition, and vegetable gardens are a
potent weapon against both;

Whereas the American way of fighting a
problem is not boycotts and is not mere
passing of laws, but is self-help and unity
in pulling and working together; and

Whereas the planting of vegetable gar-
dens will provide more food for the family's
budget and will increase the vegetable sup-
ply and bring food prices down for apart-
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ment dwellers without space for gardens:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring) , That each American
family is urged, where practicable, to plant
a vegetable garden for the purpose of fight-
ing inflation, saving money, getting exercise,
and having the fun and pleasure of family
vegetable growing.

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

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, this concur-
rent resolution was introduced in the
other body by my distinguished and able
friend, Senator JAMEs ALLEN of Alabama,
It is my great honor to sponsor this
resolution in the House. We are all deep-
ly grateful to the great chairman of
the House Agriculture Committee, the
Honorable W. R. “Bos” Poacg, and to
the members of the committee for so
promptly reporting out of committee this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution urges ev-
ery American family to plant a vegetable
garden for the purpose of fighting infla-
tion, saving money, getting exercise, and
having the fun and pleasure of family
vegetable growing. Just as “victory gar-
dens,” planted during World War II,
helped to fight inflation and conserve
national resources, vegetable and flower
gardens today are desirous for the same
reasons and for proper nutrition. It is not
too late to plant a garden for peace, for
therapy, peace of mind and it will give
us a greater appreciation of nature and
our environment.

Mr. Speaker, again, I commend my
great colleagues, Senator ALLEN and
Chairman Poace, for sponsoring and
supporting this outstanding resolution
and it is my pleasure to join them.

The Senate concurrent resolution was
concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING LOAN OF CORNELIA
FASSET PAINTING, “THE ELEC-
TORAL COMMISSION OF 18717, TO
THE NATIONAL PORTRAIT GAL-
LERY OF THE SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

The Clerk called the Senate concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 59) to au-
thorize the loan of the Cornelia Fasset
painting, “The Electoral Commission of
1877,” to the National Portrait Gallery
of the Smithsonian Institution.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate concurrent resolution as
follows:

S. Con. REs. 59

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the Arch-
itect of the Capitol shall, on behalf of the
Congress, lend the Cornelia Fasset paint-
ing, “The Electoral Commission of 1877",
located in the Capitol, to the Smithsonian
Institution fcr the National Portralt Gallery
exhibit of political memorabilia relating to
elections from 1796 to 1958. Such loan shall
be made so that the portrait shall be avail-
able for display by the Naticenal Portrait
Galley not later than May 2, 1972, and un-
der procedures that will assure its proper
preservation, display, and return to the
Capitol as soon as practicable after Septem-
ber 5, 19%2.
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The Senate concurrent resolution was
concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 2770, FEDERAL WATER POLLU-
TION CONTROL ACT

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (8. 2770) to
amend the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, with a House amendment
thereto, insist on the House amendment
and agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
BraTtNIK, JoneEs of Alabama, WRIGHT,
JounsoN of California, RoE, HARSHA,
GRrovER, DoN H. CrauseN, and MILLER
of Ohio.

STRONG UPWARD TREND IN INDEX
OF LEADING ECONOMIC INDICA-
TORS

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr,
Speaker, the Department of Commerce
has reported that the index of leading
economic indicators rose strongly in
Mareh, continuing the sharp upward
trend of the last 9 months. Movements
in the index generally anticipate similar
shifts in the economy. The rise of 0.9 per-
cent last month to 136.1 percent of the
19687 average is, therefore, most en-
couraging.

Overall, the index rose 2.9 percent in
the first 3 months of this year, following
a 2.8-percent rise in the last 3 months
of 1971. Over the last 6 months the total
rise of 5.7 percent comes out to almost 1
percent a month. That is, of course, a
very strong performance and provides,
according to Harrold C. Passer, Assistant
Secretary of Commerce for Economic Af-
fairs, “a clear signal that econonic ex-
pansion will continue.”

Of the eight indicators available for
March, five improved. New factory orders
for durable goods, new orders for plant
and equipment, the ratio of price-to-unit
labor costs among manufacturers, indus-
trial materials prices, and stock prices all
improved. Two other indicators, the av-
erage workweek and building permits,
declined. Initial claims for unemploy-
ment insurance, which are treated in-
versely in the overall index, increased.

Mr. Speaker, the continued strong up-
ward trend in the index of leading indi-
cators provides the basis for continuing
confidence in the economic expansion
which has been aided by the President’s
new economic policy.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED RE-
PORTS
Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that the Committee on
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Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file certain privileged reports.

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

There was no objection.

CARE FOR NARCOTIC ADDICTS

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (S. 2713) to amend title 18
of the United States Code to authorize
the Attorney General to provide care for
narcotic addicts who are placed on pro-
bation, released on parole, or man-
datorily released.

The Clerk read as follows:

8. 2713

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That section
3651 of title 18 of the United States Code is
amended by inserting the following para-
graph before the last one:

“The court may require a person who is
an addict within the meaning of section
4251(a) of this title, or a drug dependent
person within the meaning of section 2(q)
of the Public Health Service Act, as amended
(42 U.8.C. 201), as a condition of probation,
to participate in the community supervision
programs authorized by section 4255 of this
title for all or part of the period of proba-
tion: Provided, That the Attorney General
certifies a suitable program is available. If
the Attorney General determines that the
person’s participation in the program should
be terminated, because the person can derive
no further significant benefits from partici-
pation or because his participation adversely
affects the rehabilitation of other partici-
pants, he shall so notify the court, which
shall thereupon, by order, make such other
provision with respect to the person on pro-
bation as it deems appropriate.”

Sec. 2. Section (a) of section 4203 of such
title is amended by inserting the following
paragraph between the third and fourth:

“The Board may require a parolee, or a pris-
oner released pursuant to section 4164 of this
title, who is an addict within the meaning of
section 4251(a) of this title, or a drug de-
pendent person within the meaning of sec-
tion 2(q) of the Public Health Service Act,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 201), as a condition of
parole or release to participate in the com-
munity supervislon programs authorized by
section 4255 of this title for all or part of the
period of parole: Provided, That the Attor-
ney General determines that the person’s par-
ticipation in the program should be termi-
nated, because the person can derive no fur-
ther significant benefits from participation
or because his participation adversely affects
the rehabilitation of other participants, he
shall so notify the Board of Parole, which
shall thereupon make such other provision
with respect to the person as it deems
appropriate.”

SEc. 3. Subsection 343(b) of part I of title
III of the Public Health Service Act is
repealed.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no chjection.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, the purpose of 8. 2713 is to
amend title 18 of the United States Code
to provide authorization for the treat-
ment and rehabilitation of narcotic ad-
dicts who are placed on probation, re-
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leased on parcle, or mandatorily re-
leased. Under title II of the Narcotic Ad-
dict Rehabilitation Act of 1966, narcotic
addicts who are sentenced under that
title are eligible for treatment within
prison and are then released for after-
care in their communities when they be-
come eligible for probation, parole, or
mandatory release. However, approxi-
mately 30 percent of the 11,000 people
committed to Federal prisons each year
have drug-related problems or have
been convicted of drug-related crimes,
and only 1 or 2 percent of these esti-
mated 3,500 drug-dependent persons
are currently being treated under
title IT of NARA. S. 2713 provides author-
ity for the treatment and rehabilitation,
in community-based facilities during
probation, parole, or mandatory release
of those drug-dependent persons who
cannot receive treatment under the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act.

The U.S. Bureau of Prisons has already
established narcotic rehabilitation pro-
grams for non-NARA addicts in the Fed-
eral institutions located in Lewisburg,
Pa.: Terre Haute, Ind.; Petersburg, Va.;
El Reno, Okla.; Lompoc, Calif.; and Fort
Worth, Tex. Under the general authority
to provide for the “treatment, care, re-
habilitation, and reformation” of Federal
offenders—18 U.S.C. 4001. At present
there are approximately 200 Federal
prison inmates involved in the institu-
tional phase of the program. S. 2713 has
been requested by the administration to
provide the Attorney General with clear
authority to move those prisoners who are
now involved in the program into after-
care treatment in their local communities
under the terms of their probation,
parole, or mandatory release.

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

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I am
glad to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I will say to
the gentleman that I appreciate his open-
ing statements in support of S. 2713.
Frankly, it hits me as quite a surprise
that such additional legislation and
funding should be necessary. I full well
understand that this applies under the
new proposal to those who have been
convicted of felonies and are paroled or
released mandatorily, or on completion
of term: and maybe it even gives some
authority—although I doubt it gives
much enforcement authority—for con-
tinued treatment under parole while in
their own communities, as the gentleman
has stated. The question naturally
evolves—Why in the name of Heaven
have not these people been “wrung out”
as we say in the profession, and shifted
to the U.S. Federal Department of Jus-
tice prison for defective delinquents and
treated either “cold turkey,” or by slow
withdrawal, or the substitution process,
or some other technique while they are
serving their regular sentences with prej-
udicial decision?

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to say fur-
ther in framing my question that we all
know that in the past the health facili-
ties of the prisons have been supplied by
the commissioned officers corps of the
U.S. Public Health Service, and ofttimes
in situations where the facility is pri-
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marily directing treatment or rehabili-
tation, the medical director also wears
the hat of “warden,” or director of the
prison facility.

We know here in the Congress that the
Public Health Service, for reasons that
are quite unexplainable, have been shut-
ting down narcotic treatment facilities at
Lexington and at Fort Worth, one of
which the gentleman mentioned.

It is just completely unconscionable
and nonunderstandable to me as to why
we are having the facilities closed down
on the one hand and then being asked to
vote for additional legislation for patch-
work, crazy-quilt type of attempt to re-
habilitate narcotic addicts on the other.

We all know that some of them will
never be rehabilitated anyway.

We all know of the success on the
other hand of the adaptation of psy-
chiatric judgment and social rehabilita-
tion, removing a prime cause of why they
took up the “crutch” of narcotics in the
first place. But, be that as it may, I cer-
tainly do not understand why they are
not wrung out and treated, in order to
get maximum benefit of treatment today,
while they are serving under the Depart-
ment of Justice prison system in these
cases of judicially determined sentences.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, I
thank the gentleman for his very valu-
able observations.

I would agree with the gentleman that
it is shocking that we are not doing a
better job.

However, as I pointed out in my state-
ment only 1 or 2 percent of these esti-
mated 3,500 drug addicts are being
treated under the NARA program. How-
ever, this bill will permit treatment while
they are making their progression from
prison life to life as an American citizen
in their own communities.

Mr. HALL. Well, I will say to the gen-
tleman, if he will yield further, that I
understand that, as I said in the pre-
amble to my remarks. But, he still has
not answered the question of why it is
that there is not treatment or cure, or at
least that they receive the maximum
benefit of treatment while in a prison
hospital in anyone of our prisons while
they are undergoing their sentences.

The real fact of the matter is, that by
inference at least the necessity for a bill
such as this implies that they are con-
tinuing their habit while serving their
sentences and, this, of course, is some-
times true because of the lack of proper
security on the part of the prison. I know
that this has happened.

I will say to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that in my hometown where the
hospital for the Department of Justice
prison for all defective delinquents is lo-
cated, that they found the smuggling of
amphetamines and /or “speed” and a few
other things brought right into the prison
by some of the workers. However, this
has been stopped.

But, there is still no active program,
perhaps with the exception of this hos-
pital whereby they can be “wrung out”
and cured before they are discharged and,
thus, this bill would not be necessary as
a follow ur:
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Mr. EDWARDS of California. Of
course, the distinguished gentleman' from
Missouri is an eminent doctor and is far
more conversant in this subject matter
than I am. However, the testimony which
we received during the course of the
hearings on this subject indicated that
there is a drying out process that most
prisons indulge in and some are effective
and some are not. If he is a heroin ad-
dict and is a prisoner, and is inearcer-
ated in a relatively drug-free atmosphere,
then the problem of his addiction is not
as acute.

It becomes terribly acute once he has
been released, and is back in the drug
culture where old habits, old associates
are present. So that is when the narcotic
addict who has been relatively clean, or
100 percent clean during his prison in-
carceration, is most likely, almost in-
evitably, to fall and once again pick up
his old habits.

Mr. HALL, That brings up a very inter-
esting question of definition of “‘cure,”
under those circumstances, and indeed it
is a paradox that we would have to have
after-parole authority like this.

But, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
man for his explanation.

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

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. What is the cost of this
bill?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. The cost
is set forth in a letter from Norman A.
Carlson, Director of the Bureau of Pris-
ons, U.S. Department of Justice, and this
can be found on page 6 of the report,
where it is estimated that the cost in
fiscal year 1973 is $600,000 for the treat-
ment of 300 probationers, and will in-
crease at the rate of several hundred
thousand dollars per year until the year
1977, when the annual cost is estimated
to be $4.2 million, at a cost per patient of
$2,400 for 1,100 addicts under treatment.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yvield further, why do you project this
over a 5-year period? What for?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I be-
lieve that that is in accordance with the
House rules.

Mr. GROSS. In accordance with the
House rules?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. You could have made it
for 1 year, could you not, or 2 years?

Mr. EDWARDS of California, I be-
lieve that the House rules call for a 5-
year estimate, so that the Members may
better judge whether or not they will sup-
port the bill.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
McCULLOCH) .

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr, Speaker, I urge
the House today to pass S. 2713, legisla-
tion which I believe will fill an important
gap in the Federal share of the nation-
wide effort to rehabilitate drug addicts
and other drug abusers.

S. 2713 is the amended Senate coun-
terpart of H.R. 11352, which I introduced
last year at the request of the Depart-
ment of Justice. The essential purpose
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of the bill is to make it possible for Fed-
eral probationers, parolees, and manda-
torily released offenders who are narcotic
addicts or other drug dependent persons
to participate in the community-based
aftercare treatment programs which the
Attorney General was authorized by title
IT of the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation
Act of 1966 to establish for the benefit
of addicts conditionally released from
confinement under the provisions of the
act.

Because of the numerous restrictions
on eligibility for treatment in NARA pro-
grams, there are, according to the U.S.
Bureau of Prisons, literally thousands
of regular inmates of Federal penal in-
stitutions who have drug abuse problems
of varying degrees of severity, including
many ‘“‘hard” narcotic addicts.

Approximately 200 of these inmates
are undergoing treatment, by such
means as group therapy and individual
counseling, within the prisons, reforma-
tories or hospitals in which they are con-
fined. Some of them who are otherwise
eligible and suitable for parole or man-
datory release have made sufficient prog-
ress with respect to their drug problems
to merit conditional release under super-
vision, but there is presently no statu-
tory authority for the continuation of
their treatment on an outpatient basis as
an incident of their Federal parole
supervision.

Likewise, Federal judges sometimes en-
counter offenders who appear to be
proper candidates for probation but who
suffer from an addiction or other drug
dependence problem which could and
should be treated on an outpatient basis
in the community if a suitable treatment
program were available.

Both the courts and the parole board,
of course, already possess inherent pow-
ers to impose reasonable conditions of
probation, parole, or mandatory release,
as the case may be. In some cases it may
be reasonable to require the offender to
participate in a suitable program of nsy-
chiatric therapy, counseling, or guidance
which he can afford or which may some-
how be available to him at no personal
expense. Thus, while sections 1 and 2
of the bill speak in terms of the power
of the courts and of the parole board to
require identified drug abusers to under-
go treatment, the true purpose and ef-
fect of these provisions are to provide
a means for such persons to receive the
treatment they need by authorizing their
acceptance into the aftercare treatment
programs already established under title
II of NARA.

The Committee on the Judiciary fa-
vorably reported S. 2713 without amend-
ment, by unanimous vote. As sent to us
by the Senate, the bill differs from that
which I introduced in two respects: First,
it opens up the title II NARA aftercare
programs to offenders who are drug de-
pendent as well as those who are drug
addicted; and two, it repeals the incon-
sistent and outmoded provisions of sec-
tion 343(b) of the Public Health Service
Act. The Department of Justice sup-
ported both amendments before they
were adopted by the Senate and, accord-
ingly, suppo:ts the bill before us today.
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I, too, view these two features of the
present bill as improvements which make
it more, not less, worthwhile.

Mr. Speaker, the enactment of this
legislation will enable our Federal judges
and parole board to exercise their dis-
cretionary authority to impose reasona-
ble conditions of probation, parole, and
mandatory release more effectively and
productively than ever before, where
drug addicted or dependent offenders are
concerned. I strongly entreat the House
to pass this bill.

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

Mr. Speaker, in supporting the enact-
ment of S. 2713, I join with my good
friend and colleague from California who
chairs the subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary which reported this
bill to the House, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Epwarps), and with the
very distinguished ranking minority
member of the committee, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. McCuLLocH), who him-
self introduced very similar legislation
last October.

The purpose of this bill is simple: to
make it possible for Federal probation-
ers, parolees and mandatorily released
offenders to receive help for their drug
addiction or other drug abuse problems
at federally sponsored treatment centers
in their home communities.

While courts and parole officials al-
ready have the discretionary authority
to require conditionally released offend-
ers to make reasonable efforts toward
their own rehabilitation, all too often
there is, as a practical matter, no suitable
drug treatment program open to the drug
addicted or dependent offender in which
he can be required to participate with-
out thwarting the very purposes of su-
pervised release in the community.

This bill authorizes the acceptance of
these conditionally released Federal of-
fenders into the aftercare treatment pro-
grams established originally for the
community supervision of narcotic ad-
dicts committed for treatment under the
provisions of title II of the Narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966.

Without altering the eligibility re-
quirements of NARA itself, S. 2713 would
enable Federal judges and the parole
board to require offenders who are de-
pendent on “soft” drugs such as amphet-
amines and barbiturates, as well as
those who are “hard” drug addicts, to
undergo treatment if the Attorney Gen-
eral certifies to such authority that a
suitable program is available. An offend-
er's participation in a treatment pro-
gram could be terminated if it is found
not to be beneficial to him, or if his
participation becomes detrimental to the
best interests of other patients.

Section 3 of S. 2713 repeals the pro-
visions of the Public Health Service Act
enacted many years ago which operate,
in effect, to render narcotic addicts and
other drugz dependent prisoners inel-
igible either for parole or for release by
commutation of sentence unless they are
found to be totally cured. Knowledge
gained through the tragic experience of
a vastly increased addict population
throughout the country in recent years
makes it clear that such a flat prohibi-
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tion against the parole of addicts is
likely to retard, rather than foster, their
eventual rehabilitation.

It is now considered doubtful that a
heroin addict, for example, can ever be
certified as no longer being addicted,
despite remission of his overt symptoms
for long periods of time, just as is true
for chronic alcoholism. Thus, to say that
an addict cannot be paroled until he
is no longer an addict may literally be
to require the impossible.

On the other hand, the repeal of sec-
tion 343(b) of the Public Health Service
Act will not compel the parole board to
grant parole to anyone. The purpose and
effect of section 3 of S. 2713 is to enable
the parole board to consider the case of
each addict or drug dependent prisoner
on its individual merits, taking into ac-
count the current state of his drug abuse
problem, the availability of adequate
treatment facilities outside the penal
system, and all other factors normally
considered in deciding whether to grant
or deny parole.

Likewise, if section 343(b) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act is repealed, in-
mates who are addiects or other drug de-
pendent persons may be mandatorily re-
leased because of accumulated “good
time” under the provisions of chapter 309
of title 18, United States Code, on the
same basis as other prisoners. The exist-
ence of a treatable drug abuse problem
should no more automatically disquali-
fy an inmate from mandatory release, or
parole, than should alcoholism, tuber-
culosis or heart trouble—any one of
which may conceivably have been
brought on by conduct which was more
or less “voluntary” on the part of the
inmate.

In short, section 3 of the bill has no
purpose or effect other than to remove
an inflexible and outmoded barrier to the
parole or release by commutation of
sentence of an addicted or drug depend-
ent prisoner simply because of his drug
abuse problem. Whatever entitlement to
parole or commutation of sentence may
occur will be an individual matter with
each addict-inmate and his case will be
reviewed by the proper officials ac-
cordingly.

Finally, it should be noted that this
bill will make it possible for a Federal
judge or the board of parole to require
a probationer or parolee who first be-
comes duly identified as a drug abuser
after he is conditionally released to par-
ticipate in a NARA treatment program,
just as such requirement can be imposed
on one so identified at the time he is
placed on probation or parole.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is
straightforward, progressive and ef-
fective in rounding out the Federal Gov-
ernment attack on the epidemic of drug
abuse. I most earnestly urge the House
to pass S. 2713.

Mr. Speaker, we have before us today
a relatively modest piece of legislation,
but a necessary one, nevertheless. It has
the support of the Attorney General. It
has the support of the Bureau of Prisons.
It received no objection in our commit-
tee, and it should be enacted by the
House today.

Mr. Speaker, in partial response to
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some of the comments made by our dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Haivn), certainly no im-
plication should be made that a prisoner
who is released after having been con-
fined in a Federal institution has received
narcotics in that institution, and there-
fore is in need for the services provided in
this bill. In reality, the problem of the
drug addict is not merely physical addic-
tion. The psychological addiction is most
difficult to treat. That goes on in prison
in a drug-free environment. This bill will
permit it to go on after the probationary
or mandatorily released person is out in
the community.

Mr. Speaker, I heartily endorse the
legislation, and urge its passage.

Mr. GROSS. Does this new program
supplant any others presently in opera-
tion? There are halfway houses and re-
habilitation centers all over the country
of one kind or another?

Mr. WIGGINS. No, this legislation does
not replace any other program. It merely
gives flexible authority in those programs
now in existence. At the present time
some of these programs authorized under
the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act
cannot treat drug dependent persons be-
cause they are not addicts as defined
presently in the narcotic addict rehabili~
tation act, nor may they treat certain
classes of offenders such as those who
have been guilty of violent crimes and
those who have been involved in traf-
ficking in drugs.

This legislation would give to existing
agencies the flexibility to treat that class
of individuals.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask my friend, the
gentleman from California a question
that I asked the other gentleman from
California (Mr. EDWARDS) .

Why a 5-year program?

Mr. WIGGINS. This is permanent leg-
islation, I will say to the gentleman.

There is a 5-year projection of the cost
solely for the benefit of Members so that
they may get a view of the anticipated
costs of the program.

Mr. GROSS. That is the Members of
the House?

Mr. WIGGINS. Yes, sir.

Mr. GROSS. Members of Congress—is
that who you are talking of when you
say “Members’?

Mr. WIGGINS. That is right—yes,
sir.

Mr. GROSS. How do you know what
the situation will be 5 years from now,
from two viewpoints—the first being the
necessity for a continuation of this pro-
gram after a year or two, and second,
the ability of the taxpayers to pay the
bills to take care of the ne'er-do-wells
from now on and in perpetuity.

Mr. WIGGINS. The precise answer to
that, I will say to my friend, the gentle-
man from Iowa, is that we do not know
the answers. If this legislation is not
needed or too expensive next year, then
a bill would be in order to remove it from
the statute books.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia is well acquainted with the fact
that it is almost impossible to dispense
with something of this kind once it is
put on the statute books. Will the gentle-
man agree that very few of them are ever
abandoned or abolished ?
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Mr. WIGGINS. I do agree with my
friend, the gentleman from Iowa, but
that should not deter us from doing that
which is now necessary.

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

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman re-
spond to this question for me? As one
who participated in the hearings which
were held on this legislation and which
is recommended here today, I would
summarize this bill (S. 2713) as one
which expands and clarifies existing
legislation. It would offer to those who
are offenders and who are incarcerated
in Federal penitentiaries the opportu-
nities for drug treatment and reha-
bilitation which presently are offered to
those who are released from custody; is
that correct?

Mr. WIGGINS. Yes, in general that
is so.

The purpose of this legislation is to
grant additional authority to treat those
offenders who are presently excluded by
reason of certain definitions in existing
legislation.

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I want also to recall that
this legislation was recommended to the
committee by the Department of Justice.
It is a constructive change and is needed.
It can contribute toward reducing the
incidence of drug addiction, particularly
as it affects those who are in custody and
incarcerated in our Federal peniten-
tiaries.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

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

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Did the committee make any effort at
all to pull together any facts and fig-
ures with respect to other areas of gov-
ernment where money is being expended
for the care and rehabilitation of drug
addicts?

Mr. WIGGINS. I will answer the gen-
tleman in this way. Legislation dealing
with the trestment of a drug dependent
person is covered by several committees
of the Congress. The jurisdiction of the
Committee on the Judiciary primarily
focuses upon title XVIII and the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act.

In that connection we recognize that
the act is in need of general review. The
Judiciary Committee, and the subcom-
mittee upon which I serve, is undertaking
such a review. We have had it under
study heretofore and we are continuing
hearings starting next week.

However, this bill is a small change
and one that is presently needed. It
would not prejudice any further review
of the total problem. I would answer
further by saying that the Committee on
the Judiciary within its jurisdiction is
undertaking an overall review of the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act.
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Mr. GROSS. I assume that this study
and review, once it is completed, will be
made available to all Members of Con-
gress. When does the gentlemen antici-
pate that it will be completed?

Mr. WIGGINS. I do not know for a
certainty when it will be completed. We
held hearings last year on this subject
which were inconclusive. We have held
hearings this year. Hearings are sched-
uled again for next week. It is my belief,
and I am sure I speak for the chairman
of the subcommittee, that the subcom-
mittee believes the need for revising the
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act to be
a matter of great importance, and we will
proceed as expeditiously as possible.

Mr. GROSS. As with the subject of
welfare and poverty in this related area,
we are confronted with bills here all the
time. Committees come before the House
asking for approval of bills with no in-
formation whatever upon the prolifera-
tion, and the consequent complaints of
the proliferation all through the Federal
Government, and here again it appears
that we are confronted with a similar
situation. I do not know how many hun-
dreds of millions of dollars are already
being spent on drug addiction and the
care and rehabilitation of addicts. I
would hope that in the future the House
would have the benefit of some kind of
review which would bring the figures
together, bring the information together,
the cost of these things before advocates
come to the House floor asking for addi-
tional expenditures; $10 million may not
sound like very much, and it is treated,
I am sorry to say, with altogether too
little regard by too many Members of the
Congress; $10 million is still a lot of
money when you have to go out and
legitimately put it together.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WIGGINS. I am sympathetic with
the position just expressed by the gentle-
man from Iowa. This is not a new pro-
gram at all. It is merely a refinement of
an existing program, providing a flexible
authority that does not now exist. I am
sure if the Judiciary Committee were to
recommend to the House a brandnew
program involving a wholly new ap-
proach for the treatment of addicts, we
would supplement that recommendation
with all the appropriate figures.

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

Mr. WIGGINS. I am pleased to yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of S. 2713, to
provide care for narcotic addicts who are
placed on probation, released on parole,
or mandatorily released after conviction
under Federal laws.

When Congress enacted the Narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966, pro-
viding for treatment of narcotic addicts
convicted under Federal laws, we did not
include offenders convicted of crimes of
violence, offenders convicted of import-
ing or selling narcotics unless doing so
enabled them to support their own drug
habits, offenders who had other felony
charges against them, or offenders who
had been convicted of felonies on more
than two prior occasions. We thus ren-
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dered ineligible for treatment the large
majority of addicts who are sentenced
under Federal laws and who, as the most
hardened, dangerous and involved in
drug trafiiicking, would be of most benefit
to society if they could be permanently
turned from their addiction to good
physical and mental health.

Our committee colleagues advise us
that 30 percent of all Federal prisoners
have drug-related problems or have been
convicted of drug-related crimes. How-
ever, only 1 or 2 percent have been under
the special sentencing provisions of the
1966 Act. They say that the U.S. Bureau
of Prisons has established narcotic re-
habilitation programs in several of its in-
stitutions, in which addicts become a part
of a separate community in the prison
where they receive therapy designed to
help them overcome their problems
which led to their addiction. Unfortu-
nately, the institutional program, under
controlled conditions, cannot fully pre-
pare them for the pressures they will
face when released on parole. This legis-
lation will make possible aftercare coun-
seling, both individually and in groups,
to direct them away from the lifestyles
which led them to drugs and crime.

Also included would be offenders who
have not been a part of an institutional
program, such as probationers and pa-
rolees who may be casual experimenters
with drugs and who may be in danger of
becoming addicts.

Mr. Speaker, we all know that addicts
are sick men and women who need medi-
cal treatment and guidance, regardless of
whether their sickness has led them to
serious crime. Every addict we turn onto
our city streets untreated poses an im-
mediate threat to himself and to every
other law-abiding citizen as well. We
must leave no stone unturned in our ef-
fort to make them well before we release
them and keep them well as they reenter
society. I believe this legislation will prove
a giant step in that direction and I urge
its enactment.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. In fur-
ther reply to the question asked by the
gentleman from Iowa of the gentleman
from California (Mr. Wiccins) and to
which the gentleman from California has
already addressed himself most com-
pletely, the General Accounting Office, at
the request of the subcommittee, is audit-
ing five major cities of the United States
in relation to this program: San Fran-
cisco, Los Angeles, Chicago, New York,
and Washington, D.C.

The first report has been completed
and will be available for distribution to-
day or tomorrow, and that includes the
cost-per-addict in Washington, D.C. It is
really a very complete report. At the
hearings to which the gentleman from
California (Mr. Wiceins) has referred,
beginning next week the committee will
examine in great detail the Federal ef-
forts and the District of Columbia efforts
to meet this giant problem in Washing-
ton, D.C. We think the hearings will be
very informative and will give us some
idea where we stand on drugs in the
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country, because there really is not very
much information. There is an awful lot
of rhetoric.

The gentleman from Iowa speaks about
the great cost of drugs in the United
States and rehabilitation costs. The State
of New York spends a lot more money
than the total Federal effort.

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

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. I should like to commend
the gentleman from California and the
members of the committee for reporting
this legislation. I know in my city the
number of drug-related crimes continues
to increase. If we would compare the cost
of a program to treat one addict with the
cost resulting from one addict stealing to
$200 to $300 a day to satisfy his addiction,
I suspect that we would observe the costs
of the program are greatly lower than the
other cost.

The difference is that this is a con-
structive program seeking to arrest or
cure the addiction and thus preventing
crime. I hope this bill will be adopted and
that the program, both gentlemen from
California referred to, will be imple-
mented in full once these studies have
been completed. I know of no more acute
problem before this Nation today than
the addiction among our young people.

Mr., WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I think no one
argues the fact that narcoticism or ad-
diction to drugs is a tarnish on the
escutcheon of the United States. Few
thinking people would argue about the
difference between the cost of rehabili-
tation or the cost of incarceration for
life in order to contain the habit.

The point still stands, Mr. Speaker,
that we are adopting a patchwork solu-
tion to this problem. For example, 2
weeks from today, H.R. 9503 will be be-
fore this body from the Committee on
Armed Services, and it relates to shoring
up and implementing the need for addi-
tional drug care and, indeed, just as in
this case, a follow-on after the discharge
from the service, for continuing care.

The gentleman considered, and, in-
deed, the report has referred to the fact
that this simply aids and improves ex-
isting regulations to carry out one ad-
ditional treatment facility or continued
enforceable treatment.

Personally, I shall vote for if, not only
because the drug treatment center that
remains is in my hometown, but also be-
cause it is the only method we have, in
view of the aforementioned paradoxes.

But, Mr. Speaker, I find the words of
the two gentlemen from California about
these reports that are coming in, to be
paramount and most worthwhile. I am
encouraged by their statements. I hope
they will be made available in the REcorp
for all Members to see.

The fact of the matter is that in the
continuing investigation, the Subcom-
mittee on the Judiciary which has
brought this legislation and has brought
in these excellent reports should care-
fully examine the ambivalent position of
the Department of Justice hospital facil-
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ities in prison—and I use “ambivalent”
because it is managed by the U.S. Public
Health Service. The nefarious and insidi-
ous fact of the matter is that there is
some design to eliminate the U.S. Public
Health Service going on right now before
the eyes of Congress, and I might say in
contradiction to the desires of the Con-
gress.

It is incongruous and paradoxical that
we have to use this patchwork approach
to a serious national problem which af-
fects not only the militia from which all
military derive, but also affects the mili-
tary.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I concur
in the remarks of my friend, the gentle-
man from Missouri. A portion of the bill
before us is evidence of the patchwork
nature of the existing drug legislation.
It is necessary to repeal subsection 343
of title III of the Public Health Service
Act in order to give effect to the pro-
grams authorized in the Narcotic Addict
Rehabilitation Act found in title 18.

The studies under consideration at the
present time hopefully will be a step
toward bringing all these programs to-
gether in a more comprehensive Fed-
eral effort.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, we are
making progress in the effort to curb
crime and drug abuse, but we must do
more. The bill before us today is a step
in the right direction, as it is designed
to provide additional supervision and
care for drug addicts after they are re-
leased from prison. A large portion of
the inereasing crime that has plagued all
sections of the Nation is directly linked
to drug addiction. Addicts are driven to
steal in order to “feed the habit."”

The tragic loss of life and the sicken-
ingly high rate of robbery and bur-
glary is in part a result of addicts being
driven to support the habit by any
means. Often we find that an addict re-
turns to a life of crime shortly upon be-
ing released from prison for a previous
offense. This bill is intended to reduce
this constant repetition of the crime
cyele, because it makes possible addi-
tional supervision and care for addicts
who have served time for various crimes
in Federal prisons.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress recently has
taken a number of actions to deal with
this national crisis of drug abuse and
crime. In our veterans programs we have
taken action to assure that soldiers who
become addicted will receive treatment.
We are pleased that our House Veterans
Affairs’ Committee and the House passed
last year the Veterans' Drug Treatment
and Rehabilitation Act. This bill would
authorize a treatment and rehabilitation
program in the Veterans’ Administration
for any serviceman, veteran, or ex-
serviceman suffering from drug abuse or
drug dependency, regardless of his dis-
charge.

Our bill made it clear that a less than
honorable discharge that was due to
drug problems would not prevent an
ex-serviceman from receiving drug treat-
ment from the VA. Our committee simply
felt that under the strain and stress of
active military service, to acquire drug
addiction must be recognized as one of
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the hazards of service. The Congress
also recently took action to enact leg-
islation establishing the Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention.

This Special Action Office will co-
ordinate and supervise Federal drug
abuse efforts. This Federal office will
assist the efforts of State law enforce-
ment officials who are really on the front-
lines of the daily battle against this
cruel and insidious disease of drug de-
pendency.

I enthusiastically support the bill be-
fore us today to extend the care and
supervision of addicts after the release
from prison. This is another indication
that the Congress will take the necessary
action to curb the national disgrace of
crime and drug abuse.

We will continue our efforts to control
this problem by stepping up the attack
against the pushers and the profiteers
who would ensnare our young people,
even elementary school students, in a
life of crime, disease, and deprivation.

Mr. HALPERN, Mr. Speaker, I wish to
express my full support for S. 2713—a
bill designed to provide care for narcotic
addicts and drug-dependent persons who
are placed on probation, released on
parole, or mandatorily released.

In 1966 this body enacted the Narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Aect in reaction
to the spread of the drug problem dur-
ing the 1960’s. This legislation brands
narcotic addiction as a disease which
must be treated, rather than a matter for
punitive correctional action. One of the
key aspects of this law is the substitution,
in some cases, of civil commitment for
the usual incarceration, for purposes of
rehabilitating an addicted criminal. This
step marked a new era in the Federal
Government’s approach toward the nar-
cotics problem.

While approximately 11,000 people per
year are sentenced to terms in Federal
prisons, over 30 percent of this number
suffer from drug addiction or are con-
victed of drug-related crimes. It is la-
mentable, however, that the Narcotic Ad-
dict Rehabilitation Act—NARA—men-
tioned above, excludes five categories of
offenders from rehabilitation programs:

First. An individual charged with a
crime of violence;

Second. An individual charged with
unlawfully importing, selling, or con-
spiring to import or sell, a narcotic
drug;

Third. An individual against whom
there is pending a prior charge of a felony
which has not been finally determined or
who is on probation or whose sentence
following conviction on such a charge,
including any time on parole or manda-
tory release, has not been fully served:
Provided that an individual on proba-
tion, parole, or mandatory release shall
be included if the authority authorized
to require his return to custody consents
to his commitment;

Fourth, An individual who has been
convicted of a felony on two or more
occasions;

Fifth. An individual who has been
civilly committed under this act, under
the District of Columbia Code, or any
State proceeding because of narcotic ad-
diction on three or more occasions.
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It is a tragic oversight that only 1 or
2 percent of addicted or drug-dependent
offenders have qualified under the spe-
cial sentencing provision of NARA. There
is great need for legislation to assure
that drug rehabilitation programs will
be accessible to all Federal offenders
who are in need of such treatment.

The bill before us today authorizes an
expansion of drug treatment and reha-
bilitation to those otherwise ineligible
Federal offenders who are under com-
munity supervision or mandatory re-
lease. The community treatment phase
authorized by S. 2713 complements the
drug abuse programs already undertaken
by the U.S. Bureau of Prisons for non-
NARA addicts in the institutions located
in Lewisburg, Pa.; Terre Haute, Ind.;
Petersburg, Va.; El Reno, Okla.; Lompoc,
Calif.; and Fort Worth, Tex. under
general authority to provide for the
treatment, care, rehabilitation, and ref-
ormation of Federal offenders.

However, an institutional program
cannot fully prepare these individuals
for the return to their communities. Af-
tercare and counseling in the community
is essential to assist these non-NARA
Federal offenders in establishing a drug-
free and crime-free life style. S. 2713
authorizes such aftercare as a necessary
adjunct to the supervision already pro-
vided by U.S. parole officers.

8. 2713 authorizes, as well, commu-
nity-based drug treatment for offenders
who have not taken part in an institu-
tional drug program. Individuals on Fed-
eral probation or those released outright
from a Federal prison would be eligible
for treatment. U.S. probation officers
would be provided an alternative to rev-
ocation of probation and incarceration
of an addict or drug-dependent person.

Mr. Speaker S, 2713 is similar in
intent to a measure which I introduced
earlier this session—H.R. 14190, a hill
which would amend the eligibility re-
quirements of NARA. I am, therefore, in
full support of all the provisions of S.
2713, and urge my colleagues to approve
this critical legislation.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
fror California (Mr. Epwarps) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the bill
S, 2713.

The question was taken.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr, Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
crder that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was faken; and there
were—yeas 325, nays 0, not voting 108, as
follows:

[Roll No. 130]
YEAS—325

Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker

Baring
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bennett
Bergland
Biaggl
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, Ala.

Bolling
Bow
Brasco
Bray
Erinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Chio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Carey, N.XY.
Carlson
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Colmer
Conable
Cante
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Curlin
Danlel, Va,
Danielson
Davlis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davls, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
du Pont
Dwyer
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fisher
Flood
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Guhbser
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Keating
Keith
Kemp
King
Koch
EKuykendall
Kyl
Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MeClure
MeCollister
McCormack
MecCulloch
McDade )
MecDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEevitt
McKinney
MecMillan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher
Murphy, 111,
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix

Pettis

NAYS—0
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Peyser

Pike

Poff

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111
Price, Tex.
Fueinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Ralilsback
Rarick

Rees

Reid

Reuss
Riegle
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruth

Ryan
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver

Smith, Calif.
Smith, ITowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
winn
Wolff
‘Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla,
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—108

Anderson,
Tenn.

Bell
Betts

Bevill
Biester
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Patman
Pepper
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Pryor, Ark,
Randall
Rangel
Rhodes
Roberts
Ruppe
8t Germain
Sandman
Barbanes
Scheuer
Schmitz
Seiberling
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stokes
Stubblefield

Fulton
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Gray
Gude
Hagan
Hanna
Harsha
Hastings
Hungate
Hunt
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Eazen
Kee
Klueczynskl
Landgrebe
Long, La.
McKay
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mallliard
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Minshall
Mollohan
Willlam D.  Moss
Fountain Nichols

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Dulski with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Rhodes.

Mr, Charles H. Wilson with Mr, Bell.

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Gude.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Yatron with Mr. Biester.

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Roberts with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Mikva with Mr. Whalen.

Mr, Miller of California with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Sand-
man,

Mr. Corman with Mr. Wampler,

Mr. Carney with Mr. Harsha.

Mr. Chappell with Mr, Ruppe.

Mr. Brademas with Mr. Schmitz,

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Betts.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Cleveland.

Mr. Moss with Mr, Dennis,

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Minshall.

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Pirnle.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Landgrebe.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Scheuer.

Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Kee.

Mr, Stokes with Mr. Gray.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Eshleman.

Mr. Young of Texas with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with
Mr. Brown of Michigan.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Madden.

Mr. Blanton with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Jonas.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Veysey.

Mr. Rangel with Mr, Galifianakis,

Mr. Fountain with Mr. Dickinson.

Mr, Mollohan with Mr. Collins of Texas.

Mr. Mathis of Georgia with Mr. Edwards
of Alabama.

Mr. Hungate with Mr. Udall.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Byrne of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Bevill with Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Long of
Louisiana.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Patman.

Mr. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Podell.

Mr. Dellums with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Randall with Mr. Sarbanes.

Mr. St Germain with Mr, Hagan.

Mr. Flowers with Mr. Gallagher.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Pry-
or of Arkansas.

Mr. Jarman with Mr. Kazen.

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Gibbons.

Mr. Culver with Mr. Metcalfe.

Bingham
Blanton
Brademas
Brown, Mich.
Byrne, Pa.
Caffery
Camp
Carney
Carter
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, 111,
Collins, Tex.
Corman
Culver
Danlels, N.J.
de la Garza
Dellums
Dennis
Dickinson
Diggs
Dowdy
Dulskl
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La,
Eshleman
Fish
Flowers
Ford,

Van Deerlin
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Whalen
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H,
Yatron
Young, Tex.
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Mr. McEsay with Mr. Seiberling.
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Pepper.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
12652), to extend the Commission on
Civil Rights for 5 years, to expand the
jurisdiction of the Commission to include
discrimination because of sex, to author-
ize appropriations for the Commission,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
102(}) of the Civil Rights Act of 1957 (42
U.S.C. 1975a(}); 71 Stat. 635), as amended, is
further amended by striking therefrom the
first and second sentences and substituting
therefor the following: “A witness attending
any session of the Commission shall be paid
the same fees and mileage that are paid wit-
nesses in the courts of the United States.”

SEc. 2. Section 103(a) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975b(a); 71 Stat. 635),
as amended, is further amended by striking
therefrom “the sum of $100 per day for each
day spent in the work of the Commission,”
and substituting therefor “a sum equivalent
to the compensation paid at level IV of the
Federal Executive Salary Schedule, pursuant
to section 5315 of title 5, United States Code,
prorated on a daily basis for each day spent
in the work of the Commission,”.

Sgc. 3. Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of
section 104 of the Clvil Rights Act of 1957
(42 U.S.C. 1975¢c(a); 71 Stat. 635), as
amended, is further amended by inserting
immediately after “religion,” the following:
“sex,” and paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) of
subsection (a) of such section 104 are each
amended by inserting immediately after “re-
ligion" the following: ', sex”.

Sec. 4. Section 104(b) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975¢(b); 71 Stat. 635),
as amended, is further amended by striking
therefrom “January 31, 1973” and substitut-
ing therefor “the last day of fiscal year 1978".

SEec. 5. Section 105 of the Civil Rights Act
of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 19756d; 71 Stat. 636), as
amended, is further amended as follows:

In section 105(a) by striking out in the last
sentence thereof “as authorized by section 15
of the Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810; 6
U.S.C. 55a), but at rates for individuals not
in excess of $100 per diem,” and substituting
therefor "‘as authorized by section 3109 of
title 5, United States Code, but at rates for
individuals not in excess of the daily equiva-
lent paid for positions at the maximum rate
for GS-15 of the General Schedule under sec=
tion 5332 of title 5, United States Code".

Sec. 6. Section 106 of the Civil Rights Act
of 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1975e; T1 Stat. 636), as
amended, is further amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sgc. 106, For the purposes of carrying out
this Act, there Is authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, the sum of 6,500,000, and for each
fiscal year thereafter through June 30, 1978,
the sum of $8,600,000.”

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALL, May I inquire if the gen-
tleman from Ohio is in opposition to the
bill?

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman from
Ohio in opposition to the bill?

Mr. McCULLOCH. I am not in opposi-
tion to the bill.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second,

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman from
Missouri opposed to the bill?

Mr. HALL. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman quali-
fies. Without objection, a second will be
considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the first major civil
rights legislation enacted following the
post-Civil War period was the Civil
Rights Act of 1957, legislation to provide
means of further securing and protect-
ing the civil rights of persons within the
jurisdiction of the United States.

A key part of that act created a bi-
partisan Commission on Civil Rights
mandated, in part, to “study and collect
information concerning legal develop-
ments constituting a denial of equal
protection of the laws under the Consti-
tution” and to “appraise the laws and
policies of the Federal Government with
respect to equal protection of the laws
under the Constitution.” The Commis=
sion was given 2 years to complete its
work.

The quality of the Commission’s work
as an independent fact-finding agency
quickly installed it as one of the most
respected agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment, with strong support from both
sides of the aisle. In recognition of the
need for such an agency and the caliber
of its work, Congress extended the life
of the Commission in 1959, again in 1961,
again in 1963, again in 1964, and again
in 1968—a total of five times.

The investigations, studies, and reports
of the Commission have served as the
predicates for all of the major civil rights
legislation enacted in the last 15 years.

Unlike other agencies in the civil rights
field, the Commission on Civil Rights has
no enforcement responsibilities and no
enforcement powers. Its strength lies in
the fact that it has no ax to grind, no
vested interests to pursue or protect.
It can be and has been completely de-
tached, impartial, and analytical. It can
and does point up our progress as well
as our shortcomings. It is a mirror for
our self-evaluation.

Wisely complementing its own work
with some 700 people serving on advisory
committees in each of the 50 States and
the District of Columbia, the Commission
has practical “eyes and ears’” from coast
to coast assisting in the gathering of the
information essential to the fulfillment
of its mandate.

Among the more important undertak-
ings of the Commission in recent years is
the monitoring of the programs enacted
by the Congress. The information it
gathers is useful not only to the Con-
gress and its committees, but to the
executive branch as well. Its recommen-
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dations for correcting deficiencies and
strengthening civil rights enforcement
efforts have been well received and most
effective.

It is important to remember that the
mandate of the Commission goes beyond
color discrimination. As a result, the
Commission has done, and is doing, much
work with respect to Mexican-Americans,
the American Indian, Puerto Ricans, and
others. Civil rights problems of Asian-
Americans, religious groups, those with
Spanish surnames, and persons in the
administration of justice pipeline—irom
arrest through imprisonment—are with-
in the Commission’s program goals for
the next 5 years.

In his state of the Union message of
January 20, 1972, President Nixon recom-
mended the extension of the life of the
Civil Rights Commission and the expan-
sion of its jurisdiction to include discrim-
ination on account of sex.

Thereafter, on January 25, 1972, the
able and distinguished Chairman of the
Commission, Father Theodore M. Hes-
burgh, submitted to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives draft legisla-
tion to carry out the President’s recom-
mendations.

My esteemed distinguished colleague
from Ohio (Mr. McCuLrocH), always in
the vanguard of ecivil rights advance,
joined me in the bipartisan sponsorship
of H.R. 12652 on the following day and
the bill was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

On February 24, 1972, Subcommittee
No. 5 held a hearing on the legislation.
The measure was vigorously supported in
oral testimony by one of the Civil Rights
Commissioners, by the Assistant Attor-
ney General who heads the Civil Rights
Division of the Department of Justice,
and by the president of the National Fed-
eration of Business and Professional
Women's Clubs. Enthusiastic written
support was received from the Executive
Office of the President, the Secretaries
of HEW and Labor, the Chairman of the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, the American Civil Liberties
Union, the League of Women Voters, the
Women's Equity Action League, and
Members of Congress. These communica-
tions may be found in the printed text of
the hearings.

The principal purpose of the bill is, of
course, to extend the life of the Civil
Rights Commission. Under the bill, its
final report will be due the President and
the Congress by June 30, 1978, rather
than January 31, 1973.

A second major purpose of the bill is
to extend the jurisdiction of the Com-
mission to sex discrimination. The Pres-
ident’s Task Force on Women’s Rights
and Responsibilities, in its report entitled
“A Matter of Simple Justice,” said in
April of 1970:

Perhaps the greatest deterrent to securing
improvement in the legal status of women is
the lack of public knowledge of the facts and
the lack of a central information bank.

I am as opposed to sex discrimination
as I am to discrimination based on color,
religion, or national origin, and I am
convinced that the Civil Rights Commis-
sion can make a great contribution to-
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ward the appraisal of the extent of sex
diserimination, and toward its elimina-
tion. This expansion of the Commission's
jurisdiction is consistent with all I have
urged on this floor in the past—let us
find the facts and pinpoint our remedies.

The bill effectuates three less signif-
icant changes in the basic charter of the
Civil Rights Commission:

First. Section 1 would provide that the
fees and mileage which may be paid wit-
nesses subpenaed to appear before the
Commission shall be the same as those
paid witnesses in the Federal courts. At
present, Commission witnesses receive
$6 per day, 10 cents per mile, and $10 per
day subsistence when they attend so far
from their residences as to prohibit their
return home from day to day. Hereafter,
witnesses before the Commission will re-
ceive $20, 10 cents, and $16, respectively.

Second. Section 2 would increase the
compensation of the Commissioners from
a flat $100 per day to the daily equivalent
of the compensation of a level IV in the
Federal Executive Salary Schedule. At
present, this is $146.15, Committee in-
vestigation and correspondence from the
Office of Management and Budget indi-
cate that this conforms with current
levels of compensation and with current
practice.

Third. Section 5 would increase the
maximum compensation which may be
paid consultants to the Commission from
a flat $100 per day to the daily equiva-
lent of the compensation paid for posi-
tions at the maximum rate for a GS-15
of the General Schedule. At present, this
is $127.92. Here, too, committee investi-
gation and correspondence from the

Office of Management and Budget indi-
cate that this comports with current

levels of compensation and current
practice.

Section 6 of H.R. 12652 would author-
ize a maximum appropriation of $6,500,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and $8,500,000 for each succeeding
fiscal year through June 30, 1978. As
originally introduced it contained an
open-ended authorization for appropri-
ations for each year. In reporting the bill,
the Committee on the Judiciary has sub-
stituted reasonable, specific dollar ceil-
ings based on information submitted to
it by the Commission conecerning its pro-
gram plans for the next 5 years.

At present the Civil Rights Commis-
sion is operating under an authorization
of $4 million for fiscal 1973. Despite this,
and in anticipation of the enactment of
legislation to extend the life of the Com-
mission, the President, in his budget mes-
sage this past January, requested $4,821,-
000 for the Commission for fiscal 1973.
This request does not reflect any allow-
ance for the expanded jurisdiction. It is
estimated that sex discrimination juris-
diction will require approximately $1
million in fiscal 1973, and an additional
$1% million in each succeeding fiscal
year, for the handling of complaints,
revision of Commission publications,
evaluation of Federal programs and pol-
icies, proposed studies, and serving as a
clearinghouse for all pertinent informa-
tion. Also, the Commission is planning
a8 proposed Asian-American program,
which is sorely needed, at an approxi-
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mate cost of $250,000. Approximately
$250,000 would permit the Commission to
study major civil rights issues of im-
mediate national concern, that is, emer-
gency situations as they arise.

In succeeding years, it is contemplated
that the sex discrimination program
would be further developed and expand-
ed, along with the other ongoing and new
projects of the Commission. It is also con-
templated that the regional offices will
be more adequately staffed to permit
them fully to serve and work with the
State advisory committees, the “grass
roots"” operations, to reach their fullest
potential in ferreting out and reporting
on activities in their respective juris-
dictions.

This legislation is part of the legislative
program of the President. It was report-
ed by subcommittee and full committee
without a dissenting vote. It is sorely
needed. I urge overwhelming House
approval.

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

Mr. CELLER. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the bill before us, dealing with
the Commission on Civil Rights, H.R.
12652. The purpose of the bill has been
fully and clearly set forth by the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary,
the gentleman from New York, Con-
gressman CELLER.

It is especially fitting that this mat-
ter come before the House on this day,
May 1, which has been proclaimed as
Law Day. Fifteen years ago, by a joint
resoluticn of the Congress and proc-
lamation of the President, the first day
of May of each year was set aside as “A
Special Day of Celebration by the Ameri-
can People in Appreciation of their Lib-
erties.” It was envisioned by the Con-
gress and the President as a day of con-
templation and rededication to the ideals
of equality and justice under law.

In that same year, 1957, the Commis-
sion on Civil Rights was created. While
not intentionally designed nor intended
to complement Law Day, it seems to have
in actuality done so. The Commission has
served this country well. Its investiza-
tions, studies, and reports have served
as the predicates for much of the civil
rights legislation enacted in the last 15
vears, as well as for executive action
taken during this period. Truly the Com-
mission has heretofore fostered the
ideals of equality and justice under law.
The amendment extending the jurisdic-
tion of the Commission to sex discrim-
ination will enable it to more fully sup-
port those ideals.

In considering this bill, T truly be-
lieve that we should be persuaded by
these matters of concern and not the
dollars involved. For we should all agree
that if these dollars are needed to sup-
port the efforts of the Commission and
achieve the ideals as enunciated in our
Constitution they are dollars well spent.

Mr. Speaker, there may be some who
have reservations concerning this meas-
ure—but I for one have not and strongly
urge my colleagues to vote for passage.
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Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 12652, a bill extending the
life of the Civil Rights Commission. In
the 15 years since its inception, the Com-
mission has shown an unfaltering com-
mitment to equality for all Americans.
Granted no enforcement powers, it has
shown a unique ability to carry out the
purposes for which it was created to col-
lect and study information, investigate
complaints, submit reports, appraise
Federal laws and policies, and serve as
a- national clearinghouse for informa-
tion regarding denial of equal protection
of the laws. The Commission’s compre-
hensive reports and substantive recom-
mendations have served as the basis for
a great deal of legislative and executive
action in the area of civil rights in the
past 15 years.

The legislation before us today would
not only extend the life of the Commis-
sion, but also expand its jurisdiction, to
include discrimination because of sex.
At present, the Commission is empowered
to conduct inquiries into cases of dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color,
religion or national origin only. It has
exercised its present jurisdiction with
thoroughness and dedication. Surely this
same diligent effort will be made in con-
nection with any additional responsibil-
ities it assumes in the area of sex dis-
crimination.

Yet, there is another reason for giving
the Commission this new area of respon-
sibility. The power to look into cases of
sex discrimination is currently distrib-
uted among several agencies of the Fed-
eral Government. For example, the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission is
responsible for administering title VII
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which pro-
hibits discrimination on the basis of
race, religion, color, sex or national
origin. And indeed, according to William
H. Brown, Chairman of the EEOC, of the
approximately 81,000 charges of employ-
ment discrimination which this agency
has received since 1965, about 25 percent
have been charges based on sex dis-
crimination. The Department of Labor
is also charged with responsibility in this
area, in accordance with its duties under
the Equal Pay Act and the activities of
the Women's Bureau in relation to wom-
en’s rights.

‘What is needed is a central coordinat-
ing agency to conduct an in-depth
analysis of the many aspects of sex dis-
crimination, to evaluate the effectiveness
of existing Federal programs as well as
to propose alternate ways of combatting
this type of discrimination. The Civil
Rights Commission has proven itself to
be an exceptionally competent fact-find-
ing body and has demonstrated a ca-
pacity for utilizing the data which it
compiles, for developing concrete plans
of action. It is uniquely suited for this
additional function.

The magnitude of the problem of sex
discrimination has been finally brought
center stage; it should be attacked
simultaneously on many fronts. The first
step was taken by the Congress with the
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passage of the equal rights amendment
of which I was a cosponsor and which, I
am pleased to report, has thus far been
ratified by 16 States. Giving the Civil
Rights Commission the power to inquire
into sex discrimination is another step.

I urge passage of this legislation. The
Civil Rights Commission is crucial to the
continuing struggle to insure full equal-
ity for all Americans.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, I am glad to
yield 5 minutes at this time to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Ohio (Mr.
McCULLOCH.)

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I have
served in this body for nearly a quarter
of a century. During that time it has been
my privilege to participate in some his-
toric developments in our quest to pro-
vide equal opportunity for all Americans.
We have legislated to open public ac-
commodations, employment, and housing
to all regardless of race or color. And we
have written into the law strict safe-
guards protecting the right to vote.

These have been momentous steps on
the road to equal opportunity. But we are
not at journey’s end. We have yet to see
whether these laws shall stand as un-
noticed monuments to past victories or
shall survive as living, working tools of
social progress.

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
has played no small role in this story.
Since the time of my arrival in Wash-
ington in 1947, there has been a national
discussion about the need for a commis-
sion on civil rights. For in that year the
newly established White House Commit-
tee on Civil Rights recommended that
Congress establish such a commission.

That happened 10 years later—in 1957.
At that time the most pressing problem
was discrimination in voting against
blacks, which the Commission immedi-
ately investigated. Since then, the Com-
mission investigations have focused on
other minority groups and other prob-
lems. The hearings and reports of the
Commission have provided the legisla-
tive foundation for the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, the Voting Rights Act of 1965,
the Fair Housing Act of 1968, and the
Equal Employment Opportunity Act of
1972.

As these measures were placed on the
statute books, the Commission increased
its efforts to monitor enforcement of
these laws by the Federal Government in
accordance with the congressionally im-
posed duty to “appraise the laws and
policies of the Federal Government with
respect to equal protection of the laws
under the Constitution.” Today, this is
one of the Commission’s most sensitive
and necessary undertakings.

In 1957 the Commission was created as
a temporary agency. However, the Com-
mission’s work has been so indispensible
that the Congress, each time the Com-
mission’s life was scheduled to expire,
has extended its life. This again is such
a time.

H.R. 12652, which I have cosponsored,
would extend the Commission’s life until
the close of fiscal year 1978. It would also
expand the jurisdiction of the Commis-
sion to cover discrimination on account
of sex. It would increase the appropria-
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tion authorization of the Commission
commensurate with its increased duties.

Throughout the quarter of a century
that I have served in this body, I have
fought many battles for the cause of hu-
man rights. Soon I will retire. I trust that
I will do so with the assurance that the
Civil Rights Commission will continue,
its lease on life renewed, to stir the con-
science of the Nation so that a divided
people, laying aside its prejudices, may
become one nation, indivisible, with lib-
erty and justice for all.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield at this
time 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in enthusiastic support of H.R.
12652 which would extend the life of the
U.S. Civil Rights Commission for 5 years
through June 30, 1978, and expand its
jurisdiction to include inquiries into sex
discrimination. The bill authorizes a
$6.5 million appropriation in fiscal year
1973, of which $4 million has already
been authorized, and an $8.5 million an-
nual authorization for fiscal years 1974
through 1978. I think it is important to
emphasize that this bill has the full
backing of the administration. In his
state of the Union message of January
20, 1972, President Nixon urged both a
5-year extension for the Commission and
the broadening of its jurisdiction to en-
compass sex-based diserimination. The
bill also has the endorsement of the
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights
which comprises some 128 national or-
ganizations including civil rights, labor,
religious, and civic organizations. In a
letter addressed to all Members of Con-
gress, Leadership Conference Legisla-
lative Chairman Clarence Mitchell
stated, and I quote:

During the 14 years of its existence, the
Commission has proved its value many times.
Its investigations into the discrimination
suffered by the nation’s minorities groups,
its many reports and statements have done
much to focus national attention on injus-
tices and to help Congress formulate pro-
grams for correcting those injustices.

I would especially want to second Mr.
Mitchell’s comment on the value of the
Commission to the Congress. Since its
inception in 1957, the Civil Rights Com-
mission has earned a first-class reputa-
tion for its thorough investigations and
its high-quality studies and reports. And
these investigations and reports have in
turn helped to lay the groundwork for
much of the eivil rights legislation
passed during this period. They have also
proved of invaluable assistance to four
successive administrations in shaping
the goals, policies, and programs in the
area of civil rights.

Mr. Speaker, permit me to address my-
self briefly to the major new feature of
this legislation—the extension of the
Commission’s jurisdiction to sex discrim-
ination. At the very moment the equal
rights amendment to the Constitution
approved by this Congress is working its
way through the State legislatures in
the ratification process. There has been
a heightened awareness in the Congress
and in the Nation in recent years of per-
vasive and persistent sex discrimination
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in all walks of life. Approximately 25 per-
cent of the 81,000 employment discrim-
ination complaints received by the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission
since 1965 have been charges based on
sex discrimination, and the number of
charges and cases are growing steadily.
In a letter to the House Judiciary Com-
mittee dated February 22, 1972, EEOC
Chairman William H. Brown III en-
dorsed this expansion of the Civil Rights
Commission’s jurisdiction with the fol-
lowing words:

Since the problem of sex discrimination
continues as one major aspect of the entire
concept of civil rights in this country, and
since the Civil Rights Commission is the
agency best gqualified to examine and pro-
vide guidance in this complex and subtle
area of clvil rights, it should be granted
Jurisdiction to examine problems of sex dis-
crimination along with its studies of other
forms of discrimination.

In a letter addressed to all Members
of this body, Osta Underwood, Na-
tional President of the Business and Pro-
fessional Women's Clubs of America, put
it this way, and I quote:

Discrimination on the basis of sex is a fact
of life for the American woman, but the
extent of this discrimination is not fully
known. We believe that, because of its posi-
tion of independence and impartiality, the
Commissicn can explore all areas of sex dis-
crimination and can contribute greatly to-
ward making equality under the law for men
and women a reality.

Mr. Speaker, I am in full agreement on
the rationale and need for delegating to
the Civil Rights Commission the addi-
tional responsibility of making inquiries
into sex-based discrimination. Such in-
formation will be of immeasurable ben-
efit to all three branches of government
as together we move to eradicate the last
vestiges of discrimination based on sex.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to join me in approving this
most important legislation to extend the
life and broaden the jurisdiction of the
U.S. Civil Rights Commission. On five
separate occasions the Congress has
given its vote of confidence to the Com-
mission by extending its life. I am con-
fident we will do so again today.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to our colleague from Illinois (Mr.
McCLorY), a member of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, in ex-
pressing my support for a 5-year exten-
sion of the Commission on Civil Rights
and for expanding the jurisdiction of the
Commission to include the subject of sex
discrimination, I would. like to add the
hope that the Commission will investi-
gate and report on areas of progress in
reducing discrimination and will, from
time-to-time, highlight examples for
others to emulate in working toward the
ultimate goal of eliminating all discrimi-
nation in human relationships.

A most flagrant practice of many who
seek to end discrimination is to lump all
human beings together on the basis of
race, color, sex, or other identifiable
characteristic—and to charge deficien-
cies or other human inadequacies on
such a broad general scale. In my opin-
ion, the Commission has yielded to this
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practice—particularly in its so-called
“clearing house” function. While the ex-
planation is given that such broadsides
are leveled for purposes of “discussion”
and do not necessarily reflect the views
of the Commission or its individual
members, still, the failure to balance
progress with inaction, and the good
with bad, must tend to exacerbate ten-
sions and frustrate many positive efforts
toward harmonizing human attitudes
notwithstanding differences in color,
race, and—now—sex.

There is an alarming tendency toward
separatism which can only gain headway
if groups particularly identified by some
distinet physical characteristic are en-
couraged to be set apart or remain sepa-
rate. How much better to level our attack
against discrimination by working con-
sistently for equality of opportunity in
housing, employment, education, and all
other human experiences.

The Civil Rights Commission has ex-
cellent opportunity to provide the broad
framework within which our American
society can become totally integrated
with greatly expanded opportunities for
women and for the various racial and
ethnic minorities to enjoy the full ben-
efits of citizenship through better educa-
tion, better housing, and better job
opportunities—including far broader
participation in executive and profes-
sional positions. With such a goal, the
role of the Civil Rights Commission could
be greatly enhanced—and dramatically
converted to become the main catalyst
for a truly egalitarian society in which
narrow attitudes born of discrimination
are reduced to an inconsequential mini-
mum.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 min-
ute to the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BUCHANAN) .

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this time.

I have not always agreed with the
legislative proposals of the great Com-
mittee on the Judiciary on this subject,
or with the action of the Civil Rights
Commission itself, and would strongly
associate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Illinois concerning the
need for a more positive approach of en-
couragement by the Commission rather
than one which is punitive and negative.

I rise in support of this legislation,
however, because, whatever deficiencies
the Commission may have, it is both an
indication and an instrument of this Na-
tion's continuing commitment to the
cause of equal rights.

This is a Nation that was founded on
the proposition that there are inalienable
rights of man which cannot lawfully be
taken away or abrogated by any level of
government. The guarantees of the Bill
of Rights and of the Constitution of the
United States as amended do and must
apply to every individual in this society
without exception.

Mr. Speaker, North, South, East, and
West we must make sure that every child
born in this country, regardless of race
or sex, is given his or her fair chance to
rise to that child’s full stature, and is en-
couraged to fulfill whatever gift God has
placed within him. Until we do so we

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

rob ourselves as well as our children. We
cannot know what child in this society
may discover the cure for cancer if he
or she is given a chance.

We do know with certainty, however,
that the Nation is filled with human re-
sources which constitute its greatest
wealth. America can only fulfill her own
great dream when every American can
find his place in the sun and is permitted
and encouraged to become the most and
the best it is in him to be.

Nor are such basics as equal and exact
Jjustice before the law or equal employ-
ment opportunity benefits to be bestowed
or withheld by government. Rather, they
are rights to be recognized, honored and
protected at any cost.

The protection of the constitutional
rights of the people is a Federal respon=
sibility and a national concern. Discrim-
ination and injustice are national, not
regional, problems.

The local government and the commu-
nity leadership of my own city of Bir-
mingham, Ala., recognize our obligation
to work together across ethnic and racial
lines toward a better life for all our peo-
ple. We are determined to help lead the
way toward a solution to the problems
which divide our country and its people.
The biracial efforts of my city toward
this end figured importantly in its being
named an All-America City by Look
magazine and the National League of
Municipalities in 1970. And in this cen-
tennial year, as we begin our second cen-
tury, many of us look forward to build-
ing in Birmingham, Ala., an alabaster
city undimmed by human tears. Some of
us believe there is virtually no limit to
what American citizens living in freedom
and striving toward justice can accom-
plish together.

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution is pre-
cious to the people I represent—and who-
ever loves or would uphold the Constitu-
tion must honor the constitutional rights
of the people. tOherwise, our whole sys-
tem of law becomes a whited sepulchre
filled with dead men’s bones and all the
fine words about “liberty and justice for
all” become “a tale told by an idiot, full
of sound and fury, signifying nothing.”

There must be a continuing national
commitment to the unalienable rights
of man, with which he was endowed by
his Creator. It is for this reason I rise
in support of this legislation.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, first let us set the record
straight. This is no longer a debate
on civil rights, nor even of adding the
question of sexual discrimination which
has been outlawed by the law of the
land, or thereunto under the prerog-
atives of this Commission.

The question and only issue is whether
or not, purely and simply, we shall con-
tinue for 5 years and 5 months the Civil
Rights Commission, or any other com-
mission to which has been farmed out
the duty of existing committees of the
legislature, and the duties of the Depart-
ment of Justice downtown, for some un-
known reason at greatly increased rates.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that the funec-
tions of the Civil Rights Commission
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have been extended five times for 2-year
periods, and they have not rendered sub-
stantive reports that have had an effect
on the Nation and by definition is a
failure. I think it is time that we took
this in hand. I can see no reason for
extending the life of the Commission for
5 years and 5 months while enhancing
and adding increased travel and witness
fees for those harbingers of doom, and
bleeding hearts, that travel across the
country at the taxpayers’ expense in
order to cause trouble and raise the
nitty-gritty and ofttimes inconsequential
views, and produce harassment and re-
petitive insults to the function of good
government.

This would not happen if the proper
people were taking care of and oversee-
ing the laws passed by the Congress. So
I say, why 5 years and 5 months? Why
level off at an increased plateau of up to
$8.5 million a year for a commission that
has not yet produced a report? It would
be much better if we would come in here
with a bill and with legislative fiat enact
it into the statutes saying, “Complete
your job in 6 months, and get the report
in, or get out, and you are dissolved
therewith.”

That is the way to end government by
commission instead of government by
law.

I am amazed that it takes a non-
lawyer from the Ozarks to make this
point.

I cannot imagine why we should pre-
sume that as long as the civil rights law
is working that we should expend more
in fiscal year 1973 than the $4 million
that we have already authorized, and
why we should *“‘guessticulate” or specu-
late that we are going to need $8.5 mil-
lion each subsequent year through 1978.
I know that one of the reasons is that the
Commissioners themselves have not and
do not do their work, and they are hir-
ing consultants to the Commission, just
as the Judiciary has had the Commission
appointed to do its work, and the De-
partment of Justice the same way. I can
see no reason why we should further sub-
sidize all department and interest groups
as we did in the Poverty Corps where all
of the funds go to the warriors, and none
go to the stricken. So, we have here a
failure by definition, a nonlegislative au-
thority, and hence again a government
by referral. I say the Commission has
lasted long enough already, and that it is
time we pull the string on this legislative
?nactment. and cut off the funds there-

or.

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

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

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Missouri for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this appropriation. I do it because I have
very strong feeling that this Commis-
sion is not carrying out its responsibility
in the spirit or in the manner for which
it was established.

I refer to the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of March 6, page 6986, and a state-
ment that I inserted in the REecorp
which questioned the testimony of the
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director of the Commission of Civil
Rights before the Committee on the Ju-
diciary while the committee was hearing
testimony on a proposed constitutional
amendment to prohibit forced busing.
In his testimony he left the impression
that in the Winston-Salem school dis-
triet in North Carolina, everything was
going just great. He based that on the
Commission’s investigation of the Win-
ston-Salem school system.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
1 additional minute and continue to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. MIZELL. When it was checked
out, we found the investigation by the
Commission totaled four telephone calls
to individuals in Winston-Salem. His
testimony was completely misleading to
the committee about the situation that
exists in the Winston-Salem school sys-
tem.

I understand since the Commission
testimony, they have sent some of their
personnel down to Winston-Salem to
investigate. It is apparent to me, they
did not want to be confused with the
facts before they presented their er-
roneous testimony.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his astute observation.

The record is replete with the actions
of the functionaries created by this legis-
lative Commission adverse to the na-
tional interest, and I say it is time that
we put a stop to it, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS).

Mr. CONYERS. Mr, Speaker and my
colleagues, as this discussion moves on,
it becomes clear why we are asking for
a 5-year extension of the Civil Rights
Commission. Because what is at issue is
what has been at issue during the 14
years that the Commission has been in
existence—that is the attainment of civil
rights for all Americans.

This Commission is not a failure. It has
not been causing the troubles that it has
reported. We have used the Commission
as a basis for gathering factual infor-
mation on all of the civil rights legis-
lation that was presented here in 1964
when public accommodations were in
question and in 1965 in reference to the
voting rights act and a couple of years
back on the extension of the voting rights
act.

It has brought to us completely in-
dependent information, from members
of a commission who have each con-
sistently displayed the highest integrity.

The chairman, Father Hesburgh, the
president of Notre Dame University, I
think has done a remarkable job. He is
independent. He is fair. He has been
thoughtful and constructive. The infor-
mation provided by this Commission has
been extremely important to us. It is
not a failure.

Maybe some day we will not need a
Civil Rights Commission, but we needed
it far longer than the 14 years that we
have had it. I cannot even foresee us not
still needing it at the end of these 5 years.
That is some measure of the enormity of
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the racial questions still unresolved in
America today.

The question then is whether we are
going to pull this country together and
the Congress shares that responsibility.
The very minimum that we can do is to
ask for a body that will furnish us with-
out fear or favor and without partisan
consideration the information that is
necessary for us to legislate.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. ABZUG) .

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation. I think the
existence of the Commission has been
extremely important in looking into all
aspects of discrimination, and after
marshaling the facts, making recom-
mendations to correct them.

The power of the Commission is the
power of persuasion that those facts have
exerted. I think the work the Commission
has done in past years has been sig-
nificant. The Commission’s efforts will be
considerably strengthened by the inclu-
sion of jurisdiction over discrimination
against sex. We need information about
women who are the sole support of their
families and who have been prevented
from obtaining mortgage loans simply
because they are women. We need a
thorough-going investigation of the
credit and banking industry and its loan
housing and real estate practices in re-
gard to women. We need to know about
the nature of the access to public ac-
commodations. We need to examine dis-
criminatory practices against women—
students, professors, and administra-
tors—in educational institutions. We
need an industry-by-industry, union-by-
union examination of where women are
in employment.

I hope that this legislation will con-
siderably strengthen the efforts that have
been made in this country to expose dis-
crimination and will create a society in
which both men and women can par-
ticipate equally.

Mr. Speaker, the evolution of the
new American woman has begun. For me,
the most remarkable development in the
past decade has been the way in which
women from so many different back-
grounds and occupations have begun to
fight and organize for their rights. Hun-
dreds of thousands of women are stirring
and becoming involved in all aspects of
political and social change to a degree
that has never before occurred in our
culture. Thousands of women are in law
and medical schools today where former-
ly there were only hundreds. Twenty-
nine million women currently work full
time or part time, and more are entering
the labor market daily—at a far greater
percentage than men.

All over America, women are getting
together to challenge a way of life that
has made them an oppressed majority.
The diserimination which operates
against women is of a qualitatively dif-
ferent sort than that inflicted upon
blacks and other minorities. It is far
more subtle and pervasive, penetrating
the experience of women of all races:
Preventing us from obtaining jobs and
earning equal pay for equal work; pre-
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venting us from going on to graduate
education; preventing us from rising
through the ranks of a profession—and
thereby effectively vitiating the great
American myth that hard work and per-
severance alone can carry a person from
rags to riches.

The decisive, winning battle in our
fieht for our rights—to obtain equality
in jobs, education and professions—is
still a long way off.

‘We must enlist all the resources of our
Nation to bring to light and eliminate all
discrimination practices against women,
just as we have been doing for racial
minority groups.

One of the most important tools we
could have would be the resources and
spirit of the Civil Rights Commission.
Since 1957, the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights had researched and reported on
the Federal Government’s civil rights
enforcement efforts. Discrimination and
attendant abuses in the areas of housing,
voting, education, and employment as
well as the administration of justice,
which have a direct or indirect repressive
effect on our minorities have been care-
fully documented and detailed in reports
beginning in 1959. The chief function of
the Commission has been to gather the
facts that can lead to changes in the
abusive patterns found. The Commis-
sion cannot prosecute or cut off funds. It
cannot file suits or remove officeholders.
The power of the Commission is the
power of persuasion that the facts exert.
They are an independent agency with
unlimited scope—they are free to look
into any aspects of the discrimination
problem, and after marshaling the facts,
make recommendations to correct it.

In the past 13 years, of 185 formal
recommendations made, action in one
form or another has been taken on 118—
63.8 percent. This is a commendable rec-
ord. But the glaring omission is the lack
of facts and recommendations to combat
sex discrimination. If H.R. 126562 is
passed, it will be a positive mandate by
Congress directing the Commission to un-
dertake studies and reports similar to
those which have proven so successful in
combating racial disecrimination.

For example, we need information
about women who are the sole support of
their families, and who have been pre-
vented from obtaining mortgage loans
simply because they are women. We need
a thorough investigation of the credit
and banking industry and its loan prac-
tices in regard to women. We need an in-
vestigation into housing and real estate
practices. We need to examine access to
public accommodations. We need to ex-
plore the more subtle aspects of employ-
ment disecrimination, and we need mas-
sive studies on an industry-by-industry
and union-by-union basis in this area.

I hope that Congress will extend the
jurisdiction of the Civil Rights Commis-
sion so that we will be able to ferret out
and expose that discrimination which
precludes women from being effective
members of a free and equal society, and
I urge the enactment of this bill,

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
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minutes to my friend from Iowa (Mr.
GROsS) .

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend my colleague from Missouri
for the excellent statement he made in
opposition to this bill and t_he outrage-~
ously increased spending it provides.
What this country needs as badly as
anything else and certainly needs far
more than a continuation of the Civil
Rights Commission is a commission to
stop the discrimination against the tax-
payers of this country. They are the peo-
ple who are going to hs_a.ve to pay the
bill, this doubly costly bill for the per-
petuation of this outfit. They are the
people who are going to have to pay for
the increase to $128 a day for consult-
ants hired by the Commission. They are
the people who are going to have to pay
for the doubled witness fees.

Yes, we need a commission m‘bqhalf
of the taxpayers to stop the discrimina-
tion against them. I know of no reason
for a continuation of this particular
Commission, and I would like to ask the
chairman of the committee on what
basis of justification the cost of the
Commission was practically doubled. It
will be more than doubled, from $f1 mil-
lion a vear at present to $8.5 rmlhor_l in
the last 4 of the 5 years of _its operation.
On what basis was this kind of figure
arrived at? What is the justification for
it?
N fr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, of course I yield.

Mr. CELLER. I can give the gentle-
man an answer, but I am not sure I can

ve him understanding.
giMr. GROSS. The gentleman l'gas told
me that before. Try it on fpr size and
see what you can accomplish.

Mr. CELLER. I will say to the gentle-
man the President’s budget already pro-
vides for $4,821,000 for the Commission's
operation in fiscal year 1973.

To this we must add the cost of the
sex discrimination program, $1 million,
the specific costs of the hill—including
increased compensation for Commis-
sioners, increased witness fees, an in-
creased consultant fee maximum—a
proposed Asian-American program, and
funds for responses to civil rights emer-

encies.

& 1 say to the gentleman from Iowa that
all these figures will be passed on by the
Appropriations Committee. These are
only authorizations. Whether the Com-
mission will get these funds depends
upon the recommendations of the Ap-
propriations Committee and the actions
of this Congress. So the amount of
money is not final.

For fiscal year 1974 and the succeo_:ed-
ing fiscal years the sex discrimination
program will continue to develop and
expand, along with the other ongoing
and new projects of the Commission.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman from Iowa 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I think I
get the general idea. There was no rea-
sonable justification.
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Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I would say to
my distinguished friend, the gentleman
from Iowa, in response to his question, it
says in the report on page 2, under para-
graph 3:

3. Section 5 would increase the maximum
compensation which may be pald consultants
to the Commission from a flat 8100 per day
to the dally equivalent of the compensation
paid for positions at the maximum rate for
a GS-15 of the General Schedule. At present,
this is $127.92.

We are trying to “keep up with the
Joneses,” and coupled with that is the
fact that we are extending the life of this
Commission and not allowing it to die,
all of which is causing the increase.

Mr. GROSS. And there is no more on
the part of the Judiciary Committee
and others who support this bill to con-
sider a commission to study the demands
on the taxpayers of the country.

I will say to my friend, the gentleman
from Missouri, that I wonder when some
consideration is going to be given to the
taxpayer.

Mr. HALL. I will say in answer to the
gentleman that if there ever was a com-
mission that proved that nothing persists
like once legislated delegation of author-
ity in Washington, this proves the case.
The taxpayer or a commission in his be-
half will never be recognized as long, as
under the sacred name of rights, we con-
tinue to give away individual freedoms
and liberties for greater security or for
the delegation of the process to some-
one else, which we do regularly in this
Congress and in these bureaus by con-
stitution of authority, and spending the
other fellow’s moneys.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, as to the consultants, I
wish to state that the bill inereases the
maximum which may be paid consult-
ants from $100 a day to $127.92 per day.
The estimated cost will be $2,500 for a
whole year for all consultants. That is
what we are arguing about. It is a tri-
fling sum.

Mr. Speaker, agencies which pay the
same maximum to consultants as is con-
templated in this bill namely the $127.92
per day include the General Services
Administration, the National Labor Re-
lations Board, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, and the De-
partment of Justice.

Agencies which pay more than that
provided in the bill include the Depart-
ment of Commerce, the Cabinet Commit-
tee on Opportunities for Spanish Speak-
ing People, and the National Commis-
sion on Libraries. Also, Economic Stabili-
zation Act consultants may be paid at
the higher rate.

I might also say to the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. HaLLn)
that this is not the first time we have ex-
tended the life of the Commission for 5
years. We did that very same thing in
1967, when we extended the life of the
Commission for 5 years.

Beyond that, as to the statement that
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the Commission is a law unto itself, that
certainly is contrary to fact. The Com-
mission is not a law unto itself. It makes
recommendations which are passed on
by this Congress. We must determine
whether those recommendations are
sound or whether they are unsound. We
must determine whether we are going to
convert those recommendations into law
or not. We are the final arbiters, not the
Commission, so it is fallacious to say
the Commission in a law unto itself. It
is not a law unto itself,

Mr. Speaker, for these and a great
many other reasons, I do hope we will
get the sufficient two-third majority to
pass this hill.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, the argu-
ments pro and con on the issue of equal
rights for women and men have been
previously made in this House in the
context of the Equal Rights amendment
which we passed by an overwhelming
vote last October.

In furtherance of the objectives of
that amendment, we have before us to-
day a proposal, which I support enthu-
siastically, to extend the jurisdiction of
the Civil Rights Commission to sex
discrimination.

I share the view of my colleagues on
the Judiciary Committee, as expressed
on our report on this bill, that—

There is a continuing need for an agency
to gather the facts necessary to an independ-
ent, impartial appraisal of where we are in
the civil rights field and the directions in
which we should head. The record of the Civil
Rights Commission justifies the previously
demonstrated confidence of the Congress in
it as that agency.

The Civil Rights Commission has well
served a necessary function in identify-
ing the racial injustices in our society.
I am entirely persuaded that such a
function must be served with respect to
sex discrimination.

Injustice is not susceptible to amelio-
ration until it is specifically located.
With respect to discrimination against
women—as so much current literature
indicates—we are now at the stage of
social development we were at with re-
spect to racial injustice a generation ago.

Women have had the right to vote for
52 years. Progress comes slowly in the
matter of human rights, but this bill is,
in my judgment, real progress. I urge its
enactment.

Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I support HR. 12652, a bill to
extend the Commission on Civil Rights
for 5 years, to expand the jurisdiction of
the Commission to include discrimina-
tion because of sex, to authorize appro-
priations for the Commission.

At the annual dinner of the Massa-
chusetts Association of Women Lawyers,
NettaBell Girard Larson, president-elect
of the National Association of Women
Lawyers delivered an address dealing
with discrimination which I would like
to share with my colleagues as being
most timely with regard to HR. 12652:

THE CoNCcEPT OF EQUAL RIGHTS
(By NettaBell Girard Larson)
Good evening, distinguished ladies and

gentlemen. It's indeed a pleasure to be in
your lovely city of Boston once again, It's a
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double pleasure to have the opportunity to
speak to you on my favorite subject—women
and the concept of Equal Rights for Women!
The last time I was in Boston, Senator Barry
Goldwater was here campalgning for the
Presidency. I was delighted to have the op-
portunity to vote for him. I was, and still
am, an avid Goldwater fan, I will admit it
was a disappointment to me when he was
among the eight Senators who voted against
adoption of the Equal Rights Amendment, as
was my Senator from Wyoming, Clifford Han-
sen. However, because to me the concept of
Equal Rights embodies the right of choice, I
would defend their right of choice in this
regard.

And—speaking of choice, I have worked
with women and for women since I was old
enough to tell the difference between the
sexes, and I have loved every minute of it. I
should say at the outset that in addition
to the joy I have experienced in working for
and with women, I have also enjoyed working
for and with men and have learned to love
them in the process, for the very things they
do that we do not or would not want to do—
many of which are so obvious they need not
be mentioned.

The first exposure I had to feminism was
the jingle I heard as a pre-school child which
goes something like this: “Reuben, Reuben,
I've been thinking what a grand world this
would be, if all the men were transported, far
beyond the Northern Sea”. Reuben, of course
counters with the same jingle directed at
Rachel. And this expresses very well the striet
equality of the sexes at about age 4 before
the idea of inequality s ever conceived or
any reallty thereof ever experienced. Little
girls think such of little boys at age 4 that
it does not seem incongruous to them to
recommend their transportation to way be-
yond the Northern Sea. I might add that
many radical feminists seem to share this
feeling. I would not, however, wish to cast
the men out of society or wish to place them
in inferior or distant position. And I sus-
pect that most of you would not recommend
such drastic action either. What I would hope
for though is that I might, and you might
and every woman and every person as well,
might have the right to choose her or his
course of action on a purely voluntary basis
in a socilety which does not unduly restrain
that right. To me, this is what the concept
of “Equal Rights” is all about—the opportu-
nity for every person, regardless of color,
birth, religicn or sex (or regardless of any
other differential, such as wealth) to have
the right of free choice.

You are all familiar with the history of the
19th Amendment—how women first began
voting on an equal basis with men In 1869 in
the territory of Wyoming and how, by 1819,
the Woman’'s Suffrage Amendment was rati-
fied by the last state, Tennessee; 50 I do not
need to add my comments in that area. With
the adoption of the Equal Rights Amendment
on March 22, 1972 (which if ratified by 37
states within the next seven years will be-
come the 27th Amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution) it is more important to examine
the “concept” of equal rights and to trace its
evolution and development. (I might add in
passing that Tennessee became the 10th state
last week—Hawali was the first—to ratify the
ERA. Connecticut refused—the legislature
apparently concluded that women had
enough rights elready since they evidenced
strong opposition in giving them maore.)

In discussing the concept of equal rights,
it is not difficult to pinpoint its origin. The
concept of equal rights for women was never
present in the violent eras of our history.
In primitive caveman cultures the woman
was dragged bodily into the cave by the man
who captured her. She was a possession, a
chattel, if you will. Even when the violence
is not so outwardly obvious, if its principles
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exist—woman belongs to man. The prevail-
ing morals of any particular time are held not
only by those whom they benefit but by
those, too, who appear to suffer from them.
Their domination is expressed in that fact—
that the people from whom they claim sacri-
fice also accept them. Under the ‘‘principle
of violence”, woman is the servant of man.
And, under that principle, she shares the
attitude to which the New Testament has
given the most terse expression in I Cor. vi, 9:
“Neither was the man created for the woman;
but the woman for the man.” The principle
of violence recognizes only the male. Thus
the right to choose a man does not belong to
the woman. The basic change from the serv-
ant basis for woman has evolved, interest-
ingly enough not from the efforts and rebel-
lions of woman but through an Iincreased
awareness by man. The principle of violence
and the great dominion of man has in these
eras come into conflict with the nature of
sexual intercourse and for sheer sexual rea=
sons, man must, in his own interest, even-
tually weaken this dominjon. For it is
against nature that man should take woman
as a will-less thing.

The sexual act is a mutual give and take,
and a merely suffering attitude in the woman
diminishes man's pleasure, Therefore, to
satisfy himself, he must awaken her response.
The victor who has dragged the slave into
his marriage bed, the buyer who has traded
the daughter from her father must court for
that which the violation of the resisting
woman cannot give. To this is added a sec-
ond factor—the sexual act gradually becomes
an extraordinary psychic effort which sue-
ceeds only with the assistance of special
stimuli. This becomes more and more 50 in
proportion as the individual is compelled by
the principle of violence—which makes all
women owned women and thus renders more
difficult sexual intercourse—to restrain his
impulses and to control his natural appetite.
The sexual act now requires a special psychic
attitude to the sexual object. This is love—
unknown to the primitive man and to the
man of violence, who used every opportunity
to possess without selection. The character-
istic of love, the overvaluation of the object,
cannot exist when women occupy the posi-
tion of contempt which they occupy under
the principle of violence. For under this sys-
tem she is merely a slave—but it is the na-
ture of love to conceive her as a queen by
her king.

Where the principle of violence dominates,
polygamy is universal. Every man has as
many wives as he can defend or afford. By
its nature, polygamy was never an institu-
tion for the poor man; the wealthy and the
aristocratic could alone enjoy it. But with
the latter, it became increasingly complex
to the extent to which women entered mar-
riage as heiresses and owners, were provided
with rich dowries, and were endowed with
greater rights in disposing of the dowry.
Thus, monogamy has been gradually en-
forced by the wife who brings her husband
wealth. In order to protect legally the prop-
erty of wives and their children, a sharp line
is drawn between legitinia’ie and illegitimate
connection and succession as evidenced by
the evolution of the theory at common law
that the wife retains control of all property
she owned prior to her marriage and by the
often complicated laws specifying descent
and distribution. The relation of husband
and wife through this evolution process from
violence to mutual need and respect is more
and more becoming acknowledged in the
concept of a contractual relationship.

As the idea of contract enters the Law of
Marriage, it breaks the rule of the male, And
makes the wife a partner with equal rights.
From a one-sided relationship resting on
force, marriage has thus become a mutual
agreement; the servant becomes the married
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wife entitled to demand from the man all
that he is entitled to ask from her, Step by
step she has won the position in the home
which she holds today. Nowadays the posi-
tion of the woman differs from the position
of the man only in so far as their pecullar
ways of earning a living differ. This evolu-
tion of marriage has taken place by way
of the law relating to the property of mar-
ried persons. Woman’'s position in marriage
was improved as the principle of violence was
thrust back; and as the idea of contract ad-
vanced in other fields of the Law of Prop-
erty it necessarily transformed the property
relations between the married couple. The
wife was freed from the power of her hus-
band for the first time when she gained legal
rights over the wealth which she brought
into marriage, and which she acquired dur-
ing marriage, and when that which her
husband customarily gave her was trans-
formed into allowances enforceable by law.
This, marriage, as we know it has come into
existence entirely as a result of the contrac-
tual idea penetrating into this sphere of life.

All our cherished ideals of marriage have
grown out of this idea. That marriage unites
one man and one woman, that it can be en-
tered into only with the free will of both
parties, that it imposes & duty of mutual
fidelity, that & man’s viclations of the mar-
riage vows are to be judged no differently
from s woman's, that the rights of husband
and wife are “essentially” the same; these
principles develop from the contractual at-
titude to the problem of marital life, No peo-
ple can boast that their ancestors thought of
marriage as we think of it today. Sclence
cannot judge whether morals were once more
severe than they are now. We can establish
only that our views of what marriage should
be are different from the views of past gen-
erations and that their ideal of marriage
seems immoral in our eyes.

I differ most strongly with the radical
wing of Femininism which holds firmly to
the standpoint that women must fight for
liberation from the “yoke of marriage” SO
that she might be free to satisfy her sexual
desires and to develop her individuality. The
reason that I differ with this standpoint is
because it overlooks the fact that the ex-
pansion of woman's powers and abllitles is
inhibited not by marriage, not by being
pound to man (because he is also bound to
her) or not by being bound to children and
household, but by the more absorbing form
in which the sexual function affects the
female body. Pregnancy and the nursing oI
children claim the best years of a womans
life, the years in which a man may spend his
energles in great achlevements. One may be-
lieve that the unequal distribution of repro-
duction is an injustice of nature, or that it is
unworthy of woman to be child-bearer and
nurse, but to believe this does not alter the
fact that physiologically, man cannot bear
children—there is no choice involved! A wom=
an may be able to choose whether or not
to bear children. But—the fact remains that
when she does become a mother, with or
without marriage, she is prevented from lead-
ing her life as freely and as independently as
man.

The evolution which has led from the
principle of violence to the contractual prin-
ciple has based the relations of marriage on
free cholce in love. The woman may deny
herself to anyone, she may demand fidelity
and constancy from the man to whom she
gives herself. Only in this way is the foun-
dation laid for the development of woman's
individuality.

So far as Feminism seeks to adjust the legal
position of woman to that of man, 8o far as it
seeks to offer her legal and economic free-
dom to develop and act in accordance with
her inclinations, desires and economic cir-
cumstances—it is not just or only part of a
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“woman’s"” movement. It is part and parcel
of the great liberal or liberation movement,
which advocates the opportunity of free
choice through peaceful and free evolution
and toward which many Americans have been
striving throughout the history of our great
country.

“Woman’s struggle to preserve her person-
ality in marriage is part of that struggle for
personal integrity which characterizes the ra-
tionalist society of the economic order based
on private ownership of the means of pro-
duction. All mankind would suffer if woman
should fail to develop her ego and be un-
able to unite with man as equal, freeborn
companions and comrades. Thus the mean-
ing of the feminist question is essentially
woman's struggle for personality. But the
matter affects men not less than women, for
only in cooperation can the sexes reach the
highest degree of individual culture.

The surge of the feminist movement to-
ward the passage of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment has played an important part in the
liberation movement, And, although the ap-
plication of the Equal Rights Amendment
has limitations—the movement toward

equality of treatment under the law has
created a new awareness of the psychology of
equality and its ratification should be in-
strumental in the development of the female

Now that you know where I stand in this
area, let's take a look at where the law stands
and then consider what laws and practices
might be affected by ratification of the Equal
Rights Amendment.

With the recent adoption of the 27th
Amendment by the United States Congress,
the 70's indeed look as though they will bhe
the decade of women and for women, but
hopefully not to the exclusion of the men.

The Equal Rights Amendment reads
“equality of rights under the law will not be
denied or abridged by the United States or
by any State on account of sex”. The basic
reason for the necessity of such an amend-
ment is that in the present legal structure
some laws exclude women from legal rights,
opportunities or responsibilities; some are
framed as legislation conferring special bene-
fits or protection on women; others create or
perpetrate a separate legal status without in-
dicating on their face whether the positions
of women rank below or above the positions
of men. The fundamental legal principle un-
derlying the Equal Rights Amendment then,
is that the law must deal with particular at-
tributes of individuals not with the classi-
fication based on the broad and impermis-
sible attribute of sex. There presently exist
in the various states over one thousand state
laws as well as innumerable restrictions and
practices, that diseriminate against women,
according to information presented at Hear-
ings on the Equal Rights Amendment.

These present laws and restrictions can be
broken down into some 15 categories as fol-
lows:

1. State laws placing special restrictions on
women with respect to hours of work and
weightlifting on the job.

2. State laws prohibiting women from
working in certain occupations.

3. Laws or practices operating to exclude
women from state colleges and universities
(including higher standards required for
women applicants to institutions for higher
learning and in the administration of schol-
arship programs).

4. Discrimination in employment by state
and local governments,

5. Dual pay schedules for men and women
publie school teachers.

6. State laws providing for alimony to be
awarded under certain circumstances to ex-
wives but not to ex-hushands.

7. Btate laws placing special restrictions on
the legal capacity of married women or on
their right to establish a legal domicile.
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8. State laws that require married women
but not married men to go through a for-
mal procedure and obtain court approval be-
fore they may engage in an independent
business,

9. Boclal Security and other social benefits
legislation which give greater benefits to one
sex than to the other.

10. Discriminatory preferences based on
sex In child custody cases.

11, State laws providing that the father is
the natural guardian of the minor children.

12. Different ages for male and female in
(a) child labor laws, (b) age for marriage,
(c) cut-off of the right to parental support
and (d) juvenile court jurisdiction.

13. Exclusion of women from the require-
ment of the military selective service act of
1967.

14. Special sex-based exemptions for women
in selection of state jurles.

15. Heavier criminal penalties for female
offenders than for male offenders committing
the same crime.

Of these categories the area, as you might
imagine, which interests me the most and
one in which the Amendment will have con-
siderable impact is the area of marriage rela-
tions. Although the last hundred years have
Seen a tremendous change in marriage law,
there are still some such laws that do not
apply equally to husbands and wives. The
state laws in this area which are discrimina-
tory relate to: women’s right to property, in-
heritance, guardianship, management of
earnings, the control of a family's wealth,
payment of alimony, the retention of the
wife’s maiden name and the retention of her
original domicile for voting and payment of
taxes. For example, the common law decrees
that in addition to the control of property
acquired before marriage, the incoming prop-
erty acquired by each spouse during marriage
remains separately owned, but there is a
catch rather like the classic “Catch 22” which
is, that since most women after marriage do
not have the opportunity to acquire much
earnings and property of their own, they often
don't end up with much. In seven of the
eight community property states, Arizona,
California, Idaho, Louisiana, Nevada, New
Mexico and Washington, although the wealth
Is shared, the husband has the conclusive
right to manage and control the estate. Only
Texas has eliminated this inequity by amend-
ing its community property law to provide
that “each spouse shall have sole manage-
ment, control and disposition of ‘that com-
munity property which he or she would have
owned if a single person”. California, Florida,
Nevada and Pennsylvania require wives to
obtain the Court's approval to set up their
own businesses. Other states still place some
type of restrictions on married women’s con-
tractual capacity. Under Kentucky law for
example, though a married woman generally
has full contractual capacity, she is, with
some exceptions, prohibited from being a
Joint maker on a note or surety on a bond or
obligation of another unless her husband
joins with her. No such restriction is im-
posed, however, upon her spouse. There are
only four states which recognize a married
woman’s right to acquire her own domicile,
independently of her husband for all purposes
without limitations.

So called crimes of passion, murder or man-
slaughter provoked by adultery, provide bias
in favor of husbands. For example, in Texas,
where what is called the "unwritten law de-
fense” still applies, a husband who kills his
wife's lover has under this a complete de-
fense, but a wife who kills her hushand’s mis-
tress has no silmlilar justification. In North
Carolina, if a wife kills her husband, half the
property passes immediately to the husband’s
estate. The other half is held by the wife
during her lifetime, but on her death passes
to the estate of the husband. On the other
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hand, if the husband kills his wife, he holds
all the property during his life although it
goes to the wife's estate on his death.

Only fifteen states prescribe the same
minimum age for marriage for males and
females where parental consent is not re-
quired. The remaining states permit girls to
be married without parental consent three
years earlier than boys. Even at the lower
ages where parental consent is necessary,
statutes maintain a comparable differential
between irreducible marriage ages of the
sexes, with only ten states, prescribing a uni-
form age for boys and girls under these cir-
cumstances.

That is a quick thumb nail sketch of some
of the marriage laws which might be affected
by ratification of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment.

In short, the effect that ratification of this
Amendment would have on women would be
substantial. It would be a glant step forward
in the great liberation movement which ad-
vocates, as I mentioned earlier, the oppor-
tunity of free choice for all individuals,

There can be no doubt that women law-
yers have come a long way since 1872! That
was the year that the United States Supreme
Court (in Bradwell v. Illinois, 16 Wall, 130
(1872) ) upheld a state statute barring women
from the practice of law, stating: “Man is,
or should be, woman’'s protector and de-
fender. The natural and proper timidity and
dellcacy which belongs to the female sex evi-
dently unfits it for many of the occcupa-
tions of civil life.” In the future, the legal
profession can expect to see an increase in
the number and percent of women. By way
of illustration: In Massachusetts for exam-
ple, there are 12,805 lawyers, 302 of which are
women, or 3.5%, as determined by the “1071
Lawyer Statistical Report” published by the
American Bar Foundation in 1972. That re-
port also states that although there was a
population decline in Massachusetts over the
last five years, of 5.69%, the percentage of
lawyers increased 6.54% . Boston, with a pop-
ulation of 641,071 has 5,277 lawyers with 172
women or approximately 3.4%. Just for fun,
I want to mention for a comparlson basis
some of the figures for another state, in fact
my home State of Wyoming. Wyoming, which
has 475 lawyers in the entire state, with a
population of 310,000, 13 of which are women,
for 2.9%. In 1961, there was a total enroll-
ment in law schools of 41,489, of which
1,497 were women. In 1971, the total enroll-
ment in law schools was 94,468, of which
8,114 were women. In the entire country, ac-
cording to the American Bar Foundation Re-
port, there are 355,242 lawyers, of that, 9,103
or 2.8% are women. These figures show the
enrollment figure of women law students to
be almost as high as the total number of
women lawyers, I think it would be obvious
to all of us that the increase in enrollment of
women in law schools all over the country
indicates that the number as well as the per-
cent of women lawyers will soon be rising.

80 where does this put women lawyers in
the seventies? It definitely puts us in a posi-
tion of active participation. No longer are
we, as American women, complacent or just
aware of the problems. Now that the 60's have
created an awareness of the problems con-
cerning Equal Rights for women, we are now
working to do something about them. As
women lawyers through active participation
in the legislative and judicial process, we
can help insure that every woman has the
opportunity to make a cholice as to the type
of work she wants to pursue and the type of
life she wants to lead. The adoption of the
Equal Rights Amendment has created the
thrust of the 70's—we must carry it forward,
It is my prediction that we will, as women
lawyers and as concerned Americans, and
that the Decade of the 70's will indeed be the
decade of women and the decade for women
to most enjoy being people.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
New York, (Mr. CELLER) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
12652, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that a quorum is not
present and make the point of order that
a guorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members, and the Clerk will eall
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 265, nays 66, not voting 102,

as follows:

Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Blaggi
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brasco

Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Collins, I11.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Curlin
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis,
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
du Pont
Dwyer
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

[Roll No. 131]
YEAS—265

Fascell
Findley
Flood
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va,
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Karth
Eastenmeier
Keating
Keith
Eemp
King
EKoch
Kuykendall
Kyl
Eyros
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
MecCloskey
MeClure
McCollister
McCormack
MecCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McKevitt

McKinney
Mallery
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Callf.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Miller, Ohlo
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher
Murphy, I1l.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Eonski
O'Neill
Patten
Pelly
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Fike
Poff
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I1L.
Puecinski
Quillen
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, N.¥.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
Saylor
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Callf.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William

Steed

Steele

Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan

Abbitt
Abernethy
Andrews, Ala.
Archer
Ashbrook
Baker
Baring
Belcher
Blackburn
Brinkley
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byron
Cabell
Clawson, Del
Colmer
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Devine

Dorn

Fisher

Flynt

Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Ware

White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob

NAYS—66

Gettys
Goodling
Griffin
Gross
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hébert
Henderson
Hull
Landrum
Lennon
McMillan
Mahon
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Mills, Md.
Mizell
Montgomery
Passman
Powell
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Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
‘Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Price, Tex.
Purcell
Rarick
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Scott

Snyder
Spence
Stelger, Ariz,
Stephens
Stuckey
Taylor
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Waggonner
Whitten

NOT VOTING—102

Anderson,
Tenn.,
Bell
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Brademas
Byrne, Pa.
Caffery
Camp
Carney
Carter
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Corman
Crane
Culver
Danlels, N.J.
de la Garza
Dellums
Dennis
Dickinson
Dowdy
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Eshleman

Fish
Flowers
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fulton
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Gude
Hanna
Hastings
Hillis
Hungate
Hunt
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Eazen
Kee
Kluczynski
Landgrebe
Long, La.
McEay
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minshall

Mollohan
Moss
Nichols
Patman
Pepper
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Pryor, Ark.
Quie
Railsback
Randall
Rhodes
Roberts
St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schmitz
Seiberling
Stanton,
James V,
Stokes
Stubblefield
Udall
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Wampler
Whalen
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H.
Yatron
Young, Tex.

So the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Mikva and Mr. Miller of California for,

with Mr. Long of Louisiana against.

Mrs.

against.

Mr. Van Deerlin and Mr. Moss for, with Mr.

Fountain against.

Mr. Stokes and Mr. James V. Stanton for,

with Mr. Roberts against.

Mr. Brademas and Mr. Foley for, with Mr.

Bevill against.

Mr. Matsunaga and Mr. Fulton for, with

Mr. Chappell against.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson and Mr, Hanna for,

Chisholm and Mr. Danlels of New
Jersey for, with Mr. Jones of North Carolina

with Mr. Jones of Alabama against.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts and Mr.
Yatron for, with Mr. Collins of Texas against.
Mr, EKluczynski and Mr. Pcdell for, with

Mr. Nichols against.
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Mr. Hunt and Mr. Gude for, with Mr.
Flowers against.

Mr. Biester and Mr. Quie for, with Mr.
Schmitz against,

Mr. Bandman and Mr, Eshleman for, with

Mr. Camp against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Rhodes.

Mr. Madden with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Carney with Mr, Whalen.

Mr. Hungate with Mr, Hillis.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr, Cleveland.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Jonas.

Mr. Pepper with Mr, Pirnie.

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Betts.

Mr. Randall with Mr. Wampler.

Mr. Udall with Mr, Rhodes.

Mr, Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Rallsback.

Mr, Corman with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Dulskl with Mr. Crane.

Mr. William D, Ford with Mr. Veysey.

Mr. Mollochan with Mr. Minshall.

Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. McEay.

Mr. Kazen with Mr. Dellums.

Mr. Young of Texas with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Scheuer with Mr. Galifianakis.

Mr, Jones of Tennessee with Mr, Whalley.

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Fish.

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Dennis.

Mr. Patman with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.

Mr. Sarbanes with Mr, Eckhardt.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Edmondson.

Mr. Culver with Mr. Landgrebe.

Mr, Seiberling with Mr, Pryor of Arkansas.

Mr. Blanton with Mr. Jarman.

Mr. Caffery with Mr., Dickinson.

Mr. Gibbons with Mr. de la Garza,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded. The title was amend-
ed so as to read: “A hill to extend the
life of the Commission on Civil Rights,
to expand the jurisdiction of the Com-
mission to include discrimination be-
cause of sex, to authorize appropriations
for the Commission, and for other pur-
poses.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
bills S. 2713 and H.R. 12652.

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

There was no objection.

LAND TRANSFER TO THE STATE OF
TENNESSEE

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
9676) to authorize the conveyance of
certain lands of the United States to the
State of Tennessee for the use of the
University of Tennessee, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2676

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services Is author-
ized and directed to convey, without con-
sideration, to the State of Tennessee for the
use of the University of Tennessee, Knox
County, Tennessee, all right, title, and in-
terest of the United States in and to the real
property referred to as the United States Cot-
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ton Fleld Station, Enox County, Tennessee,
containing 90.45 acres, more or less, more
specifically described in section 2 of this Act.

SEC, 2. The real property referred to in the
first section of this Act is more specifically
described as follows:

Beginning at a point in the forks of Tipton
Pike and the new road, the southwest corner
of a tract of land conveyed by J. H. Lewls to
Harrlet H. Lay by deed dated January 18,
1932, and registered in Deed Book 519, page
468, in the Register's Office of Enox County,
Tennessee; thence with the center of the
Tipton Pike south 53 degrees 30 minutes west
964 feet to a point in the center of said pike;
thence with same south 55 degrees 30
minutes west 3563 feet to a point in the center
of sald pike; a corner of the tract of lands of
Hall and Gibson; thence with the lands of
sald Hall, north 27 degrees 25 minutes west
1,867 feet to the center of the main line of
the Southern Rallway, north 31 degrees, east
1,955 feet to a point at the intersection of
sald main line and spur track thereof; thence
with sald spur track north 33 degrees 45
minutes east 115 feet; north 35 degrees 10
minutes east 258 feet; north 48 degrees 35
minutes east 276 feet to the center of an old
road; thence with said old road south 4 de-
grees 46 minutes east 957 feet; south 11 de-
grees 456 minutes east 1,261 feet to a point at
the junction of sald old road and the new
road and a lane leading east therefrom;
thence with sald new road south 10 degrees
50 minutes east 875 feet to the beginning,
containing 90.45 acres, more or less.

Sec. 3. The real property conveyed pur-
suant to this Act shall be used consistent
with the purposes of the University of Ten-
nessee, including but not limited to, the pro-
motion of the breeding of livestock (includ-
ing the right to lease such property for such
purposes to East Tennessee Artificial Breed-
ers Association, or to any other nonprofit
organization chartered by the State of Ten-
nessee).

Sec. 4. The University of Tennessee shall
pay the cost of such surveys as may be nec-
essary to carry out this Act and shall bear all
other expenses in connection with the prepa-
ration and recording of the legal doccuments
necessary to carry out this Act.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. TEAGUE of California.
Speaker, I demand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of this bill, HR. 9676, is to au-
thorize and direct the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to convey, without considera-
tion, to the State of Tennessee, for the
use of the University of Tennessee, all
right, title, and interests of the United
States in and to real prorerty referred
to as the U.S. Cotton Field Station, lo-
cated in Enox County, Tenn. It would
require that the property be used in a
manner that is consistent with the pur-
poses of the university, specifically in-
cluding its purpose to promote the breed-
ing of livestock. The bill would also spe-
cifically authorize the university to lease
the property to the East Tennessee Arti-
ficial Breeders Association, or any other
nonprofit organization chartered by the
State of Tennessee, for breeding pur-
poses. There are about 90 acres involved.

Since January 29, 1935, the tract of
land included in this bill was owned by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. It
was used by the Department as a cotton
field station until 1968, and on Septem-
ber 23, 1970, was reported as “excess”

Mr.
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property. General Services Administra-
tion accepted the property on March 3,
1971, and assumed full responsibility on
April 1, 1972.

Since the land has been transferred to
the General Services Administration the
bill was amended to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of General Services Admin-
istration to convey the property in ques-
tion.

During the hearings before the Sub-
committee on Department Operations of
the Committee on Agriculture, which
were held on December 15, 1971, the Uni-
versity of Tennessee assured the subcom-
mittee that the property would be used
for very valuable public use. The com-
mittee found that not only would a live-
stock breeding facility be of benefit to
the State of Tennessee, but also would be
of great benefit to the entire region and
eventually to producers and consumers
throughout the Nation. It was also felt
that the university could use portions
of this tract for other university uses
as well.

The General Services Administration
opposed the transfer as a matter of prin-
ciple but did not offer any conecrete al-
ternative use. Accordingly, the subcom-
mittee unanimously approved the bill as
did the full committee.

As to the amount of money involved,
the Department of Agriculture and the
U.S. Government paid $6,000 for the
property when it was purchased in 1935,
The Department of Agriculture spent
$40,665 on subsequent improvements,
making a total investment of $46,665.

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

Mr, PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as
in my official capacity as chairman of
the minority objectors to the Consent
Calendar, I did ask that this bill be put
over without prejudice. I want to say I
appreciate the gentleman’s lucid state-
ment, and I have three questions. No. 1,
if the gentleman stated it, I failed to per-
ceive why this should not go through
the regular GSA routine of priorities
for assignment of Federal surplus prop-
erties, since the University of Tennessee
would have the very highest priority, sec~
ond only to the Federal agencies, over
anyone else?

Mr. PURCELL. The University of Ten-
nessee has an urgent need for the land.
It was the belief of the Committee on
Agriculture that by this measure the
area agriculture, as well as general in-
dustry of agriculture, would keep the use
of this property and not have some other
entity that would be less effective, in
terms of agricuitural use, and less needy
t;lhan the University of Tennessee might

ave.

The gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
Duncan) may have an explanation in
addition to this, and if he does, I will be
glad to yield to him for that purpose.

Mr. HALL. If the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield for the other questions, I
will say the gentleman from Tennessee
has met with me and supplied in writing,
part of the answers to this question in
the hopes it could go through on the Con-
sent Calendar.
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However, one of the criteria agreed to
by the entire House on the Consent
Calendar is that bills must not only be
unanimously reported by the commit-
tee and also less than $1 million, but also
have favorable departmental reports.

That leads to my second question, be-
fore the gentleman from Texas yields to
the gentleman from Tennessee. I do un-
derstand from reading the report that
there are adverse departmental reports.
Is this true?

Mr. PURCELL. On that I can answer
the gentleman's question. There is, as a
matter of procedure, inasmuch as this
property had been declared surplus, and
the General Services Administration had
assumed some degree of jurisdiction over
it, I understand as a matter of principle
or a matter of course that GSA formally
opposes any transfer out of their juris-
diction, but they did not make any actual
material objection. The property has
been declared surplus. There was no true
significant objection to the transfer. GSA
made no alternative suggestions regard-
ing the use of the property.

Mr. HALL, Regardless of the GSA “at-
titude,” the Committee on Agriculture
favors this transfer, as I understand it.

Mr. PURCELL. By a unanimous vote;
yes.

Mr., HALL. May I ask, finally, why
should not this exchange be at fair mar-
ket value, instead of an outright gift
from the taxpayers’ possessions?

Mr, PURCELL. A good question. This
procedure follows the policy of most com-
mittee actions with which I am familiar,
when another Federal or State govern-
mental agency is involved. The bene-
ficiary here is a State university, which
certainly is a nonprofit institution, and
it will be used for a nonprofit purpose.
This practice has been found to be in the
general best interests of the Nation. We
thought there would be more good ac-
complished if the property were used for
named purposes.

Mr. HALL, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURCELL, I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Is this
transfer in the nature of a transfer of
property from GSA to the University of
Tennessee or to the State of Tennessee?

Mr. PURCELL. The transfer would be
from the U.S. Government. The property
has been under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Agriculture, although
GSA technically has taken over the use
of it. It would be transferred from the
U.S. Government to the University of
Tennessee.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Did the
State of Tennessee intercede at all on
this transfer of property?

Mr, PURCELL. I am not aware of it,
if it did. The representative of the Uni-
versity of Tennessee appeared before the
committee. There was no representative
of the State as such, that I am aware of.

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

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. DUNCAN. The fransfer would be
to the State of Tennessee. Of course, the




May 1, 1972

University of Tennessee is an arm of
the State. The U.S. Department of Agri-
culture would transfer this to the State
of Tennessee for use by the University of
Tennessee.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. The State
did cooperate and ask for the property
from the Federal Government for the use
of the University of Tennessee,

Mr. DUNCAN. The State has a pro-
gram and is providing thousands of dol-
lars to set up this artificial breeding fa-
cility with other facilities of the uni-
versity.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. I should
like to compliment the gentleman from
Tennessee and the gentleman from Texas
on what I believe is a very fine transfer
of property to a university of a State for
educational purposes.

I have been trying for the past 3%
vears to get the General Services Ad-
ministration to assist in transferring 200
acres in my district for the health and
education and recreational use of citi-
zens in my district. The property was
formerly known as Miller Field on Staten
Island. Instead, the General Services Ad-
ministration is persisting in going
through with a land transfer for a ram-
shackle hotel in downtown Washington,
and the city of New York and the State
of New York will not even help the local
people ask for this property that has
been public property for the past 80
years.

I should like to compliment the Gov-
ernor of Tennessee and also the Mem-
bers of Congress from Tennessee and
also the Members of Congress from Texas
for assisting a community to benefit from
lands that are public lands and that will
be certainly dedicated to a public pur-
pose, whereas in the district in which
I am located they are going for a spe-
cial and private interest.

I thank the genfleman.

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

Mr. PURCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Do I correctly understand
that there is no reverter clause in the
bill?

Mr. PURCELL. In the deed, or in the
bill?

Mr. GROSS. In other words, if this
nonprofit institution, which would be the
beneficiary of the transaction, should
not use it for that purpose, or abandon
it at sometime in the future, there is no
provision for its reversion back to the
Federal Government?

Mr. PURCELL. For the answer to that
I will yield to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, in whose district this is located.

Mr. DUNCAN. The university repre-
sentative at the hearing indicated and
said that they would have no objection
to a reverter clause in the transfer. Of
course, the bill itself sets out it will be
used consistent with purposes of the Uni-
versity of Tennessee. There is no objec-
tion to a reverter clause being placed in
the deed.

Mr. GROSS. I would have liked to have
been assured that there is a reverter
clause in it.

Let me ask this question: Why should
this cost the Federal Government, as I
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understand it does on page 2 of the re-
port, $130,000°?

Mr. PURCELL. This is the appraised
value of the property. There is no new
money of any kind of the U.S. Govern-
ment going into it. The Government has
spent about $46,600 over a period of over
30 years. They paid $6,000 for the prop-
erty and paid the balance for improve-
ment, but there is no new money of the
Government going into it.

Mr. GROSS. Then, the gentleman is
saying there is no additional cost to the
Federal Government as a result of this
legislation?

Mr. PURCELL. There is no additional
cost to the Federal Government as a
result of this bill.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I support this bill and yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, on March
22 of this year, HR. 9676 was reported
favorably to the House by the unanimous
consent of a full House Committee on
Agriculture.

This bill is a land conveyance measure
which provides that the property con-
veyed pursuant to this act shall be solely
for educational and other purposes con-
sistent with the purposes of the Univer-
sity of Tennessee, including, but not lim-
ited to, the promotion of the breeding of
livestock. This includes the right, if the
University so desires, to lease the prop-
erty for this purpose.

The committee report recognized that
the public interest would be served
through passage of this bill when it
stated:

The University of Tennessee demonstrated
to the Committee that it would and could
put this property to a very valuable public
use. The Committee found that not only
would a livestock breeding facility be of
benefit to the state of Tennessee, but also
would be of great benefit to the entire region
and eventually to producers and consumers
throughout the nation.

The State of Tennessee and its uni-
versity have employed their technical
and managerial resources to plan for the
most valuable and productive use of this
land. I am convinced that as a result the
Congress in years to come will point with
pride to the benefits derived by the pub-
lic through the conveyance of this
property.

This bill will include a reverter clause
in the conveyance deed so that if the land
were used for something other than pub-
lic purposes by the university, it would
revert back to the United States.

Our future is tied to the availability
and proper use of our land. HR. 9676
makes land available to our citizens in a
way which will bear fruit for future gen-
erations. Your favorable vote today will
help insure that well planned land use is
the key to America’s future growth.

Mr. BADILLO, Mr. Speaker, I am vot-
ing against this legislation today not be-
cause I do not believe it seeks to achieve
a legitimate purpose, but rather kecause
it authorizes a transfer of land to the
University of Tennessee without an ade-
quate determination whether there are
other potential applicants who might
make better use of the property.
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The committee report indicates that
while the land involved has been declared
excess, it has not been declared sur-
plus. Had the latter declaration been
made, the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare would have been in a
position to determine whether there
were other qualified applicants. Enact-
ment of this bill precludes that process
and clearly gives the University of Ten-
nessee an unfair advantage.

We in Congress usually place great
emphasis on open, competitive bidding
for Federal contracts and property. That
principle should be applied in this case,
and since the bill before us confradicts
that principle, I am voting against it.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PurcerL), that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
9676, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 319, nays 9, not voting 105, as
follows:

[Roll No. 132]

YEAS—319
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Collins, 1.
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Curlin
Daniel, Va.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dow
Downing
Drinan

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Annunzio
Archer
Arends

Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamllton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson

Elackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling

Bow

Brasco

Bray
Brinkley
Brocks
Broomfisld
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla,
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burtcn
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell

Carey, N.Y.
Carlscon
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain

Hollfield
Horton
Duncan Hosmer

du Pont Howard
Edwards, Callf. Hull
Eilberg Hutchinson
Erlenborn Ichord
Evans, Colo. Jacobs
Evins, Tenn. Johnson, Callf.
Fascell Johnson, Pa.
Findley Jonas
Pisher Earth

Flood Kastenmeler
Flvnt Keating
Ford, Gerald R. Keith
Forsythe Kemp
Frelinghuysen King
Frenzel Koch

Frey Kuykendall
Puqua Kyl
Garmatz Kyros
Gayd:s Landrum
Giaimo Latte
Goldwater Legzott
Gonzalez Lenn:n
Coodling Lent
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Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
MecCloskey
McClure
McCollister
MeCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McKevitt
McEinney
McMillan
Mahon
Mallary
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark,
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Mpyers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O’Eonski
O'Neill
Passman
Patten

Abzug
Ashbrook
Badillo

Pelly
Perkins
Pettls
Peyser
Pike

Pofl

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Purcell
Qule
Quillen
Railsback
Rangel
Rarick
Rees

Reid

Reuss
Riegle
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, N.X,
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwengel
Bcott
Sebelius
Shipley
8houp
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack

NAYS—9

Gross
Hall
Mann
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Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf,
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Robison, N.¥.
Ryan
Smith, Calif.

NOT VOTING—105

Anderson,
Tenn,
Bell
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Brademas
Byrne, Pa.
Caflfery
Camp
Carney
Carter
Chisholm
Clark
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex,
Corman
Culver
Danlels, N.J.
de la Garza
Dellums
Dennis
Dickinson
Dowdy
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Elwards, Ala,
Edwards, La.
Esch
Eshleman
Fish
Flowers

Foley
Ford,
William D,
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gettys
Gibbons
Gude
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hillis
Hungate
Hunt
Jarman
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.,
Kazen
Kee
Kluezynski
Landgrebe
Long, La,
MecCormack
McEay
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.

Minshall
Mollohan
Moss
Nichols
Patman
Pepper
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Pryor, Ark.
Randall
Rhodes
Roberts
St Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schmitz
Seiberling
Stanton,
James V.
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefleld
Thompson, N.J.
Udall
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Wampler
Whalen
Whalley
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.
Yatron
Young, Tex.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.
Widnall,

Mr. Matsunaga with Mr, Gude.

Mr. Bevill with Mr. Dickinson.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Mailliard,

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Minshall.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Carter.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Biester.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Schmitz.

Mr. Eluczynski with Mr. Rhodes.

Mr. Mazzoli with Mr. Hillis,

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Betts.

Mr. Flowers with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Foley with Mr. Cleveland.

Mr. Gettys with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Roberts with Mr. Esch.

Mr. William D. Ford with Mrs. Chisholm.

Mr. Podell with Mr. Metcalfe.

Mr. Danlels of New Jersey with Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Corman with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Culver with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Long
of Louisiana.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Veysey.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mrs.
Dwyer.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Wampler.

Mr, Yatron with Mr. Eshleman.

Mr. Young of Texas with Mr. Collins of
Texas.

Mr. Dulski with Mr, Hastings,

Mr. Fountain with Mr, Dennis,

Mr. Fulton with Mr, Landgrebe.

Mr. Randall with Mr. Pirnle,

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Whalen.

Mr. Mikva with Mr. Dellums,

Mr, Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Kee.

Mr. Brademas with Mr, Jones of North
Carolina.

Mr. Blanton with Mr. Kazen.

Mr. Hungate with Mr, Scheuer.

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Bing-
ham.

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Miller of California.

Mr. Patman with Mr. Udall.

Mr. 8t Germain with Mr. Sarbanes.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Seiberling.

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Edmondson.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Galifianakis,

Mr. Pepper with Mr. McKay.

Mr. Gibbons with Mr. McCormack,

Mr. Madden with Mr. Jarman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT
POSITIONS

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 13334) to establish certain
positions in the Department of the Treas-
ury, to fix the compensation for those
positions, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
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H.R. 13334

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) so
much of the Act of February 17, 1922, as
amended, as relates to the Under Secretary,
and the Under Secretary for Monetary Affairs,
in the Department of the Treasury (31 U.S.C,
secs. 1004 and 1005), is amended to read as
follows:

“There shall be in the Department of the
Treasury a Deputy Secretary, an Under Sec-
retary, and an Under Secretary for Mone-
tary Affairs, each to be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. They shall perform such
duties in the Office of the Secretary as may
be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury. The President may, in appointing the
Under Secretary, designate him as
‘Counselor’.

“The Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, in
case of the death, resignation, absence, or
slckness of the Secretary of the Treasury,
shall perform the duties of the Secretary un-
tll a successor is appointed or such absence
or sickness shall cease.”

(b) There shall be in the Department of
the Treasury two Deputy Under Secretaries
who shall be appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate. They shall perform such duties in the
Office of the Secretary as may be prescribed
by the Secretary of the Treasury. The Presi-
dent may, in appointing any Deputy Under
Secretary, designate him as “Assistant Sec-
retary of the Treasury”. Any person desig-
nated as Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
under the preceding sentence shall not be
taken into account in applying section 234
of the Revised Statutes, as amended (31
U.S.C. sec. 1006).

(c) Section 234 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended (31 U.S.C. sec. 1006), is amended by
striking out “four” and inserting in lieu
thereof “five”.

(d) Section 3 of Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 26 of 1950 (64 Stat. 1280) is hereby
repealed.

Sec. 2. (a) Section 5313 of title 5 of the
United States Code is amended by inserting
as paragraph (6) the following:

“(6) Deputy Secretary of the Treasury.”

(b) Paragraph (10) of section 5314 of such
title 5 Is amended to read as follows:

“(10) Under Secretary of the Treasury (or
Counselor).”

(c) Section 5315 of such title 5 is amended
as follows:

(1) By striking “(4)" at the end of para-
graph (23) and inserting in lieu thereof
D) -

{(2) By adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(86) Deputy Under Secretaries of the
Treasury (or Assistant Secretaries of the
Treasury) (2)."

(d) Section 5316 of such title 5 is amended
by striking out paragraphs (28) and (64).

SEec. 3. (a) Except as otherwise provided in
this section, this Act shall take effect on its
date of enactment.

(b) Any officer holding an office when this
Act takes effect shall not be required to be
reappointed to such office by reason of the
enactment of this Act. Bubsection (d) of
the first sectlon of this Act and subsection
(d) of section 2 of this Act shall take effect
upon confirmation by the Senate of Presi-
dential appointees to fill the successor posi-
tions created by this Act.

(¢) Until January 21, 1973, no person
within the Treasury Department who has
been occupying a position under the Execu-
tive Schedule and who is hereafter appointed
to a position created or authorized by this
Act shall receive an increase in basic pay by
virtue of such appointment.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded ?
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Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the pend-
ing bill, HR. 13334, is to establish cer-
tain positions in the Department of the
Treasury and to fix the compensation for
those positions. The bill deals exclusively
with official positions in the Treasury
Department, and its enactment has been
requested by that Department.

Specifically, the principal feature of
this bill would create a new position of
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, to be
classified as a level IT position in the ex-
ecutive schedule. The incumbent of this
position would be the Acting Secretary in
the absence or disability of the Secretary.
This is consistent with proposals made by
the President for other departments. This
new position would be filled by appoint-
ment by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

Additionally, the proposed legislation
would provide that: first, the President
in appointing an individual to the pres-
ent level III position of Under Secretary
of the Treasury may designate such in-
dividual ‘Counselor”; second, the pres-
ent position of Assistant Secretary for
Administration is to be filled in the fu-
ture by Presidential appointment by and
with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, rather than as at present by appoint-
ment of the Secretary with the approval
of the President; and third, two other
Treasury positions now filled by appoint-
ment by the Secretary are to be filled
in the future by appointment by the
President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. These latter posi-
tions will be entitled Deputy Under Sec-
retary of the Treasury, or, at the option
of the President, Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury, and will replace the cur-
rent positions of Deputy Under Secre-
tary for Monetary Affairs and Special
Assistant to the Secretary for Congres-
sional Relations.

The proposed legislation recognizes the
increasing importance of some of the top
Treasury positions, and the inadequacy
of the amount of support available to the
Secretary of the Treasury. Secretary
Connally has said that he needs these
top-level positions to be able to properly
perform his duties as Secretary of the
Treasury. There has been no change in
top-level Treasury positions for several
yvears, and in many instances its positions
are below the levels of other major cabi-
net positions. In the meantime, the re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary of the
Treasury have steadily increased.

It is provided under the bill that no
Treasury employee occupying a position
under the executive schedule is to receive
an increase in basic pay by virtue of being
appointed to any of these new positions
until January 21, 1973.

Mr. Speaker, enactment of this legisla-
tion will strengthen the top-level staff in
the Treasury Department thus enabling
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the Secretary of the Treasury to perform
his duties more effectively and efficiently.
The Committee on Ways and Means is
unanimous in urging its favorable con-
sideration by the House.

Mr. GROSS. Before yielding his time,
will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I will be glad
to yield.

Mr. GROSS. This means the addition
of one top-level official. Is that correct?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is true;
the bill provides one new level II posi-
tion in the executive schedule.

Mr. GROSS. And it means pay in-
creases for practically all the top level,
does it not?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle-
man has not followed my statement. I
pointed out there is no pay increase in-
volved in any of these positions prior
to January 21, 1973.

Mr. GROSS. All right. It still means
a pay increase.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The pay in-
crease that would be possible for the
new Deputy Secretary, if a present Un-
der Secretary is selected, is from a job
that now pays $40,000 to one which pays
$42,500. However, this increase could not
go in until after January 21, 1973.

Mr. GROSS. So that implicit in this
shuttling process, this addition to the
members of top-flight officials in the
Treasury Department—implicit in this
is pay increases for practically all of the
other top officials.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No.

Mr. GROSS. And the Deputy Secre-
tary himself.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. It is my rec-
ollection there are only three positions
involved where there would be an in-
crease in pay as of January 21, 1973.

Mr. GROSS. And the only justification
for this is that the Secretary of the
Treasury says his officials are lagging
behind?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No. That is
not the only reason, If it had been the
reason, the Committee on Ways and
Means would not have reported it. Pres-
ently the Treasury Department is about
the only major department that comes to
my mind where there is no level II posi-
tion holder who can serve as acting Sec-
retary in the absence or disability of the
Secretary. They now have two Under Sec-
retaries, one charged with responsibility
over monetary matters and the other
with responsibility over administration
and tax matters.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr, MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. The Treasury Depart-
ment has been lobbying for a Federal
Finanecing Bank -which they claim will
provide better management of the Gov-
ernment’s debts, among other things.

Is this beefing up and salary increase
business in the Treasury Department for
the purpose of providing a nucleus for
this new bank that they would like to
have created?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I wish to as-
sure the gentleman, as did Mr. Charles
E. Walker in a letter to you dated April
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27 that there is no connection whatso-
ever between the bill now pending and
the administration’s proposed legislation
to establish a Federal Financing Bank,
and no action has been taken on this
latter proposal.

I can assure the gentleman that there
is no connection between these two pro-
posals.

Mr. GROSS. Let me point out some-
thing to the gentleman in connection
with the creation of this new bank in
the Treasury Department. It provides for
the appointment of a board of directors
but it does not provide for a single staff-
er, not one, not even an executive direc-
tor. Where does the gentleman suppose
they intend to get the warm bodies to
man this new bank for financing and
better management of the debt?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. As the gen-
tleman knows, this bill to establish a
Federal Financing Bank is pending in
our Committee on Ways and Means.
However, there has been no committee
consideration of it whatsoever.

I do not recall anyone in the admin-
istration talking to me personally about
it and urging its consideration.

Frankly, I have not yet had an op-
portunity to study the proposal. How-
ever, I am sure there is no connection
whatsoever between that proposal and
the one that is pending before us at
this time.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin., I think
it may be of interest to the gentleman
from Iowa to recognize that, for in-
stance, what we are talking about here
and what the administration is pro-
posing is a new set up dealing with debt
management in a sense, but no change
is made by this particular legislation in
the situation as far as personnel in-
volved in that management is concerned.

We do not make any change in the
special assistant for the Secretary in
charge of debt management. That does
not change.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is right.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, So, it seems
to me that it is perfectly clear that this
bill has no direct relationship to the
other,

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is right.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. This bill
has no direct relationship to what is be-
ing proposed in that field whatsoever.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I think the
gentleman is completely correct.

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

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 3 additional minutes.

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

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes, I yield
further to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Now, I notice that the gentleman from
Wisconsin said there was no “direct con-
nection.” The point I am trying to make
is that I am convinced there is an in-
direct connection.
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Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. There is no
direct, indirect, or any other connection
between these two proposals; none at all.

Mr. GROSS. I have never in my life
seen a bill that called for the creation of
a new banking institution or any other
kind of institution in the Federal Gov-
ernment that did not provide for some
people to operate it,

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I appreciate
the gentleman calling my attention to
these defects in that proposal, because I
have not had a chance to look at it.

Mr. GROSS. We are being called upon
to vote on it this afternoon and I still
insist there is a connection between the
two.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The bill which
we are being called upon to vote is HR.
13334 and not the other bill to which
reference nas been made.

Mr. GROSS. I wonder why this bill,
H.R. 13334, went to the Ways and Means
Committee?

It is the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee that ordinarily handles legis-
lation of this kind.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That was my
thought when it came to our committee
initially. I thought it was within the
jurisdiction of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee. However, I was told
by the Speaker, who presumably sought
the advice of the Parliamentarian, that
it was within the jurisdiction of our com-
mittee.

It is now my understanding that the
Ways and Means Committee has always
handled bills dealing with top policy-
making positions in the Department of
the Treasury.

Mr. GROSS. So, the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee only takes care
of the peons and peasants; is that
correct?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I do not know
about that. However, I have heard of no
objection from the other committee be-
cause the bill was referred to our com-
mittee.

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

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas, I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, did I un-
derstand the gentleman to quote the Sec-
retary of the Treasury as saying he could
not do his job right without these addi-
tional positions?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I did not quote
him, but I gathered from discussions that
it was more difficult for him to do his job
in the way he wanted to do it without
these positions in his Department.

Mr. JACOBS. I might say that with
inflation and recession at the levels that
they are in this country I knew he was
not doing his job right. I think it would
be admirable for him to acknowledge the
reason for that, and maybe this is im-
portant legislation.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I think it is
important legislation.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlemsan vield?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. LENNON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me, and I think the gen-
tleman knows I have great respect for
him as the chairman of the important
Committee on Ways and Means, but I
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would ask the gentleman did he, as a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, as a result of these hearings, be-
come convinced of the necessity of these
positions in these new slots in the De-
partment of the Treasury?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The commit-
tee was unanimous in this opinion.

Mr. LENNON. No; I asked the gentle-~
man did he become so convinced?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes, abso-
lutely.

Mr. LENNON. Did you get the impres-
sion that the other members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means were con-
vinced of the necessity of the creation of
these new slots?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I did.

Mr. LENNON. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, MILLS of Arkansas. The commit-
tee was unanimously of that opinion.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this is a simple and
straight-forward bill providing for a new
executive level II position of Deputy Sec-
retary of the Treasury.

The Treasury Department, with all of
the important responsibilities that it has,
is one of the few agencies of government
that does not have a Deputy Secretary
to act in the capacity of the Secretary
in case of his absence, sickness, resigna-
tion, or death. The Departments of
States, Justice, Defense, and Transpor-
tation all have comparable positions, and
such a position will facilitate coordina-
tion of the fiscal and monetary respon-
sibilities of the Treasury Department.

In addition to the four Assistant Sec-
retaries under present law that are ex-
ecutive schedule IV levels, there is pres-
ently an Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury for Administration, a Deputy
Under Secretary for Monetary Affairs,
and a Special Assistant to the Secretary
for Congressional Relations. The latter
three positions are not subject to Senate
confirmation. While the Special Assist-
ant to the Secretary for Congressional
Relations is also a level IV executive
position, the Assistant Secretary for Ad-
ministration and the Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Monetary Affairs are level V
positions.

The committee felt that the assign-
ments all of these officers are charged
with are sufficiently comparable in com-
plexity and responsibility that all of the
positions should be level IV positions in
the executive schedule subject to Presi-
dential appointment and confirmation by
the Senate. The bill makes these changes
providing that these seven positions will
all be executive level IV positions—two
of the seven are now level V positions—
designated as Assistant Secretaries.

I want to emphasize that the bill also
provides that no Treasury employee oc-
cupying a position under the executive
schedule is to receive an increase in basic
pay by virtue of being appointed to any
of these positions until January 23, 1973.

Let me say at this point that I disagree
completely with the statement made by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
Jacoes) with respect to the competence
and the ability of the Secretary of the
Treasury, Mr. Connally, I want to say
on this floor that I think he is doing an

May 1, 1972

admirable job in a very difficult position,
with very serious responsibilities. The
outstanding performance of the Secre-
tary is in spite of the differences in or-
ganizational structure this bill is de-
signed to correct. He is able, and I will
stand up here and defend him even
though he is not necessarily of my politi-
cal party.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Certainly,
since I have used the gentleman’s name.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I think the
gentleman from Wisconsin stated it very
accurately when he said the Secretary
was not necessarily of the gentleman’s
party. But let me ask the gentleman,
when was the last time that the gentle-
man went to the grocery store to buy
things, and if he did, whether he thinks
that the Secretary of the Treasury is do-
ing an exceptionally good job?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Let me
suggest that I think the Secretary of the
Treasury, Mr. Connally, and Mr. Ken-
nedy who preceded him, have set a better
example of trying to promote fiscal re-
sponsibility and prevent inflation than
has been set by the majority party in this
Congress. I think there is plenty of re-
sponsibility for all to bear.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, let me say that
this Congress, if I am correctly informed,
has reduced the President’s current
budget by literally $5 billion, so that we
are doing our part.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, This bill
provides an important but limited change
in the organizational structure of the
Treasury that is in no way related to
the irrelevant opinions expressed by the
gentleman from Indiana. In my remain-
ing remarks, I would like to address my-
self to the legislation before the House,
and issues germane to the bill.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 1 additional
minute.

This housekeeping legislation does not
have any relationship to any other bills
pending before the committee or before
the Congress. We are simply dealing with
an administrative problem that the De-
partment faces. We want at least to
make the housekeeping problems the
Treasury Department faces in discharg-
ing its immense responsibilities as small
as they can be.

The amendments were recommended
by the Secretary of the Treasury and,
anybody who has any knowledge of the
administrative problems that the Treas-
ury has to deal with is completely in
support of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) .

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
let me just say this about this whole op-
eration.

I do not know of any department of
government that has more onerous re-
sponsibilities right now than does the
Treasury Department—not only in the
managing of the debt but as to our deal-
ing in international affairs and monetary
affairs and all of these things together.

I do know that at this top level, of the
policy level, the Secretary of the Treas-
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ury is undermanned. All of the other De-
partments of Government have what we
are asking for the Treasury Department.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. CONABLE) .

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to express my complete confidence
in the present management of the Treas-
ury Department.

I think any effort to pin higher gro-
cery prices on Treasury is rather spe-
cious.

Personally, I would like to see the
House support the requested organiza-
tional change. Secretary Connally is en-
titled to & modest realinement of this sort
which he feels will improve operation of
the Department. We should give him a
vote of confidence in this way.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further requests for time.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further requests for time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. Miurs) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
13334, as amended.

The question was taken.

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 Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 271, nays 56, not voting 106,
as follows:

[Roll No. 133]
YEAS—2T1

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Collins, I11.
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Curlin
Danlel, Va.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, S.C.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Denholm
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Figher
Flood Karth
Flynt Keating
Ford, Gerald R. Eeith
Forsythe Kemp
Fraser Kluezynskl
Frelinghuysen EKoc
Frenzel Kuykendall
Frey Kyl
Fuqua Kyros
Garmaftz Landrum
Gettys Leggett
Gilaimo Lennon

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bergland
Blackburn
Bogges
Bolling
Bow
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Casey, Tex.

Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
QGrifiiths
Grover
Gubser
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harvey
Hathaway
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Lent
Lloyd
McClory
McCloskey
MeClure
McCollister
McCormack
McCulloch
MecDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEevitt
McEKinney
McMillan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin

Mathias, Calif.

Mazzoli
Meeds
Miller, Ohlo
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Moasher
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.X,
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

O'Hara
O'Konskl
O’'Neill
Passman

Abzug
Anderson,
Callf.
Ashbrook
Bennett
Blaggl
Bray
Conyers
Crane
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dow
Gaydos
Goodling
Gross
Hall
Harsha
Hays

Patten

Pelly

Perkins
Pettis

Peyser

Poff

Powell
Freyer, N.C.
Price, Il
Purcell

Quie

Quillen
Railsback
Rangel

Rees

Reid

Reuss

Riegle
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥Y.
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, N.X.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl

Schneebell
Schwengel
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk

Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y,

NAYS—56

Hechler, W. Va.
Hicks, Wash,
Hutchinson
Ichord
Kastenmeier
King

Latta

Link

Long, Md.
Lujan
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Melcher
Michel
Mink
Mitchell
Nelsen

Obey

Pike
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Spence
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton

tuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis,
Thone
Tiernan
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Randall
Rarick
Roncalio
Royhal
Runnels
Ryan ’
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Bcott
Skubitz
Snyder
Steiger, Ariz.
Waldie
Whitten
Wolff
Yates

NOT VOTING—106

Anderson,
Tenn.
Bell
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Byrne, Pa.
Caffery
Camp
Carney
Carter
Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Corman
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dowdy
Dulskl
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson

Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Esch
Eshleman
Fish
Flowers
Foley
Ford,
William D,
Fountain
Fulton
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Gude
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hawkins
Hébert
Hillis
Hungate
Hunt
Jacobs
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C,
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Eee
Landgrebe
Long, La.
McEay
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mailliard
Matsunaga

Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Minshall
Mollohan
Moss
Nichols
Patman
Pepper
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Pryor, Ark.
Rhodes
Roberts
Rodino
8t Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schmitz
Seiberling
Stanton,
James V.
Stokes
Btubblefield
Terry
Udall
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Wampler
Whalen
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H.
Yatron
Young, Tex.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Rhodes.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr, Dickinson,

Mr. Bevill with Mr, Esch.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Dennis.

Mr. Danizls of New Jersey with Mr. Gude.

Mr. Mikva with Mr. Whalen.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Mcss with Mr. Dellenback.

Mr. Pickel with Mr. Collins of Texas.

Mr. Reberts with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Fish,

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Hillis.

Mr, Foley with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Dulski with Mr, Terry.

Mr. Dingell with Mrs. Dwyer.

Mr. Corman with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Carney with Mr. Dellums.

Mr. Brademas with Mr. Cleveland.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr, Betts.

#Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Hastings.

Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Rodino with Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Sarbanes with Mr. Metecalfe.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Minshall.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Pirnie.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Schmitz.

Mr. Yatron with Mr. Biester.

Mr. Blanton with Mr. Wampler.

Mr. Madden with Mr. Landgrebe.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Flocwers with Mr. Edwards of Alabama,

Mr. Willlam D. Ford with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Fountain with Mr. Veysey.

Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Hungate,

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Scheuer,

Mr. Jonies of North Carolina with Mr. Udall.

Mr. Young of Texas with Mr. Long of
Louisiansa.

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Jacobs.

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Kee.

Mr. Celler with Mr. Eazen.

Mr. Patman with Mr, Selberling.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Podell.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Galifianakis.

Mr. McKay with Mrs. Chisholm.

Mr. Culver with Mr. de la Garza.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Jones
of Tennessee.

Mr, Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Eshleman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ADDITION TO LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

(Mr. BOGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to announce an addition to the
legislative program for Wednesday, when
we will call up H.R. 14655, authorization
for the Atomic Energy Commission to
issue temporary operating licenses for
nuclear power reactors. The bill will be
considered under an open rule with 1
hour of debate.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, when did the
gentleman say the bill will be called up?

Mr. BOGGS. It will be called up on
Wednesday next.
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Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
as I understand, this is a bill that is
really to follow on with the bill we con-
sidered and approved a week or so ago,
and that this bill would give the AEC the
permit authority to do what the EPA
legislation authorized a week or so ago?

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman is correct.
I might add in connection with that that
those in charge of this program say that
it is very desperately needed legislation.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CHAPPELL., Mr. Speaker, I was
absent when the bill S. 2713 was taken
up today. Had I been present and voting
I would have voted “yea.”

L

THE GROWING AND SERIOUS
ENERGY CRISIS

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

Mr, BURLESON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, in recent days, innumerable ar-
ticles in the papers have discussed the
growing and serious energy crisis con-
fronting our Nation. There have been
several important hearings before Sen-
ate and House Committees outlining the
problem. Unfortunately, our Nation has
been too slow in recognizing this situa-
tion. The cornerstone of the prosperity
of our Nation is adequate energy re-
sources that have been available to our
people. Consequently, the problem of an
adequate energy supply must be a mat-
ter of deepest concern to this Congress
and the solution to our energy crisis must
have high priority in the work of the
Congress.

I am informed that several major pipe-
line suppliers of natural gas to the east-
ern part of the United States are cur-
rently unable to deliver their contractual
obligations. They have proceedings pend-
ing before the Federal Power Commis-
sion for authorization of proposed meth-
ods of curtailing deliveries below con-
tract obligations. I am informed that un-
less substantial new domestic reserves
of gas are found and dedicated to the
many pipelines that originate in the gulf
coast area of our Nation, within a few
years these pipelines will be operating
at substantially below their present lev-
els of delivery. This will mean wide-
spread unemployment and possibly it
could mean that many existing users of
natural gas for domestie use will be cur-
tailed in the amount of gas they can use
to heat their homes and their water and
to cook their food.

The Columbia Gas System, a large
integrated natural gas system who sup-
plies much of the gas that is consumed
in the greater metropolitan area of
Washington, Baltimore, and Richmond,
has developed an “action program.” I
request permission that this action pro-
gram be incorporated in my remarks.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

I would urge my colleagues insofar as
action is required by this Congress to
consider and act promptly on certain key
legislation. The Columbia Action Pro-
gram specifies that the legislation in
H.R. 2513 and 8. 2467 is urgently needed.
This legislation has been pending in this
Congress since early last year. I would
hope that it would be reported promptly
out of the committees in the House and
Senate so that it could be considered and
acted upon in this session of Congress.

Heretofore, it has been very tempt-
ing for some Members of Congress and
spokesmen for consumer-minded groups
to criticize the Federal Power Commis-
sion for granting higher rates to pro-
ducers. I have been assured by people in
whose judgment I have great confidence
that substantially higher prices must be
paid for gas in the field in order to
provide the necessary economic incen-
tives for undertaking the vast domestic
exploratory program that is necessary.

I am advised that in 1956, approxi-
mately 16,000 wells were drilled in this
country. Since that time, there has been
a steady decline in the number of wells
drilled and in 1971 less than half of that
amount of wells were drilled. Clearly,
unless you drill for oil and gas, you will
not find it, and you will not produce it.
During the same period of time, the
demand for gas was sharply rising.

The expansion of domestic explora-
tion for and development of both oil and
gas reserves must be a key objective of
Congress effort during the next several
months. In the meantime, Congress
should be examining carefully those
further. steps such as adequate funding
of the necessary research that will pro-
duce adequate reserves of energy in the
future.

The oil and gas industry have put this
Congress on notice of the crisis confront-
ing our Nation. They have indicated
some of the steps that must be taken,
and taken now. We must recognize the
urgency for action. Congress can do no
less than act with deliberate haste on
the various programs that have been
suggested to us.

Mr. Speaker, the following is a pro-
posal by the Columbia Gas System, Inc.,
which outline makes a lot of practical
sense to me.

AN ActioN ProGRAM To HELP CORRECT THE
NATIONAL ENERGY CRISIS

Although this Action Program is directed to
correcting the gas shortage, it will alleviate
the total energy crisis by contributing, di-
rectly and indirectly, to adequate supplies of
other energy—nuclear, coal, oil and elec-
tricity.

NATIONAL ENERGY CRISIS FACTS

1. The welfare of the nation and its citi-
zens is directly dependent upon an adequate
avallability of energy fuels.

2. The nation is in the beginning stages of
an energy crisls with increasing shortages of
all forms of energy.

3. The situation is worsening day by day
and unless the public recognizes the problem
and urges government to cooperate with in-
dustry for early solution, it could go from
crisis to disaster as early as the winter of
1973-74. Industries could be shut down be-
cause of lack of energy, resulting in great
unemployment; homes and commercial es-
tablishments could be without sufficient en-
ergy for their dally needs,

4. The day of low cost energy is past, The
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prices of all forms of energy must increase
sharply if the nation is to have the supplies it
needs. Congress, the Administration and the
public must be prepared for such higher en-
ergy costs and greater efforts must be ex-
erted to conserve energy by stopping waste-
ful practices.

These facts are evident from an abundance
of studles and official energy reports., They
lead to the inescapable conclusion that early
development of adequate supplies of energy
must have the highest priority among our
national goals.

Following first in summary and then in de-
tail is an Action Program for achieving such
priority as to gas, which presently provides
almost one-third of the nation’s energy
needs and is already unable to meet current
demands,

SUMMARY OF AN ACTION PROGRAM TO HELP
CORRECT THE NATIONAL ENERGY CRISIS

I. Domestie exploration and development
must be greatly expanded as soon as possible.

A, Higher producer rates must be approved.

B. Sale of U.S. leases for exploration must
be expanded and accelerated.

C. Sanctity of contract legislation must
be enacted.

II. Nonhistoric sources of gas must be made
available promptly.

A. Oil and gas from Prudhoe Bay in Alaska
must be brought to market without further
delay.

B. Practical import policies for LNG and
synthetic gas feedstocks must be established.

C. Coal gasification research and develop-
ment must be accelerated.

D. A joint U.S.-Canadian Energy Board
must be created.

III. The National Environmental Policy
Act must be amended for clarification and
more orderly administration.

IV. A Department of Natural Resources
must be established.

V. The Administrative Process must be
streamlined so as to provide more timely
responses to issues.

EXPLANATION

1. Domestic Exploration and Development
Must Be Greatly Expanded

For the last four years more gas has been
used in the lower 48 states than has been
found. This trend must be reversed as quickly
as possible.,

A. Producer rates

The Federal Power Commission should al-
low ‘substantially higher rates than those
presently in effect to insure an expanded
exploratory program on the North American
Continent. The Administration, as well as
Congress, and the public must understand
the inevitability of the increasing cost of
exploration,

Under heavy pressure from consumer rep-
resentatives, the FPC set the price for pro-
ducers' natural gas at levels which have
proved to be not only below its economic
value but wholly inadequate to justify ex-
ploratory efforts. This underpricing perhaps
more than any other single factor s the basic
cause of the gas shortage today. It had a two-
fold result—it increased demand for gas and
it discouraged exploration for gas to meet
such demand. Thus, between 1956 and 1971,
the number of exploratory wells drilled
declined over 50% leading directly to an in-
adequate development of new reserves.

New reserves will also be costly since the
less costly reserves have already been devel-
oped. The cost of offshore wells and deeper
wells is of a different magnitude (in 1969 —
average onshore well—$68,726; average off-
shore well—§559,309; average cost of Alaskan
well—$2,087,0001). The capital requirements
of the petroleum industry (oil and gas) in
the 1971-1985 period for exploration, devel-
opment and production needed to meet U.S.
demands is over $100 billion.

We urge Immediately substantially higher
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producer rates. In recognition of the severe
gas supply shortage, the Federal Power Com-
mission has proposed in its Rule-making at
Docket R—-441 a procedure whereby prices
higher than existing area rates can be paid
for gas. This is a major procedural step
toward achieving the objective of higher pro-
ducer rates.

We urge that in an orderly but relatively
prompt manner the Federal Power Commis-
sion phase out the concept of “vintaging”
of gas, l.e., different prices for old gas and
new gas.

Until such time as vintaging of gas prices
has been phased out and higher field prices
can be realized, we urge FPC to permit pipe-
lines to continue to assist in financing “de-
velopment” of gas reserves.

B. LEASE SaLES

The amount of federal land made available
for exploratory efforts must be substantially
increased, both in the Gulf of Mexico and on
the continental shelf off the Atlantic Coast.
Federal lease sales must be held more fre-
quently with greater areas of land involved.

Lease sales in the Gulf of Mexico must in-
volve a minimum of 450,000 acres annually
through the balance of the decade if there is
to be any hope of even holding production
of gas from that area at its present level. As
older flelds in the Gulf decline in production,
new fields must be developed to replace their
production. Expanding delivery of gas from

- offshore waters will require a program of
leasing in the Atlantic and the first steps
must be taken in the near future to provide
necessary lead time for exploration and de-
velopment.

It is urged that the Department of Interior
relax its efforts to maximize bonuses received
for leases and implement the President’s
pledge to make more public land available
for exploration. Currently there is a contra-
diction of federal policy—Kkeep prices of gas
low, but obtain high prices for leases.

C. Sanctity of Contract Legislation

€ongress should pass the bills now before
it which will: first, assure producers that
approved contract prices and other economic
terms of contracts will not subsequently be
changed by Federal Power Commission order;
and, second, set more realistic standards for

determining gas prices. These measures
(H.R. 2513 and 8. 2467), known as the
Sanctity of Contract bills, can contribute
significantly in providing the economic in-
centive that producers must have to under-
take costly drilling programs.

This comprehensive legislation is respon-
sive to the great need to assure producers of
their contract prices, the lack of which as-
surance is a substantial deterrent to pro-
ducers; this lack is compounded by the
fact that under present conditions a pro-
ducer whose rate has been retroactively re-
duced has no choice but to continue the
sales he committed to make at a higher rate.
This legislation has widespread industry sup-
port; it has widespread Congressional sup-
port; it has strong support from the Admin-
istration. Its prompt enactment would re-
move significant barriers in fixing realistic
amounts of natural gas to the interstate
pipelines. It is an essential part of a total
program for increasing incentives for ex-
ploration and production of gas. This legis-
lation is needed to attract desperately needed
amounts of natural gas to the interstate
market. Without it there will be increasing
inequities in the distribution of available
gas and inefficiencies in its use by encourag-

ing intrastate, as distinguished from inter-
state sales.

II. Nonhistoric sources of gas must be made
available promptly.

Historic domestic sources of gas cannot
fully satisfy the nation’s growing require-
ments, therefore, the prompt development of
nonhistoric sources of gas is essentlal.
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A. Oil and Gas from Alaska

Construction of the trans-Alaskan oil line
must be permitted to move forward at the
earliest possible date. Not only is the high
quality oil from the North Slope of Alaska
needed to supplement present domestic sup-
plies, but the gas associated with this oil
must be added to the nation’s supply total
by the latter half of this decade. The gas
from Alaska cannot be produced until oil pro-
duction begins, so that the line needed to
bring out the oil must be built. Only after
this work begins can the project of construct-
ing a gas pipeline from the area get under
way. Both projects will be extremely costly
and require some four to five years to com-
plete. The environmental benefits of the
clean energy to come from development of
Northern Alaska oil and gas will far offset any
possible minimal adverse impact on the vast
Alaskan wilderness,

The gas industry will also need assistance
and cooperation from the national adminis-
tration and Federal Power Commission to
make possible the dellvery of gas by pipeline
from Alaska through Canada to the lower 48
states.

B, Import Policies for LNG and Synthetic Gas
" Feedstocks

Practical import policies for liquefied na-
tural gas (LNG) and feedstocks for synthetic
pipeline quality gas should be promulgated
as soon as possible, There are problems of na-
tional security and balance of payments,
which can and must be reconciled with the
fact that synthetic pipeline quality gas and
LNG are the quickest means of expanding the
nation’s gas supply.

C. Coal Gasification Research and
Development

Research and development of the gasifi-
cation of coal must be pursued vigorously in
the years immediately ahead. Coal gasifica-
tion offers one of the most promising sources
of gas in the 1980's and thereafter. Thus, ade~
quate funds should be appropriated each year
for coal gasification research. The exist-
ing joint industry-government program for
accelerating the construction of pilot plants
for gasificatlon of coal should be funded
promptly. The industry portion of $10 million
for the first year of the program has already
been committed; the government portion of
$25 million for the next fiscal year is still
pending before Congress.

This appropriation should be approved
promptly and measures taken to assure con-
tinuation of the funding in the future.

D. Joint U.8.-Canadian Energy Board

The National Administration should seek
to create as soon as possible a joint U.S.-
Canadian Energy Board to help coordinate
programs which would make Alaskan and
Canadian natural gas available to the United
States market. The joint Board should be a
clearinghouse for expediting all matters nec-
essary for the development and delivery of
such gas.

III. Clarification of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act

The National Environmental Polecy Act
(NEPA), passed in 1970, had as its objec-
tive the improvement of the environment
and quality of life. This objective must be
achieved. However, hecause of the vague
standards set forth in NEPA and because
of unwieldly procedures often used by ad-
ministrative agencles to implement the Act,
the initial actions under NEPA have paradox-
ically obstructed efforts to supply the Amer-
ican people with clean burning natural gas.
The result is not only a serious imbalance
between the ecological and energy needs of
the nation, but, in the ultimate analysis, an
imbalance between different environmental
considerations. Congress should promptly
review the Act, including current adminis-
trative and judicial interpretations thereof,
and amend the Act to clarify certain of its
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provisions and administrative procedures.

Recent Court decisions and dissents to
those court decisions point up the need for
Congressional review so that environmental
considerations will be placed in their proper
perspective in terms of the nation’s overall
goals. Indicated procedural requirements
have already delayed many needed energy
projects, and unless modified, they could
delay many more for indeterminate periods.

As NEPA is interpreted and administered,
any private citizen can in effect stall in the
courts virtually any energy project, without
regard to the directness of his interest in the
project, the need of vast numbers of others
for it, or the added costs inherent in such
delay. The Alyeska Pipeline, needed to bring
oil and gas from North Alaska to the lower
48 states, and the Southern Louisiana Off-
shore lease sales, particularly needed to
maintain existing gas service to the north-
eastern states, are tragic examples of how the
nation’s ssvere energy shortage is hostage to
procedural exploitation of NEPA by environ-
mental activisits of limited perspectives.

IV. A Department of Natural Resources

The President’s Departmental Reorganiza-
tion Program, contained in his Message to
Congress dated March 29, 1971 and embodied
in 8. 1431, should be enacted; amended, how-
ever, in accordance with S. 1025, to include
the Environmental Protection Agency in the
Department of Natural Resources.

The objective of organizing federal efforts
more effectively is essential to needs of the
1970's. The cause of much malfunction of
government machinery is the fragmented
structure for solving the complex problems
confronting the nation. This is particularly
true with respect to energy problems.

There are over 60 federal agencies sharing
responsibility for gas and oil matters. The re-
sult is a lack of overall energy direction; e.g.,
(a) contrary to the overriding need for pro-
viding incentives for exploration, the Interlor
Department’s federal lands leasing policies
are designed to maximize the bonuses paid to
the government with the dual adverse effect
of increasing the cost of gas to producers and
so to consumers, and of draining away from
producers capital they could better use in
exploration and development, (b) the con-
trast between enormous research funds ap-
propriated for civilian atomic energy and the
relatively trifling funds for coal gasification
and other mineral research, (c) the absence
of well-defined policy as to importing supple-
mental gas, such as LNG and feedstock for
synthetic gas, and (d) the lack of any priority
for energy needs in fixing national goals.

A single Department of Natural Resources
would enhance the possibility of broadening
thé scope and accelerating the industry-gov-
ernment research effort beyond the present
coal gasification efforts.

The proposed amendment placing environ-
mental administration in the new Depart-
ment is essential so that all environmental
factors can be recognized and evaluated as
part of a natural resource program. Inclusion
of this function in the new Department will
permit such evaluation in a more orderly
fashion and in a manner consistent with na-
tional goals.

Current studies looking toward sound
energy programs for our nation are now un-
der way in both Houses of Congress. It is
essential that such studies promptly concen-
trate on necessary governmental actions, such
as those proposed in this document, to alle-
viate the growing energy crisis. A single De~
partment of Natural Resources could more
efficiently and effectively implement the Ac-
tion Programs developed from such studies.

V. Timely response in the adminisirative

process

The Administrative Process has not and is
not responding quickly enough, For example:

The Permian Basin Proceeding, instituted
in 1961, was not completed for nearly seven
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years. A second layer of proceedings is now
in process.

The Southern Louisiana Area Rate Pro-
ceeding, also instituted in 1961, was decided
in early 1969, but at that time it was clear
that the prices arrived at were inadequate
and the Commission initiated ARG9-1 to de-
termine a new price. It tock over two years
for the Commission to fix a new price. This
price Is already wholly inadequate.

Efforts to correct the gas supply situation
are being thwarted by delay. No one would
deny the right of due process, but neither
should anyone be permitted to exploit the
adversary process for tactical reasons unre-
lated to the merits, which is now possible in
view of the virtually unlimited rights of in-
tervention, hearings, and judicial review.
Congress, the National Administration, Ad-
ministration agencles, and the Court must
help establish procedures for quickly con-
sidering, reconciling or resolving the con-
flicting interests of all parties in the energy
scene, Administrative procedures must be
streamlined so as to provide fair considera-
tion of all points of view without thwarting
completely the timing of programs and proj-
ects directed to correcting the gas supply
situation.

In line with this suggestion, Congress
should resist introducing further confiict
and delay such as are inevitably involved
in the enactment of various provisions of
the Consumers Protection Act.

THE OVERALL ENERGY SITUATION

While the shortage is becoming dramati-
cally clear as to natural gas, it is by no means
limited to natural gas.

a. Natural gas which in 1971 provided
33% of the nation’s energy requirements is
not available in sufficient volume to meet
today's demands, and its reserves are in-
creasingly deficient to meet new demands.
FPC Staff Report No. 2 shows a natural gas
shortage of 0.9 trillion cubic feet in 1971,
projected to 9 trillion in 1980 and to 17
trillion in 1980.

b, Oil which in 1971 supplied 44% of the
nation’s energy needs is also in short sup-
ply. The nation is Increasingly dependent on
foreign oil imports, with all its related un-
certainties.

c. Coal in 1871 supplied 18% of our energy
needs. While the nation has substantial re-
serves, environmental requirements limit
their utilization. Substantial research and
development programs are needed to develop
new technology to make these vast reserves
available, e.g., coal gasification and programs
to remove pollutants so coal can be used
directly. Such projects are long-term, so
coal cannot be counted on as an immediate
or short-term alternative to other energy
fuels.

d. Hydropower provided about 4% of en-
ergy needs in 1971 and is being counted on to
continue to supply an even smaller portion
of total energy needs in the future.

e. Nuclear energy, which in 1971 pro-
vided less than 1% of our energy needs, is
being counted on to provide a substantial
portion of the nation’s future energy needs,
but not significantly so before around 1985;
in the meantime it is already far behind
schedule and more costly than expected be-
cause of environmental delays.

It is thus clear that energy in any of its
forms is in short supply. Unless we face up to
the problem immediately, the more than 41
million present customers of natural gas
(roughly equivalent to 150 million users),
and many prospective new consumers, in-
cluding householders and employees of busi-
nesses that depend upon gas, will find their
service and jobs increasingly endangered.
As the same situation applies or soon will
apply to all energy fuels, the nation’s econ-
omy, in fact the whole level of our civiliza-
tion, will suffer, unless affirmative action is
promptly and incisively taken. The Ameri-
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can people can no longer take for granted,
and they must recognize they can no longer
take for granted, an adequate supply of
energy.

PARIS PEACE TALKS

(Mr. O'"HARA ssked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, like most
Americans, I applaud President Nixon’'s
decision to resume the Paris peace talks—
negotiations which this administration
had broken off prior to the massive North
Vietnamese invasion of the South. I am
pleased that the President has receded
from his earlier insistence that we would
participate in no further talks until the
present offensive was ended.

I likewise applaud the President’s con-
tinued troop pullout, even though the

. withdrawal of our land-based forces has

been accomplished by a buildup of U.S.
naval personnel in the waters off Viet-
nam. x

But I am dismayed that the President,
in bellicose fashion, insists that “we will
not be defeated,” and that the North
Vietnamese “cannot be allowed to win”
a battlefield victory—for this is the kind
of thinking that led us deeper and deeper
into the quagmire of war in Indochina.

Without regard to what justifications
there may have been for our initial pres-
ence in South Vietnam, the United States
has long since discharged whatever obli-
gation we may have had to the people
and the government of that tragedy-rid-
dled nation. We have already invested
more than we have a right to invest: We
have expended the lives of 50,000 young
Americans; we have spilled the blood,
mutilated the flesh, and shattered the
bones of a hundred thousand other Amer-
icans; and we have poured untold treas-
ure down the rathole of that war.

President Nixon said: “Let us end the
war in Vietnam.” I know the American
people share this sentiment. But the
President has talked of ending the war
before, yet it still drags on.

The time has come to substitute deeds
for words. Let us call a halt to this sense-
less war and set a date for the ending of
all U.S. involvement in and over Indo-
china, subject only to the release of our
men held prisoners of war and a strict
accounting of the men listed as missing
in action.

I intend to work vigorously for legisla~-
tion to accomplish this goal. I will not be
deterred by the President’s rhetorie which
denies the constitutional role of the Con-
gress in waging war and seeking peace,
and which seeks to impugn the patriot-
ism of those of us who are alarmed by
his continued show of bravado at this
late date.

ONE NEED NOT BE JEWISH TO
LOVE FREEDOM BUT—

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
Sunday, April 30, more than 100,000
Americans marched down Fifth Avenue
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in New York City in support of Solidarity
Day for Soviet Jews—to give a visible
support to the Soviet Jews now suffering
cultural genocide in the U.S.S.R. Through
the ages when freedom has been extin-
guished in any land the first vietims of
oppression have been the Jews. Unfor-
tunately there are very few countries
which at some stage in their history
have not persecuted its Jewish citizens.
At the present time the largest Jewish
minority suffering from state persecution
live in the Soviet Union. The cry of that
oppressed people is “Let those of us who
wish to live in Israel leave and to treat
equally with every other nationality liv-
ing within the U.S.8.R.’s borders those
of us who remain.”

At the demonstrations held yesterday
in Dag Hammerskjold Plaza I met two
more Soviet Jews whose lives had
touched mine. One was Serafinma Ka-
minskaya, wife of Lassal Kaminsky, now
a prisoner in a Soviet prison camp and
Boris Kochubiyevsky, one of the first
Soviet Jews to speak out against the
U.S.8.R.’s oppression of its Jewish minor-
ity and to ask leave to emigrate to Israel.
The Soviet Government’s response to his
protest and request was to send him to
prison. 2

I first met Serafinma Kaminskaya in
Leningrad in April, 1971 when I went to
the U.8.S.R. for the express purpose of
talking with the families of Soviet Jews
then in prison and awaiting trial. Never
did I expect to see Serafinma Kamins-
kaya again. Her last words to me as I left
her Leningrad home were unforget-
table—*“do not forget us”. Her plight and
that of the family of Lev Yagman, with
whom I also met, represent for me the
plight and danger in which so many
Soviet Jewish families find themselves.

I first became aware of Boris Kochubi-
yvevsky when I carried a sign about 2
years ago in front of the Soviet Mission
in New York City demonstrating against
the Soviet government’s arrest and im-
prisonment of that young man. The sign
I carried bore his name and the similar-
ity of our names made the demonstra-
tion for me, even more meaningful.

These two courageous people spoke at
yesterday’s rally calling those who believe
in freedom for all people—Jews and non-
Jews alike—to speak out against the
Soviet Union’s refusal to allow all who
wish to leave the U.S.S.R. to do so and
against the Soviet Union's special re-
strictions imposed on those Jews who
wish to practice their religion.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, one need not be
Jewish to love freedom but when you
have suffered more than others from dis-
crimination on the part of governments,
through the millennia, one does learn to
love it more than others who accept it
as common place.

THE VOICE OF AMERICA

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

Mr. BOGGS. Mr.

Speaker, the House
will soon be considering the appropria-
tion bills for fiscal year 1973. Among
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them will be the appropriations bill for
the Departments of State and Justice
which includes, among other things,
funds for the U.S. Information Agency.

In this regard, I must say that I share
the concern of many of my colleagues
with respect to the recommendations
coming to us from the other body for the
funding of the USIA and, more particu-
larly, the Voice of America. The other
body is recommending that appropria-
tions for USIA be cut by 23 percent and
that the level of funding for the Voice of
America be reduced by about 30 percent.

The USIA assists our Government in
carrying out its role as the chief spokes-
man for the Western World. The USIA
and the Voice of America, by and large,
I believe are doing a good job of telling
the story of events and life in our coun-
try.

When compared with the programs of
other nations, it becomes apparent that
the USIA and the Voice of America are
relatively modest programs, At its pres-
ent level of 780 broadcast hours weekly,
the Voice of America trails badly behind
the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic
of China, and even Egypt.

The Soviet Union today speaks to the
world in 84 languages for 1,900 hours a
week. The United States, by comparison,
speaks in 35 languages for 1,400 hours a
week. If the recommendations of the
other body become final, the United
States will speak to the world 454 hours
in only 11 languages. This would be about
one-third the weekly programing of
Radio Cairo, to say nothing of Moscow
and Peking. The USIA itself would be
forced to close its doors in 30 countries
around the world.

Since 1968, the level of funding for
the USIA has been declining, and the
operating budget request for fiscal year
1973 of $200 million on & constant dollar
basis is 14 percent below the 1968 total.

For these reasons, I believe it would be
a mistake if the recommendations of the
the other body prevail.

The need for the USIA is not dimin-
ishing, Other nations are increasing their
international broadcasting. The need to
present a balanced view of life in Amer-
ica is greater now than ever before. If
anything, the need to tell America’s story
is greater than ever before. For the Con~
gress to adopt the course recommended
by the other body, I believe, would be a
shortsighted policy indeed.

An excellent article in the New York
Times of April 30, 1972 bears reading by
all of us:

[From the New York Times, April 30, 1972]
USIA: WiLL THE VoicE BECOME A WHISPER?
(By Ted Szulc)
WasHINGTON.—A normal week has 168
hours. But the radio broadcasting week has,
cumulatively, about 20,000 hours, having
nearly doubled in volume in the last 10 years
as big, medium and small powers filled the
airwaves around the clock in a babel of un-
counted foreign tongues to harangue, threat-
en, condemn, cajole, praise, educate, amuse

and inform in an unending carousel of in-
ternational electronic propaganda.

The United States, in its role as the West's
chief spokesman, has been the second loudest
voice in this contest for the attentions of
hundreds of millilons of people, though it
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has ranked far behind the Soviet Union. The
Russians speak to the world in 84 languages
for 1,900 hours a week, the Americans in 35
languages for some 1,400 hours.

The American volce in the airwaves may,
however, be sharply lowered in the next
few months unless the United States Senate
changes its present view that this Nation's
propaganda efforts must be drastically cur-
talled.

The three official United States broadcast-
ing organizations—the Voice of America,
Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty—may
be crippled in varying degrees by June 30,
the end of the current fiscal year, if Congress
does not authorize new funds for them. Sep~
arate legislation and different problems are
involved in each case, but the common de-
nominator is the growing sentiment in the
Senate that policles of détente toward the
Communist powers are turning propaganda
programs into “cold war relics,”” as Senator
J. William Fulbright put it—and that prop-
aganda costs too much anyway.

The Voice in its world-wide English and
foreign-language programs concentrates on
newscasts, news commentaries and analyses
of United States and international events as
well as on special programing such as live
reports on the moon flights and the well-
known jazz sesslons.

Radio Free Europe, broadcasting in five
Eastern-European languages, and Radio Lib-
erty, in 18 of the languages spoken in the
Soviet Union, are taillored specifically to
discuss Internal events in the listeners’
countries, often providing detailed informa-
tion on situations that the local controlled
media do not provide. They are, for example
an important element in keeping listeners
in the area apprised of developments concern-
ing intellectual dissent there.

For years the fiction has been maintained
in Washington that Radio Free Europe and
Radio Liberty were private institutions sup-
ported by public contributions. In fact they
were financed by the Central Intelligence
Agency. To end the fiction—and to keep the
broadcasts going—the Nixon Administration
has asked Congress for a specific $40-million
appropriation for the stations. If this re-
quest s denied, the two outlets will presum-
ably vanish.

As for the Voice of America, its parent or-
ganization, the Unlted States Information
Agency, warned last week that unless a 30
per cent cut in the agency's radio budget or-
dered by Senator Fulbright's Foreign Rela-
tions committee is restored, the worldwide
American broadcasting program will be
slashed to 454 hours weekly in 11 languages.
That is about one-third of the output of
Radio Cairo, to say nothing of Moscow and
Peking.

Under the Senate committee's recommen-
dations, the over-all USI.A. budget would
be cut by about 25 per cent—from $200-mil-
lion to $154-million. The cuts would mean
the firing of 2,360 of 9,877 agency employes
here and abroad and the closing of informa-
tion operations in 30 foreign countries, All
the agency’s propaganda functions would be
affected but the Voice of America, stated to
receive $36-million instead of the $52-million
it asked, would be the hardest hit. The more
so since the U.S.1.A. is not permitted to shift
funds within its budget to help the Voice.

Mr. Pulbright’'s annoyance with United
States propaganda programs—but especlally
the broadcasting—seems to stem from what
he sees as the contradiction between Presi-
dent Nixon’s trips to Peking and Moscow and
the Administration’s requests for money to
denounce Communism and its works, Sen-
ator Fulbright and a number of his col-
leagues also tangled with top U.S.I.A. officials
on several specific operational topics and
finally ordered the budget cut when Presi-
dent Nixon invoked “executive privilege” to
deny the committee access to the agency's
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operational projections on a country-by-
country basis.

The Administration must now carry the
fight to the floor of the Senate and then the
House of Representatives where those favor-
ing the status quo are likely to ask these
questions: Should the United States em-
bark on unilateral *“propaganda disarma-
ment” when the other powers are increasing
their efforts? Would the world’s political bal-
ance really be served by a half-silence on the
part of the United States when millions of
transistor radios are tuned to foreign broad-
casts? Would even relative impartiality be
alded by shrinking the Volce of America news
reports and having the British Broadcasting
Corporation almost alone as a Western
spokesman?

On the other hand, critics of the U.S.I.A.'s
operations under the Nixon Administration
were especlally annoyed by the expenditure
of public funds to produce for forelgn show=-
ing controversial cinema and television films
on topies like the Vietnam war and the *“Si-
lent Majority,” by the apparent waste in
the commissioning by the U.S.LA. of virtually
secret public opinion surveys in foreign coun-
tries; and by the frequently sanctimonious
tone of the agency's output, possibly sug-
gesting to the listener overseas that the opin-
ions of the White House are the opinlons of
all Americans.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman from Louisiana yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I am happy to yield to the
minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I compliment
the distinguished majority leader for
bringing this matter to the attention of
the House. I congratulate him on what
obviously is going to be a strong position
he has taken. I fully support it and total-
ly endorse it.

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman.
So far as I know the USIA has always
been a bipartisan operation.

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

Mr. BOGGS. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO. I thank my esteemed
majority leader for yielding. I hope we
will not concur in the Senate USIA cut.
I should like to direct the attention of
Members to my remarks just inserted in
the Recorp regarding the tremendous
record of the USIA. I believe the program
has served a great purpose over the years,
and we need it now more than ever. I
hope the Members will read my state-
ment in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
above.

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I was not
recorded on the rollcall vote No. 133 hav-
ing been detained on account of official
?;lsiness with a Massachusetts delega-

on.

Mr. Speaker, if I had been here, I
would have voted “yea."”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollecall
No. 130 I was unavoidably detained be-
cause of attending to some important
business with my constituents. Had I
been here, I would have voted “yea.”
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TRIBUTE TO THE LATE ARTHUR
E, SUMMERFIELD—A FORMER
POSTMASTER GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HALPERN) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great sadness and regret that I note the
death of the former Postmaster General
of the United States, Mr. Arthur E.
Summerfield.

A dedicated public servant, a highly
successful businessman, and a tireless
worker on behalf of the Republican
Party, Arthur Summerfield was also
known to many of us on Capitol Hill as
simply a good friend who was never too
busy to extend a helping hand where
needed.

He served as Postmaster General dur-
ing the 8 years of the administration of
President Dwight D. Eisenhower, and
worked at modernizing and improving
postal services. He changed the Nation’s
drab green mailboxes to the now familiar
red, white, and blue—introduced the
ballpoint pen in place of the not infre-
quently empty or leaky pens once prev-
alent in post offices—and revived the
custom of issuing memorial stamps bear-
ing the likenesses of former Government
officials.

He fought a successful battle against
mail-order pornography and obscenity,
and through his continued efforts hun-
dreds of would-be purveyors of filth were
arrested and put out of business.

Arthur Summerfield entered politics in
1940, working for the Wendell Willkie
campaign of that year. He was named
chairman of the Republican National
Strategy Committee in 1949, and in 1952
he helped nominate Dwight D. Eisen-
hower for President of the United States.

It was characteristic of Arthur Sum-
merfield that, although he left school at
age 13 to take an office boy’s job, he had
the motivation and drive necessary to be-
come the head of one of the largest auto-
mobile dealerships in the country—Sum-
merfield Chevrolet, which he founded in
1929.

Dedication is a quality associated with
those gifted individuals who point their
lives in one direction—and who strive to
remain true to their beliefs and values,
never swerving from their sense of direc-
tion and purpose.

Mr. Speaker, Arthur E. Summerfield
was such a man, and the direction he
followed led him to a full lifetime of serv-
ice to his community, his State, and to
our great Nation.

LAW DAY

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. CrANE) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr, Speaker, this being
Law Day I think it would be worthwhile
to reflect on the writings of Frederic
Bastiat, a French parliamentarian, who
in 1850 wrote a treatise on the role of
government entitled “The Law.” Mr.
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Bastiat wrote in the France of the Sec-
ond Republic, when the nation was ex-
periencing the continuing turmeoil of the
Revolution of 1848—a nation in which
the rule of the mob had replaced the
rule of law.

In defining the role of law Bastiat
writes:

The law is the organization of the natural
right of lawful defense. It is the substitu-
tion of a common force for individual forces.
And this common force is to do only what
the individual forces have a natural and
lawful right to do: to protect persons, liber-
ties, and properties; to maintain the right of
each, and to cause justice to reign over us
all.

We, as lawmakers, would be well ad-
vised to remember this definition. This
is the spirit of the law embodied in the
Constitution. It was the general accept-
ance of the idea that the only function
of the law is to protect the freedom of the
individual that has accounted for Amer-
ica’s greatness. It is this definition which
we must vigorously defend if we as cit-
izens are to remain able to think, act,
worship, and trade as we desire. We
must see to it that the law protects the
freedom of the individual and is not
used as an instrument of moral, eco-
nomie, social, or political coercion.

Law, as Bastiat points out, is a defen-
sive concept. Its purpose is to defend
the rights and property of the individual.
When a law is enacted that is designed
to alter the beliefs of a man or deny him
the right to act as he desires, it is not a
defensive law. Laws such as this attempt
to coerce the individual and thus are in-
herently inimical to his right to freedom.
The law can be the instrument of op-
pression—but law should be the defender
of freedom.

I think on Law Day we should remem-
ber that we owe our liberty to a legal
system that is designed to prevent coer-
cion of the individual by either govern-
ment or other individuals. For Law Day
I think it appropriate to remember Fred-
eric Bastiat’s comments on the relation
between liberty and law:

In short, 1s not liberty the freedom of every
person to make full use of his facultles, so
long as he does not harm other persons while
doing so? Is not lberty the destruction of
all despotism—including, of course, legal de-
spotism? Finally, is not liberty the restrict-
ing of the law only to its rational sphere
of organizing the right of the individual to
lawful self-defense; of punishing Injustice?

MOUNTAIN BROOK HIGH SCHOOL
SUPPORTS THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BUCHANAN) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr, BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the war
in Vietnam is tragic. The wanton aggres-
sion of the North Vietnamese in their
invasion of South Vietnam is a drive to
perpetuate the war and to force down
the throats of the South Vietnamese
a government they do not want.

President Nixon has responded to this
wanton aggression of North Vietnam
with bombing attacks on major military
installations and supply routes.
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The reasons for this response are
many. First, it is necessary to protect the
lives of the remaining American forces
there. Second, the people of the Republic
of Vietnam have a right to self-determi-
nation. Third, the memories of the
massacres at Hue when North Vietnam
seized that city in 1968 dictate that we
attempt to prevent another tragedy of
this type.

Prior to this invasion, President
Nixon's Vietnamization program was
making headway toward disengaging the
United States militarily from Vietnam
while leaving that country in better posi-
tion to defend itself and to determine its
own future.

These efforts were making headway
toward peace in South Vietnam.

The invasion by North Vietnam im-
periled all of these goals—troop with-
drawal, self-determination, and peace.
There have been some in this country
who have decried the bombing without
recognizing the actions which prompted
it, specifically the massive attack by vir-
tually the entire North Vietnamese Army
into South Vietnam.

In my judgment, the majority of the
American people, however, do realize the
necessity for the bombing and the Presi-
dent’s reasoning in taking such a step at
this time. Included in this group are 500
young people and faculty of Mountain
Brook High School in Birmingham, Ala.

A resolution recently passed by this
group in support of the President’s ef-
forts in South Vietnam toward peace
and self-determination is contained in
the following telegram which I include
in the Recorp for the edification of the
House:

BIRMINGHAM, ALA.,
April 25, 1972.
Congressman JOHN BUCHANAN,
Washington, D.C.:

Be it resolved that the following students
and faculty of Mtn. Brook High School con-
gratulate President Nixon on his willingness
to stand behind his commitment to the peo-
ple of South Viet Nam and the American
troops as they withdraw and protect this
action through the use of force. The North
Vietnamese have shown they are not willing
to talk peace by thelr aggression in the coun-
try of South Viet Nam. We believe, as do
most Americans, that we need a generation
of peace. Until our enemy realizes that we
are going to stand behind the commitments
we have made, we should continue measures
to gain a lasting peace.

Marian McClure, Michael Koslin, Cynthia
Stein, Susan Mazer, Peck Horton, Leigh
Stephenson, Pat Hays, Paul White, Becky
Rice, Lisa Schiffman, Carter Morris, Lane
Friedman, Virginia Ladd, Fred Crawford,
Marshall Hyatt, Louise Tate, Dot Kitchings,
Linda Baldwin, Robin Lewis, Lynn Turnbrell,
Susan Little, Paul Greevy, Glenn Estess.

Richard Dewberry, Liz McDavid, David
Freedman, Robbie Anderson, Francis Devore,
Frank Russell, Ellen Mears, Phil Roberts,
Trey Smith, Dave Lanford, Marlene Fern, Hal
Roberts, Steve Kallman, Becky McCary, Deb-
bie Johnson, Beth Gundersen, David Haw-
kins, Sesslons Dickson, Owen Gray, Tip
Mitchell, Chris McGahee, Tim Kilec, Robert
Andrews.

Joe Gravlee, Bob Thim, Jim Abernathy,
Robin Byrne, Terry Izen, Lee Bartlett, Marty
Wilson, Deryl Moss, Debbie Roberts, Dan
Elliott, Langdon Nelson, Mike Collinsworth,
David Dixon, Janne Quinn, J. Howell, Mur-
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ray Liehter, Elizabeth Morrow, Jeanne Att-
kisson, Susan Weaver, Rosa Harvill, Bobby
Humphreys, Michele Raffel.

Barbara Hale, Mary Garron, Billy East-
wood, Will Harrison, Francie Seibels, Een
Stone, Greg Womack, Andy Black, Frank
Mapes, James Dick, Patricia Brown, Daniel
Word, Bill Peerson, Jackle McSwain, Anne
Terry, Laurle Lynch, Jim Cooper, Ann
Mason, Claire Willlams, Jay Cohen, Bev-
erly Reecks, Liz Beattie.

Jane Blackwell, Alma Jones, Jane Gray,
Dan Elliott, Sally McCormack, Barry Pear-
son, Mason Dillard, Chip Braswell, Hank
Poellnitz, Bedford Smith, Dan Carmichael,
Virginia Cox, Betsy Hicks, Sam Baker, Phil
Mulkey, David Hall, Laura Holt, Ben Davis,
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ANNUAL LAW DAY OBSERVANCE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. Hocan) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, today is
Law Day. I was privileged to make a
speech this afternoon before the Federal
Bar Association and the Judge Advocates
Association at the Pentagon in com-
memoration of Law Day.

Mr. Speaker, the speech is as follows:

A BSPEECH BY REPRESENTATIVE LAWRENCE J.
HOGAN AT THE ANNUAL Law Daxy

As the resolution designating this as Law
day says, this is a time to pause and rededi-
cate ourselves to the ideal of equality and
Justice under the law and to cultivate that
respect for law which is so vital to a civilized
soclety. It is also an opportunity to pause
and review what kind of progress we are
making toward those goals.

While there is evidence of a prevalent dis-
respect for the law today, paradoxically, in-
terest in the legal profession is booming.

Conslider the experience of Washington area
law schools for a moment.

Georgetown, which has facilities for about
600 new students, has received between about
6,000 applications for the 1972-73 academic
year. This is roughly the same number as
last year when applications virtually doubled.
George Washington University's National Law
Center has recelved over 5,000 applications
for 400 places. Catholic University’s Colum-
bus School of Law has approximately 2,200
applications for 210 openings.

But, unfortunately, a great many of our
law students today have little understanding
of how our system works. Either because they
are Impatient with your progress toward a
fully just society or because they misunder-
stand the proper role of the legal profession—
many of our law schools and an ever growing
number of lawyers have embarked on a false
and dangerous course which threatens the
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critical balance of power between the legis-
lative and judicial functions in our society.

The new breed of lawyers who see them-
selves as social activists 1s, In many cases,
trying to short circuit the constitutional
process that has served us so well for nearly
200 years. They are trying to usurp the func-
tion of the legislative branch. In short, they
want the courts to make the law as well as
interpret and define it.

The perils of this course are obvious. If the
courts make laws as well as interpret and
define them, there is virtually no check on
their power. What some view as a short cut
to a social utopia could well become a social
nightmare and bring an end to our govern-
mental system of checks and balances.

Usurping the legislative function by the
courts is the first giant step toward a so-
clety run by legal technocrats who would
write their own laws, pass on their validity
and then monitor their implementation. Such
power would be disturbingly similar to that
wielded by the high priests in ancient Egypt.

I am not trylng to suggest we are on the
verge of such a society, only that we have
been pushed down that path and it is time
to plant our feet firmly before we go any
farther.

I believe our law schools share part of the
blame for this situation because they have
failed to teach many of their students the
proper function of the law and the lawyer.

One example comes to mind immediately—
the group of law students who picketed the
law firm representing the Dow Chemical
Company for making napalm which was be-
ing used in Vietnam. Their action demon-
strated an appalling lack of knowledge of
the American legal process. Under our system
everyone has the right to the best possible
legal representation. That principle holds for
a welfare recipient, an indigent criminal and
the Dow Chemical Company. The fact that
law students would picket a law firm for
defending any client is incomprehensible to

me and indicates total disrespect for, and
lack of understanding of, our system of jus-
tice and the role of a lawyer in our soclety.

I think the law schools have failed their
students in another way—by diluting the
quality of the offerings in the traditional
and vital disciplines in order to meet the de-

mands for so-called relevant”
courses.

Many of the courses being offered might
be relevant for a soclal scientist, but they are
not relevant in a law school curriculum
when they direct a student's energy and in-
tellectual pursult away from the law itself
before he has even learned the rudiments of
legal thinking and legal principles.

In addition, the vast smorgasbord of
courses and the specialists who teach them
have increased the cost of law school tre-
mendously. In fact, the skyrocketing costs
of legal education have pushed such edu-
cation out of the reach of millions of Amer-
icans and created the very real possibility
that legal education will become almost
exclusively the province of a privileged elite.
When I graduated from Georgetown Law
School in 1954, my recollection 1s that tul-
tion was 812 per credit hour. Today it is $80
per credit hour and is increasing to $88 this
fall,

Of course, the distortion of the proper roles
of the legal profession and the courts is not
confined to some law schools and students.

We have only to look to the recent Rich-
mond school busing decision which ignored
legal boundaries and ordered consolidation
of suburban school districts with the Rich-
mond School District to see a classic exam-
ple of a judge overreaching his authority to
achieve what he—not the legislature (or the
people who speak thelr will through the leg-
islature)—what he construes to be a so-
cially desirable course of action. The busing

“soctally
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of 78,000 students will be the result if his
declsion stands.

To my mind, the court there has literally
tried to make its own law, The judge, in fact,
first suggested to the Richmond school sys-
tem that an appropriate method to achieve
the proper racial mix in the schools would
be to strip away the legally established po-
litical boundaries and consolidate the
school districts.

Then, when such a proposal was sub-
mitted to him, he ordered its implemen-
tation. The court, in effect, wrote its own
law and is now trying to impose it without
any regard to the separate function of the
legislative side of government.

All of us recognize that the legislative
process 1s frequently slow—frustratingly
slow—in responding to the needs of the
people, especlally the oppressed and disad-
vantaged. But that is the nature of the proc-
ess, of the push and shove, pull and tug,
as the people make their feelings known to
their elected representatives.

The making of new laws ought to be a
slow, deliberate, painstaking process. That's
why our legislatures debate issues so com-
prehensively and welgh all points of view.
When we're dealing with the rights, property
and lives of our people we should proceed
carefully and cautiously, and the laws
which are enacted should and usually do
represent a good consensus of what the
people want and need.

The individual might personally disagree
with the result, but, under our democratic
system, we are all obliged to obey the law
until it is repealed or changed. To do other-
wise leads to anarchy and the total break-
down of an orderly, people-run society.

The success of our system of government
depends upon the consent of the governed.
The people know they have a full voice in
the shaping of our laws, and they know that
their legislators, their elected representa-
tives, must be directly responsive to their
will. Under those clrcumstances they have
shown themselves willing to submit to the
will of the majority and our system has
survived and flourished.

But, on the other hand, Federal judges,
are responsible to no electorate. They are
not subject to removal by the ballot box.
And that is as it should be if the judiclary
is to function properly and independently as
& check on the legislature. But the system
falls apart when the courts seek to assume
& legislative role. When this happens, you
will have not the rule of the people, but rule
by fiat. Then the people will have no volce
no power and democracy will be dead!

When the courts usurp the legislative role
and rob the people of their right to influ-
ence the making of laws, we see a growing
loss of respect for the law. The public will
not stand for “legislatlon without repre-
sentation.”

While preserving the respective, inde-
pendent roles of our three branches of gov-
ernment, we must direct the energles of our
legislative and executive branches toward
solving our soclal problems and eradicating
the injustices and Inequities in our system.

Among other things that means we must
find ways to insure the equal protection of
the law for the poor, the forgotten, the op-
pressed and the disadvantaged. And that
means the dedication of lawyers in govern-
ment to that cause.

In particular I would like to see programs
go forward which make the legal talents
of government lawyers available to the indi-
gent in their full time.

Unfortunately, at the present time, as
members of the Federal Government these
government lawyers may not participate in
court-appointed counsel programs.

Obviously, government attorneys should be
barred from participating in trials in which
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there is an actual conflict of interest be-
tween service to a client and the Govern-
ment, but the blanket exclusion of a Federal
criminal case creates a category that lsg
too broad and denies the indigent accused ac-
cess to a wealth of talent.

Primary emphasis in appointed-counsel
systems has necessarily been directed to-
ward criminal cases where counsel is con-
stitutionally required. But justice also de-
mands that the poor be represented in our
civil courts as well and that means we must
make certain our current legal assistance
programs are truly helping the poor as they
were designed to do.

The other most serious problem of con-
cern to the bar is, of course, the inability of
our courts to meet basic constitutional
“speedy trial” requirements. Most courts are
plagued by huge and unmanageable backlogs
of cases which, while delaying justice on the
civil side of the docket, are most serlous on
the criminal side. Not only does long delay
between arrest and trlal make a fair trial
more difficult, but such delay is a major con-
tributing factor to our high rate of recid-
ivism. Such delay, invites plea-bargaining,
and encourages potential criminals to con-
tinue careers in crime since there is a good
chance they will never be apprehended, or,
even if they are apprehended, they may never
have to face trial.

Thanks to Congress’ reform of the District
of Columbia court system, in which I was
privileged to play a leadership role, trial
delays are no longer a court trademark here.
In February, the first anniversary of the es-
tablishment of the Superior Court was cele-
brated with the release of statistics showing
that:

Misdemeanor cases are now tried within
four weeks instead of seven.

Felony cases are tried within five to six
weeks instead of two years.

Civil cases are tried within seven months
instead of two years.

Misdemeanor suspects who walve their
right to a jury trial are usually tried within
seven days.

That's the kind of court reform that's
needed in every judicial system in the coun-
try.

Only through effective reorganization of
our court systems can we meet the new chal-
lenges that are placed upon our judicial sys-
tem today. Only if all citizens can be pro-
vided with real and ready access to the courts
will we be able to maintain confidence in our
legal system.

Another factor which affects confidence in
our legal system is insisting that all laws be
obeyed. In this context, I'd llke to refer to
those among us—a small minority—who are
clamoring for amnesty for draft dodgers and
deserters.

I am vehemently opposed to amnesty not
only because I feel that it would be a dis-
service to those who did answer their coun-
try's call, especlally those who gave their
lives or were wounded or imprisoned but for
an even more baslic reason. I oppose amnesty
because, If we allow some of our cltizens to
choose the laws they wish to obey and those
they wish to disobey, the result will be
anarchy. So, as we celebrate Law Day today,
we should recognize that continuance of our
civilized society under law, it is essential that
all citizens obey all laws.

There are those among us who would
destroy our system and paradoxically replace
it with a system of government which al-
lows no dissent. Our system gives us—the
people—the power to change our govern-
ment and change the laws which govern us.
In their misgulded zeal to achieve what they
think will be & social utopia they run the
risks of destroying the system of government
by laws which is not only our best hope but
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the best hope of all men in the world who
love liberty.

As we honor Law Day, we should rededicate
ourselves to preserving and Improving this
system of government.

Mr. Speaker, also, because this is Law
Day, I think it was uniquely appropriate
that I met on the steps of the Capitol
today with a delegation of men from the
Veterans of Foreign Wars who presented
to me and to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GarMaTZ) a petition signed by
some 1,700 Marylanders urging that the
Congress not grant amnesty to those who
have left this country to evade the draft
laws or those who have deserted from
service in the armed services.

I think it is appropriate that this oc-
curred on Law Day, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause, if our system of government by
law—which we are commemorating to-
day—is to survive, it is absolutely es-
sential that all citizens obey all laws.
That includes those who might disagree
with certain activities being engaged in
by our Government. As citizens, they
have the right to disagree. But as cifizens
they do not have the right to disobey the
law.

So I assured that delegation from the
VFW, Mr. Speaker, that I would do
everything I could to oppose the enact-
ment of legislation granting amnesty to
those who have refused the call of their
country.

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION
OF NARCOTIC ADDICTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from New York (Mr. MurpHY) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I fully support S. 2713, the ad-
ministration’s proposal to provide for the
treatment and rehabilitation in com-
munity-based facilities during probation
and parole or mandatory release from
Federal institutions drug dependent per-
sons who cannot receive treatment under
the Government’s addict rehabilitation
law. As I pointed out to Members on
March 4, 1971, there are serious and
sometimes crippling flaws in the 1966
Federal Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation
Act. For example, the act denies the
treatment established under this law to
large classes of addicts.

It excluded addicts charged with
housebreaking or burglary—despite the
fact that this is a major addict crime.

It excluded addicts who had previously
failed under three or more civil commit-
ments—despite the fact that experience
has shown that relapse is a part of the
rehabilitation process.

It excluded addicts with two or more
felony convictions—despite the fact that
cases such as a 21-year-old addicted auto
thief could have two felony convictions.

It denied a person eligibility for civil
commitment in lieu of prosecution if he
was charged with the sale of dependent
drugs for his own personal use—despite
the fact that we passed a law in 1970
taking such people out of the serious
criminal category.

It limited treatment to only those peo-
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ple addicted to the opiate drugs includ-
ing heroin and eliminated persons de-
pendent on or addicted to the depressant
and stimulant drugs including the goof
balls, barbiturates, the pep pills, am-
phetamines, and the hallucinogens such
as marihuana and LSD—despite the fact
that persons were no longer abusing one
drug but many and we now have “mul-
tiple drug abusers.”

So it is gratifying to see that we will
now be removing these restrictions from
drug dependent Federal prisoners who
are not now eligible for treatment under
NARA after they are released from
prison.

But what about treatment for these
people during their long months or years
of incarceration. As I pointed out a year
ago, these restrictions were eliminating
the bulk of the addicts who might benefit
from treatment while in prison. As a
matter of fact, the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, as a result of these exclusionary
clauses had to set up a stop-gap second-
ary drug treatment program similar to
NARA in an effort to get treatment to
Federal addicts who needed it but were
excluded under the current Federal law.

This treatment program within a treat-
ment program began on June 1, 1971,
and is treating those offenders currently
in the Federal prison population for
whom drugs are a contributing cause to
their criminal behavior but who do not
qualify under NARA. There is no need
for two programs to handle the same
kinds of addicts. My proposed amend-
ment would eliminate the need for such
a wasteful process.

So while S. 2713 is a left-handed step
in the right direction I feel the more logi-
cal approach would be to eliminate the
cause of this illogical situation at the
source. Which is what my amendment to
the original act would accomplish. If
would do this by eliminating the severe
restrictions of eligibility and open up
treatment for all drug abusers, not just
heroin addicts. If this approach is rea-
sonable after addicts and drug abusers
have been released from an institution, it
is certainly reasonable to apply this ap-
proach at the very beginning of their
incarceration.

In any given year almost a third of our
Federal prisoners, which means as many
as 7,000 inmates, have had problems with
drug abuse. Yet only 1 or 2 percent of
those committed are eligible for treat-
ment under the Narcotic Addict Reha-
bilitation Act.

This is absurd.

Rather than chip away at the periph-
ery of our addict population, we should
make a congressional commitment to go
right to the core of this motherlode of
Federal addicts by providing the law, the
Federal funds, and the personnel neces-
sary to make a serious impact on nar-
cotics and crime.

I commend the administration of the
goals of the current legislation, but I
implore them to get at the heart of
the problem and support legislation still
before the Judiciary Commitee, H.R. 5612,
which is designed to bring the treatment
of Federal prisoners who are drug ad-
dicted or drug habituated into the 1970’s.
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I can understand the argument of
those who say that NARA for the 1960’s
was perforce modest because it was a
beginning and because a structure of
programs and funding had to be estab-
lished from scratch.

But we are beyond that now.

The President has called narcotic ad-
diction our No. 1 domestic problem.

The Congress is appropriating millions
upon millions of dollars to combat the
drug traffic and addiction.

We have burgeoning treatment pro-
grams all over the Nation.

We have practically instituted a “Man-
hattan project” for the elimination of
drug abuse.

We can certainly apply this kind of an
effort to our Federal prison system and
I ask Members to join with me in doing
50.
I ask that my statements of March 4,
1971, and June 23, 1971, on the Narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Act be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE DRUG DEPENDENT
PERSONS REHABILITATION AcT oF 1971,
MarcH 4, 1971

(By Representative JoHN M. MURPHY)

I introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to provide new procedures for the civil
commitment of drug dependent persons and
to expand the scope of the provisions of titles
18 and 28 of the United States Code relating
to the treatment of drug dependent persons
in criminal proceedings, and for other pur-
poses; the “Drug Dependent Persons Reha-
bilitation Act of 1971.”

This is the second in a serles of crime bills
I announced I would be introducing during
the coming weeks.

In January of last year the Congress passed
a strong law enforcement orlented drug bill
which became the law of the land in October
of 1970. I supported that bill because it was
necessary to cope with the growing army
of young drug users who are being arrested
at the rate of one every five minutes in the
United States.

However, I feel it is now time that the
focus of Congress should be on legislation
that is directed at the rehabilitation and
treatment of the drug addiet and the drug
abuser.

That is the goal of the legislation I intro-
duce today.

The Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act
was enacted in 1966 in response to the se-
rious narcotic problem in America during
the mid-sixties and represented the first ma-
jor change in the attitude of the Federal
Government toward the treatment and re-
habilitation of narcotic addicts.

I was in agreement with the goals of that
Act and worked for its passage.

The Act provided an alternative to im-
prisonment for heroin addicts either charged
with or convicted of certain Federal offenses.
It provided for their commitment to treat-
ment and rehabilitation for extended perlods
of time. The addict was under custody while
in a hospital or other institution and super-
vised aftercare was provided In the com-
munity after their release from custody.

In addition, the Act established proce-
dures for the voluntary commitment of
narcotic addicts, who had neither been
charged with nor convicted of offenses, but
who were In need of treatment for their
addiction and could be successfully treated
and returned to their communities.

As the legislation was passed, however,
it denied some or all of the treatment estab-
lished under this law to large classes of
addicts.
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It excluded addicts charged with house-
breaking or burglary.

It excluded addicts who had previously
falled under three or more civil commit-
ments.

And it excluded addicts with two or more
felony convictions.

The present bill broadens the coverage to
include these categories of addicts who are,
in the main, most in need of help.

Drugs, by thelr very nature, make an addict
ineffectual and indifferent, unable to hold
an honest job. Without legitimate resources
he must seek money for his drugs through
crime. Traditionally, his loss of drive led
him to the easy way out—committing crimes
of a non-violent nature. And crime has al-
ways been the principal source of money for
the addict and so most genuine addicts have
a record of two or three felony convictions.

The trapped, the cornered, the panicked
sick addict is one who may resort to violence.
That 1s not to say heroin causes the addlct
to panic—it is rather the lack of the drug
and the threat of withdrawal that causes
him to sometimes strike out blindly, hys-
terically or in a deadly manner. And because
there are more addicts today, there are more
of them involved In serious crimes.

So it is not unusual for a 19 or 20 year
old addict to have two felony convictions.

Further, there is ample testimony that
three prior ecivil commitments should not
prevent an addict from benefitting from
treatment the fourth or fifth time around.

Indeed, research shows that the more re-
lapses an addict experiences, the closer he
is to ultimate abstinence and rehabilitation.

Addiction is a chronic disease where re-
lapse is the expected rather than the excep-
tional behavior. We know that every relapse
may bring the addict closer to ultimate re-
habilitation. And we know that with proper
help, addicts tend to grow out of their de-
pendence on drugs as they get older.

Even more important, however, since treat-
ment programs for addicts differ throughout
the country, both in nature and quality, and
since all such programs can be expected to
improve as we gain more experience, fallure
under any program in the past should not
deny an addict the Improved treatment
methods of the future.

Now that the NARA has been in operation
for a period of time, we have recelved in-
creasingly more evidence that the original
restrictlons often exclude those very ad-
dicts who could obtaln the greatest benefit
from the treatment offered under the Act.

Because of those early restrictions, the
Act has been called self-defeating and the
criteria for eligibility has been termed *‘ab-
surd” by recent witnesses before Congress.

Let me emphasize this by pointing out that
during the first 21 months the Act was in op-
eration, only 74 addicts were civilly com-
mitted under Title I in lieu of prosecution.

This is the record of a law that was hailed
as a “breakthrough"” in our efforts to treat
addiets.

I think it is a sorry record when we con-
sider the fact that there may be as many as
100,000 heroin addicts in the United States.

This revision of the Narcotic Addict Reha-
bilitation Act is of great significance. When
the original Act was passed, I was concerned
over the features I have just described which
I consider inimical to its success. After having
reviewed the performance of this program and
after discussing it with those who know its
operation intimately, I think this is the ap-
propriate time to replace it with a new pro-
gressive program.

I believe the changes contalned in the
bill I propose today will improve the treat-
ment of narcotic addicts not only 2t the Fed-
eral level, but in the entire nation.

It will do so because it will set an example
for the states to follow.
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As my colleagues will recall, the Narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966 contained
four titles:

(1) The first title provided for the civil
commitment and rehabilitation of narcotic
addicts in lieu of prosecution of the charges
against the addict;

(2) the second title provided for sentenc-
ing to commitment for the treatment of ad-
dicts in lieu of sentencing to a penal insti-
tution;

(3) the third title provided for the volun-
tary civil commitment of addicts who were
not charged with nor convicted of offenses;
and,

(4) the fourth title provided for rehabili-
tation and posthospitalization, aftercare pro-
grams and for assistance to states and local-
itles.

The legislation that I now offer would ex-
pand the scope of coverage of drug abusers
by not only including narcotic addicts, that
is, those addicted to the oplate drugs includ-
ing heroin, but also persons dependent upon
the depressant and stimulant drugs, includ-
ing the pep pills (amphetamines), the goof
balls (barbiturates), and the hallucinogens
such as marihuana and LSD.

If this bill is adopted, persons either
charged with or convicted of Federal offenses,
or even persons not charged, would be eligi-
ble for Federal treatment and rehabilitation
programs for their dependence upon the bar-
biturates—doctors at the Federal narcotic
hospitals indicate that they have more prob-
lems with physical withdrawal of many bar-
biturate addicts than with those addicted to
the opiates—or any one or a combination
of the other drugs including the depres-
sants, stimulants and hallucinogens.

There is a myriad of drug abuse existing
in the United States and persons not only
become addicted to narcotics, but become
physically and psychologically dependent
upon a wide range of drugs.

It is only logical then to change the Fed-
eral law and to open up our programs of
hospitalization, treatment and rehabilitation
to those who have fallen victim to any of the
various types of drug abuse, not just heroin
or oplate addiction.

This is true because basically these indi-
viduals share the same deficlencies and prob-
lems.

Estimates of the abuse of these drugs vary,
but if only 10 percent of the 12 million
Americans who have trled marihuana be-
come habituated to its use, then we have a
serious problem. The same Is true with re-
gard to the millions of individuals who are
abusers of the depressant and stimulant
drugs.

In any case, physical withdrawal can be
achieved in a relatively short time. The far
more serious problem is psychologleal or emo-
tional dependence which is shared by all
types of drug dependent persons.

It may be true that more property crimes
are committed by hard narcotics abusers,
because of their intense craving for the drug,
but such crimes are not unknown among
other drug abusers. This means treating all
drug users will reduce more crime than just
treating one category of narcotic offenders.

I proposed further to broaden the law's
coverage to provide that persons with two
prior felony convictions and three previous
civil commitments could be eligible for treat-
ment and rehabilitation under titles I and
II of the Act for the reasons I have outlined.

This means that hundreds of drug de-
pendent persons presently excluded from
coverage under this Act would have medical
treatment made possible,

I would delete from the definition of crime
of violence, as in the current law, the of-
fenses of housebreaking and burglary.

These are fundamentally property crimes
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which comprise the bulk of offenses com-
mitted by addicts,

Many members of both Houses fought
these exclusionary provisions when the
statute was wunder consideration.

Subsequent events have proven that
these provisions were mistakes. The amend-
ments I introduce today are consistent with
the medical view that many addlcts who are
treatable are eliminated from treatment.

A further desirable feature of my bill al-
lows a person to be eligible for civil commit-
ment in lieu of prosecution if he is charged
with the sale of dependent drugs for his own
personal use. This is completely in line with
the provisions of the recently enacted “Com-
prehensive Drug Prevention and Control Act
of 1970.”

There are compelling reasons for expand-
ing the facilities for the treatment of drug
dependent persons.

Recent testimony before Congress indi-
cates that the neighborhood of only 50 per-
cent of the people committed under the Nar-
cotlc Addict Rehabilitation Act can be re-
tained for treatment because of a shortage
of staff and facilities.

Dr. Stanley F. Yolles, the former Director
of the National Institute of Mental Health
claims that the capabilities of the two main
treatment centers at Lexington, Kentucky,
and Fort Worth, Texas are chronically over-
taxed.

Yet the estimates of the Institute show
that increasingly more addicts will be com-
mitted to treatment in the years to come,

The total number of committed narcotic
addicts alone is expected to surpass the
10,000 mark by 1975. This compares to only
2,438 patients committed under this law in
1970, the bulk of whom were non-offenders.
The offender addicts were denled treatment
because of the reasons I have just set forth.

That is why I have provided that not only
facilities and programs of the Public Health
Service be utilized but that other facilities,
either approved or established by the Secre-
tary of Health, Education and Welfare, be
used for the treatment of all drug dependent
persons.

This law should reach the largest possible
number of drug dependent persons in the
nation who can beneflt from treatment.

That is why I want to make more people
eligible.

And the facilities to treat them should be
made available.

That is why I have provided for an ex-
pansion of the services avallable for such
treatment,

Since supplying such a program for drug
dependent offenders is the most effective ap-
proach to the drug problem, I hope this bill
will recelve strong support from my col-
leagues in both Houses.

H.R. 5612: AMENDMENTS TO THE NARCOTIC
AppicT REHABILITATION AcT oF 1966, JunE
23, 1971

(By Representative JouN M. MURPHY)

Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I appreciate the opportunity to ap-
pear here today to testify on my bill, HR.
5612, to provide new procedures for the civil
commitment of drug dependent persons.

The amendments expand the scope of the
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966
(NARA) to Include in the definition the
term "“drug dependent persons,” replacing
the previous definition of a narcotic addlct.
This means persons not only addicted to the
opiates (heroin, morphine, and the synthetic
opiates), but also persons with drug de-
pendencies on the amphetamines, barbitu-
rates, marihuana, the hallucinogens, or a
combination of these, would become eligible
for Federal treatment and rehablilitation un-
der this amendment. As you know, NARA
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contained four titles which I will briefly
summarize as a reference point.

Title I provided for the civil commitment
and rehabilitation of narcotic addicts in lieu
of prosecution of charges against the ad-
dict. (“Drug dependent persons” covered by
this amendment.)

Title II provided for sentencing to com-
mitment for treatment of addicts in lieu of
sentencing to a penal institution. (*Drug de-
pendent persons” covered by this amend-
ment.)

Title III provided for voluntary civil com-
mitment of addicts not charged with nor
convicted of an offense. (Drug dependent
persons covered by this amendment).

Title IV provided for rehabilitation and
post-hospitalization for care programs and
for assistance to states and localities.

The original Narcotic Addict Rehabllita-
tion Act 1ad amended three previously exist-
ing laws and added a completely new law,
title III, the clivil commitment provision. In
effect, the old NARA really only had one new
title (III)—the rest of the legislation
amended existing law (titles 18 and 28 U.5.C.
and section 341 of the Public Health Service
Act). I decided that in order to simplify and
focus on the major section of the bill I would
move the civil commitment of non-criminal
addicts to title I. (Since the inception of
NARA, 91% of those treated have come under
title IIT as opposed to 8 percent under title
I.) I then combined the criminal users under
title IT (titles I and II of NARA that is, the
civil commitment and rehabilitation of drug
dependent persons, and placed the beefed up
treatment section under title II. Title IV of
my bill contains the conforming amend-
ments.

Under my amendment, certain preclusions
to eligibility for handling under NARA have
been deleted from the law so that (1) per-
sons with two previous convictions or with
three prior civil commitments would be eligi-
ble for treatment (2) persons convicted or
charged with crimes of burglary and house-
breaking would be made eligible for treat-
ment; and, (3) persons charged with sale for
their own personal use would become eligible
for treatment just as convicted persons are
eligible under old title IT of NARA.

In title I of my bill (title III of NARA) the
term “related individual” has been deleted so
that only the addict himself could make the
application for eivil commitment rather than
a relative.

The definition of hospital of the Public
Health Service has been broadened to in-
clude other treatment facilities approved by
either the Surgeon General or the Attorney
General.

Finally, section 341 of the Public Health
Service Act has been broadened to include
“drug dependent persons” as addicts.

Mr. Chairman, as you all know, the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act was enacted
in 1966 in response to the serious narcotic
problem in America during the mid-sixties,
and represented a major change in the atti-
tude of the Federal Government toward the
treatment and rehabilitati. 2 of oplate ad-
dicts.

Those of us in Congress who had high
hopes for the program were disappointed at
the results that were achleved in the first
years of operation. However, I belleve that
the leadership at the National Institute of
Mental Health and at the Federal Bureau of
Prisons has begun a program that has prom-
ise for the future. In my discussions with offi-
clals at NIMH and at the Bureau of Prisons
I was impressed by the desire on the part of
the managers of this law at the administra-
tive level to see it function at a greater level
of efficlency and with broader scope in the
years to come, In talking to these people I
have become aware of certain restrictions and
shortcomings in the law which H.R. 56612 at-
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tempts to rectify. For example, as the earller
legislation was passed, it denied treatment to
a large percentage of our Federal addicts be-
cause it excluded addicts charged with house-
breaking or burglary, addicts who had previ-
ously failed under three or more civil com-
mitments, and addlcts with two or more
felony convictions.

I have discussed my amendment with offi-
cials in both the Bureau of Prisons and at
NIMH. Three years ago they would have ob-
jected to the removal of these restrictions be-
cause of the newness of the program and the
shortage of treatment personnel. However,
they now feel that NARA has progressed to
the poinit where they could and should handle
these offenders under the progressive pro-
visions of the law.

The face of drug addiction has changed
greatly in the United States since the con-
gressional hearings of 1966-1966. In times
past, the drug choice of different abusers ap-
peared to be mutually exclusive, that is, once
a heroin user, always a heroin user; once a
barbiturate addict, always a barbiturate ad-
dict. However, in recent years, we have seen
the phenomenon of multiple drug use where
heroin users may use a wide variety of drugs.
Conversely, multiple drug users now dabble
in heroin. Because of this, I think the law
should be changed to cope with the problem
of the seventies—the multiple drug abuser.
That is why my amendments would expand
our Federal drug treatment programs by in-
cluding those persons dependent upon the
depressant and stimulant drugs including
the amphetamines (pep pills), the barbitu-
rates (goof balls), and the hallucinogens
(marihuana and LSD). Further, my amend-
ment would provide that persons with two
prior felony convictions or three previous
civil commitments be made eligible for treat-
ment and rehabilitation.

This means that hundreds of drug depend-
ent persons presently excluded from rehabili-
tation programs would have medical and
psychological treatment made available. For
example, to date under the NARA program
under title IT in the Bureau of Prisons, five
institutions housing intensive treatment
units have studied 1,077 cases. Of these T44
have been accepted for treatment. The re-
maining 333 cases were found ineligible and
were rejected primarily because of two or
more felony convictions on their record. It
became increasingly evident to the manage-
ment of the Bureau of Prisons that while a
large segment of the offender population
with drug problems did not meet the stand-
ards for inclusion under NARA for treat-
ment, they had needs the same as those who
were eligible. As a result of these exclusion-
ary clauses, the Bureau of Prisons has begun
to set up a stop-gap secondary drug treat-
ment program similar to NARA in an effort
to get at Federal addicts who need treat-
ment but who are excluded under current
law.

This treatment program within a treat-
ment program began on June 1, 1871, and it
will treat those offenders currently in the
Federal prison population for whom drugs
are a contributing cause to their criminal
behavior but who do not qualify under
NARA. There is no need for two programs to
handle the same kinds of addicts, My pro-
posed amendment would eliminate the need
for such a wasteful process.

Figures made avallable to me indicate that
under title II even though the number of
inmates is comparatively small, the plan
does seem to work. As of December 30, 1970,
414 inmates had been released to aftercare
following an average institutionalization of
slightly over 156 months. 297 or 729% were still
active, and 289 had violated or absconded.
I feel the fact that 72 percent were in a rela-
tively law abiding condition is a tremendous
improvement over the old figures we used to
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hear of a 2% cure rate of addicts in Federal
institutions. I feel that the provision to ex-
pand those eligible under NARA is a critical
one, Only 1,000 addicts have been found to
be eligible. This despite the fact that 30 per-
cent of all admissions to the Bureau of
Prisons have regularly used narcotics or
marihuana.

That means that in any one year, between
6,000 and 7,000 Federal prisoners are regular
users of drugs.

There is ample evidence that three civil
commitments should not prevent an addict
from benefiting from treatment the fourth,
fifth, or even the ninth or tenth time around.
Medical experience has shown that the more
relapses an addict experiences the closer he
is to ultimate abstinence from narcotics and
partial if not total rehabilitation. Addiction
is a chronic disease where relapse is the ex-
pected rather than the exceptional behavior.
Medical experience has shown that every
relapse may bring the addict closer to re-
habilitation and that with proper help ad-
dicts tend to mature out of their dependence
on drugs, especlally after the age of 30.

Most important of all, however, the three
previous civil commitment exclusion did not
take Into consideration the fact that the
treatment programs for addicts differ
throughtout the country both in nature and
quality and since all such programs can be
expected to improve as we galn more experi-
ence, failure under any programs can be ex-
pected to Improve as we gailn more experi-
ence, failure under any program in the past
should not deny an addict the improved
treatment methods of the future. While
many Members of Congress anticipated it,
experience has now proven that the original
restrictions have excluded many of those
addicts who could obtain the greatest bene-
fit from treatment offered under the act.
In testimony before congressional commit-
tees, legal groups who represent drug addicts
on a day to day basis have testified that the
act is self-defeating and that the standards
for eligibility border on the absurd.

In this amendment I have recommended
deletion from the current law the offenses
of housebreaking and burglary from the defi-
nitlon of crime of violence. According to
officials from NIMH and the Bureau of Pris-
ons, these are fundamentally property crimes
which make up & large percentage of the
offenses committed by narcotic addicts and
drug dependent persons. In 1966 many Mem-
bers of both Houses fought this particular
exclusionary provision, especially those In
the field of law enforcement who were famil-
far with the crimes of drug addicts.
Events since the passage of the act have
proven that these provisions were over-re-
active. The amendment we are discussing
today 1is consistent with the soclo-legal-
medical view that large numbers of addicts
who are actually treatable were eliminated
from treatment and given straight confine-
ment in penal institutions.

For example, Charles P. Lamb, Jr., 8 prom=
inent Washington attorney who served on
the Legal Aid Agency of the District of
Columbia testified before a congressional
committee on the experience of that agency
with the restrictions in NARA. He sald, “After
the passage of NARA, many defendants who
were in need of hospitalization were denied it
because they did not fall within the criterion
of an ‘eligible offender’. Specifically, excluded
from the scope of the act are those who have
been convicted of housebreaking at night.
A rather absurd criteria. Consequently, many
addict defendants who had to be incarcerated
and could not qualify for NARA could get
no treatment whatsoever, the Lorton Re-
formatory being totally lacking. The de-
fendants could expect little more than to
serve out the 3 to 9 or 5 to 15 year sentences
with little hope for parcle and to re-enter
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the community as they had left—a drug ad-
dict in remission.”

Under the old law we provided that a re-
lated individual could sign a petition and
civilly commit a person who is addicted. A
father could turn in his son. A wife could
turn in her husband, and so forth. Experl-
ence under title IIT of NARA has shown
that this provision has not met the expecta-
tions of its advocates. If an addict is not
motivated to treatment it is difficult to force
him into a treatment program, especially if
he is committed or has not been arrested for
any crime.

Officials at NIMH who run the NARA pro-
gram have told me of case after case of fail-
ure with this type of commitment because
the addict was intractable and simply did
not want treatment. In one bizarre case in
New York City, a wife turned in her addict
husband. He subsequently pulled a gun on
the psychiatrist in charge and threatened to
murder him if he did not certify him, the ad-
dict, ineligible for treatment. For this reason,
the professionals in this area have supported
the deletion of the term “related individual.”
Experience in various state civil commitment
programs supports this position. For ex-
ample, Milton Luger, the chairman of the
Narcotic Addiction Control Commission for
New York State informed my staff that civil
commitments by a relative or a third party
constitute “the most difficult cases to han-
dle in treatment.” These addicts are most re-
sentful because they are put in against their
will. Their attitude is that ‘‘somebody else
turned me in." Luger claimed that they are
not motivated for treatment and that there
is “little we can do with them.”

Another State where addicts can be turnead
in by a relative or a third party is in Cali-
fornia. In that State there are two classes
of petitioning. Either by a relative or a friend,
or by a police officer or probation officer.
Roland Wood, the head of the entire Cali-
fornia narcotic addiction program informed
my staff that only four percent of the
addicts in California’s treatment program
(130 cases) were admitted by relatives in
1970. Seven percent were committed by police
officers or probation officers. While California
has experienced minimum success with the
commitments made by relatives, in the lat-
ter category Wood explained that the addicts
experience great resentment in having been
“kidnapped’ and are much more intransigent
and difficult to treat than those people who
turn themselves in. The California experi-
ence is not really comparable to NARA, how=-
ever because there is no minimum amount of
time that a civilly committed addict must
serve. The minimum is zero. This means that,
unlike NARA where the addict is advised that
treatment may last 42 months with a pos-
sible 36 months in an institution, the ad-
dict is not faced with the prospect of spend-
ing long periods of time in inearceration.

While this is an area of some controversy,
I feel the facts speak for themselves. Psycho-
logically, and in terms of treatment, the total
experience in the United States with civil
commitment by a relative or a third party
has not been successful. I would urge the
committee to consider this amendment to
remove the term “related individual” from
the clvil commitment provisions of NARA.

Another desirable provision in H.R. 5612
would allow a person to be eligible for civil
commitment in lieu of prosecution if he has
been charged with the sale of dependent
drugs for his own personal use. This is a
justifiable provision in my district and is
completely in line with the provisions of
the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention
and Control Act which passed the Congress
Just last year.

Finally, the amendment stipulates that
not only the facilities and programs of the
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Public Health Service, but that other facili-
tles approved or established by the Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare, be used for
the treatment of all drug dependent per-
sons. The reasons for this are obvious to any-
one who reads the newspapers. They are
compelling. We must expand the Nation's
facilities for the treatment and rehabilita-
tion of drug dependent persons.

We not only have an out of control drug
problem in this country, but we also have
the problem or our returning servicemen,
young boys who have been exposed in a
foreign land to an avalanche or highly po-
tent, easily available heroin, marihuana,
oplum, and all the drugs commonly found
in the pusher’s bag of drugs. This means
there are thousands upon thousands of re-
turning servicemen who will need immediate
and long range treatment for drug depend-
ency. Yet recent testimony before Congress
indicates that only 50 percent of the people
committed under NARA could be retained
for treatment because of a shortage of staff
and facilities. And while a major step has
been taken with the doubling of funds avalil-
able to the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation
Branch of NIMH for fiscal year 1972. I am
certain that this will not be enough to
handle the colossal drug problem that is
facing this Nation.

In summation, Mr. Chairman, I offer this
bill as a vehicle to expend the commitment
of the United States Congress to the treat-
ment and rehabilitation of our young addicts
here at home and those who will return from
serving their country overseas. Until now,
the Federal program for addiction has fallen
far short of our expectations. The narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Branch at NIMH re-
ported to me that there were 10,481 addicts
in some phase of treatment as of April 30,
1971. 1,860 were in Fort Worth, Lexington
and 5 community in-patient facilities. An-
other 8,416 were in 23 community programs
funded by NARA grants.

This is not nearly enough when we realize
the size of the addict problem in this
country.

However, we have established under NARA
a cadre of people with expertise in the field
and it has set up a sub-structure of patient
care and community assistance grants that
should be expanded and must be expanded
as quickly as possible to handle our
rampaging drug problem.

That is what my amendment is designed to
do: Make all drug dependent persons eligible
who need treatment, and make all the
facilities and assistance available for those
who need it.

Mr. Chairman, I have some exhibits that I
would like to have included in the record
relative to the NARA program and a brief
comparison of my bill with NARA.

TITLE COMPARISON OF NARA AND H.R. 5612
Public Law 89-793—NARA

Title I. Civil commitment in lieu of pros-
ecution. (Amended title 28 U.8.C.).

H.R. 5612—Drug Dependent Persons Reha-
bilitation Act of 1971

Title I. Clvil Commitment of persons not
charged with criminal offense, (Similar to
title III of NARA.)

Public Law 89-793—NARA

Title II. Sentencing to commitment for
treatment. (Amended title 18 U.S.C.)
H.R. 5612—Drug Dependent Persons Reha-

bilitation Act of 1971

Title II. Sec. 201—Civil commitment and
rehabilitation of drug dependent persons.
(Amends title 28 U.S.C.) (Similar to Title I
of NARA.)

Sec. 202—Drug dependent persons (Amends
title 18 U.S.C.) (Similar to title III of
NARA.)
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Public Law 89-793—NARA

Title III. Civil commitment of persons
not charged with any criminal offense.

H.R. 5612—Drug Dependent Persons Reha-
bilitation Act of 1971
(Similar to Title I of H.R. 5612,)
Public Law 89-793—NARA
Title IV. Rehabilitation and post-hospital-
ization care programs and assistance to
states and localities.
H.R. 5612—Drug Dependent Persons Reha-
bilitation Act of 1971
(No change.)
Public Law 89-793—NARA
Title V. Sentencing after conviction for vio-
lation of law relating to narcotic drugs or
marihuana.
H.R. 5612—Drug Dependent Persons Reha-
bilitation Act of 1971
(No change.)
Public Law 89-793—NARA
Title VI. Miscellanous provisions (Amends
Sec. 341 of the Public Health Service Act.)
H.R. 5612—Drug Dependent Persons Reha-
bilitation Act of 1971
Title III. Rehabilitation programs under

the Public Health Service Act. (Amends Sec.
341 of the Public Health Service Act.)

NARCOTIC ADDICT REHABILITATION BRANCH—PATIENT
DATA

Number of pati in Branch tr

as ol—

Apr.30,187) .. ___ ..o
June 30, 1970 ..

June 30, 1969___

June 30, 1968. . ...

! No data.

New York State civil commitments

Friends

1970:

CONGRESSMAN RODINO’'S JOBS, TAX
REFORM, AND LAW-ENFORCE-
MENT PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr, RobpiNo) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, undoubted-
1y the unemployment crisis in the Nation
is a top, if not the priority, domestic
problem we face. The President’s eco-
nomic policy makes little attempt to do
anything about it, and the March unem-
ployment rate rose sharply to 5.9 percent.

JOBS NOW

I believe the way to help end unem-

ployment is to simply make jobs. There-
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fore I have sponsored legislation to create
1.15 million public service jobs. It author-
izes $3 billion this fiscal year and $10 bil-
lion when fully operating.

A conservative estimate places the new
need at almost 20 million decent jobs.
This includes the underemployed and
unemployed, those working at substand-
ard wages and those who have given up
looking for jobs. The problem therefore
directly affects 72 million Americans.

Equally serious is the need to improve
our public services—education, health,
urban renewal, law enforcement, en-
vironmental control, transportation, and
recreation. With enactment of my “Jobs
Now” bill, we can immediately make jobs
that would put people to work staffing
hospitals and day care centers, renovat-
ing our streets and cities, helping main-
tain essential sewer and antipollution
works, and improving our parks and rec-
reational facilities.

An important element in my bill is that
the jobs created would not be dead end
ones, but real jobs with built-in training
and educational opportunities. It would
also provide the services so desperately
needed in our urban centers. For areas of
very high unemployment, such as the city
of Newark, a special employment and
economic development program under
the bill would provide direct aid.

TAX REFORM

It is essential that we move ahead to
reform our tax system, and I have spon-
sored two tax bills to cut out loopholes
and provide the Federal money needed
to meet our urgent public needs.

One is a major bill to establish a fairer
tax structure and to raise more funds for
the Federal Government. In theory our
tax rates are supposed to be set accord-
ing to one’s ability to pay. In fact, be-
cause of special exemptions, incentives,
and interpretations of tax laws, this
theory is a farce. My major proposal
would bring more revenue to the Govern-
ment, help reduce Federal deficits, and
also give lower income persons more
available money to spend for essentials.

Along with this bill, I have also spon-
sored my ‘“‘quick yield” tax reform bill,
This stresses closing loopholes that either
reduce jobs or do nothing to create them.
At the same time it raises funds without
hurting job-creating efforts. I estimate
it would provide $7.5 billion in new funds
by closing loopholes that now allow
wealthy citizens to avoid paying their fair
tax share. It is appalling to realize that
in some instances low- and middle-in-
come people pay a much higher percent-
age of their incomes in taxes than the
very wealthy. In 1970, 112 persons with
more than $200,000 incomes paid no Fed-
eral taxes.

A more minor bill, but one that affects
all Americans, is my proposal to under-
take a study to find ways to simplify in-
come tax forms. It is hard enough to
have to come up with money for tax pay-
ments when the costs of essentials such
as food and shelter are so high. Bug this
agony is worse when our citizens must
worry about complicated tax reforms. In
1970 over 70 percent of all taxpayers had
outside help in preparing their returns.
Middle and lower income taxpayers pay
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too much in taxes because of all the loop-
holes for the rich and special interest
groups. And then they pay what is
actually an added tax by being forced to
use outside tax aid.

CRIME CONTROL AND PRISON REFORM

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, and a 1970 amend-
ment to this act, both of which I spon-
sored, have greatly assisted law enforce-
ment efforts at the local level. Programs
established under this act provide our
police officers with the very latest means
of dealing with crime and of capturing
criminals.

In 1971, the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration—LEAA—which
provides funds for such programs, al-
lotted a total of $11,870,000 for the State
of New Jersey, with over 1,000 students
now enrolled in law enforcement educa-
tion programs.

Total LEAA funds for 1971 which have
been allotted to Essex County, including
East Orange and Newark, total $1,115,-
754. As examples, special grants under
this program have provided $98,740 to
East Orange to establish a juvenile
delinquency program; $192,547 for a
model defendant employment project to
assist the courts; and $125,470 to set up
a police cadet project for Newark. This
act has also provided $19.1 million for
drug abuse treatment and rehabilitation
programs.

I have supported legislation to amend
that act in the 92d Congress to provide
for Federal funding of emergency nar-
cotic treatment programs operated by
State correctional institutions in connec-
tion with probation and other work re-
lease programs. This amendment has
passed the House of Representatives and
is awaiting action by the Senate.

A subcommittee of the Committee on
the Judiciary, of which I am a member,
has been holding hearings since May
1971 on the subject of prison reform and
the parole system, to try to discover why
the correctional systems have failed to
provide vocational education training,
medical care, counseling, and all other
services necessary to assist ex-offenders.

The past tendency of the public to ig-
nore the existence of deplorable condi-
tions in our prison systems is at an end.
Since most people now recognize the
need for providing increased Federal
funds to State and local correctional
systems, the future looks promising.
These hearings have ranged across a
proad spectrum of problems involving
corrections—from those facing the ad-
ministrators, to those confronting the
correctional officer, the inmate and the
former inmate. I have sponsored legisla-
tion in this connection to provide as-
sistance to States for improving our
parole systems and for establishing fair
and equitable parole procedures.

I actively supported the Gun Control
Act of 1968, which bans interstate mail-
order sale of lonz guns and ammunition,
and prohibits sales to minors and non-
residents of a State; and the Organized
Crime Control Act of 1970, which is
aimed at racketeering, corruption, and
organized crime in our major cities.
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I have also sponsored legislation in
this Congress to establish an Institute
of Continuing Studies of Juvenile Jus-
tice. This bill, which has just passed the
House, would enable us to review and
strengthen our policies and practices in
the area of juvenile justice.

MORE TROUBLE IN THE NAVY
PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AspIN) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, cost overruns,
lengthy delays, and serious technical
problems are plaguing the Navy’s plan to
build two ships known as ARS'’s and two
minisubs known as deep submergent
rescue vehicles which are designed to
rescue disabled submarines.

Apparently the Navy is again in deep
trouble in another procurement program.
The minisubs are too slow, very un-
reliable, and unable to dive as deeply as
the Navy hoped according to a recent
General Accounting Office staff study.
Apparently the Navy is lucky that the
little subs even can float.

Cost overruns for the two ships and the
two minisubs now total a whopping $159
million.

The two ASR ships for which the Con-
gress originally appropriated $32.9 mii-
lion now are expected to cost at least $88
million.

In addition, the Alabama Dry Dock
& Shipbuilding Co. of Mobile, Ala., is now
demanding an additional $16 million for
the two vessels in claims.

The General Accounting Office staff
study reports that the minisubs have in-
creased in costs from $16.6 million per
vessel to $102 million for each sub. De-
spite a decrease in the number of mini-
subs from 6 to 2, costs have skyrocketed
$104 million. The two minisubs are also
414 years behind their original schedule.

Clearly the Navy's attempt to build
decent rescue ships has turned into one
huge costly mess. Mr. Speaker, when will
these cost overruns end?

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN (CTB)
ON NUCLEAR DEVICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, late this
week the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
WHALEN), the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Bincaam) and myself intend to in-
troduce a resolution calling upon the
President to propose that the limited nu-
clear test ban treaty of 1963 be expanded
to include testing underground. This
week we are seeking cosponsors for this
resolution. Several Members have al-
ready indicated that they will join us in
this effort: the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RosenTHAL); the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Nix); the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. MosHER) ; the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. For-
syTHE) ; the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
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Mixgva); the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr., MircHELL); the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HALPERN) ; the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Nepzi); the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BApILLO) ;
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEGGETT) .

Mr. Speaker,

on Friday, April 28,

Stephen 8. Rosenfeld devoted his Wash-
ington Post column to “The Steps Be-
yond A SALT Agreement.” One of these
steps is a comprehensive test ban—CTB—
a measure our resolution seeks to en-
courage. Mr. Rosenfeld points out that—

+ + + & CTB, however firm a 1id on the arms
race it might have been in 1963, is worth
much less now: that is the measure of how
far the nuclear genie has gotten out of the
bottle,

This is not an argument for more delay.
The nuclear genie will be much further
out of the bottle a year from now than it
is today. This is why we believe our reso-
lution deserves attention today.

A copy of our resolution and the Ros-
enfeld column follow. This resolution is
identical to the Senate Hart-Mathias ef-
fort alluded fo in Rosenfeld’s column.
[From the Washington Post, April 28, 1972]

THE STEPS BEYOND A SALT AGREEMENT

(By Stephen 8. Rosenfeld)

Some of us in relief, some in rage, we're
all accustomed to seeing the military indus-
trial complex plan the next “generation” of
arms. Now we're seeing something else: par-
allel efforts by the “arms control complex,”
& more diffuse group but one which seems to
be growing, to plan the next generation of
arms controls,

Presumably Mr, Nixon intends to EO be-
yond the first-stage “SALT One" agreement
due to be signed in Moscow next month. Cer-
tainly plenty of people in his administration
hope so: diplomats interested in a saner
world, professional arms controllers, military
officers who'd rather spend their budgets on
non-hardware items, atomic energy officials
eager to do more '‘peaceful” work, and so
on. But the President has hidden his hand.
Out of a belief that this is the right way to
bargain with Russians, he has chosen instead
to threaten them with big new American
Weapons programs unless they come across
at Helsinki.

So the visible part of the push to do more
is coming from outside: in general terms
from a public tired and scared of the arms
race; in particular, from politicians whose
conviction or convenience inclines them to
get out in front on arms control for reasons
of budget, peace, re-election or what have
you. There are, moreover, plenty of experts
around, many of the alumni of past admin-
istrations, to provide technical backup. For
two years, the Federation of American Sci-
entists has lobbied ardently on Capitol Hill
for arms control, and for other sclence- and-
soclety issues. Recently, an Arms Control As-
sociation, which is tax-exempt and can't lob-
by, was organized to do studies and spread
the word.

It’s true enough that the government, in
particular the President, retains the initia-
tive on formal arms control measures, as on
80 much else in foreign affairs. But between
1948 (Universal Military Training) and 1969
(ABM), no authorization or appropriation
bill faced significant challenge on the floor
in Congress, and now challenge is routine.
The extent to which the anticipation of
challenge induces the administration to pare
back its weapons requests, and the commit-
tees to cut back these requests further, can
only be estimated, but certainly it’s happen-
ing, The turnaround is there for everybody
to see—including the Russians, whom the
President supposedly is threatening with a
big-arms-budget stick,
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One index of the change is to recall the
real tensions which hovered over President
Kennedy’s efforts to gain Senate ratification
of the partial test ban treaty in 1963. Ob-
viously uncertain whether his diplomatic
handiwork would pass the muster of the
Joint Chiefs and the likes of Senator Henry
Jackson, Eennedy made huge damaging con-
cessions, promising, for instance, an “aggres-
sive” underground testing program. A dec-
ade later, Vietnam and much else has made
it inconceivable that many of us would re-
spond to similar pressure from the Chiefs.
Though still a devotee of military vigilance,
Jackson this week got 8.1 per cent of one
state’s Democratic primary vote, 1.3 per cent
of another's.

The result is that the Congress, far from
offering resistance to the President’s arms
control projects (seabed treaty, SALT, etc.),
accepts them gratefully and begs for more.
Mr. Nixon has promised to submit the ABM-
limit part of a SALT One agreement to the
Senate; no matter what the shape of the
agreement emerging in Moscow, ratification
is widely expected to be a breeze, Just as
Mr., Nixon, a Republican with unassailable
credentials as an anti-Communist, could be-
come the first President to go to Peking, so
he has a political latitude in arms control
that no previous Democrat enjoyed. Indeed,
in this sphere of policy, the worry of his
critics—in Congress and elsewhere—is not
that he will exceed his “authority” or lati-
tude, but that he will use too little of it.

While the SALT talks have been going
on, the President has pleaded the necessity of
secrecy in order to conduct the negotiations,
and to avoid Congressional pressure on him-
self in the process. Such breaks as there
have been in the secrecy appear to have had
no effect on the talks. The Senate, after a
few early and ineffective gestures (a MIRV
moratorium, MIRV escrow), has settled back
and let the President do it his own way.

Only now, as SALT One draws near a
close, iIs the Senate trying to get back into
the game. Its leading candidate is, naturally
enough, a vehicle that would require its own
participation: a treaty—specifically, a com-
prehensive test ban (CTB) that would cover
underground tests as well as the surface,
space and underwater tests banned in 1963.

A CTB would halt further testing of nu-
clear warheads. Advocates see it as a step at
once slowing the Soviet-American arms race
and stabilizing the existing strategic bal-
ance, and strengthening Moscow’s and Wash-
ington’s mutual attempt to keep more coun-
tries from going nuclear. The big powers
have long professed to favor a CTB, but dis-
agreement on on-site inspection—Russians
reject it, we insist on it—has spared both of
them the need to make a real decision. The
administration’s readiness to forego on-site
inspection for SALT One has cut much
ground from under its insistence on the
same for a CTB. Advances in seismology and
in general strategic understanding have left
just about everybody this side of Henry
Jackson ready to have a go at it.

But a CTB, however firm a lid on the
arms race it might have been in 1963, is
worth much less now: that is the measure of
how far the nuclear genie has gotten out of
the bottle. The Arms Control Association re-
cently listed other desirable steps: a morato-
rium on all strategic-weapons construction,
limitation on further missile flight testing,
restrictions on certain anti-submarine war-
fare developments, reduction in numbers of
strategic war delivery vehicles. The adminis-
tration—any administration—has its work

cut out for it. Congress and public are doing
much of the cutting.

H. REes.

Resolution calllng on the President to pro-
pose an extension of the nuclear test ban
treaty to ineclude underground testing

Whereas prior to 1963 there were earnest
efforts by the United States to achieve a total
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nuclear test ban treaty in the hope of cur-
talling the burdensome and dangerous arms
race between our Nation and the Soviet
Union; and

Whereas inability to achieve agreement on
methods of verifying a ban on underground
tests frustrated hopes for a comprehensive
treaty, and resulted in acceptance In 1963
of a limited test ban; and

Whereas the massive underground testing
which has since continued on both sides has
constantly fueled the burdensome nuclear
arms race without promoting national or
interntional security; and

Whereas steady and continuing sclentific
progress in selsmology now makes it possible
using national means alone, to monitor un-
derground events down to levels su small
that any remaining undetected or unidenti-
flable events would have no controlling mili-
tary significance; and

Whereas the early achievement of total
nuclear test cessation would have many
beneficial consequences: imposing finite
limits on the nuclear arms race: releasing
resources for peaceful uses; protecting our
environment from growing testing dangers:
creating a more favorable international arms
control climate; helping to win acceptance
by more nations of the crucial nuclear non-
proliferation treaty; making more stable
agreements it is hoped will result from the
current SALT negotiations: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That in the interest of promot-
ing negotiations for general cessation of the
nuclear arms race and advancing Interna-
tional security, the House calls upon the
President to propose to the Soviet Union and
the other nuclear powers an expansion of the
limited test ban treaty to include testing
underground and to strive for its prompt
acceptance,

LAW DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. IcHORD) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I think it
appropriate on Law Day to cite Webster’s
definition of law:

A binding custom or practice of a com-
munity; a rule of conduct or action pre-
scribed or formally recognized as binding and
enforced by a controlling authority.

Beyond that definition, Mr. Speaker, is
the fact that the law of this land, under
our beloved Constitution, has been a
prime mover in the force that made this
Nation the world’s greatest bastion of
freedom.

For as John Locke remarked:

Whenever law ends, tyranny begins.

Consider, Mr. Speaker, that the Ameri-
can nationality is unique. It is not based
upon common race, common religion or
common ancestry but on a common belief
1in and commitment to freedom under
aw.

America is composed of the English,
Scotch, Welsh, Irish, Germans, Italians,
Poles, Africans, Indians—both of the East
and West—Frenchmen, Spaniards, Finns,
Swedes, Lebanese, Danes, Armenians,
Croatians, Slovenians, Greeks, Luxem-
bourgers, Chinese, Japanese, Filipinos,
Puerto Ricans—the list could go on vir-
tually forever.

As the poet Emma Lazarus said:

America has fashioned a nation from the
wretched refuse of Europe’s teeming shores,

I would add not only Europe’s shores
but those also of Asia and Africa.
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We have fashioned a nation from this
raw—and often rough—material under a
common law inherited from Great Britain
but modified to meet our own unique
interests.

Nothing else could have created a na-
tion out of such diverse background of in-
dividuals.

As Eric Hoffer, the longshoreman-
philosopher, says:

America is the only new thing in history.

It was to a large degree the law that
made it so0.

Like the other lawyers in this House, I
am aware that while the law is flexible,
bending with the needs of change, it is
a.ilso a very fragile and precious posses-
sion.

Abraham Lincoln noted this when he
said in his second annual message to
Congress:

A nation may be said to consist of its ter-
ritory, its people and its laws. The territory is
the only part which is of certaln durability.

So, Mr. Speaker, let those of us in this
House—which has been called the great-
est deliberative body in history—pray as
we continue to change and modify the
laws of the land, that we continue to ac-
complish it with the aim of achieving
durability and stability but without shat-
tering the fragility.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, based on
freedom under law, our Nation cele-
brates Law Day in recognition of the
importance of law to our way of life.

In order for Law Day to have meaning
for the whole Nation, law must serve
all our citizens. In times past, law better
served those who could pay for lawyers.
Without access to the legal system,
those who could not pay were forced to
redress their grievances on the outside—
often in the streets. Legal Services has
helped change this.

Legal Services has given nearly every-
one access to our legal system. By pro-
viding staffs of lawyers in 850 neighbor-
hood Legal Services offices around the
country, the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity has placed the doors of justice
before the economically disadvantaged.

With those doors open, Legal Services
has apprised millions of indigents of
their civil rights. Presently there are
1,800 Legal Services attorneys obtaining
legal satisfaction for inequities confront-
ing approximately 600,000 poor Ameri-
cans,

Legal Services has not been without
interference and detractors. On Janu-
ary 10, 1972, the Philadelphia Inquirer
said:

Vice President Spiro T. Agnew indicated
strongly Sunday that he would act to cut
off funds for the Camden Legal Services as
soon as he returned to Washington.

Interference like this raises the ques-
tion of how long those doors of justice
will remain open to the poor.

OEO legislation now pending in the
Senate would establish Legal Services as
an independent corporation, free from
political interference.

Prompt and positive action by the
other body will help keep those doors of
justice open—Law Day will continue to
have important significance for the
Nation and its citizens.
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Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, today I am
pleased to join with my colleagues in
observing the day set aside to pay trib-
ute to our system of freedom under the

law. I am of course referring to Law Day

sponsored by the American Bar Associ-
ation in eonjunction with State and local
bar associations.

We are indeed privileged to live in a
society where our system of law en-
hances individual rights and freedoms.
We are painfully aware of other coun-
tries less fortunate than ours where law
has become synonymous with tyranny
and oppression or where the absence of
law has allowed anarchy to become the
way of life. Since the beginnings of
America, we have been blessed with a
just and democratic system of law which
has advanced both order and freedom
in our society.

As legislators we are especially sensi-
tive to the need for equitable, compre-
hensive laws and for the just enactment
of those laws. On Law Day it is particu-
larly appropriate that we reflect on the
role which we as Representatives play
in enacting the laws which govern this
country. We ourselves could not meet
the grave responsibilities which this role
places upon us if we did not hold a deep
respect for our system of law itself. As
lawmakers we not only have a responsi-
bility to enact sound laws but to foster
respect for the law and to aid the public
in understanding the workings and ef-
fects of law on our way of life. Since
Law Day was first established by Presi-
dential proclamation in 1958, we have
set aside one day in the year to pay
tribute to our system of freedom under
the law which has contributed so greatly
to the strength and spirit of America. I
am honored to join with the lawmakers
and law enforcers throughcut the coun-
try in observing Law Day in 1972.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, 47 years
ago, Calvin Coolidge accepted the “splen-
did misery” of the U.S. Presidency, and
in his inaugural address, the usually
taciturn statesman spoke eloguently of
the need for respect for the law.

He said:

In a republic, the first rule for the guld-
ance of the citizen is obedience to law.
Those who want their rights respected under
the Constitution and the law ought to set
the example themselves of observing the Con-
stitution and the law.

Those who disregard the rules of soclety
are not exhibiting a superior intelligence, are
not promoting freedom and independence, are
not following the path of civilization, but are
displaying the traits of ignorance, of servi-
tude, of savagery, and treading the way that
leads back to the jungle.

Those words, first spoken neerly half a
century ago, still challenge us today, and
they are perhaps more timely and speak
more directly to our generation than
to his.

Today the Nation celebrates Law Day,
a day set aside every year for Americans
to rededicate themselves to the precepts
and ideals of law and justice.

One year ago today, demonstrators
pent on violence and disruption descended
on Washington with the avowed pur-
pose of “closing down the Government.”
They failed, and law prevailed.

Those kinds of tactics, so offen em-
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ployed in the past decade, seem now to
have been retired, and reason has been
restored. This is not only a defeat for the
perpetrators of violence; it is a victory
for us all.

For those protests were an example of
the kind of irresponsible and self-de-
structive demonstrations that cast a dark
shadow on the constitutional right to
“petition the Government for a redress of
grievances.”

I support every American’s right to
disagree with established policies. We
should not fear the word “dissent,” but
we must always guard against distorting
it, either by violent demonstrations or by
blind condemnation of all forms of pro-
test.

As we celebrate Law Day this year, and
rededicate ourselves to law and order in
the best sense, we must distinguish be-
tween the right to dissent and the way
we choose to exercise that right.

As we have learned through painful
and often tragic experience, those pro-
tests which seek only to demolish the
old order, with no thought given or action
pledged to the construction of a new and
better one, are travesties of dissent and
invitations to repression.

That kind of dissent will not solve the
problems of our society; it will merely
add to them. It will not assist those ac-
tively engaged in the often agonizing task
of making national policy; it will hinder
their efforts.

But most importantly, the use of vio-
lence in protest substitutes confrontation
for negotiation, and terror for reasonm,
discards persuasion while inviting alien-
ation, and so distorts issues and feelings
that “dissent” becomes more a threal
than a right, then possibly not a right
at all.

We cannot let that happen, because
legitimate dissent is too important to a
free society. The right to disagree is the
essence of freedom, but the responsibility
to abide by the law is both the founda-
tion and the protector of our freedom.
And in that freedom, our strength and
our greatness and our future lie.

So on this Law Day 1972, let us all re-
solve that though we serve no man, we
shall serve the law.

Mr. LINK. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to join with my distinguished colleagues
in commemorating Law Day.

North Dakota Gov. William L. Guy has
also joined in this annual observance. A
would like to insert his proclamation at
this point in the RECORD:

STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA,
EXEcUTIVE OFFICE,
Bismarck, April 14, 1972,
PROCLAMATION

During this critical period in our nation’s
history of special trial and challenge, it 1s
more important than ever before that we
recognize the vital role and essential place
of the rule of law to national stability and
individual freedom;

It has been said that the law is the strong-
est link between man and freedom. Our
present day libertles are the result of the
sacrifices and dedication of those who came
before us and persevered to glve us individual
rights under law;

In a government in which the individual
is the key, the citizen must exercise his fran-
chise wisely, give of his time and efforts for
the betterment of soclety and the advance=
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ment of mankind, be informed on important
state and national issues, and teach the
principles of good citizenship, by example,
in the home and in the community;

The Congress of the United States and
the President, by proclamation, have desig-
nated Monday, May first, as Law Day USA.
On the occasion of the 15th nationwide ob-
servance of Law Day, let each of us seek an
increased understanding of, and respect for,
the rule of law and the role of law.

Now, therefore, I, William L. Guy, Governor
of the State of North Dakota proclaim Mon-
day, May 1, 1972, as

“LAW DAY USA"

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my
hand and caused the Seal of the State of
North Dakota to be affixed this 3rd day of
April, 1972,

Wirtriam L. Guy,
Governor.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that in this elec-
tion year it is important to recognize the
key role that our elections serve in rule by
law. Elections give meaning to the all
important phrase of democracy, “govern-
ment by consent of the governed.”

This year, elections represent another
important milestone in broadening the
franchise. For the first time, 18-, 19-, and
20-year-olds will be able to vote in all
elections. Also, the Democratic Party has
taken steps to open the party structure
to broader participation by all, and to
insure a democratic system for nomina-
tion of its Presidential candidate.

Mr. Speaker, I know that each of us
recognize the important role of elections
in rule by law. Each of us serves at the
pleasure of the voters—we know that
every vote counts.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, throughout
our nearly two centuries as a democracy,
we in America have traditionally looked
to our courts as vehicles for change and
redress.

After all, the courts are the logical and
correct forums in which to decide issues.
They are intended to promote orderly
and peaceful conduct. They are recep-
tive to fresh, idealistic viewpoints. They
contain the machinery that effects mean-
ingful changes.

However, as happens to almost any in-
stitution with the passage of time, some
problems have begun to burst forth on
the legal system. The principles of justice
have remained as constant and firm as
ever; but the legal machinery for dis-
pensing that justice shows signs of sput-
tering.

Recognizing the problems, the Ameri-
can Bar Association, and its over 1,000
State and local associations, have taken
action to increase the efficiency and fair-
ness of the legal system.

For instance, I imagine most of you
are familiar with the growing problem of
courtroom congestion. If you are not,
suffice to say that there exists in today’s
courts a legal logjam of immense pro-
portions.

Basically, this congestion is due to two
factors: PFirst, an increase in litigation—
something which, in a complex society,
we cannot do much about; and second, a
tradition that has thrust upon our judges
the job of handling the business end of
the courts as well as handling their case-
loads. By the business end, I refer to the
everyday scheduling, recordkeeping, and
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other administrative details which every
organization must maintain.

To remedy this situation, the Amer-
ican Bar Association has inaugurated a
program to train a body of skilled ex-
ecutive court administrators who, em-
ploying advanced business methods and
technological aids, will handle the ad-
ministrative duties of the court on a full-
time basis, freeing the judges for more
courtroom duty. This type of moderni-
zation will increase efficiency.

In addition to efficiency, the legal pro-
fession is also aiming to increase the
fairness of the legal system by overhaul-
ing some of the machinery. This cer-
tainly does not mean that I would seek
to change any of the hallowed principles
of justice in the courts, By all means, the
hard-earned rights and procedural safe-
guards inherent in our system will re-
main intact. The bar's efforts will be di-
rected to make procedures more uniform,
perhaps simpler, so that the disparity
between the operating methods of one
court and another will become less sig-
nificant.

One of the most ambitious projects
ever undertaken by the American Bar
Association has been the formulation of
a system of “minimum standards” of
procedure for both our State and Federal
courts that would cover the entire spec-
trum from trial through appeal. By mak-
ing procedures more standardized, we
will increase not only the efficiency but
also the fairness of the system, because
everyone who comes before any court in
our land will receive the same basic
treatment.

In addition, the legal profession will
recommend a set of “judicial standards”
S0 judges in all courts will have a com-
mon standard of reference in handling
various situations, such as courtroom
disruptions.

Another area of concern is the short-
age of competent trial lawyers in rural
and metropolitan areas. You must un-
derstand: not every lawyer is a skilled
trial advocate. In recent years lawyers,
Jjust as people in other fields, have tended
to specialize, often gravitating to areas
of the law which involve very little trial
work. Even though most lawyers will do
a very competent job with the case mat-
ter itself, a lawyer who is not trained in
the details of trial work can become an-
other source of slowness, delay, and thus
more courtroom congestion. With this in
mind, the American Bar Association has
established a special institute to provide
young lawyers with postgraduate train-
ing to better prepare them for trial work
and teach them the latest skills. Even-
tually, the legal profession hopes to make
this type of prerequisite for trial work.

All of these actions on the part of the
American Bar Association represent at-
tempts to strengthen the legal process.
As I have mentioned, the keynotes are
on increased efficiency and fairness, In
commemorating “Law Day U.S.A.” in
1972, I join with Americans everywhere
in examining the legal profession’s role
in improving the system.

But Law Day is also a day in which all
citizens—inside and outside the legal
profession—take stock in the values of
living under a system that protects indi-
vidual rights and promotes a free society.
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For everyone, Law Day serves as a re-
minder of the rights we all enjoy. Be-
cause they are protected by law, these
rights are constant. But their vitality
can’t be taken for granted; they must be
nurtured and sustained by all of us. This
means exercising our rights and respon-
sibilities of citizenship by participating
in community affairs, keeping informed
on the issues, respecting and upholding
the law, practicing good citizenship in
the home, serving on juries when called,
and, of course, voting.

So, strengthening the legal process in
America involves more than just the
legal profession’s efforts to improve the
system’s working apparatus. It involves
the efforts of everyone to make the sys-
tem a strong, integral part of our lives.

Mr. Speaker, the more exercise we give
our legal process, the stronger it will be-
come. And the stronger it becomes, the
better the quality of life for all of us. At
this point, as a tribute to the Buffalo,
N.¥. Bar Association, I include an article
on why we observe Law Day.

WHY WE OBSERVE Law DAY

What is Law Day USA? How did it come
into being? Why do we observe it? Is it recog-
nized widely?

Law Day is set aside May first each year
by joint resolution of Congress and Presiden-
tial proclamation as '‘a special day of celebra-
tion by the American people in appreciation
of their liberties" and as an occasion for “re-
dedication to the ideals of equality and jus-
tice under law.”

The annual nationwide event is not a “law-
yers' day,” but rather an occasion for honor-
ing the place of law in our lives, for learning
how the law and our legal system operates,
and for examining how the law can better
serve our people and nation.

Law Day USA was conceived in 1957 by
Charles S, Rhyne, a Washington, D.C., lawyer
and then president of the American Bar As-
soclation, the 150,000-member national or-
ganization of the legal profession in the U.S.

On the occasion of the first observance of
Law Day USA in 1958, President Dwight D.
Eisenhower stated:

“It is fitting that the American people
should remember with pride and vigllantly
guard the great heritage of liberty, justice
and equality under law . . . It is our moral
and civic obligation as free men and as
Americans to preserve and strengthen that
great heritage.”

Rhyne sald: “Today, after 350 years, the
greatest strength of America lles in this con-
cept of individual liberty under law. Other
systems of government have produced great
scientists, great musicians and other out-
standing achievements. But no system has
produced the individual freedom which exists
in America. . .”

Our nation, through its citizens, pauses
once each year to reflect on our legal heritage
and the role of law in an ever changing
society.

The special event is a day for reminding all
citizens of the United States of the rights
they hold under the Constitution and Bill of
Rights which are protected by law: free
speech, free press, free assembly, freedom of
religion, the right to legal counsel and a
trial by one's peers if accused of crime.

It is a day, too, when all the people of the
United States are asked to consider their
individual duties as responsible citizens.
Such as: 1) The duty to be informed on is-
sues of government and community affairs,
2) To vote in elections, 83) To respect the
rights of others, 4) To practice and teach
the principles of good citizenship in thelr
home, 5) To serve on juries if called, 6) To
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obey, respect and uphold the law, and T)
To support those institutions and persons
charged with law enforcement.

The primary purpose of the observance is
to emphasize the values of living under a
system of laws and independent courts that
protect individual freedom and make pos-
sible a free soclety. That Law Day USA oc-
cupies only a single calendar day merely is
symbolic, It is an annual reminder that
while the principles embodied in the ob-
seryance are constant, their vitality cannot
be taken for granted, but must be nurtured
and sustained by every citizen every day of
the year.

Law Day USA has received the endorse-
ment of many prominent national organiza-
tions, including the National Governors' Con-
ference, United States Conference of Mayors,
National Education Assoclation, National
Conference of Bar Presldents, Rotary, Lions,
EKiwanis and Optimist International, the
U.S. Junior Chamber of Commerce, Ameri-
can Heritage Foundation and the National
Congress of Parents and Teachers.

The observance takes many forms. More
than 1,800 Law Day USA chairmen, repre-
senting city, county, state and distriet and
federal bar assoclations throughout the
country, annually present special programs
on or near May 1 to help dramatize the soclal
and cultural values of our system of laws
and courts. Programs include addresses by
leaders in government, education and law;
sermons; mock trials; courthouse tours;
town meetings; essay contests; school as-
semblies; and college and university cam-
pus seminars.

Law Day has become one of the most wide-
ly recognized and celebrated events of the
year.

An estimated 27,000 separate Law Day pro-
grams are held each year throughout the
country with more than 1,000,000 persons in
attendance. The objectives of Law Day USA
are brought forcefully to public attention by
the nation's communications media. Well
over 100,000,000 persons in the United States,
and some 50,000,000 others in 37 foreign
countries, hear or see the Law Day message
through their daily newspapers or radio and
television stations.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, today is
Law Day. It is customary on this day to
attack communism abroad for its revo-
lutions and to praise America at home
for its orderly, legal evolution. I would
like to do something else today. I would
like to remind my fellow citizens and
my colleagues of the legal profession
that, just because a process of change or
stability is both orderly and legal, does
not mean that it is necessarily fair. As
a great French writer, Anatole France,
once wrote at the turn of the century:

The law, in its majestic equality, forbids
the rich as well as the poor to sleep under
bridges, to beg in the streets, and to steal
bread.

The irony of this remark is obvious—
as are its dangerous implications if car-
ried out. We must not allow law to be-
come the weapon of a power elite, if law
is also to remain a texture which is ex-
pected to bind this country together. As
Justice Felix Frankfurter once so elo-
quently put it:

As judges we are neither Jew nor Gentile,
neither Catholic nor agnostic. We owe equal
attachment to the Constitution and are
equally bound by our judiclal operations
whether we derive our citizenship from the
earliest or the latest immigrants to these
shores. As a member of this Court I am not
justified in writing my private notions of
policy into the Constitution, no matter how
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deeply I may cherish them or how mischiev-
ous I may deem their disregard.

One way in which law might be main-
tained as an impersonally fair force in
the world is to insure that it offers places
within its profession for people from as
many diverse backgrounds as possible.
For this reason, I applaud the excellent
inner city programs at such institutions
as Georgetown and Howard Law Schools,
programs which both admit people who
would never otherwise come in contact
with the law—except at its receiving
end—and which encourage students to
deal with a special class of social prob-
lems of which they would otherwise
remain ignorant.

In this connection, too, I am proud of
the University of Wyoming College of
Law, of which I am an alumnus. This law
school should be proud, also, that it has
encouraged young people to enter the
profession of law who otherwise might
not have aspired to such a calling. Be-
gun in 1920 as a very modest institution
which had only three professors teach-
ing classes in their offices it graduated
only three students in 1923. Nonetheless,
the school’s high standards won it the
instant approval of the American Bar
Association and membership in the Asso-
ciation of American Law Schools.

The law school is still comparatively
small, with a faculty of 11 full-time
teachers and three lecturers who in-
struct a student body of no more than
150. But its standards both for admit-
tance and for training remain very high.
Its primary function is the training of
lawyers. This includes mastering “the
law” and its various methodologies. A
student not only learns to appreciate his
role as advocate, but his obligation to
serve as counselor as well. Students are
inculcated with the knowledge that, as
lawyers, much will be expected of them;
their communities will look to them as
public leaders and they will frequently be
consulted on business and personal af-
fairs. They are made to realize that they
must have broad backgrounds and must
learn and internalize the social responsi-
bilities of their profession.

The University of Wyoming College
of Law has a distinguished law review for
its best second and third year students.
It also maintains a unit in the Wyo-
ming Water Resources Research In-
stitute, partially funded under the Water
Resources Research Act of 1964. This
unit is called the Land and Water Law
Center, which channels a major part
of faculty and student research into the
matural resources area, which are so
wvital to Wyoming and the West. The cen-
ter publishes a Land and Water Law
Review, which has attained national rec-
ognition in this very specialized and im-
portant area of inquiry. Like many na-
tional law schools, the University of
Wyoming College of Law maintains a
Wyoming Defender Aid Program, a
statewide student legal aid service to
supplement the defense of indigent per-
sons accused of crime. Finally, the Col-
lege of Law supports a legal services pro-
gram, under which students staff a law
office in downtown Laramie and provide
legal services to economically disadvan-
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taged members of the community, under
the supervision of a faculty member.

One cannot praise the University of
Wyoming College of Law too highly. It
has done much toward making Wyo-
ming’'s lawyers—particularly its young
ones—some of the finest, most competent
and most progressive in the Nation.

Mr. JOHNSON of California, Mr.
Speaker, it is a privilege and a pleasure
to join my colleagues in the House
of Representatives, and the -citizens
throughout this great Nation in celebrat-
ing Law Day, a day which has been set
aside to express appreciation for our
liberties and to reaffirm our loyalty to
the United States of America.

With the enactment of Senate Joint
Resolution 169, we have been encouraged
to give special emphasis to the law en-
forcement officers of the United States
for their dedication to their sworn du-
ties—protecting the lives and property
of all Americans.

It is sincerely hoped that all Ameri-
cans will join on May 1 in paying trib-
ute to these fine men who each day place
their lives on the line in the performance
of their duties.

I am proud to be an American. I en-
joy the freedoms which we have, and
our law enforcement officers, with their
dedication to duty, and who are our thin
line of defense here at home, who con-
tribute a great deal to our ability to en-
joy those liberties for which our fore-
fathers fought and died.

I want to commend and thank the law
enforcement officers throughout the
United States for a job well done. I urge
them to wear their uniform with pride,
to take pride in their job, and above all
to continue their efforts to become pro-
fessionals in every way

In conclusion, I Would like to urge all
law enforcement agencies and officers
and every American citizen to also cele-
brate May 14, which was established as
Peace Officers Memorial Day and the
week of May 14 to May 20, which was
established by Congress as Police Week.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, it is al-
ways the lawyers who lead the charge on
Law Day. That is no surprise. Well-fed
lawyers have much to be thankful for on
Law Day.

But reverence for law and respect for
our judicial system is not the exclusive
province of lawyers. As a member of an
oppressed minority of non-lawyers in
this House, I commend my lawyer col-
leagues, especially the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Huncate) for providing
time to pay tribute to our system of free-
dom under law.

It has become quite fashionable now
to debunk any institution which cannot
react instantaneously to individual
whims. Our judicial system has not been
immune to this criticism. It can stand
criticism, and even its greatest admirers
will admit that much improvement is
needed.

However imperfect our government of
laws and our judicial system may be, they
have for nearly 200 years stood as protec-
tors of the rights of free citizens in a free
society.

Therefore, on Law Day 1972, I look
back with pride in representative gov-
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ernment’s most successful system of law,
and I look forward with anticipation to
the continuing improvement of that
system.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Speaker, the 8Tth
Congress of the United States established
by joint resolution Law Day US.A. to
pay tribute to our system of freedom
under law. This is a day set aside for ob-
servance of the law—those principles of
conduct governing human behavior that
are recognized as binding by society. It
is with pride that I join my colleagues
in commemorating this special occa-
sion.

Law is one of the keystones of our
society. Since the very beginning when
man first lived together in communities,
law has played a fundamental role in
preserving order and enabling individuals
to live together in peace and harmony.
Without these rules of behavior limiting
certain types of destructive action, there
would be no order and man would pos-
sess little chance of progressing to a
higher form of society, let alone even
survive.

Observance of, and respect for the law,
is essential to freedom, for law and
liberty go hand in hand. Yet, despite its
tremendous importance, it is not enough
to simply say we must observe and re-
spect the law. Rather, our laws must be
made deserving of respect and obedience.
We must advance equality and justice
under law such that those subject to .its
governance will want to obey, and, in-
deed, will revere the law.

We hear so much about a lack of law
and order these days, and of crime on
the streets, that we sometimes fail to
recognize the existence of reasons for
such lawlessness. We must not condone
this behavior, and we all must put an
end to it, but we must also realize that
certain social and economic conditions
in our country must change before we
can ever realistically hope to remove
such deviancy.

We are all well aware of the fact that
laws are formed by individuals in a so-
ciety to serve certain beneficial purposes.
People come together and determine cer-
tain acceptable codes of conduct to bet-
ter enable them to satisfy their desires.
This being so, it is only realistic to rec-
ognize that this not being served by the
laws and social codes, but instead are
actually hurt by them are not going to
respect these laws. It is also a fact that
there continue to exist in this great Na-
tion of ours basic economic and social in-
equities. Our laws and values, therefore,
must change to eradicate these inequi-
ties.

It is common knowledge that street
ecrime in America is essentially an urban
phenomena. The root causes of this crime
reach deep into our cities, to those neigh-
borhoods where poor black and white
youths know nothing but substandard
housing, inadequate public services, in-
ferior educational facilities, racism, pov-
erty, and heroin addiction. Trapped with-
in the decaying inner cities by circum-
stances beyond their control, they are
consigned to a life without hope. These
conditions naturally foster despair. De-
spair generates desperation and despera-
tion breeds crime. With no chance of
achieving anything meaningful within
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the system, they quite understandably
though inexcusably, will do so outside
the system and reason and law.

The solution to this tragedy lies in
rebuilding our cities, thereby rebuilding
hope and opportunity. An unprecedented
reordering of our national priorities is es-
sential, however, before a realistic rede-
velopment plan can be implemented. The
distortion of present priorities is re-
flected in this Nation’s allocation of $80
billion to defense, but less than $500
million for safe streets.

Three fundamental purposes of Law
Day as set forth in the original resolu-
tion are: First, advance equality and jus-
tice under law; second, encourage citi-
zen support of law observance and en-
forcement; third, foster respect for law
and understanding of its essential place
in American life. Let us take these goals
to heart not just for today, but for each
coming day. It is not by believing in these
goals and purposes, but rather by living
them, that we will achieve a more just,
and more lawful, and better America.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, 11 years
ago the Congress set aside May 1 as
Law Day and proclaimed it a “special
day of celebration by the American peo-
ple in appreciation of their liberties”
and as an occasion for “rededication to
the ideals of equality and justice under
law.”

It is a symptom of the times that such
a special celebration is necessary. All
over the country our judicial system has
been backed into a corner by groups
bent on anarchy. Their activity goes on
under the guise of legitimate dissent.

The aim of Law Day is to dramatize
the values of living under a system of
laws and independent courts that pro-
tect individual freedom and make pos-
sible a free society. This protection of
individual freedom does not give a per-
son the right to block streets, public
buildings and deny freedom to their fel-
low citizens by preventing them from
entering these streets or buildings.

I want to emphasize here that I do
not at all find fault with the legitimate
dissenters who lecture, write, and other-
wise demonstrate in support of their po-
sitions. I only object when this demon-
stration impinges on the individual
rights of other citizens,

Law Day is a day for reminding all eit-
izens of the rights they hold under the
Constitution and Bill of Rights and the
protection of the law: Equal protection
and equal justice, equal educational and
economic opportunity; a voice in free
elections; free speech, press and assem-
bly; and the right to legal counsel and a
prompt trial if accused of a crime.

But more than this, it is also a day
when all citizens are asked to take a hard
look at their own responsibilities with
respect to these rights. It is their duty
to obey and respect the law as it stands;
and if they object to the laws, they
should work within the system to get
them changed. It is their duty to keep in-
formed on issues of government and
community welfare and to assist the
agencies of law enforcement. And most
of all it is their duty to respect the rights
of others.

We must realize that our entire sys-
tem of laws represents the accumulated

May 1, 1972

wisdom of Christian-Judaic heritage. It
is not the result of whimsical judements
by anonymous groups or individuals. The
sooner we again grasp this fact, the more
meaningful Law Day and our laws will
become.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, it is a very
special honor and pleasure on this Law
Day 1972 to pay tribute to the American
legal profession.

Since the early days of the Republic,
the legal profession has taken a decisive
role in shaping our Nation’s history. As
a nonlawyer, I am especially grateful for
the fact that so many learned lawyers
serve here in the Congress. In fact, more
than half of the membership of both
Houses of the Congress are members of
the legal profession. More than any other
profession, members of the legal profes-
sion are constantly aware that any truly
civilized society must live by certain well
understood rules. In the Congress and in
the legislatures of the sovereign States,
men of the law serve with distinction
and skill in dealing with, drafting and
enacting complex statutes. The enfire
Nation owes a debt of gratitude to this
distinguished public-minded profession.

Mr. Speaker, ours is a nation of laws,
not of men. The Congress, the Chief Ex-
ecutive and the Supreme Court are all
bound by our Nation’s basic law, the Con-
stitution. And in these times of stress
and changes, it is well for all to remem-
ber that the only way for truly lasting
and effective change is under the law.
Law means protection for the weak and
the less advantaged. In situations of
chaos and anarchy it is always the weak
and the downtrodden who suffer most.
The law has always been the most effec-
tive tool for social change and better-
ment. Dedicated lawyers throughout our
history have responded to defend and
protect the persecuted and the weak. In
our service as Congressmen we often find
situations where the most serious per-
sonal or commercial problems could have
been avoided easily by the briefest con-
sultation with an attorney. Whenever
appropriate we urge our people to consult
with members of the legal profession be-
fore taking steps that could lead to seri-
Ous consequences.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, it is especially appro-
priate that we commemorate this Law
Day on a day which in some other na-
tions is given over to marching troops,
rockets and saber rattling. Our national
salute to the men of the law emphasizes
the fact that our Nation is based on the
law and led by men committed to liberty
and freedom for all under the law.

It is most fitting and proper, too, Mr.
Speaker, that today is also officially rec-
ognized by law as Loyalty Day. In 1958
the Congress passed and President Eisen-
hower signed legislation providing that
May 1 “is to be set aside as a special day
for the recognition of the heritage of
American freedom.” Loyalty Day and
Law Day, both celebrated on May 1, rec-
ognize that ours is a free nation under
law, where the individual has basic, in-
alienable rights that cannot be destroyed
in the name of an all-powerful party or
State.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, today we
commemorate Law Day, a celebration of
America’s commitment to equal justice
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for all, achieved through due process of
law. I am proud—I believe we can all be
proud—of this tradition, which has made
it possible for our citizens to enjoy a
higher degree of freedom and liberty
than any other people at any other time
in history.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that this senti-
ment is being disparaged—and indeed,
avowedly attacked—by certain segments
of American society—including some
members of the legal profession itself.
We hear an attorney named William
Kunstler proclaiming:

There 18 a disquieting probability that the
legal subsystem itself is nothing more than
the new tyrants’ most reliable weapon to
ward off any seemingly potent threat to the
continuation of yesterday into tomorrow . ..
In the last analysis, due process of law is
exactly what the high and mighty say it is.

Mr. Kunstler proclaims that:

We've gone into the age of the clenched
fist. Since protest is not listened to, we must
turn to other forms.

Mr. Speaker, those who adhere to this
philosophy would undermine a civiliza-
tion based on the premise that progress—
human progress, as well as material
progress—cannot take place without or-
derly process. They would deny all that
has been created through its facilities.

Mr, Speaker, I for one am not about
to give up on the American system of
justice merely because in a few scattered
instances, it is imperfect. On the con-
trary, I take pride that those instances
are so few. On this Law Day, 1972, I hope
that all Americans will join in these
words uttered 134 years ago by Abraham
Lincoln:

Let me not be understood as saying there
are no bad laws, nor that grievances may not
arise for the redress of which no legal pro-
vislons have been made. Bad laws, if they
exist, should be repealed as soon as possible;
still, while they continue In force . . . they
should be religiously observed.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, today,
May 1, marks the 15th annual ob-
servance of Law Day U.S.A. Law Day, set
aside by joint resolution of the Congress
and by Presidential proclamation, is a
special day for celebration by the Amer-
ican people for “rededication to the
ideals of equality and justice under law.”
It is a privilege to join with my col-
leagues in paying tribute to the role of
law in our society and to commit myself
anew to the respect and observance of
the law which alone can insure the spirit
of liberty for all equally.

It has often been said that the strong-
est link between man and freedom is the
law. Our present day liberties are the re-
sult of the sacrifices and dedication of
those who came before us and persevered
to give us individual rights under the
law.

If law is the foundation for democracy,
then it must be defined as the system of
principles governing human affairs. Over
200 years ago Dr. Samuel Johnson de-
fined the law as “the last result of hu-
man wisdom acting upon human experi-
ence for the public good.” For Dr. John-
son good laws were those which were
based upon human wisdom and human
experience—not upon whim or pressure
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or fancy statistics. But more important,
good laws were enacted for the public
good, as opposed to any private or in-
dividual sector of society. Good laws
were those which encouraged liberty and
equal justice for all.

Historically in our society the law has
provided the framework within which
the most noteworthy advances in estab-
lishing quality of rights and opportuni-
ties in housing, education, and employ-
ment have been achieved. Such develop-
ments as voting rights, school desegrega-
tion, equal employment opportunities,
and the use of Federal funds without
discrimination readily demonstrate that
law and legal authority have constituted
a bridge to important gains in social jus-
tice throughout the United States.

Although there is much left to be done
to improve the quality of man’s life, so-
ciety is learning to work within itself for
its own perfection and benefit. As Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr. once said:

Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice
everywhere.

Therefore, the judicial system must
continually strive to implement the will
of the people as consistent with the Con-
stitution and fundamental principles of
democracy. The Federal courts lead the
way for the improved status of man-
kind. But they must not be repressed.
They must be allowed to continue to ex-
pand rather than diminish the original
objectives of our founding fathers—
equality under law.

If democracy is to succeed then people
must believe the laws are for the public
good and therefore respect them.
Whether or not we build a better society
depends upon the degree of trust and
confidence the people have placed upon
the judicial process. Only when the legal
system serves the purposes of the people
will each individual have the opportunity
to get ahead and lead a full and mean-
ingful life.

In commemorating Law Day U.S.A. in
1972, we must take stock in the values of
living under a system that protects in-
dividual rights and promotes a free so-
ciety. We must all be responsible for up-
grading and improving our judicial sys-
tem for good laws have never served one
man well without serving all men well.
And since the individual is the key in our
Government, he must be given equal op-
portunity to exercise the rights and priv-
ileges he enjoys under our Federal and
State constitutions. Only through a
sound judicial system can this be accom-
plished.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LINK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and to include
therein extraneous matter on the special
order given today by the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Icmorp), on Law Day,
1972.

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

There was no objection.
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AFTER 83 DAYS, STILL NO WORD
FROM PRESIDENT NIXON ON TAX
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. REUsS) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, it has now
been 83 days since House Ways and
Means Committee Chairman WILBUR
MiLrs wrote President Nixon asking the
President to forward the tax reform pro-
posals he promised to Congress last
September. In his February 7 letter,
Chairman Mirrs asked that the Presi-
dent’s tax reform proposals be sent by
March 15 so the Congress would have
time act on them in this session The
President has ignored Chairman MriLrs’
request.

Two days after Chairman MriLLs’ let-
ter, on February 9, the House passed leg-
islation increasing the temporary Fed-
eral debt ceiling from $430 billion to $450
billion. However, this temporary increase
in the ceiling expires on June 30, 1972, so
the administration must come back to
Congress for further debt ceiling legisla-
tion before that time. The February 9
ceiling increase passed by a comfortable
100-vote margin, 247 to 147, with Demo-
crats supporting it almost 2 to 1—155 to
78. However, a large number of Demo-
crats made it clear at that time that
they did not intend to vote for a further
increase in the debt ceiling in June unless
President Nixon took some meaningful
action on tax reform.

More than a month later, when it be-
came clear that President Nixon was not
going to meet Chairman MrirLs’ March
15 deadline for submission of tax reform
proposals, the full House Democratic
Caucus put the President on notice more
explicitly. At its March 15 meeting, the
Democratic Caucus, noting that “full
Presidential support is needed to assure
passage of meaningful, revenue-raising
tax reform,” formally resolved that:

[It] 15 the sense of the Caucus that pas-
sage of legislation further increasing the
federal debt ceiling will be jeopardized un-
less the President either publicly supports
& meaningful, revenue-raising tax reform
proposal, or, at least, sets forth the tax pref-
erences or loopholes which in his judgment
Congress may attempt to rectify without con-
fronting a Presidentlal veto.

The next day, Congressman CHARLES
Vanik, the sponsor of the caucus resolu-
tion, sent a copy of it to President Nixon.
Congressman Vawik pointed out that
legislation has been introduced in the
House which would surely meet the
caucus definition of meaningful, revenue-
raising, tax reform, calling the Presi-
dent’s attention to H.R. 13877, a $7.25 bil-
lion “quick-yield” tax reform package
introduced by myself with 60 Democratic
sponsors, and H.R. 11058, introduced by
Congressman JAMEs CorMAN and 47 other
House Members. Since then, similar leg-
islation (S. 3378) has been introduced in
the Senate by Senator GAvLOrRp NELSON
and 11 other Democrats.

Thus there is no dearth of proposals.
Furthermore, we are not asking the Presi-
dent embrace every section of these bills.
Indeed, if pressed, we are not asking that
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he embrace them at all; all we ask is that
he let us know which provisions he will
not veto. As past experience has shown,
passing tax reform legislation is no easy
task, and it is hardly an unreasonable
request to ask the President to give some
assurance that the whole exercise will
not be undone by one of his vetoes. Given
his past record of vetoing meritorious
legislation, he can scarcely assert that
this is an idle concern on our part.

But despite the reasonableness of our
request, there has been no response from
the President. Instead, he has sent forth
his Secretary of the Treasury to flay and
denounce tax reform and all of those
who advocate it. Testifying before the
Senate Finance Committee on February
28, Secretary Connally said the adminis-
tration had no intention of submitting
tax reform proposals to the Congress, and
was aghast at the suggestion that there
might be such things as “loopholes” in
the Federal tax system:

Now, when you talk about loopholes, I do
not conslder a capital galns provision of the
tax laws as a loophole. I do not consider de-
pletion allowances as & loophole. This is a
very consclous decision made by this Con-
gress over almost half a century to stimu-
late the development of mineral resources of
the country. . . . We do not need to reduce
it. . . [If] we were looking at the interest of
the United States, we would probably provide
a greater incentive.

There was a provision in that [1969] tax
reform bill to disallow tax-free municipal
bonds, but you could not pass it and you
ought not to pass it. . . . [It] is not a loop-

hole. Nothing about it is a loophole.
Secretary Connally went forth again to

smite the tax reformers in a speech to
the American Society of Newspaper Edi-
tors on April 19. He expressed his dismay
at “people running over the country to-
day” talking about the inequities and
loopholes in the tax program “as if the
entire thing was a monstrosity and evil in
its concept, and iniquitous in its admin-
istration.”

The Secretary again went through his
refrain about there being no such thing
as a tax loophole:

[Are] they talking about charitable deduc-
tions to churches, museums, educational in-
stitutions? That is a loophole? I don't think
it is, but that's what they're talking about.

Are you talking about knocking out, elim-
inating the Interest deductions on home
mortgages? That's a loophole; that’s what
they're talking about. I don't call that a
loophole.

You talk about capital gains. I don't want
to destroy the real estate industry of the
country or the financial institutions of the
country. I don't want to see the Dow-Jones
hit 500 in a week's time by knocking out
capital gains, I don't think it is a loophole.
It is a conscious decision made by the Con=-
gress of the United States. I don't call it a
loophole.

You talk about interest-free municipal
bonds. That's a loophole by some definitions;
not in my book.

And so on in that vein. There is more
than a little bit of setting up and then
knocking down of strawmen in this,
since few of those “people running over
the country” are proposing reforms quite
so draconian as the Secretary implies.
the quick-yield tax reform bill, for
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example, contains nothing about the
mortgage interest deduction or charitable
contributions. But that is not the impor-
tant point. What is important is what
is revealed about the attitude of the
Secretary of the Treasury toward tax
reform.

Over the years, the Treasury Depart-
ment has stood out as virtually the sole
defender of the integrity of our tax sys-
tem and of the interests of the average
taxpayer. The beneficiaries of tax loop-
holes have had no trouble finding sophis-
ticated and highly-skilled lawyers and
lobbyists to defend their loopholes. But it
was the Treasury Department that spoke
up for the average taxpayer. What Sec-
retary Connally’s comments show is that
the Treasury has now gone over to the
other side. The Treasury has lined up
with the oil men, wealthy investors, real
estate speculators, hobby farmers, and
those with great inherited wealth in op-
position to the average taxpayer who has
no loopholes, no lawyers, and no lobby-
ists. Instead of acting as a counterweight
to the special interests, the Treasury now
acts as the fearless defender of the
strong.

But the day of reckoning is approach-
ing. There will be another vote to in-
crease the debt ceiling in June. If there
is no change of attitude on the part of
President Nixon and his Treasury Secre-
tary, they may find themselves presid-
ing over a government which cannot pay
its bills. If the ceiling is not raised in
June, the Treasury will not be able to is-
sue any new securities, 5 million Federal
employees will go unpaid—including
President Nixon, Secretary Connally, and
myself—27 million social security bene-
ficiaries will not receive their checks, and
millions of people throughout the coun-
try who receive veterans’ benefits, unem-
ployment compensation, welfare pay-
ments, and government contract pay-
ments will not be paid.

If this happens, there should be no
doubt whose fault it is. The blame will be
on the head of Richard Nixon, for he has
only to tell us what tax reforms he will
not veto, and the debt ceiling increase
will sail through with ease.

If he does not, the debt ceiling in-
crease will be in trouble. It is clear that
the President needs substantial Demo-
cratic support to pass another increase
in the debt ceiling. There are only 200
Members who have supported all four of
the President’s requests for an increase
in the debt ceiling, and more than half
of them—110—are Democrats. Ninety-
two Members, including 40 Republicans,
have voted against every Nixon debt ceil-
ing increase request.

If the vote on the debt ceiling becomes
a vote on tax reform, a President look-
ing for votes will find slim pickings
among Democrats. He will have to start
looking among those members of his own
party who have deserted him so often in
the past. The President may be able to
find enough reluctant converts among
them to squeak by, but they will scarcely
thank him for forcing them to vote
against tax reform and for higher de-
ficits in an election year. But that is the
President’'s problem.
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OFFICE OF EDUCATION CONSIDER-
ING ESTABLISHMENT OF NATION-
AL EDUCATION RENEWAL SITES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
the Office of Education has for some time
been considering the establishment of
national education renewal sites, which
would be formed by a combination of sev-
eral other Federal education programs.
This subject was discussed at length in
the Senate during the debate on S. 659,
at which time it was recommended that
the Commissioner of Education should
not institute this proposal without spe-
cific congressional approval.

In my own State of Illinois, represent-
atives of the State Office of Education
are quite concerned about this renewal
site concept. Money for this proposed
program would come partly from funds
previously allocated for innovative and
exemplary programs under title IIT of
ESEA. In Illinois title III has worked to
our satisfaction, and in my opinion it
would indeed be unfortunate if title III
money were put to other uses.

I have written to my good friend, the
Honorable Carr PerkINs, chairman of
the Committee on Education and Labor,
and have asked the chairman to look into
this matter.

BICYCLING IN NEW YORK CITY

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, with the
warm weather of the past several weeks,
many people have turned to the bicycle
as a convenient means for getting to
work and home again—and often one
that actually reduces the time of travel,
particularly during rush hour. The de-
mand for bicycles now outweighs the
supply with an anticipated 9 to 10 million
bikes to be sold this year. With more and
more bikes on the road, it is becoming
imperative—both from the motorist’s
and bicyclist’s points of view—that lo-
calities act to provide cyclists with exclu-
sive bike lanes and bike paths. I have in-
troduced a bill, HR. 9369, that would
give States and localities assistance in
developing these lanes and paths and the
needed bicycle facilities through the
highway trust fund. This legislation is
currently under consideration by the
Public Works Committee and has re-
ceived support from the Department of
Transportation.

It is in the interest of the country and
particularly the cities to promote bi-
cycling as a serious form of transporta-
tion. With the present inadequacies of
public transportation in so many cities,
bicycles can go a long way in relieving
downtown auto traffic congestion and
pollution. They take up little room, make
no noise, emit no pollution, and mechani-
cally are very simple.

To encourage bicyeling and to make it
safe, preferential lanes and paths must
be provided. I have proposed that lanes
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be set aside for cyclists on some of the
major avenues in my own city, New York.
Unfortunately, Mayor Lindsay has only
been willing to put up signs recommend-
ing particular streets for cyclists; this of
course does little good since the 30-pound
bicycle must continue to share the street
with 3,000-pound cars. But cycling en-
thusiasm in New York City is mounting
and hopefully the cyclists will indeed
finally gain equal rights on the road. Of
interest was a report in The Gramercy
Herald of last week of bicycling in New
York City. With the thought that this re-
port of Pat Tague on what is happening
in one of our cities might be of interest
to our colleagues, I am placing it in the
RECORD.

[From the Gramercy Herald, Apr. 28, 1972]

ON a BicycLE BuiLr For TWwWO
(By Pat Tague)

When William Buckley ran for Mayor in
1965, one of his proposals was for the con-
struction of elevated bike lanes throughout
the city, which he felt would free the bi-
cyclist from the dangers of cars, taxis, trucks,
and other instruments of destruction. Not
too many took Buckley’s campaign seriously.
When he talked about bike lanes in the city,
even fewer people took his campaign
seriously.

Only ten years ago the bicycle was the
primary mode of transportation for the
younger set and almost all bikes were sold to
youngsters. Simple bikes, consisting of two
wheels, a serviceable handlebar, and a half-
way comfortable seat . . . for the rich kids
perhaps a little chrome that rusted four days
after the bike was purchased. A kid’s biggest
thrill, next to his first pair of shoes without
laces, was the day the training wheels came
off, and he was able to ride the two wheeler
with just two wheels.

But times have changed, Buckley has
changed (possibly, but that’s an entirely dif-
ferent story) and the bicycle industry has
changed. Perhaps changed is not the right
word, increased is better at a phenomenal
rate that even the bicycle manufacturers find
hard to believe.

Gene Bauer, the owner of the Second Ave-
nue Bike Shop (at 22nd Street) says that al-
most 80 per cent of the bikes he sells are for
people over 21. No longer the simple bikes, in
fact they don’'t make the simple bikes that I
knew and loved any more. The vogue is im-
ported French bikes with 10 gears, hand
brakes instead of the dependable foot brakes,
high-rise handle bars and handle bars that
curve at crazy angles, bikes that can cost
almost two hundred dollars. For the cheap-
sters, the three speed bikes (still no foot
brakes) are the least you can do.

Bob Denison, who owns the 14th Street
Bicycle Discount House as well as two other
bike shops uptown, says that almost 25 of the
bikes he sells are for adults. Almost all go
in for the 10 speed bikes, and the few tykes
that come into the store go for the small
“gpider” bikes with high rise handle bars and
8 speed shifts, that make the bike look like a
small Harley-Davidson.

Why are adults riding bikes? Driving & car
was half the reason most kids used to think
that Peter Pan had it all wrong. Both Bauer
and Denison are convinced “The high cost
of transportation is the main reason. With
rapid {ransit rates rising every other
year, and taxi rates hot on the heels of the
Apollo teams as they head for the moon,
it just costs too much money to get around
town. But bikes are cheap (relatively) and
fast, considering how long it takes to cross-
town during rush hour (only slightly less
that it takes to go to the moon). The aver-
age city dweller can buy a bike with what
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it would cost him in ordinary transit fares
for three months (not counting aspirins), In
19656 (the transit fare was only 15 cents.
Remember?), there were about 5 million
bicycles in the U.S. This year the bicycle
industry expects to sell more than 9 mil-
lion bikes and estimates for bikes in the
city run as high as 250 thousand.

Of course, there are other reasons for the
increase in two wheel enthusiasts, Ecology
and physical fitness among them. There is
no air pollution from bikes, and almost as
important, little noise pollution. And while
jogging used to be the most popular means
of keeping fit, cycling has it beat, especially
with the 10-speed bikes which the manu-
facturers like to say ‘can turn a mountain
into a mole hill.! Exercise is all right but
everything in moderation. Physical fitness
buffs defend the use of the ten speed bikes,
saying they can go longer and easier on
the 10 speeds than the old style bikes.

The increase in the number of bicycles and
their riders have caused some problems. To
paraphrase the TV commercial, the large
number of blkes have given the hub cap
thieves a new line of business. One bike
shop owner in the city who sells more than
60,000 bikes a year says that more than one-
third of his customers tell him they are buy-
ing a new bike because their old one
was stolen. Both Bauer and Denison echo
the same thought but the 13th Precinct had
reports of only 70 bikes stolen last year. The
problem is two fold. With some bikes cost-
ing nearly $200, the chrome of a nice im-
ported bike must surely put a gleam in every
junkie’s eye. And a lot of those $200 bikes
are secured with a $1.50 chain and lock.
With nearly everyone buying bikes (junkiles
ride the subways too) bikes are fairly easy
to resell.

Another major problem is repairs. When I
bought a bike years ago, the man gave me
a pair of pliers and sald, “Good luck kid.”
Fooling around with an imported bike with
gear shifts, hand brakes, cables, etc., could
give an engineer headaches. A fiat tire on the
rear wheel is almost impossible to fix with-
out professional help. Fortunately both
Bauer’s and Denison’s shops have repairmen
on duty at all times, and both give guarantees
with the bikes they sell. In fact, both bike
shops give riding lessons for those who are
purchasing their ten speed bikes. (It's like
driving a Ferrarl only you use your feet.
That’s only a slight exaggeration. The world
speed record for bikes is 120 mph which
probably did not prompt the phrase, “Look
Ma, no hands.”)

The biggest indication that bicycling is
the fastest growing form of recreation
throughout the country is that politicians are
beginning to recognize bikers in their cam-
paign platforms. Last October, Mayor Lind-
say ordered a number of bike lanes in the
City. However, they were not exclusively for
the bicyclists, only recommended. Unfortu-
nately for His Honor, the idea was termed a
“deadly hoax” by Democratic Councilman-at-
Large Eldon Clingan who would rather have
exclusive lanes, a la Mr. Buckely. Congress-
man Ed Koch has a bill pending in Washing-
ton that would permit states and municipali-
ties to use federal highway trust funds for
the construction of bicycle lanes and paths.
Secretary of the Interior Rogers Morton has
approved two Land and Water Conservation
Fund grants that total almost $800,000 to
develop scenic waterfront bikeways in South-
tern California. And two states, Washington
and Oregon, allow highway funds to be used
for the construction of bicycle paths.

If bicycles continue to increase, it will
probably be only a mafter of time before
they are officially recognized by the federal
government, that is, placing toll booths on
the bicycles paths.
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A TRIBUTE TO THE U.S. INFORMA-
TION AGENCY

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

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, from
jungle to tundra, from orchard to desert,
the U.S. Information Agency has told the
story of America, its people and its prin-
ciples. It has sent it out by plane, ship,
train, sampan, camel, and elephant.
“Mohlam” singers, like the troubadours
of old, have sung the story in jungle vil-
lages where no newspapers nor radio
sets exist. USIA's audience is the world.
To reach this audience it uses all media,
press, radio, motion pictures, television,
libraries, traveling exhibits, and the per-
sonal contacts of its 1,836 Foreign Service
officers. It has sought to give a true pic-
ture and to correct misinformation cir-
culated by forces somewhat less than
friendly.

Historically, the Agency came out of
World War II information programs.
The Voice of America, USIA’s radio arm,
broadcast from London all during the
war, while the Office of War Informa-
tion's press service dropped leaflets on
occupied countries and supplied foreign
newspapers with accounts of Allied
purposes and progress. At the end of
hostilities the President authorized and
Congress approved a permanent infor-
mation program. It first served as a De-
partment of State facility, then became
a separate agency August 1, 1953.

It has taken nearly 10 years for USIA
to build up its present worldwide opera-
tion, to establish its posts and contacts
abroad, train its personnel and complete
its delicate negotiations with foreign
governments and agencies. As of April 1,
1972, there are 9,491 employees, includ-
ing the 1,835 foreign service officers sta-
tioned in 101 countries, 5,097 non-Amer-
ican employees hired locally in the host
cotlmtries, and 2,558 civil service person-
nel.

The action of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee in cutting USIA’s op~
erating funds would throw out of work
about 2,360 of these employees. It would
shut down operations completely in 30
countries, and close branch posts, with
their libraries and reading rooms, in
other countries. It would cut the entire
program more than a fourth.

The Voice of America now broadcasts
about 780 hours weekly in 35 languages—
the Soviet Union broadcasts 1,903 hours
weekl7 in 84 languages; China, 1,304
hours weekly in 38 languages. Under the
proposed cut, USIA would broadcast
only 454 hours a week in 11 languages.
It would cut down seven of its relay sta-
tions, diminishing the vast audience
that has enjoyed its news of moon-
landings, elections, inventions, and
American music.

USIA’s publications have been an elo-
quent part of its program. They are
handsomely illustrated magazines, pe-
riodicals and pamphlets that picture
American institutions and personalities,
explaining our schools, labor unions,
government procedures, agriculture,
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showing our art, literature, and theater,
our achievements in space, our activities
on the moon. Among these are the
prestige magazine, America Illustrated,
published in Russian and Polish;
Topie, a magazine issued in English and
French for sub-Sahara Africa; Al Majal,
published eight times a year in Arabic
for the Near East and North Africa;
Dialogue, an intellectual quarterly in 10
languages; Problems of Communism, a
bimonthly journal for the Far East. In
all, USIA distributes 37 magazines in 29
languages. It also sends pamphlets,
posters, and leaflets to more than 100
countries,

Of these, the Polish edition of Amer-
ica Illustrated and Topic probably would
be dropped. About 85 percent of our one-
country periodicals would go. The Agen-
cy’'s worldwide daily newsfile would be
cut between 30 and 50 percent. The file
sends out intact the speeches of Amer-
ican officials, legislators, and educators,
so that foreign newspapers and radio
stations have the full text and not merely
controversial passages selected for their
sensational appeal.

The motion picture and television
service would be slashed nearly 50 per-
cent, with one of its two production
studios shut down, entirely. The Agency
would eliminate completely its satellite
transmission, leaving no voice for the
nation that perfected this medium. Tele-
vision has been one of USIA’s most
potent presentations—people may ques-
tion what they read and hear, but they
believe what they see. Millions around
the world watched our astronauts, for
instance, take off into space, and saw
man’s first footsteps on the moon.

If crippled and riddled now, USIA
might rise again in some less troubled
time—when less needed. With its present
experienced staff scattered to the winds,
it would have to recruit and train new
people; renovate or rebuild its dusty in-
stallations; reexplore its sources, and re-
negotiate its foreign arrangements. All
this would be at great cost in time and
money.

China, Russia, and Egypt have no such
plans to muffle their voices.

FOOD PRICES: THE FARMER IS NOT
TO BLAME

(Mr. LEGGETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp, and to include ex-
traneous madtter.)

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, the re-
cent increase in food prices has provoked
considerable resentment across the Na-
tion. This is understandable for a num-
ber of reasons.

For one thing, food is a basic neces-
sity and is universally purchased. A
change in food prices, unlike a change in
airline or typewriter prices, affects every-
body.

In addition, food is purchased fre-
quently: at least once per week for the
average family. A man who buys a 1972
automobile for $3,800 probably would not
remember that his comparably equipped
1968 model only cost $3,200; if he does
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remember, he will probably assume the
increased cost is justified by improve-
ments, and in any case he will figure he
can afford it because of the wage in-
creases he has received during the past
5 years, besides the car can be financed.
But a housewife who shops every week is
going to notice that a pound of chuck
steak is $1.09 when it was only $1.03
2 weeks earlier, and only 89 cents 8
months earlier. She will see no quality
improvement to justify the increase, and
little income improvement to help her
afford if. So she has a nightmare vision
of the cost of living taking off like a moon
rocket, and so does her husband.

Their understandable concern is fur-
ther heightened by the present restric-
tions on wage increases. Naturally, their
first instinctive response is to assume
that food producers are making inordi-
nate profits, and to resent it strongly.

But the fact is, farmers are not getting
rich. They are having a better year than
last year, but that is not saying much.
Farming is still a high-risk, low-profit
occupation for most farmers, and thou-
sands of families will be forced to give up
farming this year, as they have in past
years.

Let us look at the figures. Consider the
change, from 1951 to the present, of the
following factors:

Dividends: up 200 percent.

Wages: up 229 percent.

Retail food: up 47 percent.

Farm prices: up 9 percent.

Farmer’s share of retail food dollar:
down 22 percent.

Proportion of per capita disposable in-
come spent on food: down 35 percent.

It is clear that food prices have risen
more slowly than other basic economic
indicators, that farm prices have risen
more slowly than retail food prices, and
that food has become cheaper in real
terms of the family budget.

It may be argued that 1951 was an un-
usually high year for food prices. So let
us consider what has happened since
1967, which was the average year for
farm prices—that is, as was the case with
most sectors of the economy, it was poor
compared to the rest of the Kennedy-
Johnson years but excellent compared
to the succeeding Nixon years.

In 1967, the farmer received 39 per-
cent of the retail price of a choice steer.

Today, he receives 37 percent of the
total price.

In 1967, parity was 74 percent. Now it
is 72 percent.

Now let us consider more immediate
measures: What has happened during
the last month?

During the month ended March 15,
farm prices fell 2 percent. Beef prices
dropped 0.6 percent. Hog prices dropped
10 percent.

Clearly, the farmer is not to blame.
But if we look elsewhere for a ‘‘devil
theory” explanation, it is pretty hard to
find the devil. The supermarkets can-
not fairly be blamed; as always, their
prices are highly competitive and they
operate on small profit margins. Feedlot
operators and wholesalers are doing com-
fortably, but there are no exorbitant
profits being made there either.
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Instead, the increase in food prices ap-
pears to be attributable to the sum of a
number of factors:

First. Food prices are highly elastic;
price varies radically in inverse propor-
tion to supply.

Second. Each of the many middlemen
between the producer and the consumer
operates on a more or less fixed per-
centage profit margin. This means an
increase in price received by the farmer
is not only passed onto the consumer, but
each middleman adds on an additional
m{:frease of similar proportions for him-
self.

Third. There was a corn blight last
year, which served to raise the cost of
feed about 15 percent.

Fourth. Feed lot labor costs have risen
20 percent in the last 2 years.

Fifth. Supermarket wages have risen
dramatically, along with the rest of or-
ganized labor. In the Washington area,
there was a 15-percent increase in Au-
gust 1970 followed by another 15 percent
increase at the end of the wage-price
freeze. These are some of the representa-
tive hourly wages currently being paid,
including benefits:

Meat manage

These are quite substantial wages. A
“cashier with 2 years’ experience” can
mean a 19-year-old youth with a high
school education doing work which can
be learned in a few hours at most. He
gets $11,500 per year not including over-
time.

Sixth. Pressures of competition force
supermarkets to use a long leadtime be-
fore raising prices in response to in-
creased costs. The recent price increase
simply resulted from the effect of all the
above factors peaking at the same time.

Supermarkets also observe a long lead-
time in lowering prices, to make up for
the profits they lost on the way up. Now
that costs are coming down, I hope the
light of publicity will induce retailers
to shorten their downward leadtime
somewhat and to lower prices as quickly
as possible.

There seems to be no easy way to pre-
vent a recurrence. I am reluctant to ad-
vocate controls on fresh food prices, but
at the same time, we all know that an in-
crease in food prices hits hardest at the
poor who can least afford it; this is not
a happy state of affairs.

Perhaps we should begin to think of
a system of controls to be triggered only
if the increase in the price of a particu-
lar food product, seasonally adjusted,
over a 3-month period exceeds the rise
in the Consumer Price Index over the
same period by more than 25 percent.
The controls could then be invoked at
the retail level; alternatively, middle-
men and retailers could simply be or-
dered to pass along all increases in farm
prices without adding a cut for them-
selves. The controls would then auto-
matically be canceled when the retail
price fell back to the required corre-
spondence with the Consumer Price
Index.
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NAVY SHIPYARD MODERNIZATION
STAMPEDES TO THE REAR

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

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, recently
figures were published in a certain na-
tional weekly shipbuilding publication in-
dicating that perhaps private shipyards
were not getting their share of the Navy’s
business.

As a practical matter, the record should
be set straight. The private share of re-
pairs, alterations, conversions, and new
construction was 32.7 percent in 1953 and
has steadily grown like a hog to a high of
76.8 percent in 1967, 74.3 percent in 1970,
72.1 percent in 1971, 71.4 percent in 1972,
and 72.9 percent in 1973.

Even in the areas of repairs, altera-
tions, and conversions alone, the private
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yard share has grown from 7 percent in
1953 to 40.8 percent in 1967, has aver-
aged better than 35 percent over the past
5 years and is programed at 34.6 percent
over the next fiscal year.

The distorted figures are inaccurate
in the way that they were presented. The
correct analysis as prepared by the com-
mander of the Naval Ship Systems Com-~
mand follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
NAvAL SHIP SYSTEMS COMMAND,
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1972.
Hon. RosBeEaT L. LEGGETT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEear M. LeEceeTT: This is an interim reply
to your letter of April 11, 1972, requesting
confirmation of the figures on Fiscal Year
(FY) 1971 apportionment of Navy shipwork
between public and private yards that ap-
peared in a recent issue of the “Shipyard
Weekly” of the Shipbuilders Council of
America.
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The flgures published are correct. How-
ever, the figures do not include Government
Furnished Equipment (GFE) and the data
on conversions provided to Senator Tower
represents only awards made in FY 1971. The
tabulation that we customarily assemble as
the Naval Shipwork Table includes for con-
versions the total program amount (with-
out regard to award date) allocated for each
year's program, including GFE, possible
change orders, and end-cost escalation. A
copy of our most recent updating of the Naval
Shipwork Table is enclosed.

If a ship conversion authorized and funded
in FY 1971 is actually awarded in FY 1972,
it is not included in the tabulation provided
to Senator Tower, but it is reflected in the
FY 1971 conversion totals of the Naval Ship-
work Table.

The information requested in your afore-
mentioned letter is being assembled and
you may expect it in about two weeks,

Sincerely yours,
N. SONENSHEIN,
Rear Admiral, USN, Commander, Naval
Ship Systems Command.

SHIPWORK ALLOCATION BETWEEN NAVAL/PRIVATE SHIPYARDS, FISCAL YEARS 1953-73

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Repairs and alterations !

Conversion ¥

Total repairs, alterations and conversion

Fiscal year Naval Private

Percent

Total private Naval Private Total

Percent
private

Percent

Naval Private Total private

$301, 700 $32, 800
285, 600 0

3 (budgeted).

$334, 500
331,800

333, 600
361, 000

$132,691 0
93,211 3

$10, 521
196, 28%|
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1t Includes obligations for overhauls, restricted availabilities, FRAM MK 11, alterations; service
craft, reserve fleet and NRT repairs and alterations; inactivations, activations, does not include

MSC repairs.

1 Program valve.

1 Excludes post delivery and outfitting included in ship costs in prior years.

SHIPWORK ALLOCATION BETWEEN NAVAL/PRIVATE SHIPYARDS, FISCAL YEARS 1853-73

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Fiscal year

New construction!

Total repairs, alterations, conversions and new construction

Private

Total Percent private

Naval Private Total Percent private

1970.. :
WL St
1972 Ehudgetad)- i
1973 (budgeted) . .- -

$303, 059
427,818
415,218
861, 380

1,010, 601

1, 281, 300
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1 Program value,

1 Excludes post delivery and outfitting included in ship costs in prior years.
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STUDENT ANTIWAR VIOLENCE

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the reaction of some Americans to the
air and naval support being given the
South Vietnamese by President Nixon
is bereft of any reason. Of all the protests
lodged against the President’s policies,
the actions of college students are the
most lacking in logic. How unreasoning
some of these campus protests are is suc-
cinctly pointed out in an editorial which
appeared April 23 in the Detroit News.
I commend a reading of this editorial to
all of my colleagues. The editorial fol-
lows:

STUDENT ANTIWAR VIOLENCE:
PROTEST

Hoping to attend class but barred at the
door by a classmate, a college student asks
the telling question: “What does the protest
agalnst the war in Vietnam have to do with
whether I enter this classroom or not? I
don't see the connection.”

The connection seems to be missing be-
tween much of the protest rhetoric and the
protests themselves.

The main effort of the current anti-war
drive is the student strike. Somehow, not
learning is equated with not supporting the
war. And while not in the classroom, demon-
strations, disruptions, sit-ins, blockades and
confrontations—in short, everything to dis-
turb peace on campus—become the plea for
peace in Vietnam. Only a sophomore could
devise these tactics for the stated goal.

At the University of Maryland, peace dem-
onstrators resorted to skyrockets, roman
candles, Molotov cocktails and rocks to im-
press police with their pacifism. It is doubtful
the police were persuaded, hidden as they
were behind armorplated Jeeps.

University of Michigan President Robben
Fleming, running fast to keep up with the
students he is supposed to lead, told stu-
dents that President Nixon's decision to re-
new the bombing was cause for their “pro-
found sorrow and discouragement.” Fleming
apparently made no attempt to point out that
the President’s own feelings must be sorrow
and discouragement in the extreme at having
to make the decision.

Can anyone believe the President did not
agonize over the bombing? Can anyone be-
lieve the President was not disappointed
when the North Vietnamese launched a ma-
Jor invasion? Compared to the soul-wrench-
ing decisions in an administration that hoped
to announce a speed-up in final troop with-
drawals, Fleming’s comments about sorrow
and discouragement are gratuitous.

Columbia University President William
MocGill actually went to court to prevent fac-
ulty and nonstriking students from enter-
ing university buildings. He did it, he says,
because of the “deep sense of anguish” on
campus. The expression of that supposed
“sense of anguish” forced an assistant dean
to use 30 helmeted policemen to break a
two-day student blockade of Columbia's
School of International Affairs.

What McGill interpreted as anguish ap-
parently was a youthful feeling of elation at
finding an excuse for disturbing the peace.

‘We can, of course, survive gratuitous hand-
wringing and sophomoric logic. What we fear
is the violence of so-called pacifism, To think
that a student or a policeman may be in-
Jured or killed on campus during a protest
against killing in Vietnam is as tragic as it
is incongruous.

And If it happens, you know where the
campus “pacifists” will place the blame—
on the “violence-prone” Establishment, of
course.

AN ILLOGICAL
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr, CormaNn, for Monday, May 1, 1972,
on account of official business.

Mr. EsHLEMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEeraLD R. Forp), for the remainder of
this week, on account of medical reasons.

Mr. ByrNE of Pennsylvania (at the re-
quest of Mr. O'Ne1LL), for today, on ac-
count of illness.

Mr. MaTsunNAcA (at the request of Mr.
McFaLL), today, on account of official

business.

Mr. Mikva (at the request of Mr, Mc-
Farr), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. PickLE (at the request of Mr. Mc-
Fain), for today, on account of illness
in the family.

Mr. PEPPER (at the request of Mr. BEn-
NETT), for today, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SEBeLIUS) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, for 1 hour, on
May 2.

Mr. HALPERN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Crang, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Bucuanan, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hogan, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LiNnk) and to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous matter:)

Mr. MurpHY of New York, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Ropino, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr, AspIN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Gonzarez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Fraser, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Icuorp, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Reuss, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. ROSTENKOSKI, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. EpwARDS of California, for 60 min-
utes, on May 3.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
Egvise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. Hocan, and to include a speech on
Law Day.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SEBELIUS) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. King in five instances,

Mr. ANpERSON of Illinois.

Mr. RIEGLE,

Mr. DERWINSKI in three instances.

Mr. HosMER in two instances.

Mr. WYLIE.

Mr. Youwne of Florida in five instances,

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN in two instances.

Mr. McEWEN in five instances.

Mr. HALPERN in three instances.

Mr. QUIE,

Mr. MICcHEL in seven instances.

Mr. WymMan in two instances.
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Mr. ARENDS.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. Srovur in three instances.

Mr. Z1oN.

Mr. TERRY.

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. McCrory in three instances.

Mr. RaiLsBaAck in two instances.

Mr, SEBELIUS in two instances.

Mr. Bos WiLson in two instances.

Mr. BRoyYHILL of Virginia.

Mr. WyDLER in two instances.

Mr. Kemp in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Link) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts in three
instances.

Mr. DinNGELL in two instances.

Mr. CoNYERS in 10 instances.

Mr. GoNzALEZ in three instances,

Mrs. Grasso in 10 instances.

Mr. DOWNING.

Mr. MEEDS.

Mr. MaTHIs of Georgia.

Mr. BERGLAND,

Mr. RarICK in three instances.

Mr. FounTaIN in two instances.

Mr. Casey of Texas.

Mr. HARRINGTON in two instances.,

Mr. VanIk in two instances,

Mr. LINK.

Mr. MONTGOMERY.

Mr. O'HARA,

Mr, CELLER,

Mr. ASHLEY.

Mr. Dices in five instances.

Mr. WRIGHT.

T I -

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

Bills and joint resolutions of the Sen-
ate of the following titles were taken
from the Speaker's table and, under the
rule, referred as follows:

S. 662. An act to amend the Truth In Lend-
ing Act to protect consumers against inac-
curate and unfair billing practices, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

S. 2208. An act to improve the laws relating
to the regulation of insurance in the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbida.

S.J. Res. 182. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to invite the States of the
Union and foreign nations to participate in
Farmfest—U.S.A. and the World Ploughing
Contest in September 1972; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

S.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to issue a pro-
clamation designating October 6, 1972, as
“National Coaches Day; to the Committee
on the Judieiary.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a joint resolution of the House
of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.J. Res. 1020, A joint resolution to au-
thorize the President to issue a proclamation
designating the month of May of 1972 as
“National Arthritis Month.”




May 1, 1972
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LINK. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, May 2, 1972, 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:

1915. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting an amend-
ment to the request for appropriations for
fiscal year 1973 for the U.S. Information
Agency (H. Doc. No. 92-286) ; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

1916, A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legls-
lation to amend title 10, United States Code,
to make certain changes in selection board
membership and composition, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1917. A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend title 10, United States Code,
to provide for the temporary promotion of
ensigns of the Navy and second lieutenants
of the Marine Corps, to provide that these
appointments may be made by the President
alone, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1918. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca-
tion, nature, and estimated cost of various
facilities projects proposed to be undertaken
for the Air Force Reserve, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2233(a)(1); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1919. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmit-
ting the annual report on applications for
court orders made to Federal and State
courts to permit the interception of wire or
oral communications, pursuant to 18 U.S.C.
2519; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1920. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of
orders suspending deportation, together with
a list of the persons involved, pursuant to
section 244(a) (1) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

1921, A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department of
Transportation’s analysis of urban highway
public transportation facility needs, pur-
suant to section 144 of the Federal Ald High-
way Act of 1970; 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. COLMER: Committee on Rules, House
Resolution 851. A resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 13089. A bill to pro-
vide for acceleration of progrems for the
planting of trees on national forest lands in
need of reforestation, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 92-1034). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. SISK: Committee on Rules. House Res-
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olution 952. A resolution providing for the
consideration of H.R. 14015. A bill to amend
section 2(3), section Bc(2), section 8c(6) (I),
and section B8e¢(73(C) of the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended (Rept. 92-1035). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 953. A resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 14655. A bill to
amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to authorize the Commission to is-
sue temporary operating licenses for nuclear
power reactors under certaln clrecumstances,
and for other purposes (Rept. 92-1036). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.R. 14695. A bill to coordinate State pref-
erential primary elections for the nomina-
tion of candidates for the office of President,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. BOLAND:

H.R.14696. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to carry out tax re-
forms; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 14697. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 so as to allow a deduc-
tion for certain amounts pald by a taxpayer
for tuition and fees in providing a higher
education for himself, his spouse, and his
dependents; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 14698. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to increase the amount
of the basic personal income tax exemption
allowed & taxpayer; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN:

H.R. 14699. A bill to strengthen and im-
prove the private retirement system by es-
tablishing minimum standards for partic-
ipation in and for vesting of benefits under
pension and profit-sharing retirement plans,
by allowing deductions to individuals for
personal savings for retirement, and by in-
creasing contribution limitations for self-
employed individuals and shareholder-em-
ployees of electing small business corpora-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COUGHLIN:

H.R. 14700. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of State to furnish assistance for the
resettlement of Soviet Jewish refugees in
Israel; to the Committee on Forelgn Affalirs.

By Mr. DRINAN (for himself, Mr.
RoonNEY of Pennsylvania, and Mrs.
Hicks of Massachusetis) :

H.R. 14701. A bill to provide for the cessa-
tion of bombing in Indochina and for the
withdrawal of U.S. milltary personnel from
the Republic of Vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laos; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R. 14702. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by designating a segment
of the Saint Croix River, Minn. and Wis,,
as a component of the national wild and
scenic rivers system; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GROSS:

H.R. 14703. A bill to amend chapter 311 of
title 18 of the United States Code to require
the Board of Parole to make public a writ-
ten statement of the considerations upon
which it grants parole in each case; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HATHAWAY:

H.R. 14704. A bill to make rules govern-

ing the use of the Armed Forces of the
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United States in the absence of a declara-
tion of war by the Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. KING:

H.R. 14705. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act to increase the amount
of a widow's or widower's benefit from 821,
to 100 percent of the Insured individual's
primary insurance amount; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCLURE:

H.R. 14706. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that certain
homeowner mortgage interest paid by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment on behalf of a low-income mortgagor
shall not be deductible by such mortgagor;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. MORSE:

H.R.14707. A bill to make {illegal the
manufacture of thin-gage steel drums; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R.14708. A bill to establish an inde-
pendent Board of Parole, to provide for fair
and equitable Federal parole procedures, to
establish a National Parole Institute, and to
provide assistance to the States for the op-
eration of fair and adequately staffed parole
systems, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of New York:

H.R. 14709. A bill to amend chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code, to strengthen
the penalty provision applicable to a Federal
felony committed with a firearm; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (for
himself, Mr. MaTsUNAGA, Mr. Bos
WiLson, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. ANDREWS
of North Dakota, Mr. Don H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CoNTE, Mr.
CoucHLIN, Mr. FrenzEL, Mr. GUDE,
Mr. MAmLLiArp, Mr. MALLARY, Mr.
MosHER, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. J. WiL-
LIaM STANTON, and Mr. THoMsoN of
‘Wisconsin) :

H.R. 14710. A bill to amend chapter 6 of
title 37, United States Code, to revise the
special pay structure relating to members of
the uniformed services, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. VANDER JAGT:

H.R. 14711. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tui-
tion paid for the elementary or secondary
education of dependents; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 14712. A bill to provide for the com-
pensation of innocent victims of violent
crime in need; to make grants to States for
the payment of such compensation; to au-
thorize an insurance program and death and
disabllity benefits for public safety officers;
to provide civil remedies for vietims of rack-
eteering activity; and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 14713. A bill to amend title 32 of the
United States Code so as to bring National
Guard technician positions within the com-
petitive service; and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R. 14714. A bill to provide military as-
sistance to Israel in order ‘to assist in the
resettlement of Russian refugees; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HOGAN:

H. Con. Res. 598. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to those individuals who refused to register
for the draft, refused induction or being a
member of the Armed Forces fled to a for-
eign country to avoid further military serv-
ice; to the Committee on Armed Services.
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By Mr. WILLIAMS:

H. Con. Res. 599. Concurrent resolution
to seek the resurrection of the TUkrainian
Orthodox and Catholic Churches in Ukraine;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H. Res. 950. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 263) to amend the Constitution to pro-
vide for representation of the District of
Columbia in the Congress; to the Committee
on Rules.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

382. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Benate of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts, relative to setting a date for U.S. with-
drawal from Southeast Asia; to the Commit~
tee on Foreign Affairs.

383. Also, memorial of the Benate of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to
Federal-State revenue sharing; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

May 1, 1972

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

222. By the SPEAKER: Petitlon of the
mayor and Clty Council, SBeattle, Wash., rela-
tive to the Federal food stamp program; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

223. Also, petition to Ralph Boryszewskl
et al., Rochester, N.Y., relative to creation of
& House Select Committee on Impeachment;
to the Committee on Rules.

SENATE—Monday, May 1, 1972

The Senate met at 10 am. and was
called to order by Hon. Davip H., Gam-
BRELL, a Senator from the State of
Georgia.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, Ruler of men and na-
tions, we thank Thee this day for the
revelation of Thy law in nature and in
Thy Word, and for the higher law of love
made known by Thy Son. Be with all who
create, all who interpret, all who admin-
ister, and all who enforce the law. Sup-
port them as the guardians of our safety.
Accord them a place of honor and grati-
tude among the people. Guide those
whose mission is to correct, reform, and
rehabilitate offenders. Make us a people
obedient to Thy laws and the laws of
this Republic that we may go from
strength to strength in advancing Thy

kingdom of brotherhood, justice, and
peace.

In the name of Him who came not to
destroy but to fulfill the law. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. ELLENDER).

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, D.C., May 1, 1972.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. Davio H.
GAMBRELL, & Senator from the State of
Georgia, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.

Mr. GAMBRELL thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the Journal and the proceedings
of Friday, April 28, 1972, be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries, and he announced
that on April 26, 1972, the President had
approved and signed the following act
and joint resolution:

8. 766. An act to authorize the disposal
of zine from the national stockpile and the
supplemental stockpile; and

8.J. Res. 169. Joint resolution to pay trib-
ute to law enforcement officers of this coun-
try on Law Day, May 1, 1872,

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. Gam-
BRELL) laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (HR. 12202) to in-
crease the contribution of the Federal
Government to the costs of health bene-
fits, and for other purposes, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 12202) to increase the
contribution of the Federal Government
to the costs of health benefits, and for
other purposes, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE
CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the call
of the Legislative Calendar, under rules
VII and VIII, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that all com~
mittees may be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed 30 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. GamererLL) laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF TITLE 10,
UNITED STATES CODE
A letter from the Secretary of the Navy,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend title 10, United States Code, to
make certaln changes in selection board
membership and composition, and for other
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Armed Services.
INVOLUNTARY AcTIVE DuTy FOR
GUARD RESERVISTS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Department of Transportation submitting
proposed legislation to authorize involuntary
active duty for Coast Guard reservists for
emergency augmentation of regular forces
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States submitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Employment Securlty
Operations—the Impact of a Computerized

CoasT
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