June 1, 1972

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Starrorp). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Senate will shortly recess until 9
o'clock this evening, at which time it will
reconvene, as in legislative session, for
the purpose of assembling in a body to
go over to the House of Representatives,
where the President of the United States
will address a joint session of the two
Houses of Congress.

At the close of the President's address,
the Senate will stand in adjournment,
under the previous order, until 12 noon
tomorrow.

On tomorrow, after the two leaders
have been recognized, the junior Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RoBerT C.
Byrp) will be recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes; after which there will
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 30
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes, all of which will be as in
legislative session.
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At the close of morning business, the
Senate will resume consideration, in ex-
ecutive session, of the nomination of Mr.
Richard G. Kleindienst for the Office of
Attorney General of the United States.
__There will be no rollcall votes tomor-
Tow.

RECESS UNTIL 9 PM. TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate at this time, I move,
pursuant to the order previously entered,
that the Senate stand in recess until 9
p.m, today.

The motion was agreed to; and at
3:02 p.m. the Senate took a recess until
9 pm.

At 9 p.m.,, under the previous order,
the Senate was called to order by the
Vice President.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of a gquorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will
call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO
HOUSES—MESSAGE OF THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the Senate will now pro-
ceed to the Hall of the House of Rep-
resentatives for the joint session.

Thereupon at 9:10 p.m,, the Senate,
preceded by the Secretary of the Senate,
Francis R. Valeo, the Sergeant at
Arms, Robert G. Dunphy, and the Vice
President, proceeded to the Hall of the
House of Representatives to hear the ad-
dress by the President of the United
States.

(The address delivered by the Presi-
dent of the United States to the joint
session of the two Houses of Congress,
appears in the proceedings of the House
of Representatives in today’s REecorb.)

ADJOURNMENT

At the conclusion of the joint session
of the two Houses, and in accordance
with the order previously entered, at
10:16 p.m. the Senate adjourned until
tomorrow, June 2, 1972, at 12 noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate, June 1, 1972:
U.8. TaRIFF COMMISSION
Italo H, Ablondi, of New York, to be a mem-
ber of the U.S. Tariff Commission for the

term expiring June 16, 1978, vice Glenn W.
Button.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES— Thursday, June 1, 1972

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

Let Thy mercy, O Lord, be upon us
according as we hope in Thee—Psalms
VI

O God, our Father, whom we seek to
serve and to whom we look for guidance
along the way, we bow before the altar
of prayer offering unto Thee once again
the gratitude and the loyalty of our
hearts. We thank Thee for this new day
and for its open possibilities for great
and gracious living.

By Thy good spirit, may we always be
honest and kind and forgiving; may we
be generous in our criticisms of others,
gracious with those who criticize us, and
amid all differences may we seek to be
understanding.

Through these trying times, bless our
President as he returns, our Speaker,
Members of this House of Representa-
tives, and all who work with them. To-
gether, lead us in the ways of wisdom and
the paths of peace; for Thy name’s sake.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined 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.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

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 concurrent resolution of
the House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 625. Concurrent resolution
providing for a joint session of the two
Houses of Congress on June 1, 1873, to re-
celve such communication as the President
of the United States shall be pleased to
make to them.

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

H. Con. Res. 530. Concurrent resolution to
reprint brochure entitled “How Our Laws
Are Made"; and

H. Con. Res. 552. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the printing of the Constitution
of the United States together with the Dec-
laration of Independence.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 1478. An act to regulate interstate com-
merce by requiring premarket testing of new
chemical substances and to provide for
screening of the results of such testing prior
to commercial production, to require test-
ing of certain existing chemical substances,
to authorize the regulation of the use and
distribution of chemical substances, and for

other purposes.

ARAB TERRORISM AND TOO MANY
OF THE WORLD'S NATIONS ARE
INDIFFERENT

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, this past
Tuesday we saw a terrible tragedy occur
with 25 people killed and 76 grievously
wounded at the Lod Airport in Israel
when brutally gunned down by three
Japanese terrorists hired by an Arab or-
ganization headquartered in Lebanon.

Mr. Speaker, it is not acceptable that
Lebanon permit its facilities to be used
by terrorists, known to the Lebanese
Government, to plot these and other kill-
ings and then say it is in no way respon-
sible. The three terrorists, who com-
mitted the atrocities at Lod, were em-
ployed by the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine, the Lebanon
based-terrorist organization which takes
credit for the murders and maimings of
innocent civilians.

The states of Egypt and Lebanon gloat
over the murders and woundings. To its
great credit the Japanese Government,
through its Foreign Minister, called the
shootings “a disgrace for Japan” even
though it was not responsible for the
actions of the three Japanese terrorists.

Our country is especially bereaved, be-
cause of 12 of the dead are Americans
who were on a pilgrimage to the holy
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places of their Christian faith. We must
grieve for them and all the others—
murdered and wounded, Jew and Chris-
tian—who were the innocent victims of
Arab ferrorism. A special word of con-
tempt is called for when one reviews not
only the failure of security employed by
the French airline, Air France, and the
callous response of French officials to
the incident. I hope that American tour-
ists will remember both when they make
their airline bookings.

COMMEMORATING FLAG DAY,
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 14

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, Wednes-
day, June 14, will mark the 195th an-
niversary of Flag Day. For many years
the House has had proper observances
commemorating Flag Day here in the
House Chamber.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that it may be in order at any time on
Wednesday, June 14, for the SpeaZzer to
declare a recess for the purpose of ob-
serving and commemorating Flag Day
in such manner as the Speaker may deem
appropriate.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
for the information of the House that,
after consultation with the distinguished
minority leader, the Chair has infor-
mally designated the following Members
to constitute a commitiee to make the
necessary arrangements for appropriate
ceremonies in accordance with the unan-
imous-consent agreement just adopted:
the gentleman from Alabama, Mr.
Nicuors; the gentleman from Maine,
Mr. Kyros; the gentleman from Mis-
souri, Mr. Hary; and the gentleman from
New York, Mr. KEmp.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF THE
CANADA-UNITED STATES DELE-
GATION, CANADA-UNITED STATES
INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 86-42,
the Chair appoints as a member of the
Canada-United States delegation of the
Canada-United States Interparliamen-
tary group the gentleman from Michi-
gan, Mr. BroomrIELD, to fill an existing
vacancy thereon.

A FIRM FOUNDATION FOR PEACE

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, the President of the United
States has completed his meetings at
the summit in Moscow. As President
Nixon departed for Moscow, he pointed
out that he was going there not to make
headlines, but to work toward a lasting
peace. The unprecedented meetings and
agreements have borne out his forecast.

These welcomed agreements signify
an important first step on the long jour-
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ney toward permanent peace. At the
same time, it is important that we do
not allow too great a feeling of euphoria
to set in. We must bear in mind that the
Soviet Union is ideologically our opposite,
that the same press reports which re-
corded the important agreements told of
the still virtually closed society, the ab-
sence of “unapproved” unewspapers and
magazines, the rigidity with which So-
viet journalists follow the official party
line, and the atheism espoused by the So-
viet Government. But while we must be
aware that there are many obstacles and
pitfalls along the path to peace, Presi-
dent Nixon has shown that these snares
can be avoided.

Many questions remain: Will a limita-
tion on offensive weapons follow? Will a
limitation on the size, type, and sophis-
tication of weapons be added to the un-
refined limitation on number of weap-
ons? How these questions and others are
answered will determine the ultimate
outcome of the President’s journey to
Moscow. In the meantime, it is safe to
say that the President has again dis-
played the bold, creative leadership
which this country needs. He has erected
a firm foundation for understanding
where none existed before and has gone
a long way toward improving the atmos-
phere and attitude between the United
States and the Soviet Union.

THE PRESIDENT HAS ACCOM-
PLISHED A DRAMATIC CHANGE IN
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

(Mr. COUGHLIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
garks. and to include extraneous mat-

T.)

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, as Pres-
ident Nixon returns from his historic
mission, all Americans should join in
applauding his tremendous effort to
move from an era of confrontation to an
era of negotiation in international
affairs.

Never was Mr. Nixon's personal con-
viction to achieve world peace and har-
mony more superbly exemplified than in
his speech to the people of the Soviet
Union. It stands as a fitting tribute to a
concerned and committed President who
is doing his utmost to narrow the differ-
ences between the world’s superpowers.
I felt that he expressed the sentiments
of Americans, regardless of party, who
want a world to share in peace with peo-
ple everywhere.

The President has indeed accom-
plished a dramatic change in American
foreign policy in seeking to emphasize
those things upon which nations may
agree and narrowing our points of differ-
ence. He deserves great credit and re-
spect as a thoughtful champion of peace.

PUBLIC BROADCASTING ACT OF
1972

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 13918), to
provide for improved financing for the
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Corporation for Public Broadeasting, and
for other purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself

into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 13918, with
Mr. AsPINALL (Chairman pro tempore)
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee rose on yesterday, the
Clerk had read the first section, ending
on line 4, page 1, of the bill. If there are
no amendments to be proposed to that
section, the Clerk will read.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, T ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read, printed in the REecorp,
and open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

The remainder of the bill is as follows:

Sec. 2. (a) Section 396(g) (2) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 is amended by strik-
ing out the period at the end of subpara-
graph (H) and inserting in lleu thereof *;
and"; and by inserting after subparagraph
(H) the following new subparagraph:

“(I) to encourage and assist the utiliza-
tlon and development of all forms of tele-
communications faeilities (including new
technology) for the production and distri-
bution of educational radio and television
programs.”

(b) Section 396(g) of such Act is amended
by adding after paragraph (3) the following
new paragraph:

“(4) (A) In each fiscal year the Corpora-
tion shall distribute to noncommercial edu-
cational radio and television stations, for use
at each such station’s discretion in activities
related to its local broadeast operation, not
less than 30 per centum of the total amount
of funds received by the Corporation from
the Public Broadcasting Fund for such fiscal
year, The Corporation shall, after consulta-
tion with representatives of noncommercial
educational radio and television broadcast
statlons, establish standards respecting ell-
gibility for a distribution pursuant to this
paragraph and for apportionment and dis-
tribution among noncommercial educational
radio and television broadcast stations of the
funds to be distributed pursuant to this para-
graph. Such standards shall be designed to—

“(1) assure the maximum benefit to the
public;

“(11) reflect the relative needs and require-
ments of local communities;

“(1i1) maintain and stimulate existing or
potential sources of non-Federal financing
avallable to noncommercial educational
broadcast stations;

“(iv) stimulate the growth, development,
and independence of noncommercial educa-
tional broadcast stations; and

“(v) encourage and assist the utilization
and development of all forms of telecom=
munications facilities (including new tech-
nology).

“(B) No distribution may be made under
subparagraph (A) to a noncommercial edu-
cational broadcast station for any fiscal year
unless it has filed an application with the
Corporation for such distribution for such
fiscal year. Such an application shall—

“(1) contalm such information as the Cor-
poration may require to establish the appli-
cant’s status as a noncommercial educational
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broadcast station as of the date the applica-
tion is filed;

“(i1) set forth the amount of non-Federal
support for noncommercial educational radio
and television received by the applicant dur-
ing the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year
for which the distribution application is
filed; and

“(iii) be filed not later than one hundred
and twenty days following the close of the
fiscal year which immediately precedes the
beginning of the fiscal year for which the
distribution application is filed.”

() Subsection (k) of sectlon 396 of such
Act 1s amended to read as follows:

“Financing

“(k) (1) There 15 established in the Treas-
ury a special fund to be known as the ‘Pub-
lic Broadcasting Fund' (hereinafter in this
subsection referred to as the 'Fund’). For
each fiscal year the Secretary of the Treasury
shall pay from the Fund to the Corporation
to carry out this section such sums as may
be appropriated to the Fund for such fiscal

ear.
3 “(2) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Fund—

“(A) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, the lesser of—

“(1) $65,000,000, or

“(i1) #35,000,000 plus an amount which
equals one-half of the non-Federal support
for educational radio and television received
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971;
and

“(B) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, the lesser of—

“(1) $90,000,000, or

“(i1) 40,000,000 plus an amount which
equals one-half of the non-Federal support
for educational radio and television received
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1872.”

(d) Section 397 of such Act is amended by
adding after paragraph (9) the following
new paragraph:

*(10) The term ‘non-Federal support for
noncommercial educational radio and tele-
vision’ means the total of the value of cash
and the falr market value of property re-
ceived by public broadeasting entities—

“(A) as gifts, grants, or donations from
any source other than (1) an Executive agen-
cy (as defined by section 105 of title 5 of the
United States Code), or (1) any other public
broadcasting entity; and

“(B) as payment from any State, political

subdivision of a State, agency of a State, or
political subdivision of a State, or educational
institution for services or materials respect-
ing the provision of educational television or
radlio programs.
For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘public broadcasting entity’ means the Cor-
poration, any noncommercial educational
broadcast station, or any nonprofit founda-
tion, corporation, or association the principal
activity of which is providing programs or
services to noncommercial educational broad-
cast stations.”

Sec. 3. (a) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of sec-
tlon 396(c) of the Communications Act of
1934 are amended to read as follows:

“(e¢) (1) The Corporation shall have a Board
of Directors (hereinafter in this section re-
ferred to as the 'Board’), five of whom shall
be statlon members and ten of whom shall
be public members, appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. Not more than eight members
of the Board may be members of the same
political party.

*“(2) (A) The station members of the Board
shall be appointed (i) from among citizens
of the United States who are, at the time
of thelr appointment, chlef executive staff
officers of noncommercial educational tele-
vislon or radio broadcast stations; and (ii)
so as to provide, as nearly as practicable, a
broad representation of various regions of the
country, varlous size citles, various educa-
tional systems, and various types and sizes
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of noncommercial educational broadcast sta-
tions.

*“{B) The public members of the Board
shall be appointed (1) from among citizens
of the United States who are not regular full-
time employees of the United States and who
are eminent In such fields as education, cul-
tural and civil affairs, or the arts; and (ii)
so0 as to provide, as nearly as practicable, a
broad representation of various reglons of
the country, various professions and cccupa-
tions, and various kinds of talent and ex-
perience appropriate to the functions and
responsibilities of the Corporation.”

(b) After the date of enactment of this
Act, the President shall make appointments
to the Board of Directors of the Corporation
for Public Broadeasting in such a manner
that such Board will have not later than six
years from such date the composition of sta-
tion and public members required by sec-
tion 306(c) (1) of the Communicatlons Act
of 1934.

Bec, 4. Bection 391 of the Communications
Act of 1934 is amended to read as follows:

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec, 391. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, such sums, not to exceed $25,000,000 as
may be necessary to carry out the purposes
of section 300. Sums appropriated under this
section shall remain available for payment of
grants for projects for which applications,
approved under section 392, have been sub-
mitted under such section prior to July 1,
1974."

Mr, MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. The Clerk
will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 176]

Abernethy
Abourezk

Alexander
Anderson,

Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Mills, Ark.
O'Neill

Esch
Eshleman
Fish

Fisher
Flynt
Fraser
Fulton

Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Goldwater
Griffin
Hagan
Hanna
Hawkins
Hébert
Heckler, Mass,
Hollifield
Jarman
Jonas

Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Roybal

8t Germain
Bcheuer
Bchmita
Sebelius
Bisk

Black
S8mith, Towa
Springer

Btephens
Btokes
Stubblefield

Clawson, Del
Cla

v
Collins, I11.
Conyers

Corman

Danlels, N.J.

Dent

Dickinson

Donohue

Dowdy

Dwyer Melcher

Edwards, Calif. Metcalfe
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and

the Speaker having resumed the Chair,

Mr, Gramvo, Chairman of the Commit-

tee of the Whole House on the State of

the Union, reported that that Commit-

tee, having had under consideration the

bill HR. 13918, and finding itself with-

out a quorum, he had directed the roll

to be called, when 337 Members re-

sponded to their names, a quorum, and

he submitted herewith the names of
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the absentees to be spread upon the
Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. At the time of the
quorum call, consent had been obtained
that the bill would be considered as
read, printed in the Record, and open
to amendment at any point.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The Clerk will report the first com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 2, line 8,
immediately after “activities” Iinsert
“(other than construction of noncoms-
mercial educational television or radlo
broadcasting facilities, erection, repair, or
modification of any building, or acquisition
of real property)".

The commitiee amendment
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next commitiee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page T,
after line 18 the following:

“Sgc. 6. (a) Section 396(e) of the Com-
munications Act of 1834 is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (2) the following:
**(3) No officer or employee of the Cor-
poration shall receive compensation at a
rate In excess of that prescribed for level I
of the Executive Schedule under section
5312 of title 5, United States Code.’

“(b) No individual serving as an officer or
employee of the Corporation for Public
Broadeasting on the date of enactment of
this Act shall have his rate of compensation
as such officer or employee reduced solely
by reason of the enactment of the amend-
ment made by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion.”

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

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the chair-
man of the committee would explain this
committee amendment, since it appar-
ently has to do with pay under the
Class Act, as I understand it.

Mr. STAGGERS. What is that?

Mr. GROSS. The amendment has to
do with pay under the Class Act, does it
not?

Mr. STAGGERS. It is a limiting
amendment, that is correct, on any offi-
cer of the corporation.

Mr. GROSS. What does it provide by
way of pay?

Mr. STAGGERS. One officer is paid
$65,000 a year. He is the president of the
corporation. That salary was set by the
corporation board. But we have decided
that the pay for any of these positions
should not be any higher than that of a
Cabinet officer.

Mr. GROSS. Does the amendment
have the effect of keeping that one in-
dividual on the payroll at a $65,000
salary?

Mr. STAGGERS. That amount will be
figured as his salary as long as he is in
that position.

Mr. GROSS. Is the genfleman saying
that he is being featherbedded?

Mr. STAGGERS. He will be kept on
under what we often call a grandfather
clause, but anyone who is hired for that
position from now on will not be able to
get more than $60,000. There was some
question about the pay of people who
have been hired for more money than

was

insert
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this. This, of course, would affect them.
When we get to the amendment stage I
would like to explain a little further.

The board has adopted a rule that any
employee of a program producer receiv-
ing a grant from CPB will be limited to
$36,000. If they desire to pay him any
more than that amount, they must come
before the board and have their request
approved by the board for a special rea-
son. But we have a rule providing that
those employees be limited to $36,000.

Mr. GROSS. Where would the rest
come from?

Mr. STAGGERS, What does the gentle-
man mean?

Mr. GROSS. The money above the
$36,000?

Mr. STAGGERS. It would have to
come out of the corporation’s funds.

Mr. GROSS. And they are supplied in
part by foundations?

Mr. STAGGERS. They are indeed, yes.

In fact, of the money that is spent :n
public broadcasting, the public and in-
dividuals and private enterprise put in
$11 for every $1 the Government puts in.

Mr. GROSS. Which means, sliced thick
or thin, the taxpayers pay for it. It comes
out of the taxpayer's pocket.

Mr. STAGGERS. One out of every $12
that is paid does, yes.

Mr. GROSS. The foundations are able
to create foundations only because of tax
exemptions, are they not?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, sir, and until
they get all this settled about how that
is to be finally, that will continue.

Mr. GROSS. Is there a mandatory re-
tirement age?

Mr. STAGGERS. There is none I know

Mr. GROSS. Then Mr. Macy and Mr.
Vanocur could be there at their present
high salaries until they grow beards to
their knees, could they not?

I mean gray beards.

Mr. STAGGERS. They may have gray
beards now, I donot know.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Rhode Island.

Mr. TIERNAN. First of all, the amend-
ment provides that anyone under con-
tract at the present time could not be
affected by the restriction.

Mr. GROSS. That is the first good
reason for defeating the amendment, but
go ahead.

Mr. TIERNAN. And anyone who ex-
ceeds the compensation, that is in ex-
cess of $36,000, that person’s salary
would have to be submitted to the board
of the corporation for approval. It has
not been that way in the past. That is
the purpose of the amendment.

Mr, GROSS. What may we anticipate
the board will do?

Mr. TIERNAN. That in any event they
will not exceed the level 1 of the executive
schedule under the Civil Service Act.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I listened to the col-
loquy. Now I would like to inquire of the
Chairman exactly where we are on this
matter of salaries. I thought I heard the
gentleman from West Virginia say no
one will draw a higher salary than the
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salary of an officer of Cabinet level. Is
that the amendment?

Then I thought I heard something
about a grandfather clause. Does this
mean that some kind of an exception is
being made even under the gentleman’s
amendment?

Mr. STAGGERS. Only for the present
member that is now holding the posi-
tion. We do not know how long he will
hold that position.

These are good and responsible men.
They are top men.

Mr. RANDALL. We are all willing to
concede that. But first, may I inquire
what is the present compensation of the
gentleman we are talking about?

Mr, STAGGERS. It is $65,000.

Mr. RANDALL, At that salary it would
be most unlikely he would resign. Also I
doubt that the present board would ever
remove him.

Mr. STAGGERS. I could not say about
that. Certainly he was appointed by the
board, and he can be removed by them.

Mr. RANDALL. But there has not been
the slightest indication of any removal?

Mr. STAGGERS. No. I do not know
whether the gentleman is saying we
should cut his salary. I do not know
whether we can by law,

Mr. RANDALL, Well, I am certainly
hopeful that we make an effort to reduce
that salary to save the taxpayers some
money.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. I listened to the debate
vesterday afternoon, all of it, and I got
the impression from proponents that this
bill is the best thing that has happened
since codliver oil for children and Lydia
Pinkham's compound for adults. I am
now convinced that it goes much farther
in favoring a few people with continued
special consideration.

Mr. RANDALL. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution. I hope we take some
action on these salaries before we ad-
journ today.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
am I correct in assuming that pending
for Committee action now is a committee
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Louisiana is correct.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, am
I correct in assuming that the commit-
tee amendment proposes to reduce the
salary to $60,000?

The CHATIRMAN. That is not a parlia-
mentary inquiry, the Chair will advise
the gentleman.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, if
the committee amendment is adopted,
is it then possible to amend the commit-
tee amendment with regard to that por-
tion of the bill having to do with the
pending committee amendment?
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The CHAIRMAN. If the committee
amendment is agreed to, it is not sub-
ject to further amendment.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a
further parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Is a substitute to
the committee amendment in order at
this point?

The CHAIRMAN. An amendment to
the committee amendment or a sub-
stitute is in order.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman,

AMENDMENT TO THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT
OFFERED BEY MRE. MATHIS OF GEORGIA

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr, Chair-
man, I offer an amendment to the com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment to the committee amendment
offered by Mr. MaTHIs of Georgia: Page 7,
line 24, strike out “level I of the Executive
Schedule under section 5312" and Insert in
lieu thereof “level II of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5313",

- Page 8, line 1, strike out lines 1 through

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, this substitute for the committee
amendment is a very simple one. It does
one thing. It says that no employee and
no officer of the Public Broadcasting Cor-
poration can be compensated at a rate
greater than $42,500 a year.

There has been much discussion on
this matter in the past. There has been
discussion on this matter on the floor of
the House today. Apparently there was
some concern in the committee relative
to this matter, because the committee
drew an amendment that has been of-
fered that would limit this to $60,000 a
year,

I applaud the committee action in this
direction. I simply believe it does not
go far enough.

All Members of the House have been
made aware of some of the salaries of
some of the people employed by the Pub-
lic Broadcasting Corporation. Mr. Sander
Vanocur is making $85,000, which has
come to be a legend. Mr. Robert McNeill
is making $65,000. The President, Mr.
Macy, is making $65,000. And there are
more,

All these gentlemen, in my opinion,
have been living quite high on the hog
as a result of funds coming from the
Public Broadcasting Corporation,

My amendment simply provides that
no officer or employee of the Public
Broadcasting Corporation can be com-
pensated at a rate greater than for a
Member of Congress.

The amendment also goes to strike the
grandfather clause, which gets to the
people I am concerned about at this point
right now.

Mr., Chairman, I believe that my sub-
stitute amendment is a very simple one.
It goes to the heart of the matter, as I
see it, to cut the salaries back to $42,500.

I urge the adoption of my substitute
for the committee amendment.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I am happy
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to yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Is the gentleman aware of the fact that
we are talking about a new amendment,
something not in the amendment under
consideration?

The committee amendment, the
amendment under consideration, was
offered, as I recall, by the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. BrROYHILL),
and it went to cover anybody earning
over $60,000. There was one member of
the Board, the head of the Board, John
Macy, who was affected.

The amendment of the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. BROYHILL)
said that no more people should be hired
by the Board at that high a salary.

This does not go to contract perform-
ers. If the gentleman is trying to reach
the salary of on-the-air performers, I
sympathize in some way with what the
gentleman has been stating, but this is
not the place, because the committee
amendment goes only to the Corpora-
tion people.

He is under contract currently, given
to him by the Corporation. He offered
earlier—I believe it was in 1969—to take
a reduction in pay.

The Board refused to cut his pay, say-
ing that he was worth more than what
he was getting then. So if the gentle-
man has in mind Mr. Vanocur or Mr.
McNeil and other on-camera perform-
ers, this amendment that the commit-
tee has before it now is not the vehicle
to do what the gentleman has in mind.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman.

What he is saying is that the commit-
tee did not take any action to curb
the salaries of these high-paid per-
formers in public broadcasting.

Mr. TIERNAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Yes. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. TIERNAN. There is no way for us
to limit the salaries of people like Wil-
liam Buckley who sell their programs to
stations throughout the country. His
company receives over $700,000 a year
for his programs to be shown on the net-
work. So your amendment is directed
only to three officers in the Corpora-
tion; namely the president and two vice
presidents. I think the gentleman is mis-
taken in his intent, because we are talk-
ing about reducing salaries that are on
a contract basis, and the gentleman, I
am sure, will agree with me that we
have a problem with regard to the sanct-
ity of the contract.

What we have done in the committee is
to require that no salary be in excess of
level 1 of the executive salaries as set
forth by the Congress. This is an ex-
tremely important step that is being
taken. You are going now to try to limit
it to such a status that it will be very
difficult for the Corporation to carry out
the mandate of the Congress.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. The gentle-
man is entirely correct.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr, MATHIS
of Georgia was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)
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Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Rhode
Island for his observation, and I agree.
He is very eminently correct. It is exact-
ly what I am trying to do. If the gentle-
man has an amendment to perfect my
amendment to get people like Mr. Vano-
cur to work for lower salaries, I would
certainly support it.

Mr. TIERNAN. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. TIERNAN. There is no way that
you or I as Members of Congress can
dictate to a private corporation like Wil-
liam Buckley Productions Corp. as to the
amount of money that he will sell his
product or service for.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. We could tell
the officers of Public Broadcasting Com-
pany that they shall not expend these
funds for that purpose.

Mr. TIERNAN. Then you will not be
able to put any of these shows on tele-
vision; I think you will run into difficulty.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I think that
would be a good idea, too.

Mr. TIERNAN. To knock off Mr. Buck-
LEY'S program?

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

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. TiErNAN, Mr. MatHis of Georgia
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WYDLER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WYDLER. I would fry to get
straightened out what we are voting on
here so we can fully understand it. I
would like the chairman of the commit-
tee to make two things clear to us. The
first is whether this amendment and the
substitute thereto will only affect the sal-
aries of executive officers of the Corpo-
ration. Is that correct?

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
That is correct.

Mr. WYDLER. How many people be-
sides the chairman of the board, who I
understand is getting $65,000 a year at
the present time, will be affected by the
substitute amendment to reduce the sal-
aries to $42,500? Who besides the chair-
man is getting more than that amount?

Mr. TIERNAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I will be
happy to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Macy, the Presi-
dent of the Corporation, is the highest
paid member. He receives at the present
time $65,000 a year. The Vice President
in charge of finance and the Treasurer of
the Corporation, Ralph W. Nicholson,
receives $45,000 a year, and a John P.
Witherspoon, the Director of Television
Activities, receives $40,000, Those three
individuals would be affected, and ac-
tually only the President and the Vice
Presidents, if I understand the gentle-
man’'s amendment correctly, would,
which would reduce it to no more than
what a Congressman receives, $42,500,

So, you are only talking about reducing
the salary of the President and the Vice
President in charge of finance and the
Treasurer of the Corporation.
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I think the intent of the gentleman'’s
amendment is not directed toward this
area but, really, directed to people who
receive salaries from other corporations
that sell programs to the National Educa-
tion Television System.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. I will say to
the gentleman from Rhode Island that
the intent of my amendment is directed
at both groups. I would like to have the
intent of the amendment reach both the
officers and the employees of the Corpo-
ration. We may not be able to get to this
unless we have the amendment to the
amendment.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the situation is exactly
this: The committee amendment now
pending affects the salaries only of the
employees of the Public Broadcasting
Corporation.

We have now pending before us an
amendment in the form of a substitute
which would reduce the amount provided
for in the committee amendment, the
level provided for, from $60,000 to
$42,500.

Admittedly, it only affects those em-
ployees of the Corporation itself, but just
bear with us and we will have before you
for your attention and concern another
amendment which will affect the per-
formers who are not employees of the
Public Broadcasting Corporation. Then,
you will finally have available some in-
formation regarding the salaries paid
these people and the talent that is used
in these programs. They are completely
out of line. They are nowhere near what
they should be.

How many of you really think that an
employee of the public broadcasting sys-
tem or a performer should be paid more
from tax dollars than the Vice President
of the United States? That is exactly
what the existing legislation provides for.
We have got to do something about it.

Congress, of course, cannot tell a pri-
vate company what they pay their per-
formers, but Congress can limit grants to
private corporations from the publie
broadcasting system if they feel salaries
are exorbitant.

We will have an amendment to do that.

However, for the immediate moment,
the concern of Congress is to bring into
line the salaries of the paid employees of
the Public Broadcasting Corporation.

The amendment to the committee
amendment does that by limiting the
salary of any employee to $42,500 per
year. This is what we urge your favorable
consideration of and then we will take
up the other amendment with reference
to Mr. Sander Vanocour and others.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. Yes, I yield to the
distinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. There has
been some concern expressed as to
whether the Mathis of Georgia amend-
ment does away with the grandfather
clause.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The answer to
that is “Yes.”

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I ask this
question: How long a contract does the
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Corporation have with the two prinei-
pals who would be affected?

Mr. WAGGONNER. That I do not
know, but when it expires, the grand-
father clause will no longer affect them
and the contract.

In effect, the contract would be con-
tinued at its present level. However, when
it is renegotiated, it cannot exceed
$42,500 a year.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Could anyone
from the committee indicate how long
a contract the Corporation now has with
the President and the Vice President?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island to answer the
question.

Mr. TIERNAN. The contract with Mr.
Macy was not entered into, in faet, by
Mr. Macy. He refused to sign a contract
with the Corporation but chose instead
to let the Board of Directors of the Cor-
poration at its free will at any time
terminate it. I think the gentleman
knows Mr. Macy has a distinguished
career with the Government and I think
if the gentleman in the well, my colleague
from Louisiana and the minority mem-
ber would give me an opportunity to talk
on this and after we have had some dis-
cussion on this, I think I can explain a
little bit more in detail the importance
of not adopting the substitute amend-
ment.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Let me simply say
that no one is talking about Mr. Macy
as an individual. His character and abil-
ity are beyond question. We are talking
about the system which allows Federal
tax dollars to be expended in the way
they are which I say to you is excessive.
Whether it be Mr. Macy or anyone else is
a moot question.

The question is, are we going to allow
these tax dollars to be expended in an
excessive way? I do not think we should.

I do not think we should, and the
clearcut question is are you willing to
pay these people more than the Vice
President of the United States, or are
you willing to pay these people more than
a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, or more than a Member of the U.S.
Senate? I think not, if you lay any claim
to fiscal responsibility in these days.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I will be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. As I under-
stand the response given to me by a
member of the committee, if the grand-
father clause was stricken there is no
violation of a written contract with Mr.
Macy; is that correct?

Mr. TIERNAN. If the gentleman will
yield, that is correct.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. What about
the contractual situation of the Vice
President of the Corporation, if there is
any?

Mr., TIERNAN. As to the Vice Presi-
dent, I am not sure, and I would have
to answer honestly, but I believe that all
the others that would be affected have
some type of contract, but I do not have
that information available.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. When does
the existing legislation expire?

Mr. TIERNAN. As it came from the
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committee it would be an authorization
for 2 additional years.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am referring
to the legislation that is currently in
existence.

Mr. TIERNAN. There is nothing pres-
ently restricting the amount that the
Corporation can hire personnel for.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I understand
that, but when does the present or ex-
isting legislation that authorizes the
public broadcasting service expire as
such?

Mr. TIERNAN. At the end of this fiscal
year.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. On June 30?

Mr. TIERNAN, That is correct.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it true, and
I would assume so, that the Board of Di-
rectors could not sign a contract with
any emgployee beyond the period of au-
thorization of the existing law?

Is that correct?

Mr. TIERNAN, To answer the gentle-
man from Michigan I would have to say
that apparently the present civil serv-
ice schedule of salaries does not apply,
and that is why in the amendment the
committee adopted we have made it clear.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WAGGON-
NER was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr. Chairman, a
moment ago when I said I did not feel
that this body wanted to pay the em-
ployees of the Public Broadcasting Sys-
tem more than Members of the House of
Representatives or more than Members
of the U.S. Senate, a Member of the House
at that time under his breath said, “They
are worth more.”

I am not going to get into an argu-
ment with that gentleman as to how
little he thinks he is worth, but I want
to say that I can justify to my constitu-
ents that I am worth more to them than
those creating all of the chaos that stems
from this Corporation.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge the
adoption of the amendment.

Mr. KEITH, Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, in the committee we
had some discussion on this subject, and
I think there is substantial sentiment
among the members of the committee
for the views that have been expressed
by my colleague, the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. WAcGoNER). I think that
both sides have stressed the grand-
father clause, and it seems to me
that if only in equity for that one
individual who is affected, who may
have given up his employment elsewhere
for this task, that we should protect his
rights. And as has been revealed in the
debate here by the minority floor leader,
the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. GEr-
ALD R. Forp, and Mr. WAGGONNER, it is al-
most a moot point. Therefore, why don't
we strike the section of the amendment
which strikes the grandfather clause?
Then we would have a just perspective,
and it would be entirely legal. It would
be equitable and recognize the validity
of the contracts that have been entered
into. Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I am
offering an amendment to the substitute
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amendment which would eliminate the
language on page 8, striking lines 1
through 5, and I give that to the Clerk.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from Massachusetts offering an amend-
ment?

Mr. KEITH. I offer an amendment to
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. MATHIS).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
that an amendment to the Mathis
amendment is in the third degree and is
not in order.

Mr. KEITH. An amendment fo the
substitute is not in order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
that there is presently pending an
amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. KEITH. In the nature of a sub-
stitute?

The CHAIRMAN. No, it is not in the
nature of a substitute; it is an amend-
ment to the committee amendment.

Mr. KEITH. Then I would respectfully
ask the Chair: would it be in order to
offer a substitute to the amendment of-
fered and pending before us?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
that it would be in order to offer a sub-
stitute for the entire committee amend-
ment.

Mr. KEITH. Then I would offer a sub-
stitute for the committee amendment
that accomplishes that.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts to the
committee amendment.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, KEITH
FOR THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment as a substitute for the com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, KEITH a8 & sub-
stitute for the committee amendment: Page
7, line 24, strike out “level I of the Executive
Schedule under section §5312” and insert in
lieu thereof “level II of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5313".

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KEEITH. Mr. Chairman, all that
my substitute amendment would do is to
change the $60,000 maximum salary to
that of $42,500.

It leaves in the grandfather clause
which, as has been revealed in debate,
only affects two people—one of them
voluntarily, because his contract is on
an informal basis; the other’s circum-
stances we do not know about and it
makes very little difference whether we
do know.

The fact of the matter is that we en-
tered into a contract—or agents of the
Government entered into a contract—
to pay $42,500 a year and I do not be-
lieve on the evidence offered here today
that in equity or in law we have the right
to do what we are doing.

It is a principle. It is not any great
sum—we are only talking about $2,500
for a period of maybe months, or of
weeks.

I believe this Congress should not fry
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to set aside the terms of a contract of
this nature or of any nature where it is
possible to act the way we have.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the substitute.

Mr. Chairman, the substitute offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts is
intended to do one thing—and that is
to leave the grandfather clause intact in
the bill,

You have heard the argument both
ways—it has a purpose and it does not
have a purpose, or maybe it might have
a purpose.

I cannot understand why they want to
preserve it if it does not mean something.
Certainly, if it does not have some effect,
then why leave it in the bili?

If you want to do something about it,
you are going to have to get rid of the
grandfather clause and say when the
existing contracts do expire that the ceil-
ing will be $42,500 a year—period—ifor
public broadcasting corporation em-
ployees no matter whether it is the di-
rector or anyone else.

So if you want to be sure that the
grandfather clause is removed which
they seem so determined to protect in
the legislation, then you must vote
against the substitute.

It is perfectly simple that this is what
we must do, and for anyone to say that
we in the Congress do not have a right
to amend Federal legislation that we de-
bate on this floor is beyond comprehen-
sion to me. The question is whether or
not the Congress wants to amend the leg-
islation to place a ceiling of $42,500 on
the salaries to be paid these employees,
and whether or not you want to remove
the grandfather clause from the commit-
tee legislation which gives them contin-
ued protection as long as they remain
employed by the corporation.

So I urge you to vote down the sub-
stitute.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Michigan is recognized.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. As I under-
stand the situation, the present law un-
der which any and all individuals were
employed expires June 30. The Board of
Trustees or the Board of Directors can-
not hire people beyond the limitation of
the current legislation. The agreements
for the President and the Vice President
of this organization if any expire as of
June 30, 1972. The Board of Directors
has no authority to sign employment
contracts beyond the expiration date of
the legislation that gives them authority.
Consequently there could not be any con-
tract beyond June 30, and the proposed
legislation only takes effect, if passed in
time, on July 1, 1972.

If you leave in the grandfather clause,
as I read it, it is an open invitation to the
Board of Directors to hire or to rehire the
President and the Vice President at their
current salary. It is an open invitation
for extended employment at that com-
pensation. If you strike out the grand-
father clause and have the categorical
limitation, the Board of Directors after
July 1st would be faced with an employ-
ment situation that affects everybody. I
personally subscribe to the amendment
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offered by the gentleman from Georgia,
and I oppose the substitute.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TIERNAN, Mr, Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. TIERNAN. Do I correctly under-
stand that the first vote will be on the
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. KeiTH) ?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the first vote will occur on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment, that is, the amendment of the
gentleman from Georgia. Then the vote
will recur on the substitute offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
EKerrs) and then the vote will recur on
the committee amendment.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to say
to the Members of the House that the
subcommittee had before it some ques-
tion about salaries paid that had re-
ceived substantial public notoriety with
regard to individuals receiving very high
salaries. In the hearings we discovered
that most of these individuals involved
were employees of agencies that the
committee could not actually reach. I
cite, for example, the fact that Wil-
liam Buckley apparently has a contract
to devise a series of programs that are
shown throughout our country on a
weekly or a regular basis, and that his
production company received a sum in
excess of $400,000. What Mr. Buckley re-
ceives as a salary you and I as Members
of Congress are in no position by leg-
islation to say that he shall not receive
more than $60,000 or, as the gentleman
from Louisiana suggested, that he should
not receive any amounts in excess of
what a Senator or a Congressmaan is paid.

In the hearings it developed that many
of you have situations in your own States
where the system is either part of the
educational system in your State or is a
separate State entity.

The station managers, the people
who manage the station agencies or the
stations in the States receive salaries up
to and including $60,000 a year. Now, the
managing head of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting was hired after a
lengthy search for someone to run this
Corporation. The committee was com-
posed of very distinguished people in the
country. Dr. Milton Eisenhower was one
of the three, John D. Rockefeller was on
the Board, and Mrs. Hobby Harvey from
Texas was the third member. The salary
range was suggested between $50,000
and $75,000 to hire a gentleman to run
this Corporation. Finally, Mr. Macy was
hired at $50,000 with the understanding
that, because this was a new Corporation
and if it was to be an operating Corpora-
tion, his salary would be increased to
$60,000 or $65,000 at the end of the first
year.

Mr. Macy was presented with a con-
tract and would not enter into a contract,
because he wanted the Board to be in a
position to terminate his employment
with the Corporation if it did not work
out, and he could not do the job. But I
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think the success of the Public Broad-
casting Corporation shows the job John
Macy has done as the head of this Cor-
poration. We were going nowhere with
educational programs in this couniry
until he took over.

So I think what we are doing today is
seeing an attempt to get at someone like
Sander Vanocur, but I suggest to the gen-
tleman from Georgia and the gentleman
from Louisiana this is not the way to do
it. I suggest at some place further we
put some language in, either in this act
or in the appropriation bill, if we want
to include something with regard to Fed-
eral funding or entering into contracts
with outside corporations that may pro-
duce shows that go on the public net-
work.

Further, I suggest that we have to con-
sider that this Corporation is competing
with NBC, CBS, and ABC to get talent to
go on the shows. The Members know the
success we have had in the last few years
with Sesame Street. Everyone in this
Chamber knows it has been a highly suc-
cessful tool in educating the children of
this country.

If we start to do this kind of thing with
the act, I think it is a pretty bad prece-
dent. We will only show pettiness by it.
We will be limiting the ability of this
(dlorpora.tion to do the job we want it to

0.

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

Mr. TIERNAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

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

I agree with the gentleman that there
is some confusion here between the
treatment of the performers and treat-
ment of officers, but I would say to the
gentleman if the Members of this House
wish to register a protest to the manage-
ment of the Public Broadcasting Corp.
as they have known it over the last sev-
eral years, then a vote to take this
grandfather clause out is, perhaps, the
best way of registering that protest.
Would not the gentleman agree?

Mr. TIERNAN. The gentleman might
make that approach, but I suggest to
the gentleman we not touch the grand-
father clause, because that would only
affect Mr. Macy who has been receiving
$65,000. The amendment says the board
will not hire anyone in the future in
excess of $36,000 nor more than $60,000
under level 1 of the executive standard.
This gives them flexibility. I think the
gentleman knows from his experience on
the committee that they have gotten a
diffieult job done and now to tell them
they cannot do this, that they cannot
get the talent necessary to do the job is
not realistic.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to direct
a question to the gentleman from Rhode
Island. The gentleman keeps referring
to William Buckley and his program. I
presume that has some particular sig-
nificance. I might be favorably inclined
toward William Buckley, but that does
not mean I want to give him any amount
of money that some particular person
along the line here decides to pay him.

Does the gentleman mean fo tell me
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that we in Congress have no control in
any way, shape or form over the con-
tracts these corporations are going to
make for entertainment? Is that what
the gentleman is telling me? Because,
if it is, I would not personally vote an-
other dime for this program if we are
in a situation here where we cannot con-
trol how much they are going to pay
anyone for salary he will draw as part
of the contract which he enters into
with the corporation. Would the gentle-
man clarify his statement? It is on the
record, and I do not understand it.

Mr. TIERNAN. Let me say to the
gentleman the problem we have is this
question of accepting or entering into
agreements to produce programs that
are going to do one of two or three
things: Meet an educational need, meet
a cultural need, or meet a community
program type need that would create an
interest in this program they are going
to present.

Mr. WYDLER. I do not want to talk
about the merits of this for the moment.
Would the gentleman direct himself to
the question I asked, which is, can we
here today on the floor of the House
control the amount of salary anybody
is going to receive from this corpora-
tion, whoever he is? Can we or can we
not? Are we in a situation to lose con-
trol over this? The gentleman stated it,
and I want to know if that is true.

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

Mr. WYDLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Rhode Island.

Mr. TIERNAN. The gentleman knows
there is no way, for example, that we
can limit the amount General Motors
pays to its president.

Mr. WYDLER. I am talking about the
Public Broadcasting Corp.

Mr. TTERNAN. The Public Broadcast-
ing Corp. can limit the amount of sal-
aries, which is the amendment the com-
mittee adopted, except for the grand-
father language, when we said the cor-
poration could continue to pay Mr. Macy
$65,000. There is only one other person
who receives more than $42,500. That is
the vice president in charge of financing.
If we want to limit him, we could limit
him under the executive schedule.

Mr. WYDLER. Will the gentleman
please answer the question? I am talk-
ing about the statement about Mr. Buck-
ley and Mr. Vanocur. Can we or can we
not limit the salaries these men receive?

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. WYDLER. I yield for an answer.

Mr. TIERNAN. There is no way for the
corporation to limit the amount that a
private corporation, such as the William
Buckley Production Corp., pays to Mr.
Buckley or to anybody else in that cor-
poration.

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

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. The answer to the
gentleman’s question is simply, “No, we
cannot limit what a private corporation
pays its employees.” But we can limit
what we give in grants to that private
corporation if they pay what we consider
to be excessive salaries to those employ-
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ees; and that is what we are attempting
to do.

Will the gentleman yield for a further
comment?

Mr, WYDLER. I yield further to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
from Rhode Island said that they had
to compete for talent. Some of us raised
the issue when the Public Broadcasting
System came into being that eventually
this was the point we would reach, that
they would be competing with the com-
mercial networks.

I do not believe it was ever intended
that the Public Broadcasting System be
in competition with the commercial net-
works, as much distaste as I have for
some of the things the commercial net-
works do. It was never intended that they
be competitive with these networks. We
ought to get rid of that idea.

Mr. WYDLER. I agree with the gen-
tleman on that totally.

As a matter of fact, the gentleman
from Rhode Island used Sesame Street
as an example of where competition is
necessary. It is a very fine program, but
that program did not hire great high-
priced talent at all. I know it well. It
started out with people who came
through commercial television, but they
were not big stars when they came on
that network. The people they use who
are stars are very low-paid people, as a
matter of fact.

The example, it seems to me, proves
just the opposite.

We do not want to get public broad-
casting into some type of competition
for salaries with NBC, CBS, and ABC.

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

Mr. WYDLER. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Rhode Island.

Mr, TIERNAN. There is no way, as the’
gentleman knows, that we are going to
achieve what we are talking about in the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia, We are not limiting the
amount paid Bob McCooney and the
workshop, in developing “Sesame Street,”
because there is no way we can say to
that corporation which put that together,
“You are not going to pay more than =
amount of dollars.”

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot
of discussion about how many officers
and employees of the Public Broadcasting
Corporation would be affected. I have
heard one to two mentioned.

I should like to call the attention of
the committee to the December 2 Rec-
ORD, Where Mr. VAN DEERLIN, 8 member
of the committee, inserted a letter from
the president outlining salary schedules
paid to the officers of the Corporation,
ang it lists as follows:

John W. Macy, president, $65,000.

Ralph Nicholson, vice president, $45,-
000.

Donald Quayle, $45,000.

Hartford Gunn, $42,500 up to $60,000—
we know not where.

I would suggest that there is more
than one person who would be affected
by this amendment, and again I urge the
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adoption of my amendment to the com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the next-to-the-last word.

Mr. Chairman, let me point out to
the Members of the House that the new
corporation known as the Postal Serv-
ice has been importuning the Congress
for several months, ever since the Postal
Reorganization Act was passed, to per-
mit top-level salaries to take flight in
the Postal Service. The Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service has refused
thus far to give that request any
consideration.

This legislation would set a precedent
for bringing salaries in the Postal Cor-
poration up to those paid to some of these
individuals in this Public Broadecasting
Corporation: If nothing is to be done to
reduce these salaries, then how with any
justice can top officials in another Gov-
ernment corporation be denied equal
treatment?

I hope the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia is adopted, and
that the substitute offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts is soundly de-

feated.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment.

I would like to commend the gentle-
man from Georgia for offering his
amendment. It is certainly one that is
needed and as far as the public broad-
casting system competing for talent
with NBC or CBS or whatever the source
may be, there are many aspiring actors
and actresses throughout this country
who have great talent. They may not
have been recognized by the Nation as
such. I would hope in the public broad-
casting sector, rather than trying to go
out and get name personalities and
compete, not necessarily because of the
talent but because of the name, would
seek out some of these individuals who
do have talent but who have not been
recognized and obviously do not com-
mand the salaries of the higher priced
people. I hope they will read the legis-
lative record made by us here and do
this.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Is it the hope of
the gentleman from Georgia that these
able dancers and thespians will be ap-
pointed officers of the corporation for
public broadcasting?

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. So far
as the officers are concerned, I really
cannot be concerned as to whether the
officers or managers are former actors
or not. I recognize the thrust of the
gentleman’s amendment goes primarily
to the officers of the corporation, but
we had discussions here on the floor the
general area of salaries, and I hope in
reading the ConcrEssioNaAL Recorp that
the public broadcasting officials who do
have the program directing authority
will recognize that there are many of us
in Congress who would like to see some
of the aspiring actors and actresses
given a chance in some of the programs
rather than trying to go out after the
big name actors.
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Mr. VAN DEERLIN. If the gentleman
will yield further, I think we can con-
clude that some message will have
gotten through, if only from this debate.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I con-
cur.

I would like to point out very briefly,
Mr. Chairman, that we are talking about
saving a few thousand dollars here
when we spend millions of dollars on
public television. To my way of think-
ing, until the advent of Mr. Macy,
public television was a national disgrace
and a farce. They spent millions of
dollars and became the laughing stock
of the entertainment world. Since Mr.
Macy has taken over, public television
has been improved tremendously from
the education point of view. There are
programs like Sesame Street which have
been shown to children across the coun-
try. Mr. Macy did not ask us for a con-
tract and did not ask for any specific
amount. He told us that we could set the
salary at any level that we choose
whether it was higher or lower.

I think this amendment ought to be
defeated. There is no point in saving a
few thousand dollars in one man’s salary
if we are going again to turn public
broadcasting off and make it into a farce.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Massachusetts will state his parlia-
mentary inquiry.

Mr. KEITH. It is my understanding
that under the parliamentary proce-
dures, an amendment to an amendment
is first voted on before you vote on the
first offered amendment and, similarly, a
substitute amendment for an amend-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair stated
earlier, the first vote will occur on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. MaTtHIS). Following
action on that, there will be a vote on the
substitute amendment which has been
offered by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, and then the vote will be on
the committee amendment, as amended,
if it is amended.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr, ECKHARDT. Do I understand
that if the amendment which is now
pending hefore the body Is passed it
would have the effect of bringing about
a change with respect to rates from I to
II, and it would also strike out the section
providing for the grandfather clause?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
not stating a parliamentary inquiry. The
gentleman is asking the Chair to pass
upon the effect of the action that might
be taken by the committee.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Do I understand,
then, if the first amendment is passed
and then the second amendment is
passed, that the second amendment will
alter the effect of the first amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the Chair’s orlginal statement will
apply.
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Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am inclined to sup-
port the position of the gentleman from
Louisiana in making this limitation. I
think the gentleman from Georgia made
an excellent point about new people and
even, perhaps, new management people,
coming along. After all, the Federal
Government does put up money for pub-
lic broadcasting.

However, what bothers me is whether
what is sauce for the goose is going
to be sauce for the gander. For example,
I understand that for public television—
public broadcasting—the U.S. Govern-
ment puts up about one-seventh of the
budget.

Now, do you have any idea of what per-
cent of Lockheed’s budget comes from
the Federal Government? I imagine it
is getting up pretty high.

After the Congress voted a substantial
loan guarantee for that corporation
several months ago, I read in the news-
papers that that corporation voted a sub-
stantial increase in the pensions for re-
tired corporate officers.

I wonder how much the president of
that particular corporation receives by
way of salary? I would not be surprised
if it is in the neighborhood of $100,000.
I may stand corrected, but I saw it
printed a month or so ago and I think it
was even more than that.

Mr. Chairman, we try to get amend-
ments through to take away these big,
fancy limousines and chauffeurs for the
bureaucrats in the Federal Government,
and sometimes the effort is treated in a
humorous vein, or as a joke. Only one
such amendment has passed this year.

I just wonder whether or not these
people in public broadcasting are politi-
cally unpopular. Never hit a man when
he is up, Is that the idea of politics
around here?

Mr., THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JACOBS. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr, THOMPSON of Georgia. With
reference to the big, fancy limousines,
would the gentleman support an amend-
ment, should I offer it, that the Supreme
Court Justices no longer have a big, black
limousine but one used schoolbus?

Mr. JACOBS. That would play in a
night club pretty well, but it is not going
to play in this record, because the gentle-
man in the well sponsored an amend-
ment just a few days ago which deleted
the limousine for the Chief Justice. None
was provided for the others in the first
place.

So, to answer the gentleman’s ques-
tion, if the gentleman wants the gentle-
man in the well to be consistent, the
gentleman in the well will be delighted to
be consistent. I only ask of the people
who advance this amendment, which I
support, that the next time I offer an
amendment of the kind the gentleman
has referred to, let us have tfeller votes
on the record and compare them with
the votes on this amendment. And we
shall see if, in the business of banning
luxury at taxpayers’ expense, there are
tomecats and alley cats who get different
treatment.
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If we live in a democracy and we are
going to limit salaries and say we are
not going to contribute to the Corpo-
ration if it does not limit salaries to
$42,500, then let us be consistent when
I next come around with an amendment
to knock out some of these luxuries and
get these easy riders off the backs of the
taxpayers.

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

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. Talking about
tomcats and alley cats, will the gentle-
man tell us why he has a box of cigars
that he has been passing around to the
Members?

Mr. JACOBS. If I can have unanimous
consent to speak out of order I would be
happy to answer the gentleman.

Mr. PELLY. Regular order, Mr. Chair-
man.
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, was that
an objection, or a point of order?

But speaking as far as the cigars are
concerned I am happy to announce that
my great dane, C-5, became the father
of 11 puppies shortly after midnight this
morning. Rommy, the lovely mother and
the pups are doing fine.

I would further add that there are
plenty of cigars left, and I yield the
bhalance of my time as well as the cigars.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, T
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the
full 5 minutes, because I think we should
vote on these amendments. I think we all
have our minds pretty well made up on
them. But I would like to say to the
House that if this matter is voted down
I believe that each of you will hear from
yvour districts, because educational TV
and educational radio are some of the
greatest things you have in your States.
Through this we have made great prog-
ress in education in America. It has
brought us into the 20th century in the
educational field, in the cultural field,
and, yes, even in the public affairs fleld
that some of the Members would like to
cut out.

I would say further, as some of the
other Members have said, that we are
being very picayunish when we pick on
two men and say we are going to cut
their salaries, when actually we are try-
ing to get at Sander Vanocur and some-
one else. Let us look at this thing in
perspective. You have a place where you
can do that, but this is not the place in
the bill.

Here is a former Presidential assistant
who said he would not sign a contract
because he did not want the corpora-
tion directors to be obligated fo him.
That is how fair he has been, and some
say they want to cut his salary down.
Would any of you do that, any Member
of the Congress? No, you would not da
it, and I know you would not do it.

I would say that if you want to do
this to take it out on Sander Vanocur,
and Bob McNeil there is a place to do
s0, but do not do it to someone else. This
is only affecting two people, as has been
said. I think we ought to vote down all
of these amendments and continue with
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the rest of the bill, and see what the
Members think about it.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
can assure the gentleman that when the
vote is over on this amendment there
will be another amendment that is in-
tended to limit the salaries of people
such as Mr. Vanocur.

Mr. STAGGERS, All right, I would like
to get to that, but this is not the place.
I do not think there is a man in this
House who wants to hurt educational
TV, or educational radio in America. I do
not believe their constituents want them
to do that. I do not believe the gentleman
from Georgia does. And when he hears
from his people he will certainly get their
feeling from them, I am sure, when they
find out that the gentleman is trying to
cut out this organization.

The gentleman says that he is not
trying to do that, but he is trying to hurt
two men through two other men. Let us
not do that in this back-door fashion. Let
us vote for the committee amendment
that was presented here, and defeat these
other amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. MaTtHIs) to the
committee amendment.

The guestion was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. STAGGERS)
there were—ayes 73, noes 46.

So the amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the substitute amendment offered by the

gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
Kerra) for the committee amendment.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Kerra), there
were—ayes 42, noes 78,

So the substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WAGGONNER

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WAGGONNER:
Page 8, Insert after line 5, the following:

Segc., 6. Sectlon 886(g) of such Act is
amended by adding after paragraph (4)
(added by section 2(b) of this Act) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(5) (A) The Corporation may not after
the date of enactment of this paragraph
make any grant to any organization or in-
stitution which—

“(1) compensates its officers or employees,
or

“(11) makes a grant to any organization
or Institution which compensates its officers
or employees,
at a rate greater than the maximum rate of
compensation prescribed by section 396(e)
(3) for officers and employees of the Corpo-
ration.

“(B) The Corporation may not after the
date of enactment of this paragraph make
any grant to or enter into any contract with
any organization or institution if—

“(1) under such grant or contract, or

“(11) under any grant made or contract
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entered into by such organization or instie
tution,

individuals are compensated for perform-
ances on radlo or television programs and
for services related to such performances at
& rate greater than such maximum rate.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Louisiana is recognized in support of his
amendment,

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment prohibits the Public
Broadcast Corporation from making
grants to any outfit or company which
pays its employees over $42,500 a year.
It also would prohibit making a grant
to another public broadcast system which
might use it in turn to make such grants.
It also prohibits grants or contracts with
an entity which pays performers more
than $42,500 a year.

I submit that the Public Broadecast
Corporation is not intended to be in com-
petition with the commercial networks,
and that this is the best that can be
done with this issue. But I admit it is
full of holes. The first part, no grants,
would cut off all money to the bigger
stations like, for example, Boston and
New York, which may pay their station
directors more.

The second part, which restricts pay-
ments for on-the-air performers, could
be bypassed very easily. By doing it in
two jumps, we avoid some of the pitfalls.
Restricting and contracting in all in-
stances could make it impossible to
obtain programs from production com-
panies, all of which probably have em-
ployees making over $42,500. Hence the
reason for the mention of grants only.

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment
which is intended to do what some tried
to construe the first amendment to do.
This is the amendment which will pro-
hibit the Public Broadcast Corporation
from making grants to individuals or
people who participate in the system,
who pay such salaries as $85,000 per year
to Mr, Sander Vanocur and $65,000 per
year to Mr. Robert McNeill, and $75,000
per year to a former Press Secretary of
President Johnson’s, Mr. Bill Moyers.
How many of you people would believe
that Mr. Bill Moyers works even half
the time in doing this work? You know
what he does for a regular means of live-
lihood. But still he draws $75,000 a year
by participating in this program, and I
say that we ought to prohibit grants in
instances like this, and we should restore
some commonsense to it. This affects
station managers. This affects perform-
ers, and I do not believe that we ought
to make grants where any such ex-
orbitant salaries are paid.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Would
the amendment in any way prohibit
public broadcasting from buying a pro-
gram, say, from CBS or NBC?

Mr. WAGGONNER. No, it would not.
It would prohibit the corporation from
making a grant if they pay their per-
formers or their employees more than
$42,500.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will

_t.he gentleman yield?
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Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Would the gentle-
man place the same limitation on mili-
tary contracts?

Mr. WAGGONNER. The Congress can
work its will on a military contract by
writing legislation which restricts the
authority of the Executive and every con-
tract that the Executive has written hav-
ing to do with a military contract is done
under the authority of the Congress.

Mr. ECKHARDT. If the gentleman
would yield further, I would hope we
would not do anything so improvident
with respect to military contracts as we
may do in this area, because in both
instances is not the guestion whether or
not we hire competent people to serve a
governmental agency on a contract?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I would like to
say in response to the gentleman’s com-
ment that we are not talking at this
point about a military contract, but I
welcome the gentleman’s continued sup-
port of the military contracts for the
defense of this country.

Mr. ECKHARDT. If the gentleman
will yield further, I am attempting to
support the Government and the country
both in the field of the military and in
the field of public broadcasting.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I do not
understand the gentleman’s amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana has expired.

(On request of Mr. Apams, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. WAGGONNER was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from Louisiang will yield fur-
ther, if they purchase a program from
that station to which they may have
made a grant, and it is a quid pro quo
contract, is that prohibited by the gen-
tleman’s amendment? It seems to me it
would be, and I do not see how this Cor-
poration would be able to buy anything.

Mr. WAGGONNER. We cannot make
grants under the conditions of this
amendment to any station which pays
its station managers or their performers
more than $42,500 a year.

Mr. ADAMS. What the gentleman is
saying is that there is really no place this
Corporation can go and buy anything
any more where anybody is paid more
than $42,500 in their hierarchy.

Mr. WAGGONNER. What the gentle-
man is saying is, as one Member of Con-
gress, he believes the salaries have been
exorbitant which have been under cer-
tain circumstances paid to station man-
agers and to performers, and if, in pur-
chasing documentaries, for example, they
become exorbitant, we will attack that
problem when it develops.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
inquiry of the gentleman from Louisiana
if he believes that this Congress has the
power of making grants to public broad-
casters to put any sort of limitation it




June 1, 1972

wants on giving grants to a station, and
whether the station is doing a good job
for the community or fulfilling its ob-
ligations under the rules and regulations
of the FCC. For a concrete example, let
me ask the gentleman from Lousiana,
does the gentleman feel the Congress
would have the right to withhold grants
from stations that have, say, more than
20 percent employees who are black?

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

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
yes, I think the Congress could do it. I
admit it would be subject to a constitu-
tional question, and whether it would
stand a constitutional test I do not
know.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
I think the gentleman does know, if
the gentleman will permit me. The
gentleman knows it would not stand
the test of constitutionality. I am per-
fectly sure in my own mind, although
I have no precedent to quote to the
gentleman, that this would not stand
the test of constitutionality either.

I take the gentleman one step fur-
ther in that line. Does the gentleman
think it would be constitutional for the
Congress to withhold grants from sta-
tions, no matter what kind of job they
were doing, if the Congress did not like
baldheaded people or people with a
great deal of hair. Say that, no, the
Congress in its wisdom says that if
there is more than 40 percent bald-
headed people hired by such and such
a station, no grants would be forth-
coming. Of course, I use that as a rather
ridiculous extension of what the gentle-
man is trying to do, but, while it is i1-
logical in a way, the legal aspects of it,
it seems to me, could easily follow.

I yield to the gentleman from
Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Of course, this
is not a matter before the House, but
if the gentleman will go back and read
the debates of 1964 on the civil rights
bill, the gentleman will find the record
says that prospective employers can ad-
vertise for whomever they want, if they
prove need, without discrimination.

The gentleman says can we refuse to
make grants because these people have
salaries beyond a certain range? We do
that, for example, in the U.S. Govern-
ment when we say that certain con-
tracts are set aside for small business,
because their dollar volume does not
exceed a certain amount.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
I cannot yield further to the gentleman.

I should like to point out to the gentle-
man that when this act was passed by
the Congress in 1967 we took every step
possible to try to insulate public broad-
casting from any political pressure by
any arm of the Government.

I believe that to take a step such as
this, in which we are dictating not only
to the Corporation buf also to companies
that get grants through the Corporation
would be improper. We would be getting
into whether or not somebody is qualified.

I do not know if the gentleman knows
what a difficult job it is to rimn a good
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station in public broadcasting, but I
should like to re-echo the words of the
gentleman on the other side o” the aisle.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Mac-
ponALD of Massachusetts was allowed to
proceed for 1 additional minute.)

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Chairman, I should like to point out
that before Mr. Macy took over this job
public broadcasting just was not doing
its job, and did not until they realized
they had to get professional people, not
necessarily as performers but as pro-
ducers and writers, people who know how
to operate a station. Until then it was
the laughing stock of the entertainment
business.

I believe the Congress has enough to
do, without trying to run public broad-
casting. We have not done very well
before in trying to run it. I believe we
ought to let them alone. We either should
vote against the entire prospect of public
broadecasting because they are not doing
the job we set them up to do, or we shoud
give them enough money to function so
that they can do the job we set them
up to do.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, when the question of
salaries of Sander Vanocur and others
came up, along with many other Mem-
bers of the House I was greatly upset.
I still, frankly, am.,

However, in looking at the total pic-
ture, which I believe is what we have to
look at, it leads me to a different con-
clusion from the one I started out with.

I supported the Mathis of Georgia
amendment, because this went to those
people who are running the Corporation.
However, as I understand the amend-
ment offered by the genitleman from
Louisiana, it would in essence say, for in-
stance, if we were going to buy an edu-
cational program from a college whose
president was paid more than $42,500, it
would be prohibited. If we were going
to purchase from BBC, or anyone else,
a program such as “Henry the VIIL"”
and BBC was run by someone who re-
ceived more than $42,500, we would not
be able to purchase the program,

I believe that salaries should be limited,
and I believe the corporation was wrong
in not supervising or having anything
to say about the salary of Vanocur and
others, but they have taken steps, as I
understand it, to correct this situation
in the future. The Corporation has re-
quired that any such salaries by an in-
dependent station must be reviewed by
the Public Broadcasting Corporation.

We are going to authorize, 1 assume,
somewhere between $35 million and $65
million. That is a lot of money. The real
question is, What will we get for it?

Are we going to restrict Public Broad-
casting to the point that they cannot do
what is needed to make public broad-
casting what it should be? I am not hap-
py about the trend in many public affairs
programs we see. I believe they have been
slanted. But I do not honestly believe
that this amendment is the answer to
the question.

I would hope that the amendment
would be defeated, but at the same time
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fhe message would be delivered to the
officers, directors, and employees in pub-
lic broadcasting that they have to do a
better job.

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

Mr. FREY. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr, STAGGERS. In line with what the
gentleman is talking about, I stated to
start with that they have adopted a rule
under which individuals cannot be paid
more than $36,000 unless approved by
the Board. I believe that takes care of
the situation. They realize what is going
on and certainly they are cognizant of
the way the Congress feels.

They say they have adopted this rule,
and I certainly would hope the Congress
would not require it in this legislation.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HARVEY. I will ask the gentle-
man does he not agree, however, that in
accordance with the question raised by
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
WaccoNNER) as to the right of the Cor-
poration to make a distinction whether
they make the grant or not to a par-
ticular station, that there are in this
country more than 500 local educational
TV stations. Yet the Corporation some-
how determines that only 112 of those
stations shall get grants. So I say to the
gentleman is it not true that the Cor-
poration assumed this power to decide
whether a local station shall get a grant
or not?

Mr. FREY. I think it is true, but to
answer the gentleman, the subcommittee
was trying to broaden the basis of the
grants by adding five members repre-
senting the local stations to the Board
so this inequity would be rectified. This
would give the local stations one-third
of the representation. I believe by our
committee action we have cured the
problem raised by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HARVEY).

Mr. PICKLE. Will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. PICELE. I want to commend the
gentleman from Florida for his appraisal
of the pending amendment.

Many of us are in sympathy with put-
ting a salary limitation, as we discussed,
but this particular amendment would do
violent damage to the overall program.
The Corporation should not be restricted
that much. Otherwise, the PCB could
not participate in many quality pro-
grams because the corporations the ed-
ucation TV stations might be dealing
with would surely have some employees
on their payroll whose salaries would
be in excess of this limitation.

The gentleman from Florida made a
good analysis of it, and I commend him
for his statement.

Mr., ADAMS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FREY. T am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

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

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think the members
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of the committee who have not had an
opportunity to see the amendment pre-
sented by the gentleman from Louisiana
for their own reading should be aware
of the faect that under the language
in the proposed amendment the cor-
poration may not, after the date of the
enactment of the amendment, make
any grant to any organization or insti-
tution which compensates its officers or
employees at a rate greater than the
maximum rate of compensation pre-
scribed by section 396(e) (3) for officers
and employees of the Corporation,

Members of the House, I would like
to point out to you that under the lan-
guage of the amendment, the Public
Broadcasting Corporation could not
enter into a contract with the Texas
Rangers, for example, if they wanted to
do a show involving Frank Howard, be-
cause his salary would be in excess of
the schedule proposed in the amend-
ment. The “Sesame Street” program
would not be able to be placed on the
air because the corporation would be
prohibited by this amendment in making
a grant to that corporation because the
producers of this show pay more than
the scheduled salary to its employees.
And how many more organizations, such
as the Buckley organization, which re-
ceived over $750,000 for a series of pro-
grams by the Public Broadcasting Com-
pany, would be barred?

I do not know how far this amend-
ment will go, and I seriously suggest to
the Members of the House, as others
have suggested and my colleagues on
the minority side have already suggested,
that this amendment goes much further
than what has been stated to you. You
will do tremendous damage to the pro-
gram and to the progress that has been
made under the direction of Mr. Macy
of the corporation.

I urge your serious consideration in
defeating this amendment because it
does not get to what he intends it to do
and, in fact, it would wreck the program.
It would do serious harm to efforts to
educate the children of this country by
taking off the airwaves programs such
as “Sesame Street.” We would not have
the “Mastepiece Theater” that Mr. CoL-
LINS spoke of. How can we limit the
Broadcasting Corporation of Great Brit-
ain as to the amount of salaries that
they pay their performers, or put on some
of the great individual cellists and cul-
tural programs where maybe they are
paid $100,000 a year to perform on cer-
tain programs? We would not be in a
position to have this talent made avail-
able if this amendment becomes law.

So therefore, gentlemen, I urge your
support of the defeat of this amendment.

Mr, KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it appears to me that
tl'ge amendment my colleague from Lou-
isiana—as offered by a conservative—is
almost socialistic in nature in that it
would curtail salaries in the private sec-
tor. Many of the public broadcasters
would have a difficult time buying a cam-
era from a corporation that paid its ex-
ecutives salaries in excess of this sched-
ule. But, he has, I think, inadvertently
offered in evidence some inconsistent tes-
timony here. He says that Bill Moyer is
paid a salary of $75,000.
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Do I understand the gentleman cor-
rectly in that regard?

Mr. WAGGONNER. $75,000.

Mr. KEITH. A salary of $70,000?

Mr. WAGGONNER. $75,000.

Mr. KEITH. Actually, what we have
done is contracted with an organization
to pay the organization $75,000 for a se-
ries of programs. Mr. Moyer is not getting
any such salary as that. And, of course,
if he is a bright man—and I assume he
is—he would set up a separate corpora-
tion and get around this proposal.

But I submit, really, that the most
ridiculous language which can be found
in this particular paragraph is to this
effect—that the corporation may not
after the date of the enactment of this
make any grant to any organization or
institution—

That is retroactive legislation if I ever
heard it. The paragraph is going to be
enacted today when it passes this House.

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

Mr. KEITH. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Of course, the
gentleman knows that in the expression
of enactment of a Federal statute it re-
quires the signature of the President
after passage in the exact form by both
bodies of the Congress.

Mr. EEITH. Why do you say, after the
enactment of this subparagraph?

Mr., WAGGONNER. This subpara-
graph is not enacted, as the gentleman
well knows, until it is signed by the Pres-
ident of the United States.

Mr. KEEITH. It would seem fo me that
better draftsmanship would dictate that
this language should read “after the en-
actment of this legislation.”

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
apparently has not been paying much at-
tention to some of the legislation he has
been voting for, because it is boilerplate
language, believe me. I would suggest
that the gentleman read some other bills
which contain such boilerplate language,

Mr. KEITH. Well, I guess I will have
to go to law school to find boilerplate
language like that.

In any event, Mr. Chairman, I concur
in the sentiments expressed by our col-
league from Florida (Mr. Frey) as well
as the chairman of the committee.

This is, I believe, very reactionary leg-
islation, both as to philosophy and as
to the mood of this House.

We want to get at certain things which
none of us like in the way of these public
broadcasting programs, but it is my un-
derstanding that they have made an
effort to bring about a balance. However,
there have not been a sufficient number
of spokesmen differing with the philoso-
phies that have been expressed to enter
into the forum.

I think it is time for those of us, as I
do, who disagree with the philosophy
that is being expounded to express your-
self and participate in these things and
give these programs the balance that
they need.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
says he has never seen language like
this before.

I have a copy of the committee bill and
if the gentileman will turn to page 7,
line 3, subparagraph (b), the gentleman
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will find somewhat similar language in
the committee bill.

I was somewhat amused at the gentle-
man saying that this amendment having
to do with the regulation of salaries in
private industry was somewhat socialis-
tic.

Would the gentleman feel then that
anyone who voted for an increase in the
minimum wage cast a Socialist vote? Is
that what the gentleman says?

Mr. EEITH. I would say that gets to
we, in our need to respond to the prob-
the social problems in our society and
lems of the poor people, have had to do
that with this, but this is raising stand-
ards of the poor, whereas this is lowering
standards of professionals and I do not
think that they are at all comparable.

Mr. WAGGONNER, Of course, the
gentleman would agree that this is sub-
ject to controversy, would he not?

Mr. KEITH, That is correct.

Mr. MICHEL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KEITH. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr, MICHEL. On Tuesday, April 25,
Mr. Macy appeared before the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and I asked him
the question: When you make a grant
do you put any instructions on how
much money you actually put apart for
salaries?

He answered as follows:

We have since the controversy arose over
salaries. We place a limit of $36.000 for
any payment of salaries out of funds pro-
vided by the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting unless an exception is approved by
the Board of the Corporation. The Board
took that action in January.

It seems to me the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Louisiana simply
denies the Board the opportunity to make
that exception and, as a matter of fact,
increases the $36,000 which they have set
as a limit now to $42,500.

Mr. KEITH. As I read the amend-
ment——

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KEITH was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, as I read
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Louisiana, his amendment
would apply to salaries of those who are
under contract to an organization. So if
vou receive $35,000 for salaries in con-
nection with services rendered that is all
right under the amendment, and under
the provisions that are outlined in the
testimony just offered by the gentleman
from Illinois. Under the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Louisiana,
however, if you get $43,000 over a year
for all your services rendered to the Cor-
poration you are prohibited from doing
business with the Corporation. That is
the way I see the difference, and it is to
that which I object.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I wholly agree with my
colleague on the committee, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, (Mr. KeITH)
and indeed if some of this language is
boilerplate language it would appear to
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me more as if it were written by a boiler-
maker than by a lawyer. I refer particu-
larly to (B). I would like to point out
how (B), if used as a general rule with
regard to governmental contracting,
would be extremely bad for the country.

That section says that if the Govern-
ment makes a contract with a contractor
to produce a part of this program, that
that contract is illegal if the contractor
pays anyone who helps in the production
of the program more than that which is
paid to a Congressman.

Let me invite you to apply that for a
moment to a situation like the NASA
contracts—I was formerly on that com-
mittee—and the principle is precisely the
same.

Recently Wernher von Braun left the
NASA program and is now working for
an aerospace organization, He is a
highly competent man, probably the man
who knows more about rockets and
rocket propulsion than anybody else in
the world. Now, if we had the same rule
with regard to the NASA program—and
this, of course, might also apply to the
military program—if you were having a
piece of aerospace hardware produced
by that aerospace company, and Werner
von Braun worked on that contract, if
he were one of those who helped proform
the contract, such a contract would
probably be illegal. Von Braun is, I am
sure, making more than $42,500; and,
it could be said that under the contract
he was compensated for services related
to such performance at a rate greater
than that maximum rate, such contract
would not be permitted.

Now, how could anything be more
ridiculous than to say if you need a part
of the work and a part of the time of
a highly competent man you cannot
employ him if he gets more pay than
we are willing to give ourselves, or feel
that the public will. Must we then deny
ourselves of that professional’s services?

That is what this says.

I suppose, to a certain extent, nearly
all the Members of the House can call
themselves conservative with respect to
certain processess and procedures. I do.

If my colleagues here consider your-
selves at all conservative, certainly you
would not want to write into a provision
of Federal law the principle that in
engaging in a contract with the private
sector, Government should mandate to
the private sector that it pay no one,
though solely in private employ, an
amount of money more than we get as
Members of the Congress.

I suggest to you that would be an ex-
tremely bad precedent, and a precedent
that weuld deny us the qualifications and
the work and the contribution of some of
the most competent professionals in the
United States.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If I understand
the gentleman’s interpretation of the
amendment, it is that the corporation
may not purchase any services—that is
the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing—may not purchase any services from
a company which compensates its em-
ployees more than $42,500.
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Now I do not read the amendment
that way in terms of the actual language.
I would ask the gentleman, if he would
permit me, to ask the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. WaGGONNER) & question.

Mr. ECKHARDT. If I may answer your
question first, and then I will yield to
others on the floor.

My answer to that would be that it is
clearly here in the language.

It says:

(B) The Corporation may not after the
date of enactment of this paragraph make
any grant to or enter into any contract with
any organization or institution if—

(1) under such grant or contract, or

(i1) under any grant made or contract en-
tered into by such organization or institu-
tion, individuals are compensated for per-
formances on radio or television programs
and for services related to such performances
at a rate greater than such maximum rate.

Mr. WAGGONNER. If my colleague
will yield, the last few words contain the
answer: “for services performed as a part
of the contract with the Public Broad-
casting Corporation.”

Mr. ECKHARDT. Precisely—precisely.
I gave the example of the space corpora-
tion. If you want to cover anyone in
connection with the contract, then Mr.
von Braun could not participate because
he is making more than Members of this
body.

Mr, WAGGONNER. Mr. von Braun
did have a limitation on his salary.

Mr. ECKHARDT. He did when he
worked for NASA but not now.

Mr. WAGGONNER. That was by the
U.8. Congress as part of the Federal pay
system.

Mr. ECKHARDT. And it is perfectly
proper—if the gentleman will yield me
back my time.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask for further
elaboration of the proposed amendment
from its author, the gentleman from Lou-~
isiana (Mr. WAGGONNER) .

The way the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting operates, as I understand
it, is that it purchases programs from in-
dividual suppliers and it also makes
grants to local stations for the develop-
ment of their programing activities and
makes grants to other organizations for
work in connection with public broad-
casting. I want to make it clear for my-
self, so I can determine how I am going
to vote on this, just what the gentleman
has in mind by this amendment?

Can the gentleman explain to me, first,
do I understand correctly that under his
amendment the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting would be prohibited from
making any grants to any stations which
pay their employees more than $42,500;
is that right?

Mr. WAGGONNER. At a rate of
$42,500 for those services which are per-
formed for the Public Broadcasting
Corp.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. All right. So the
local station, if it paid more than $42,500
to its managers or others for public
broadcasting activities, would be pro-
hibited and this means you are trying to
keep local stations from paying more
than $42,500 for their management and
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talent. That is consistent with the posi-
tion the House has already taken in lim-
iting the salary of those in the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting to $42,500
in the previous committee amendment; is
that right?

Mr. WAGGONNER. That is right as
far as being able to receive public broad-
cast grants is concerned.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. What about the
purchase of programs from private
sources? Suppose somebody like MGM
gets into the production of educational
programs as an adjunct to its other ac-
tivities and it pays high salaries to its
officers; would this prohibit the Corpo-
ration for Public Broadcasting from con-
tracting with MGM in this particular
area?

Mr. WAGGONNER. In my opinion it
would not, but if the Public Broadcast-
ing Corp. started paying exorbitant fees
for such programs on a contract or a
purchase-price basis, then I think it
would be the obligation of the Congress
in the future to review the actions of
the corporation in that respect,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. In other words,
if the Corporation for Public Broadecast-
ing, through its purchase price, made
possible a small company or a large com-
pany paying exorbitant salaries, then
that would be prohibited? I am confused.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I do not under-
stand the question.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the Public
Broadcast Corp. buys a product from
a company-

Mr. WAGGONNER. Such as an an-
tenna, for example, which someone
raised a question about?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No, a program
from a company, from the BBC, for ex-
ample—although that is not a private
corporation but rather a Government
corporation abroad—but if they bought
a program from BBC and BBC paid
somebody more than $42,500, would that
be prohibited?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Of course, BBC
would not be eligible for grants from
the Public Broadcasting Corp.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand the
grant part. I am asking about the pur-
chase of programs.

Mr, WAGGONNER. No, this has noth-
ing to do with salaries when you buy
something on a contract basis. The fair-
ness of the price of the contract, then,
of course, would be discretionary with
the Public Broadcasting Corp.——

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And it relates
only to product purchased?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Right, and would
be subject to review by the Congress,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, But it is not pro-
hibited under this amendment?

Mr, WAGGONNER. No, it is not.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.Iam glad to yield
to the gentleman from Rhode Island.

Mr, TIERNAN. The amendment clear-
ly states in section 5(a) that a corpora=
tion may not make any grant to any or-
ganization or institution which, one,
compensates its officers or employees or,
two, makes a grant to any organization
or institution which compensates its of-
ficers or employees at a rate greater than
$42,500.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Precisely. But,
the purchase of a product under a con-
tract is not a grant. It is a purchase, I
would ask the gentleman from Louisiana
to comment on that because it is his pro-
posal.

Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. BRowN, you know
very well the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting makes the grants to every
State, and if the State of Rhode Island
or the State of Ohio has a superintend-
ent of education making more than $42,-
500, under that amendment they could
not take the grant.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I would like to
ask the gentleman from Louisiana if that
is correct.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired. For what
purpose does the gentleman from Wash-
ington rise?

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposifion to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Washington is recognized.

Mr. ADAMS. In answer to the gentle-
man from Ohio, I support the gentleman
in his position on this question. Under
section 5(a) there is a prohibition of any
grants, and you must remember—and
I am sure the gentleman is well aware—
that the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting has no production facilities. It
has no ability to produce anything itself.
So it either has to make a grant to an in-
stitution such as a university, or to a pro-
duction facility, or to a station, to have
its programs produced. The amendment
would knock out all stations that I know
of in the country, all universities that
I know of in the country, for having peo-
ple produce a program for public broad-
casting.

Then let us turn to the contract sec-
tion, which is the second part. Under the
contract seection, if any person is com-
pensated in the production of a particu-
lar program at a rate greater than $42,-
500 per annum, the Corporation cannot
enter into the contract. It is illegal. Let
us take the “Masterpiece Theatre.” The
BBC program undoubtedly has somebody
on it who is compensated at a rate
greater than $42,500 per annum. So you
knock out all quality productions of that
type. You knock out productions of the
American theater industry. You take
away all independent centers of produc-
tion. You would have us take the Chil-
dren’s Workshop, which produces Se-
same Street. Mrs. Cooney, the head of
that program, makes more than $42,500,
so there could be no grant for Sesame
Street, and no contract to buy the pro-
gram,

This is a mischievous amendment, and
it is entirely unnecessary that we do this.
What you are trying to do is to say that
this country will not be able to buy any-
thing of any quality from anybody, and,
since it cannot produce itself, you will
have effectively blanked it out, unless,
Mr. BrRown, you and T will sit in front of
the television and debate questions on
public television every night for free,
which may be what we shall end up
doing.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I think the gentleman’s remarks are im-
properly directed at me. I rose to ask
questions of the gentleman from Louisi-
ana. The amendment is his. I think the
comments or the conclusions of the gen-
tleman from Washington about what the
amendment by the gentleman from
Louisiana does should more properly be
directed to the gentleman from Louisiana
to get his clarifications of his amend-
ment, because I confess I still have some
confusion on this myself.

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

Mr. ADAMS, I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman agree, if this amendment
passes, it would effectively stop the cor-
poration from dealing with NBC or CBS
or ABC and any company, and, in fact,
would prohibit the corporation from buy-
ing anything from General Motors, be-
cause they pay their employees more
than the limit in this amendment?

Mr. ADAMS,. Precisely. Because this
amendment says if they compensate their
employees at a rate greater than $42,500
per annum in a production, a contract
would be illegal.

Mr. McKINNEY. And if we follow this
amendment through far enough, even if
the members of the corporation buy bi-
cycles, they would not be able to ride on
a bicycle to do their show, because some
members of the bicycle manufacturing
corporation would be paid more.

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

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana,

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
do not know how many times I have to
say that when we are talking about
salaries and contracts and products, we
are talking about different things. Every
Member of this House knows when we
pass legislation, we have to make legis-
lative history so that the executive may
establish the guidelines by which that
legislation is administered. I say it as
positively as I possibly can, when we pur-
chase something under contract condi-
tions, something produced by any of these
people that questions have been raised
about, the question to consider then is
the contract price. That is discretionary
with the officials of the PBC, and what
the PBC does then can be reviewed at any
future time by Congress if they abuse
those discretionary authorities in buying
by contract the services or products.

Mr. ADAMS. What the gentleman pro-
poses to do is to make these contracts
illegal, and all subject to guestion, and
will raise questions for everybody in-
volved. I will read the language:

Individuals are compensated for perform-
ances on radio or television programs and for

services related to such performances at a
rate greater than such maximum rate.

The rate the man gets is the rate he
gets paid per year by whatever group
pays him.

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

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

Mr. TIERNAN. I thank the gentleman
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for yielding. Under the gentleman’s
amendment, we could not, for example,
have the Boston Pops Orchestra perform
on public contract, because the director,
Mr, Fiedler, is paid $75,000 a year. So I
say we cut off all possible performances
in the area of culture.

Mr. WAGGONNER. No.

Mr. TIERNAN. This amendment would
create tremendous problems.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. WAGGONNER) .

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers with clerks,

Tellers with clerks were ordered: and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. WAGGONNER, STAGGERS, TIERNAN,
and TaompsoN of Georgia.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 163, noes
182, not voting 87, as follows:

[Roll No. 177]

[Recorded Teller Vote]

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.
Arends
Baker
Barrett
Belcher
Betts
Blackburn
Bow

Bray
Brinkley
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Cabell
Carlson
Carter
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Danliel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davls, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala,
Erlenborn
Findley
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Fuqua
Garmata
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross

Grover

Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews,
N. Dak.

AYES—163

Gubser
Haley
Hall

Hammer-
schmidt
Harvey
Hays
Henderson
Hillis

Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Hull

Hunt
Ichord
Jacobs
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Eeating
EKemp
King
EKuykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Latta
Lennon
Lloyd
McClure
McColllster
MecCulloch
McEwen
Mailliard
Mann
Martin
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Miller, Ohlo
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O’Eonskl
Pelly
Pettis

Pike

Pirnle
Poage

Poff

Price, Tex.
Purcell

NOES—182

Annunzio
Archer

Bergland

Robinson, Va.
Roush

Rousselot
Ruppe

Ruth
Bandman
Batterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwengel
Beott

Bikes
Skubitz
Smith, Calif.
Snyder
Spence
Steed
Steiger, Arlz.
Talcott




June 1, 1972

Conable
Conover
Conte

Donohue
Dow
Drinan
Dulski

du Pont
Eckhardt
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Fascell

Flowers
Foley
Forsythe
Frenzel
Frey
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hastings
Hathaway
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Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Podell

. Powell

Hutchinson
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eazen

Eeith
Kluczynski
EKoch

Link

Long, Md,

Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mahon
Mallary
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzl
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Patten

Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il1.
Rallsback
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Robison, N.Y.
Roe
Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roy
Runnels
Ryan
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Selberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Smith, N.¥Y.
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steele
Bteiger, Wis.
Stratton
Sullivan

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
White
Wolfl

Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.

NOT VOTING—87

Abernethy
Anderson, Il
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashibrook
Baring
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Broomfleld
Burton
Caflery
Camp
Cederberg
Celler
Chishclm
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Daniels, N.J.
Dowdy
Dwyer
Edwards, Calif.
Esch

Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fisher

Flynt

Ford,

Wwilllam D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Fulton

Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Goldwater
Griffin
Hagan
Hanna
Harsha
Hawkins
Hébert
Holifield
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, Tenn.
Eee
EKyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lent
Long, La.
Lujan
MecCloskey
McDonald,
Mich.
McMillan
Mathias, Callf.

Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Callf.
Mills, Ark.
Mollohan
Passman
Patman
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Rodino
Roncalio
Rooney, N.X.
Roybal

St Germain
Schmitz
Sebellus
Bisk

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Springer
Btephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Thompson, N.J.

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HARVEY

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HarvEY: Page
2, strike out lines 13 and 14 and insert in
lieu thereof: “certain of the total amount
appropriated under subsection (k) for such
fiscal year.".

Page 3, insert "and” at the end of line 18;
strike out lines 19 through 23; and in Iine
24 strike out “(iii)” and insert in lleu
thereof *(11)".

Page 4, strike out line 3 and all that fol-
lows down through and including line 23
on page b and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

(c) Subsection (k) of section 396 of such
Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “and for each” In para-
graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof “for
each'’;

(2) by Inserting *; and for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, the sum of $40,000,-
000" before the pericd at the end of para-
graph (1); and

(3) by striking out “1972" in paragraph (2)
and inserting in lieu thereof 1973,

Mr. HARVEY (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman irom
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I asked
that this amendment be not read in its
entirety because it is really very simple.
It has a twofold thrust. No. 1, it reduces
the authorization of the committee bill
from 2 years to 1 year and, No. 2, it re-
duces the amount of the authorization for
fiscal year 1973 from $65 million to $45
million.

I might point out, Mr, Chairman, that
the $45 million would still be $10 mil-
lion more than the Corporation was
granted in fiscal year 1972.

Mr. Chairman, there are three very
strong arguments, I believe, that could
be made for this amendment.

First of all, the administration itself
has come before the committee and
pledged to develop long-range financing
for public broadcasting within the next
year. I happen to think with a lot of
others that if we go ahead and grant a 2-
year authorization that this is going to
undermine the efforts once again to get
long-range financing. And I would read
to you from the hearings on page 278 the
statement of Mr. Clay Whitehead, ad-
viser to the Preisdent, where he said this,
and I quote:

We agree with the view, expressed strongly
during these hearings, that there must be
8 workable long-range financing plan, as
contemplated by the Public Broadcasting
Act of 1967, and the administration intends
to submit one before the proposed extension
of authorization expires.

Mr., Chairman, I believe that the ad-
ministration should be held to its com-
mitment. I think that this Congress
should hold the administration’s feet to
the fire to get a permanent plan for fi-
nancing and do the job we set out to do
when we commenced public broadcasting
in 1967. I said at that time that we were
putting the cart before the horse because
we were setting up public broadcasting
before we had set up the system of fi-
nancing it. Now I think that we should
force this administration to do just that,
and within the next year come in with a
plan for long-range financing.

Mr. Chairman, there is another reason
why we should support this amendment.
I point out the fact that the activities of
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
have strayed an awful long way from
the original intent of the act. This was
conceived as a vehicle to assist local
broadcasting, concentrating on local
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issues. Instead it has increased its na-
tional level public affairs programing,
and what it has really become is a forth
network.

Mr. Chairman, over the past 4 years
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
has received a total of $91.7 million. $78
million of it has been Federal appropria-
tions.

In those 4 years it has distributed
only 13 percent of its money to local
broadcasting stations.

In addition, I would point out that the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting’s
1972 budget provides an estimated $1.7
million to advertise and otherwise pro-
mote national network programs of the
Public Broadcasting Service.

The Ford Foundation gives an addi-
tional $1 million to the Public Broad-
casting Service for advertising purposes.

I ask this question: Why should tax
funds and tax-exempt funds of this mag-
nitude be used to influence the viewers
who watch the programs that their tax
dollars support?

You need only to look at some ads that
appeared in the Washington Post and
the New York Times. I have two of them
in front of me here. The one from the
Washington Post and the New York
Times that ran on April 25, 1972, just be-
fore the Massachusetts and the Pennsyl-
vania primary elections.

I submit to you that in terms of space
and cost to the network—one the public
broadcasting and the other the NBC—
there is very, very little difference.

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

(Mr. HARVEY asked and was given
permission to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.)

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting was
supposed to use its funds and its statu-
tory authority to develop diverse and
pluralistic program production systems
and minimize the domination of pro-
graming by the National Educational
Television station in New York City.
But, out of a total of 215 educational TV
stations, only six major city stations
produced 91 percent of all prime-time
programs for PBS, and NET alone pro-
duced 25 percent of the total prime-time
hours. Next season the New York City
station will produce 70 percent of all
PBS programs in the “cultural and per-
formance"” category. The New York City
and Washington stations together will
produce nearly 50 percent of all the news
and public affairs programs on PBS.
What kind of program diversity is this?

Nothing could be more clear in the leg-
islative history of the 1967 act that the
Congress did not want the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting to create a fixed-
schedule, nationwide TV network. Yet
this is precisely what they have done
and we now have a “live” interconnec-
tion network for these stations during
18.5 hours of prime time each week. I
think we deserve an explanation of why
our intent has been so blithely ignored.

It does not matter whether you are in
Milwaukee, Wis., or Defroit, Mich., or
San Francisco, Calif.—if you tune in a
local station at a certain time of day you
get the same program. That is because
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they are trying to build up a huge public
broadcasting network if they can.

I would like to point out that when our
committee reported out the bill that
ultimately became the Public Broadcast-
ing Act of 1967, the committee stated that
localism was the fundamental concept of
the public broadcasting system which was
created by that legislation. The com-
mittee report specifically pointed out that
“localism” means that—

Local stations shall retain both the op-
portunity and responsibility for broadcast-
ing programs they feel best serve their com-
munities,

The Senate committee’s report similar-
ly pointed out that—

We wish to state in the strongest iterms
possible that it is our intention that local
stations be absolutely free to determine for
themselves what they should or should not
broadcast.

Against this background of clear con-
gressional intent, the Members should be
aware of the fact that the membership
agreement between the Public Broad-
casting Service—which is the public tele-
vision network—and the local education-
al television stations prohibits the sta-
tions from deleting material in programs
provided by Public Broadcasting Service
without prior permission of the network.
The Members should also be aware of the
fact that PBS itself has the right to delete
material in programs submitted to it by
the program production centers. Thus,
the Public Broadcasting Service exer-
cises a right which it would deny to the
local stations—a right the Congress
clearly wanted the local stations to have.

Finally, let me say the third and last
reason to support this reduced period of
authorization and reduce the amount for
next year is because I just think it is too
much money. The authorization of $65
million for fiscal year 1973 and $90 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1974, a 2-year author-
ization of $155 million, would represent
almost a 100-percent increase over fiscal
year 1972 for next year, and almost a 200~
percent increase for fiscal year 1974. We
think that you will agree that these are
rather staggering increases for what
must be considered a luxury item.

If you do not believe me, I would refer
you to the Washington Post of the day
before yesterday, May 30, 1972, when this
story appeared. The headlines say that
Congress reported spending $1 billion
more than the budget.

If you still do not believe the bill is too
much, I have here a list of activities
which this administration has curtailed
because of a lack of money.

There are 35 different activities in the
Department of Agriculture, the Depart-
ment of Defense, HEW, and the Depart-
ment of Commerce, Housing, and others.
They have had to curtail them because
they feel they do not have the amount of
money to go ahead.

In the light of that, I ask you, Do you
want to give an almost 100-percent in-
crease to the public broadcasting serv-
ice next year?

Do you want to give almost a 200-per-
cent increase the year after that?

This does not make the least bit of
sense to me.

I hope that for these reasons all Mem-
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bers will see fit to support the amend-

ment which again I say simply reduces

it to 1 year and would still give them $10

million more than they had last year.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
ADAMS FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR, HARVEY

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ApaMms in the
nature of a Subsititue for the Amendment
offered by Mr. Harvey: Page 4, line 20,
strike out “and'; page 5, line 2, strike out
the period and the quotation marks and in-
sert in lleu thereof “; and"; and after line
2 on page 5 Insert the following:

“(C) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, the lesser of—

“(1) $120,000,000, or

“(11) $50,000,000 plus an amount which
equals one-half of the non-Federal support
for educational radio and television recelved
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Washington is recognized.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is the exact con-
trary of the amendment that was offered
by Mr. Harvey and is a substitute for it.
I was deeply disappointed when an
amendment which would cut the pro-
gram back to 1 year was oflered by Mr.
HARVEY.

The committee originally started de-
liberations on this subject considering
a d-year bill, and there was a very good
reason for it. It was to create a fund that
was known and definite for this Corpora-
tion so that no matter who was in the
administration or who controlled the
Congress, the Corporation would be free
from any possible political control, po-
litical vengeance, or political statements
about how it ought to run its particular
business.

I was on the committee in 1967 when
we created this Corporation, and when
the whole purpose of creating a separate
fund at that time was to do this. We had
the Johnson administration say they
were going to do it. We have had the
Nixon administration say they were go-
ing to do it. Nobody has done it. So the
result is that if we are left with a 1-year
authorization we will go through a fight
of personalities every year as to whether
or not someone happens to like or dis-
like Mr. Buckley, whether or not some-
one happens to like or dislike Mr. Van-
ocur and that should not be the issue in
8 public broadcasting debate.

What we are trying to do is create a
system whereby it can do two things. The
first is to help educate our children.
This has been done extremely well
through programs such as Sesame
Street. And do you know how long it
took to produce that program? Over 2
years. With a 1-year authorization, you
simply cannot develop production sched-
ules that will allow you to produce qual-
ity programs.

The same was true of the Civiliza-
tion series which took 3 years to produce.

It is also neeessary to examine the
status of the individual stations. No non-
commercial station has to accept any
program. What Mr. Harvey said about
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cutting parts of programs—cutting pro-
grams does not go te the point of local
control at all. Each individual station,
when something is produced by this
Corporation, can say, “I do not want it,”
and a great part of the time they do not
take it.

It should be understood that the Cor-
poration does not operate like a net-
work. It does not have a single produc-
tion facility. What it does is that it goes
out to the various stations throughout
the country and says, “Let’s see your pro-
gram.” It has a corps of balanced people
who look at the programs as they come
in. They then prepare a package and so-
licit all of the various stations around
the country, saying, “Do you want it or
don’'t you?” Then those stations decide.

This thing has been insulated to the
greatest degree possible to keep it from
being any kind of a propaganda
operation.

It is first to educate.

The second point, there are certain
programs we cannot put on commer-
cially. Any Members who have been in
commercial television or who have
watched a great deal of it know what
happens. Certain things become popular,
such as detective stories, or westerns, or
some kind of psychological thriller, and
then everybody goes on with that. In
order to have new ideas brought out, in
order to produce programs that commer-
cially are not always feasible, but which
people should have a chance to begin to
register whether they like them or not,
the Public Broadcasting Corp. puts out
something people can begin to look at
and see. Hopefully then a commercial
station will pick some of that up.

There are others that obviously a com-
mercial station can never produce. We
cannot put on a “Masterpiece Theater”
that runs for 8 hours, that is 1 hour a
week for 8 weeks, and have a station do
it when it will run up against Columbo
or one of the other programs.

So this has been a great thing that has
occurred. Since 1967 we have had quality
productions. Some of them I may not
agree with, and some of them other
Members may not agree with. That is
a good thing that we do not agree with
them all.

But let us not go to 1 year on this. I
think the committee made a great at-
tempt, and I will support the committee
if it gets down to a 2-year bill, I happen
to prefer a 3-year bill. We ordinarily in
this committee authorize various agen-
cies and groups within the jurisdiction of
the committee on a 3-year basis, so they
can come in at the end of that period,
and we can look them over. An exception
is being made in this case, and we know
there will not be a program up for fi-
nancing before mid-1973. Dr. Whitehead
said he expects to be reporting on the
corporation by mid-1973 for the year
1972. If we have a l-year appropriation
now, we will have to go to another 1-year
appropriation a year from now, with a 1-
year authorization, and then we will have
to get into the idea again of do I like this
prggram the station has put on, or do I
no

Mr. MICHEL. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
support of the Harvey amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, while I have been a
supporter of public broadcasting in the
past, and particularly our local channel
47 on the Bradley University campus in
Peoria which is excellently run and man-
aged, I must say that I do have some
reservations over the prospects of educa-
tional or public broadcasting television
getting into this sticky realm of polities.

I would like to bring to the attention
of my colleagues a portion of the tran-
script of a news interview conducted by
WNEW-TV, channel 5, in New York
City, on May 11, 1972, with Patrick Wat-
son, a gentleman who moderated a 5-
hour discussion program on Vietnam
presented by WNET, channel 13, the
public television station in New York
City. The transcript reads as follows in
its relevant portions:

BiLn JorRGENSEN. Last night Channel 13
Television here in New York City, the Pub-
lic Broadcasting System, aired a five-hour
program on the Vietnam situation.

There were 30 to 40 guests invited to make
statements and express their feelings in vari-
ous ways, and almost all were anti-war. And
today Steve Bauman asked Channel 13's an-
chorman, Patrick Watson, if it wasn't true
that there was virtually no representation
of the Nixon administration’s point of view.

PaTrRICK WaTsON. Oh, yeah, absolutely true.
The one man who could be considered a rep-
resentative of the administration's point of
view was Senator Dole, who was interviewed
in Washington. I think I could argue, with-
out being frivolous about it, that the pro-
gram would have been better if there had
been no representatives of the Washington
point of view on, because it was perfectly
clear that what this program was about was
reflecting and articulating that body of opin-
ion In the country that’s concerned and
frightened over what’s going on in Vietnam.

I think the country knows, and it’s had
ample exposure to what the administration’s
position is.

STEVvE Bauman. Well, haven't there been
ample expressions of the anti-administra-
tion point of view, and in terms of a balanced
program, don't you feel you are obligated to
attempt to get administration’s spokesmen or
supporters?

Wartson. Not within the body of one pro-
gram. I think that's an old-fashioned con-
cept that went out of broadcasting—where
I live, anyway—a long time ago. You do
the best program you can to deal with what
you're dealing with at that moment. You
don’t balance out the astronauts with the
Flat Earth Society. You don’t look for op-
posite points of view . . .

Bavmawn. But isn't it true that the overall
programming philosophy of Channel 13 winds
up being anti-administration whenever there
is a discussion of Vietnam?

Warson. Yeah, I think it is frue. I think
that our people are much less concerned to
hide and mask their bias about that issue
than many newsmen are. Our people, like
all the serious and independent-minded
newsmen that I know, hate the war and
don't admire the administration’s policy
about it. I think what we feel philosophi-
cally is that while we have an obligation to
seek out the administration's position and
to challenge it—and it's very difficult, be-
cause administration guys don't like to go on
camera . ..

BAuUMAN. You say you've had trouble hav-
ing supporters of the administration point
of view speak In favor of 1t. Are you say-
ing you tried last night and were unable to
get anyone?

WatsoN. No, we were. We got one guy. We
tried for three or four.

Bauvman. Out of 30 or 40.

Watsown. Yeah. I'll repeat it if you like. I
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think the program would have been a damn
good program with none. . . .

As I am sure my colleagues know, sec-
tion 396(g) (1) (A) of the Public Broad-
casting Act of 1967 requires that there
be strict adherence to objectivity and
balance in the programs presented by
public broadcasting. Moreover, section
399 of the act prohibits public broadcast-
ing stations such as WNET in New York
from engaging in editorializing. I submit
to you that Mr. Watson’s remarks in this
interview demonstrate that his station
is not complying with the law. And, for
the information of my colleagues, this
is the very same station that is a major
programer for the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, in that the station
produced over a quarter of the prime
time programing made available by the
public television network to the local
stations.

Whether one is for or against the war
is beside the point. The point is that
sooner or later some Members are going
to be in the position, when it gets to
politics being discussed on public broad-
casting, that their oxen are going to be
gored.

We have to sit on this Public Broad-
casting Corporation, particularly with re-
spect to this business of engaging in
partisan politics. The best way to do it is
to raise some warning signs here and to
limit the scope of their activity by way of
perhaps a shorter period of authoriza-
tion, as the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HarvEY) suggests, and by clamping
down on the money available.

I believe that with a little more con-
gressional oversight here we can get this
whole program under control.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I am in the well as an
advocate for the subcommittee’s posi-
tion. This authorization, as the Mem-
bers of the House know, is a 2-year
authorization.

My support of this 2-year authoriza-
tion is inconsistent with my position in
the past. The gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Harvey) has served on the subcom-
mittee and knows I was one of those who
insisted 2 years ago that the House
pass a l-year authorization, which we
did. The Senate then passed a 2-year
authorization, and prevailed in the con-
ference between the two bodies.

My feelings then were the same as ex-
pressed by the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan, that we should keep the
feet of the corporate directors of this
corporation and of the administration
of the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing to the fire, to see that we do get
permanent long-term financing of the
corporation.

However, in the hearings and in the
deliberation on this bill, which originally
called for a 5-year authorization, we
had the benefit of the testimony of Mr.
Clay Whitehead, who spoke on behalf of
the Nixon administration with regard to
the plans to present to the Congress the
proposals with regard to long-term fi-
nancing. Mr. Whitehead at that time told
the committee that they are working on
the plans and will present the plans to
the Congress before June of 1973.
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This, then, would require, as Members
know and as our experience has shown
us, that the matter take considerable
time for hearings both by the Senate
and the House. Our subcommittee would
have to have hearings, to make sure that
we had the views and the benefit of the
advice of the many people involved with
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

So in fairness to all concerned the
subcommittee adopted a 2-year author-
ization.

I would point out to the members of
the committee that in order for the di-
rectors of the corporation to carry out
the mandate that you and I have directed
them to carry out we do have to give
them an opportunity to prepare pro-
grams of quality.

It is entirely impossible for them to
prepare a4 program such as Sesame
Street, because it takes 2 or 3 years in
the creation and in the preparation of
these series to put them on television.
So we have struck what we felt was a
compromise between those who wanted
to continue to keep the Corporation’s feet
to the fire to go in with their plan for
long-term financing and the other ex-
treme of the 3- or 4- or 5-year authori-
zation.

Therefore, I think we should certainly
vote the subcommittee’s amendment and
the bill as reported out of the subcom-
mittee and the full committee for a 2-
year authorization.

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. REID. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Is it not true that the Public Broad-
casting Act of 1967 specifically lists as
one of the eriteria in the legislation: “the
full development of educational pro-
grams of high quality?” Is it not fur-
ther true that a 12-month authorization
would in effect kill the programs that
frequently take 8 to 24 months to pre-
pare as well as, quite obviously, not reas-
sure the stations that we want to assure
and, therefore, a 1-year authorization is
inconsistent both with the program
quality, the morale, and the best program
operation?

Mr. TIERNAN. I would say the gentle-
man from New York is absolutely correct.
I am sure he knows the experience in
productions of this type. It is extremely
difficult to prepare a creative, innovative
program. We have tried to present cul-
tural and educational programs to all of
the people in this country. It is particu-
larly mandated by us in the act and has
been put in terms of what all Members of
Congress believe; namely, to see that
there are quality programs which are not
the general run of the mill and some-
thing in contrast to what we have in
commercial broadcasting. We also want
to break through to our young children
and also to present other programs that
will lend to the improvement and the
betterment of all of the people in
America.

Therefore, I think it is important that
we stay with the committee’s authoriza-
tion, and therefore, I request the defeat
of both the Harvey amendment and also
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the amendment offered by my colleague
from Washington (Mr. ApaMs).

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan. Many
reasons have been set forth in the course
of the debate yesterday and today which
document the need for the amendment.
I believe it may be of further value to
recount briefly some of the legislative
history of the Public Broadcasting Act.
This legislative history demonstrates
that the congressional intent was to
create a system built on a strong foun-
dation of independent local noncommer-
cial educational broadecast stations. The
national leadership entity—CPB—was
intended to serve the interests of the
autonomous local stations by disbursing
funds to support their operating ex-
penses; by arranging for interconnec-
tion of the stations in such a way as to
maximize their freedom of choice in
carrying CPB-funded programs; by ob-
taining high quality programs from di-
verse production sources; and by making
available to the stations a balanced mix-
ture of programing to serve the edu-
cational, cultural, artistic, and inforn;a-
tional needs of the public. I would like
to quote some excerpts from the Car-
negie report and the House and Senate
reports to show what the intent was in
each of these areas; and the extent to
which the congressional intent under-
lying the act has been implemented:

I. Station autonomy and CPB financial
support for the local stations. The local sta-
tions must be the bedrock upon which pub-
lic television is erected, and the instruments
to which all its activities are referred.—
Carnegle report.

It should be remembered that local sta-
tlons are the bedrock of this system and as
such must be responsive to the needs and
desires of the public which they serve, It
is not intended, therefore, that these sta-
tions be mere conduits for the production of
other stations or other outside sources.

We wish to state in the strongest terms
possible that it is our intention that local
stations be absolutely free to determine for
themselves what they should or should not
broadcast.—Senate report.

Local stations shall retain both the op-
portunity and responsibility for broadcasting
programs they feel best serve their commu-
nities. Similarly, the local station alone will
make the decision whether or not to par-
ticipate in any interconnection arrange-
ments, be it state, regional or national. . . .

In the same manner that the bill strives
to insulate the corporation [Corporation for
Public Broadcasting] from governmental
control, the bill provides and the committee
intends to see to it that the local educa-
tional broadcasting stations conduct their
operations without corporation interference
or control.—House report.

When the Corporation is organized, one of
its principal responsibilities will be to pro-
vide funds to local stations—House report.

Since 1967, CPB has devoted most of
its attention to building up its own struc-
ture, its networks—the Public Broad-
casting Service—PBS—for television and
National Public Radio—NPR—for ra-
dio—and its national program produc-
tion entities.

On the station financial support side,
during the entire period from fiscal year
1969 to fiscal year 1972, CPB devoted
$11.7 million of its $91.7 million total
funds to station operating support
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grants—Iless than 13 percent. Further-
more, the record of support for local pro-
gram production shows that, in fisecal
year 1972, for example, the most generous
year for this cafegory of expenditure,
only $350,000 went for local program
production—or about one-ninth what
CPB spent on advertising and promotion
for its nationally produced programing:

II. Interconnection network.—Ordinary
networking of taped or filmed programs, in-
separably linked with the concept of the
single signal, appears to the commission to
be incompatible in general with the purposes
of public television. It presupposes a single
audience where public television seeks to
serve differentiated audlences. It minimizes
the role of the local station where public
television, as we see it, is to be as decentral-
ized as the nature of television permits. . . .

The commission consequently proposes
that public television look to Interconnection
primarily as a device for the distribution of
programs. . . . There would be no expectation
that the programs would be immediately re-
broadcast by the local station (although of
course there would be nothing to prevent
such use). Instead, the local station man-
ager would be expected to record those pro-
grams he might later use, ignoring the rest.

We wish to make it clear that what we
recommend here is an attitude toward inter-
connection and not a rigid set of procedures.
Beyond any doubt, public television must be
fully prepared to use live networking when
the occasion warrants. . . . What we recom-
mend is simply that the ordinary use of the
system be for distribution rather than net-
working.—Carnegie report.

Although the fundamental concept of the
noncommercial educational broadcasting
system envisions strong local stations and
hence de-emphasizes networking as we know
it in commercial broadcasting, interconnec-
tion will play a crucial role. We, therefore,
expect that the corporation will develop a
policy on interconnection which will reflect
its primary purpose of program distribution
while also recognizing that occasions will
arise where live or simultaneous broadcast-
ing will be warranted.

The corporation would use the intercon-
nection facilities to distribute and transmit
programs at all hours but each station would
be required to make its own decision as to
what program it accepts and broadcasts and
at what time. . . .

Fears were expressed (In the hearings) that
if the corporation was given this authority
It would tend to develop a fixed schedule,
network-type operation and thus the loecal
station would be placed in a difficult posi-
tion to control effectively its broadcast
schedule—Senate report,

Even with respect to live simultaneous
broadcasts, local stations will have the abso-
Iute discretion to declde if such pr
will be carried at the time the corporation
has arranged for thelr transmission, at some
other time, or not at all.—House report.

The Corporation needs [the] flexibility [to
arrange for interconnection facilities], not
to establish a fixed-schedule network op-
eration, but In order to take advantage of
special or unusual opportunities. . . —Con-
ference report.

Section 396(g) (3) precludes the Corpora-
tion from owning or operating “any...
network” . . . It is assumed that, in com-
pliance with this prohibition, the Corpora-
tion will not have . .. a system of fixed
schedule broadcasting.—House report.

As noted, these excerpts are taken
from the 1967 legislative materials, yet
5 years later, in the public television field
at least, there is a system of fixed-sched-
ule, network broadcasting during “prime
time” evening hours: a system which op-
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erates—like the commercial networks—
as a programer, rather than a conduit
for programing. Network hours sched-
uled in prime time alone are now 18.5
hours per week—not “to take advantage
of special or unusual opportunities,” but
for Friday night movies, drama, musi-
cal performances, French cookery, and
the like:

III. Diversity of program production
sources. The greatest practical diversity of
program production sources is essential to
the health of the system.—Carnegie report.

[An] element necessary to localism is to
meke an abundance of programing available
to the local stations from major national
production centers, independent producers
and stations located in major metropolitan
areas—Carnegie Commission testimony on
Public Broadcasting Act.

During prime time over 90 percent of
the national programing for public
broadcasting came from six “national
production centers,” and one center—
WNET in New York City—produced over
a quarter of this. Moreover, there is also
apparent a growing tendency toward
centralization of program decisionmak-
ing by CPB, so that even the five or six
stations doing national programing do
not represent an effective diversity of
production initiatives:

IV. Balanced miz of programing. Television
should serve more fully both the mass au-
dience and the many separate audiences that
constitute in thelr aggregate our American
soclety, There are those who are concerned
with matters of local Interest. There are those
who would wish to look to television for spe-
clal subject matter, such as new plays, new
sclence, sports not now televised commer-
cially, musie, the making of a public servant,
and so on almost without limit. There are
hundreds of activities people are interested
in enjoying, or learning about, or teaching
other people.—Carnegle report.

Despite this goal for public broad-
casting, in both fiscal year 1971 and fis-
cal year 1972, more than one-third of all
nationally networked hours were devoted
to a single subject: news and public af-
fairs. Approximately another third of all
nationally networked time is devoted to
“Sesame Street” and “The Electric Co.,”
there remains less than a third of the
national schedule to do adult education,
drama, science, art, literature, music, and
everything else public broadcasting is
supposed to do besides public affairs and
children’s programing.

All of the issues, which must be re-
solved before long-range financing for
public broadcasting can be made a real-
ity, relate ultimately to the center of
gravity of the system and the direction
in which control of the system is to flow.
The center of gravity should, as intended
by the Congress, rest in the stations. In
such a system, CPB would facilitate the
growth of the community-based stations,
enabling them to produce and exchange
local programs, as well as programs of
more than local interest. CPB would also
fund the production of some national
programs of a diverse nature for non-
fixed schedule distribution over the in-
terconnection facilities. In short, the
control would flow upward from the
strong local station to the national
entities.

It is for these reasons, as well as many
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already expressed by others of my col-
leagues, that I support the amendment.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Chairman, I rise reluctantly to op-
pose the amendment in the nature of a
substitute offered by the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. Apams) because, as a
matter of fact, as members of the sub-
committee know, this was my position
before the subcommittee and full com-
mittee, although the amount of money
was never in compromise to such a de-
gree as was the period of time. I felt
strongly that certainly in order to give
the entire program a chance to keep its
velocity going and to pick up even better
programs than it has that they needed
more leadtime.

As the members of the subcommittee
know, I fought for the 3-year period
right up to the very last vote, which
came out of our subcommittee. I mention
this not to talk about my participation
in the committee’s actions but to point
out to you that this entire bill, the entire
bill, is & series of compromises.

The bill as it was originally introduced
went for a 5-year period and the amounts
of money were much higher and there
were many differences. However, the
subcommittee got together and adopted
amendments from both sides of the aisle.
That compromise is before you today
now as the bill that represents the feel-
ing of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, who has dealt with
this program since 1967.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that in
considering an intricate piece of legisla-
tion we would not try to legislate here
on the floor, because there is no doubt as
to the intricacy of some of the problems
that confront those who are trying to get
an enterprise such as this on the road
and rolling.

I would like to point out in rebuttal to
a former member of the subcommittee
who did a fine job when on the subcom-
mittee and now is a very respected mem-
ber of our full committee—that all Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle on the sub-
committee, except one, voted for it, and
it comes out of the subcommittee co-
sponsored by eight members of the com-
mittee's complement of nine.

I would further point out that I believe
in the deliberations of the subcommittee
there were more so-called Republican
amendments adopted than there were
so-called Democratic amendments, be-
cause this is not a Republican or a Dem-
ocratic bill. This is a bill for the listeners
of the United States who have been sub-
jected to not listening at all to TV or to
be subjected to reruns and the usual day-
time pap, the type of programing that
the commercial networks say they have
to put on on the theory of the lowest
common denominator. As a matter of
fact the networks recognize the value of
the public broadcasting system to such
an extent that they have contributed
millions of dollars to keep public broad-
casting going.

Mr. Chairman, insofar as localism is
concerned, there was a great deal of ar-
gument before our subcommittee. As a
matter of fact, we made it mandatory—
we made it mandatory—in the bill that
is before you that no less than 30 percent
of the money allocated to the Corpora-
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tion must be given to local stations to be
used in any way that the local stations
see fit.

Inasmuch as we discovered a little
undercurrent of who was the real boss
of this program, we put together what
seem to be, and is, and does seem to all
people concerned directly in the running
of this organization the best possible
proposal.

‘We have set forth a provision for a new
board, five members of which are to be
from local station management or man-
agers themselves. These are to be ap-
pointed by the President. They will have
an equal right and be given full faith and
credit and vote before proposals are ar-
rived at and they will meet with the other
members of the board—15-man board—
and be heard before something has oc-
curred and help shape policy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Mac-
ponaLDp of Massachusetts was allowed to
proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
In closing, I would like to answer the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY)
and say that nothing has changed since
he left the subcommitiee dealing with
long-range financing.

As the gentleman well knows, he and I
had been irritated by the fact that since
1968 we had been promised by adminis-
trations—not just this administration
but by the various administrations con-
cerned—that they would send to us a
form of long-range planning in order to
take this annual hassle off the floor of
the House.

I thought the minority leader this
morning pointed out one of the greatest
problems that the corporation has when
he pointed out—arguing against the sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. Keita)—that the
confracts only went from year to year
and he pointed out the fact that these
would expire June 30.

Now, it is obviously terribly difficult to
get men of substance, men of knowledge
and experience and hire them only on a
year-to-year basis. It is somewhat im-
possible to get good production going in
a year with a sort of sword of Damocles
hanging over the head of these talented
people being let go.

I agree with Mr. TeompsoN that we
should use more American people in de-
veloping the arts and production and the
fine programs that are now available to
the people who are funding this program
and to those who want the funds.

If you look at page 19346 of yesterday’s
CONGRESSIONAL REcORD you will see that
I inserted in the Recorp the number of
organizations who support the program
that is now before us, and they range
from the National Association of Manu-
facturers to the AFL-CIO.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and the amendment in
the nature of a substitute and all amend-
ments thereto conclude in 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?
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There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
DEVINE) .

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HAr-
VEY), and in opposition to the substi-
tute amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr, Apams),

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Rous-
seLor and Mr. GooprLing yielded their
time to Mr. DEVINE.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, one of
the principal reasons for passage of the
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 and
creation of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting—CPB—was to break the
hold that NET in New York City had
over national programing on educa-
tional television, Supported by heavy
funding by the Ford Foundation, NET
had assumed a dominant position as the
primary supplier of programs to local
educational TV stations and was well
on its way to becoming a fourth na-
tional network.' CPB was supposed to
dilute NET’s control and make the pro-
graming for public broadcasting more
diverse and pluralistic. The intent was
to create a public broadcasting system
in which the programs would not bear
the stamp of the particular cultural and
political outlook of programers in New
York City.

However, over the past 4 years NET,
and later the merged operation of the
NET program production center and the
New York City public TV station—now
WNET/13, have received the lion’s share
of program production funds supplied
by CPB. In 1971 and 1972, CPB has giv-
en NET an average of 31 percent of the
total funds it granted for program pro-
duction. The plan for fiscal year 1973 is
to give NET between 31 percent and 32
percent of these funds. This has enabled
NET to dominate the prime time evening
schedule of the public TV national net-
works, PBS, with NET consistently sup-
plying between one-quarter and one-
third of the national, prime time sched-
ule over the past 4 years.

Moreover, the Ford Foundation has
continued its massive support of the New
York City program production center. In
fiscal year 1971, Ford gave $6.5 million
to NET, in addition to CPB’s grant of
almost $3.5 mllion. In fiscal year 1972
Ford’s grant was $6 million and CPB’s
was $4.2 million. Of the 7-station pro-
gram production centers supported by
Ford and CPB, NET had over half the
funds in fiscal year 1971, half the funds
in fiscal year 1972, and will have slightly
under half the funds in fiscal year 1973.

Funding at this level has permifted
NET to continue to influence substan-
tially public TV programing, although
the type of programing produced by NET
has shifted over the past few years from
the public affairs program category to

1The role of the Ford Foundation and the
blueprint for NET’'s “fourth network™ are
documented extensively on a study, entitled
“The Fourth Network,” prepared by The
Network Project, a group of Columbia Uni-
versity students who have sued CPB for
violating The Public Broadcasting Act of
19617.
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the cultural program category. For ex-
ample, the programing plan for fiscal
year 1973 shows that NET will produce 86
hours—or over T0 percent—of the total
program hours funded by CPB in the cul-
tural category.

While NET will be responsible for pro-
ducing only 23.5 hours of the total 221.5
hours of public affairs programs in fiscal
year 1973, the National Public Affairs
Center for Television—NPACT—which
is associated with WETA-TV, the Wash-
ington, D.C. public TV station, is respon-
sible for 93 hours. NPACT is headed by
the former chief of NET’s Washington
news bureau and is staffed with other
key producers and directors from the
NET national public affairs unit. NET
and NPACT combined will produce al-
most half of public TV’'s news/public
affairs programs in fiscal year 1973.

One would not be concerned with so
great a proportion of cultural and public
affairs programs being produced by NET
and NET-derivative organizations, if
the production entity had a reputation
for balanced and objective programing.
But this is not the case. Key officers and
employees of NET have had a record of
biased, leftist and left-leaning program-
ing and have openly acknowledged their
biases. Thus, the American public will
continue to be subject to views of cul-
ture and current events filtered through
the particular points of view represented
by the New York City program producers.
CPB has not diminished NET'’s domi-
nance, but actually has aided and abetted
NET'’s control over what viewers will see
and hear on public television.

I think these are sufficient reasons to
support the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY)
to back this down to 1 year and to back
the authorization down from $65 million
to $45 million in order that the program
of the administration can be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
California (Mr. Van DEErRLIN) is recog-
nized.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman,
considering the degree of near unanimity
that prevailed in our committee when
this bill was reported out, I must say I
felt somewhat surprised when the gen-
tleman from Michigan, my good friend
(Mr. Harvey) offered what I consider to
be a crippling amendment as he did a
moment ago.

I would have been no more surprised
upon learning that Hallmark cards were
going to sponsor a roller derby.

There is a good reason for a 2-year ex-
tension of this authorization. The reason
has been referred to by our subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MacponaLp). It is that,
time and again over the last 5 years, we
have been promised proposals from the
Administration—this and the previous
Administration—for permanent funding.
Is there reason to believe we shall have
such a bill before us in time for delibera-
tion and enactment by next June 30?

Permanent funding was first recom-
mended in the report of the Carnegie
Commission on Educational Television in
1967.

In 1968, in his education message to the
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Congress, Lyndon B. Johnson called for
a “long-range financing plan.”

Richard Nixon in his budget mesage
on January 29, 1971, promised such leg-
islation.

Clay T. Whitehead speaking for the
administration on May 13 of last year in-
dicated that we would have legislation by
the end of this year. He said:

The bill is now in its final stages of prepa-
ration.

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

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. RoonNeY of Pennsylvania, his time
was allotted to Mr. VAN DEERLIN.)

Mr., ROONEY of Pennsylvania., Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
one question?

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HarvEy) commented earlier that 13
percent of Federal money was now going
into the local stations.

This bill will provide 30 percent.

He also stated that decreasing from
$65 million to $45 million, but he failed
to realize the States and private indus-
try contributions are diminishing to pub-
lic broadcasting today—and that is why
this legislation is much needed legisla-
tion.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. So 50 percent of
every dollar we authorize in this leigsla-
tion, if you elect to follow the commit-
tee's formula, will go directly through to
local stations. This is localism at its best.

We have had our fun. We have taken
our shots at Vanocur and McNeil. We
have vented our resentment against sev-
eral local stations whose programing an-
noyed us. All of these cases, if brought
before the proper authorities, can be
treated individually.

Let us now show the greatness that is
in America. Let us show that this is, after
all, a nation that can support diversity
of opinion, and—yes, support it with
public funding, for a sufficient time span
to assure its independence and con-
tinuity.

Let us fund this agency for 2 full years.
Let us follow the committee’s considered
judgment by rejecting both pending
amendments.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. FrEY, his time was granted to Mr.
KEeITH.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
KEITH).

Mr. EEITH. Mr. Chairman, I would
merely like to point out that the per-
manent funding which is talked of, that
the administration has assured us in
years past would be forthcoming, orig-
inally was in the amount of $100 million,
as recommended by the Carnegie Foun-
dation. This is substantially under that
which would have been therein author-
ized. So, by those standards and by the
inflation that has ensued since, it is a
much more modest amount than origi-
nally contemplated.

With reference to the comments which
have been made about the New York pro-
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gram, this, it seems to me, is a very
serious charge and one that the Con-
gress and the country should be alerted
to. FPunding of public affairs programs
strikes at the very heart of the demo-
cratic system. There is, however, a proc-
ess which we can observe and which
should be observed in getting at that can-
cer, and that is the FCC. They have juris-
diction over that kind of programing, as
they do over the private networks. I think
that is the channel that should be used,
and I would encourage the Public Broad-
casting Service stations themselves to be
among those who bring these charges,
because what injures one station injures
the validity of all.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would reject and
vote against either amendment that is
before us here today. Two-year funding
is better than 3 because it keeps the
feet to the fire. The 2-year funding is
better than one because it gives the pro-
graming a chance and enables the sys-
tem to continue to produce the caliber
of programs that we have had in the
least 2 years since this most recent act
was enacted.

I recommend to my colleagues that we
reject all amendments to the committee
bill in this respect and support it in its
present form.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
REmD).

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Harvey amendment,
which would cut the authorizations for
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
from $65 to $45 million and would limit
it to 1 year rather than 2 years, as op-
posed to the committee bill. I believe
what is absolutely clear is that these
public stations produce many of the most
creative programs on television and on
radio. As such, they need and deserve
assured continuation with sufficient
funds, not a critical hand-to-hand,
mouth-to-mouth existence where they
have to come begging to Congress every
year. Let us finally learn to reward ex-
cellence with the respect it so clearly
deserves., Mr. Chairman, the record of
public television and publie radio stations
since their formation is indeed impres-
sive. Not only the number of stations
has been greatly increased, but clearly
the demand for their broadcasts has
soared, so that no less than 48 States in
the Union are served with an estimated
weekly watching audience of 50 million
people. Popular programs on these sta-
tions vary from “Sesame Street,” an
educational program for young children
which has been widely acclaimed by edu-
cators from coast to coast, to “The
Advocates,” also in a sense an education-
al program directed to adults, raising
vital questions of public policy on a week-
Iy basis in which both sides of these is-
sues are fairly and broadly defined.

Now there are those in the Congress
who would cut the Federal contribution
to these stations and extend it for only
1 year, in many cases threatening their
operations, if not their existence. I would
point out that a simple 12-month author-
ization would kill any long-range pro-
graming or development of new pro-
grams, which take from 18 to 24 months




June 1, 1972

to develop and evaluate. In addition,
a l-year authorization would lower
morale of the employees of the stations
so that in all likelihood a large number
of the most qualified broadcasters, re-
porters, and technicians would leave
public broadcasting and return to the
“safe” jobs at the major networks. This
would virtually destroy these innovative
and excellent programs which have been
developed with care and precision in re-
cent years.

Furthermore, let me state that the
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 is very
clear on the principal eriteria. Certainly
one of the principal eriteria is, name-
ly, “programs of high quality.” High
quality does not always lend itself to
pluralism, localism, or whatever, but I
believe that these stations are rendering
a national service. The people working
on them are dedicated. Programs like
Sesame Street have lifted the education
of our children. I hope the Congress
will stand back of adequate authoriza-
tions and not cripple the authorizations
or the fundamental programs that take
18 to 24 months to prepare.

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the
Harvey amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HARVEY) .

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, while I
have been listening to the remarks of
Members on the amendment, I have been
sitting here looking at yellowed pages
from the September 21, 1967, edition of
the ConcrEssioNaL Recorp. I find that
then we were also discussing the fact
that this committee wanted some sort of
permanent financing. I will merely quote
a short paragraph from my remarks then.
I said

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate what I
sald earlier about the method of financing.
Both the majority and the minority views
show that the Carnegie Commission ob-
jected and strongly disapproved of the ap-
propriation method of financing because of
the political influence connected with it. The
Ford Foundation people, Mr. Bundy and Mr.
Friendly, well known personalities, objected
to the appropriation process method of fi-
nancing. We ought to consider those views.

Mr. Chairman, we are still objecting to
this particular method. I submit that this
is the first administration that has come
before this committee and pledged that
they will have a permanent system of fi-
nancing submitted within the next year.

My plea is, give them a chance to sub-
mit it. We have been working for this sys-
tem since 1967. We do not have it. Let us
give them a chance to do it. This bill does
not do that, This bill sets up a 2-year
authorization that is going to give a per-
fect excuse to anybody not to go out and
set up a permanent system of financing.
Two years from now we will be back in
this Chamber arguing at that time how
much are we going to give them in this
authorization and appropriation process.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr,
STAGGERS) .

Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to remind the gentleman from
Michigan the previous administration
came before our committee twice and

said they would like to have this per-
manent legislation. This administration
has done it only once.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, Mr. HastiNgs KEITH, who is retir-
ing at the end of this Congress. He is
really one of the most hardworking, fair-
minded men of the Congress. A man of
integrity, who always follows the dic-
tates of his conscience and puts that
above political expediency. He has al-
ways been an asset as a member of our
committee. I am proud of the position
the gentleman has taken today and I
want to compliment him.

Mr, Chairman, in following up briefly,
the committee came to this House with
a bill. We voted this bill to the House
almost unanimously.

I intend to stand by what the commit-
tee brought to the floor.

I will stand by the 2 years. The sub-
committee in their wisdom worked that
out, and in the full committee we de-
cided this was right. So I say I will stand
by the 2 years. I would have been for 3
years otherwise, because I think that is
the course we should take. The admin-
istration has said they will come up next
year with a plan of long-range fi-
nancing, but then we would also have
to come in next year for another author-
ization. This carries us until we can get
something from the White House or the
administration, and it will take 2 years
to do that.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. Apams) in the nature of a sub-
stitute for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HARVEY).

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The quesfion is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY).

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs, HARVEY, STAGGERS, VAN DEERLIN,
and KEITH,

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 166, noes
183, not voting 84, as follows:

[Roll No. 178]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—166

Buchanan
Burke, Fla.

Abbitt
Anderson, Il1.

Crane
Daniel, Va.

Andrews, Ala.

Archer
Arends
Baker
Belcher
Betts
Biester
Blackburn
Bow

Bray
Brinkley
Brotzman

Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.

Broyhill, Va.

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Carlson
Carter
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conover
Coughlin

Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan

du Pont

Edwards, Ala.

Erlenborn
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Fish
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Gongzalez
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Harvey
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis

McClory
MecClure
McCollister
McCulloch
McDade

Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio

Brown, Ohilo
Burke, Mass.
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Carney
Casey, Tex,
Clark
Collins, Ill.
Conte
Cotter
Culver
Curlin
Danielson
Davis, S.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Dow
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey

McEwen
McEevitt
Mahon
Mallary

Mann

Martin
Mathias, Calif.

Miller, Ohio
Minshall
Mizell
Mosher
Nelsen
Pelly
Pettis
Pirnie
Poage
Poff
Powell
Price, Tex.
Purcell

e
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X.
Rousselot:
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
SBcherle

NOES—183

Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Grasso

Gray

Green, Pa,
Griffiths

Gude

Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
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Schneebeli
Schwengel

Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Btelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Terry

Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
‘Wampler

‘Ware

Whalley

Williams
‘Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wyatt
Wydler
Wrlie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Zion
Zwach

Natcher

Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Plke
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il
Rangel
Rees

. Reid
. Reuss

Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.

Kuykendall
Link
Long, Md.
McCormack
McFall
McEay
MecKinney
Macdonald,
Mass

Madden
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, Il1.
Murphy, N.¥.
Myers

Rlegle
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio

Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vanlk
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
White

Wolff
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
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NOT VOTING—84

Eshleman Metcalfe
Findley Michel
Fisher Mikva

Flynt Miller, Calif.
Fraser Mills, Ark.
Fulton Mills, Md.
Galiflanakis Montgomery
Gallagher Passman
Glbbons Patman
Goldwater Pryor, Ark.
Griffin Pucinski
Hagan

Hanna

Abernethy
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashbrook
Baring
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Boggs
Broomfleld
Burton
Caffery
Camp
Carey, N.¥.
St Germaln
Schmitz
Sebelius
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Towa
Springer
Staggers
Stephens

Stokes
Stubblefield
Veysey
Wilson,
Charles H.

Holifleld
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, Tenn.
Kee
Eyros
Landrum
Leggett
Long, La.
Lujan
McCloskey
McDonald,
Mich.

. McMillan

Melcher

So the amendment was rejected.

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

Mr, PICKLE, Mr. Chairman, I want to
rise in support of the committee version
of the Public Broadcasting Act of 1972.

Mr. Chairman, the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting is a Federal program
success story, although at times a con-
troversial story.

In 1962 when the Corporation was
created, there were 76 public television
stations serving slightly more than 50
percent of the population. Today there
are 220 stations serving 75 percent of the
population. These stations are in 48 of
the 50 States. I might add that we have
a very effective station in my hometown
of Austin that is managed under the
capable leadership of Bob Schenkkan.

In addition to the television stations
there are 500 public broadecasting radio
stations. In the 3 years of 1969, 1970, and
1971 there has been an increase in week-
ly viewers of public television that has
grown from 30 million to 38 million to 50
million in 1971—an increase of almost
30 percent per year.

The effectiveness of the program is
shown by the fact that for every dollar
granted by the Federal Government for
noncommercial educational broadcast-
ing facilities, $11 in State, local, and pri-
vate funds have been expended. The
education TV station in my district
KRLN, last week raised over $250,000
by a public auction.

We are all famliar with some of the
worthwhile programs that have been de-
veloped through educational television:
“Sesame Street” is an example. Although
this has been billed as a children’s educa-
tional program, I have heard many
adults quoting from this program—in-
cluding two or three of my colleagues.

It is also interesting to note that the
public broadcasting stations have been
used for instructional purposes in the
public schools. Three out of four of the
81,000 publie schools in the United States
have television receivers. Telecasts from
public television stations are used by 33
percent of all schools and more than 70
percent of the schools that have televi-
sion sets.
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Mr. Chairman, there have been efforts,
and may be efforts on the floor, to cut
back the committee authorization to 1
year at $45 million. The committee bill
contains 2-year funding at the rate of
$60 million for operations the first year
plus $25 million for acquisition and in-
stallation of noneducational broadcast-
ing facilities. The committee bill provides
$90 million for the activities of CPB for
fiscal year 1974.

Mr. Chairman, it is necessary for the
effective operation of CPB that at least
a 2-year authorization be granted, since
18 to 24 months leadtime is needed to
successfully develop and produce an
original program series.

Another important provision of the
committee bill requires that five of the
15 Board of Directors of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting be chief execu-
tive staff officers of noncommercial edu-
cational television or radio stations. The
other 10 members represent the public.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the House to
adopt this bill today. Public broadcasting
has proved itself an effective medium. It
has received the financial support of the
local and State governments and of pri-
vate groups. Most important of all it
has received the support of the viewers.
Let’s continue the effectiveness of this
program.

The image many of us have of public
television is based on our familiarity with
our own public television. In central
Texas, KERLN-TV is and has been a
well-run, well-programed station serv-
ing the axis cities of Austin and San
Antonio. The campus of the University of
Texas is the headquarters of Austin
public TV, and our university gives this
program full support. Some of our
grams—Ilike Carrascolindas—have prom-
ise of becoming a regional or national
program. Other interesting innovations
are underway.

We should keep these TV stations
going forward. The committee bill does
that, and should be supported.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, CHAPPELL

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, CHAPPELL: Page
8, after line 5, add the following?

Bec. 6. Section 396(f) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 is amended by adding after
paragraph (3) the following new paragraph:

*(4) The Corporation shall not conduct or
finance any voter polls or public opinion
surveys pertaining to projected balloting in
Federal, State, or local governmental elec-
tlons; nor shall any entity which conducts or
finances such a poll or survey be eligible for
receipt of funds from the Corporation during
the fiscal year in which such conducting or
finanecing occurs.”

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CHAPPELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. I have asked the
gentleman from Florida to yield to me in
order to ascertain if we could set a limit
of debate on this amendment.

Having heard the amendment read, it
is a very simple amendment, and it can
be read again if needed.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that all debate on this
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amendment and all amendments thereto
close in 10 minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consenf that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 15 minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, is this
coming out of the gentleman’s time?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that that is correct.

Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from West Virginia?

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no objection if we would make it 20 min-
utes, and I will be as brief as I can. Oth-
erwise I would object.

Mr. STAGGERS. I have asked unani-
mous consent that all debate on this
amendment and all amendments thereto
close in 15 minutes.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Florida yield to the gentleman from
West Virginia?

Mr. CHAPPELL. I will yield very briefly
to the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I will
put that as a motion if the gentleman
will yield for that purpose.

Mr. CHAPPELL, I yield briefly to the
gentleman from West Virginia.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
move that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 20
minutes.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chalir-
man, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chair-
man, is this going to be 20 minutes after
the time of the gentleman in the well?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that it will be a total of 20 minutes.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. STAGGERS) .

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. Chairman, when
the Congress adopted the Public Broad-
casting Act of 1967 it was fully intended
that the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting would be a nonpolitical entity.
Indeed, I believe the legislation specifi-
cally enjoined the Corporation from en-
gaging in political activity either in
programing or in its general operations
and activities.

Now the Corporation was not pre-
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cluded from covering controversial poli-
tical issues in the programs it funds and
distributes, but it was required that there
be strict adherance to objectivity and
balance in all such programs or program
Series.

Unfortunately, experience has shown
that there has been some difficulty in
implementing the statutory prohibition
against political activity, and the explicit
requirement of balance and objectivity
in all controversial programs.

The Corporation and the entities it
funds, should in my opinion be precluded
from conducting or financing voted polls
or public opinion surveys pertaining to
public voting in Federal, State, or local
elections.

That is the purpose of this amend-
ment.

At least one program production entity
funded by CPB—the National Public Af-
fairs Center for Television—has con-
ducted voter preference polls and public
opinion surveys during the State primary
campaigns. Since these surveys seem to
affect public opinion, as well as measure
it, CPB and its program production cen-
ters should be prohibited from this ac-
tivity in order to preserve the nonpoliti-
cal nature of the Corporation and close
any possible loophole in the proposed re-
strictions against controversial political
issue programing.

I want to reemphasize the wording of
this amendment—it is a very simple
amendment and reads as follows:

The Corporation shall not conduct or fi-
nance any voter polls or public opinion sur-
veys pertaining to projected balloting in fed-
eral, state, or local governmental elections;

nor shall any entity which conducts or fi-
nances such a poll or surveys be eligible for
receipt of funds from the Corporation during
the fiscal year in which such conducting or
financing occurs.

Mr, Chairman, we ought to prohibit
this kind of activity on the part of those
who seek to use public funds in this kind
of business. I urge the adoption of the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
COLLINS) .

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to speak in favor of this
excellent amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida.

What the gentleman has brought out
here seems sound from every angle of
fairness that it seems it would satisfy
the logic and meet the approval of Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle.

All of us in politics know the impact
of polling. We know how unreliable it is.

We also know how voters’ moods
change so quickly. In other words, a poll
taken 3 days ago may not reflect the true
voter interest at this time.

With all of the criticism and all of the
discussion that constantly comes up on
public broadcasting stations as to
whether they are fair or equitable, it
seems advisable to stay out of contro-
versial publie polling.

We would be a lot better off if we
would remove this type of program in-
formation from the broadcasting field.
Let us leave this to the professional
pollers and take it completely out of the
public broadcasting industry.
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Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very
sound amendment and I very strongly
advocate its adoption.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GRoOSS) .

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, in the in-
terest of saving time—and that seems to
be the objective of the distinguished gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. Stac-
GERS) —I would be pleased to yield to him
at this time to arise and accept this very
worthwhile amendment.

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

Mr. GROSS. Of course, I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. STAGGERS. I am afraid that is
too much generosity and I just cannot
take it.

Mr, GROSS. I did not know it was so
easy to overwhelm the gentleman with
generosity.

This amendment ought to be adopted. I
do not know whether these polls are
financed by Rockefeller Foundation
money, Ford Foundation money, or the
taxpayers’ money. In any event I do not
think the Public Broadcasting Corp.
should be in the business of conducting
political polls.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MACDON=-
ALp of Massachusetts yielded his time to
Mr. VAN DEERLIN.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
(Mr. Vaw DEERLIN).

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
think some of our colleagues have planes
to catch, so, as usual, I shall be a model
of brevity. However, it does surprise me,
when things get to the crunch, how often
our conservative friends turn their backs
on the principle of localism, and espouse
instead the heavy hand, the mailed fist
of centralized government.

What we have set forth in the public
broadcasting law—and what we require
over and above what we require of the
commercial broadcasters—is that there
shall be not merely adherence to the fair-
ness doctrine, under which commercial
broadcasters must seek out opposing
points of view, but there must be “strict
adherence to objectivity and balance” in
all material that goes onto the air.

The proposer of this amendment has
not suggested that he found polls con-
ducted by public broadcasting stations
any more onerous, any more mischief
making than polls conducted by news-
papers or by commercial broadcasting,
and I would be happy to yield to Mr.
CuAPPELL if he could cite any such ex-
amples. I do not hold any brief for poll-
ing in general, but let us not put any
dampers on the right of our public broad-
casters that we do not put on the right
of our commercial broadcasters.

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Let me say, first of
all, there is such an example on record,
and let me make it perfectly clear that
I am not opposed to polls in general, but
I am opposed to any kind of poll which
might be used or could be used to influ-
ence elections. I cite an example in Wis-
consin during the present primary cam-
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paigns where one of the stations there
made a poll and gave the results of that
poll before the Florida primary and after
the Florida primary.

This was information which could have
been used to influence voters, and I think
the public dollars of this Nation should
not be used in any wise to conduct polls
which might influence elections.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. But the gentleman
does not make a case that polls conduct-
ed by public television or financed by
public television do any more mischief in
that regard than polls that appear on
commercial television, does he?

Mr. CHAPPELL, That is not the issue.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TIERNAN
yielded his time to Mr. VAN DEERLIN.)

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I will yield after
making a point. That is the very issue
that has been raised. This amendment
asks us to put on the public sector of
broadcasting a legislative restriction that
we do not place on the commercial sector.

I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. WYDLER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I merely want to say at this
time that I am delighted with the state-
ment the gentleman just made about the
requirements for objectivity on the part
of our public broadcasting systems, be-
cause when I get my own time I am going
to ask the chairman of the committee
about a particular poll that was taken on
channel 13 in New York when I consider
a disgrace to any broadcasting system,
and particularly to a public broadcasting
system. I am going to read it in full, but
I shall not take the gentleman’s time to
do it now. But I want him to remember
his words.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. He has a long
memory.

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. I thank the gentleman
very much for yielding. I merely want to
observe that I cannot understand the
gentleman’s argument that we should not
put a restriction on public broadcasting
that we do not put on anybody else. Ob-
viously we cannot put restrictions on oth-
er people that we put on public broad-
castnig. The point the gentleman from
Florida is making, of course, is quite cor-
rect. It is not proper to spend public mon-
ey to influence elections. What private
people do is their own business.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. When it comes to
the matter of fairness and objectivity in
respect to equal time, we have put re-
strictions on both public and commercial
broadcasters. Let us not put restrictions
on the public sector that we do not place
on the private sector.

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr, CHAPPELL. Let me say, first of all,
I do not think we are making a logical
comparison here. Newspapers are pri-
vately owned and privately financed.
The Public Broadcasting Corporation is
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publicly financed. They are completely
different. All of us know what the news-
papers do and can do. We know what
other private interests can do. But we
concern ourselves here with public tax
money. What the amendment provides
is that tax money cannot be used to con-
duct any kind of poll which could be used
to influence an election. I cannot see how
anyone can be opposed to an amendment
prohibiting the use of public money for
that purpose.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Public polls reflect
opinion, and might be an important part
of public affairs which we have com-
missioned public broadcasting to provide.

Mr. CHAPPELL, The point I would
make further is that we are here talking
again about taxpayers’ moneys being
used to influence elections through the
impact of polls and surveys however
taken. We have no way of specifying
what kinds of polls these institutions
might take or their authenticity. All of
us know there are all kinds of polls, and
we can get all kinds of opinions with
polls.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. StacGers) to close the debate.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I do
not have too serious a fight with this
amendment, but I think the bill ought
to be kept as it is. All of these stations
have local men to direct their activities.
If we start placing restrictions upon the
stations, then we will just keep on doing
it right along.

We have had no complaint on this in
the committee. No single Member of Con-
gress I know of has come to me on this.
No one has come to us in the hearings
to say this should be done. I do not think
now is the time to legislate on this, until
after we have had full testimony and
hearings. Often we get only one side here
on the floor. We ought to let the other
side have their say.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, when Dean
Burch appeared before our committee 4
months ago, he testified as of the morn-
ing he appeared there had been not one
complaint directed to the FCC under
the fairness doctrine on public television.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. Chairman, this is the wrong place
and the wrong time to legislate on this.
I would be happy to have the committee
hold hearings on this and hear both
sides, which is fair, and then try to bring
in a bill if necessary.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, is it
not true if there have been no complaints
and no problems with this sort of thing,
it will not hurt to pass this amendment
and be sure it does not happen in the
future?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is a sort of
negative way to get at the problem. I
think the best thing would be to have
hearings and have both sides come in so
we can hear both sides.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. CHAPPELL) .
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TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr, Chairman, I
demand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs, CHAPPELL, STAGGERS, VAN DEERLIN,
and Mr. CoLrins of Texas.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 203, noes
135, not voting 94, as follows:

[Roll No. 179]
|Recorded Teller Vote]

AYES—203
Gongzalez
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hansen, Wash,
Harsha
Harvey
Hays

Abbitt
Alexander
Andrews, Ala.
Archer
Arends
Aspinall
Baker
Belcher
Bennett
Betts

Blaggl
Biester
Blackburn
Bow

Bray
Brinkley
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.O,
Broyhlill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Carlson
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain Eeating
Chappell Keith
Clancy EKemp
Cleveland King
Colller Euykendall
Collins, Tex. Kyl
Colmer Latta
Conable Lennon
Conover Lent
Conte Lloyd
Crane McClory
Curlin MecCollister
Daniel, Va. McDade
Davls, Ga. McEwen
Davls, 8.C. McEevitt
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing

Pirnie
Poage
Poff
Powell
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts

Hechler, W, Va.
Henderson
Hillis

Hogan
Horton
Hosmer

Hull

Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Kazen

Thone
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
‘Ware
‘Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Montgomery

Frelinghuysen
Frey

Fuqua
Gaydos
Giaimo

Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Il
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio

Carney
Clark
Collins, 111,
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Dellenback
Dellums
Dent
Dingell
Donchue
Dow
Drinan

Bergland
Bevill
Blatnik

Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Burke, Mass,
Byrne, Pa.
Carey, N.Y.
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Purcell

Rangel

Rees

Reid

Reuss

Riegle

Robison, N.Y.

Rogers

Ford, Roncalio
William D, Rosenthal

Fraser Rostenkowskl

Frenzel Roy

Garmatz Ruppe

Gettys

Grasso

Gray

Griffiths

Hanley

Hansen, Idaho

Dulski

du Pont
Eckhardt
Ellberg
Evans, Colo.
Fascell

Fish

Foley

Mitchell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Nedei

Nix

Obey

Hathaway
Heckler, Mass.
Helnz
Helstoskl
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Howard O'Hara
Hungate O'Neill
Jacobs Patten
Johnson, Calif. Perkins
Jones, Ala. Podell
Karth

Preyer, N.C.
Eastenmeier Price, Ill.
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Flood Miller, Calif.
Flynt Mills, Ark.
Fulton

Galifianakis

Gallagher

Gibbons

Goldwater

Grifin

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Whalen
Wolff

Yates
Yatron
Zablockl

Abernethy
Abzug

Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashbrook

Baring

Bell

Bingham

Blanton Hagan

Broomfleld Hanna

Burton Hawkins

Caffery Hébert

Camp Holifield

Cederberg Jarman

Celler Jonas

Chisholm Jones, Tenn.

Clausen, Seiberling
Don H. isk

Clawson, Del Slack

Smith, JTowa

Clay
Conyers Spence
Springer
Btephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Ullman
Veysey
Waldie
Wampler
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.

Corman
Daniels, N.J. j
Danielson McCloskey
McClure
MeCulloch
McDonald,
Mich,
McMillan
Melcher
Metcalfe

Diggs

Dowdy

Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Esch

Eshleman
Findley Michel
Fisher Mikva

Mr. PELLY changed his vote from “no”
to “aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

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

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Chairman, this
legislation before us, HR. 13918, is of
immense importance to the continued
growth of viable noncommercial radio
and television stations throughout our
Nation. If, as I sincerely believe we
should, approve this legislation, each
Member of this House will have voted to
enrich the lives of the citizens of his
district.

I speak with an especial knowledge of,
and pride in, the distinguished record of
public broadeasting in my own State of
Alabama. It was 15 years ago, when pub-
lic television was solely educational tele-
vision, that a group of visionary citizens
of the State of Alabama set to work fash-
ioning what was to become the Alabama
Public Television Commission.

These men and women sensed the im-
portance that noncommercial broad-
casting could have in bringing into their
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schools a vital tool of educational tech-
nology and in bringing into their homes
programs that are distinguished by their
quality and depth.

And the Legislature of the State of
Alabama, wise to the potential of this
communications tool for the betterment
of its citizens, provided in the beginning
and has continued to provide the essen-
tial local bedrock support for the Ala-
bama State Public Television Network.

The State network came into being
with three stations; now there are eight.
Each school day, the children of Ala-
bama and their teachers may call upon
a vast range of programs to markedly
assist in the learning process. The great
bulk of these instructional programs are
produced by the skilled public television
experts of local public school systems and
the great universities of Alabama who
are partners in this noble venture.

Children’s programing—and who has
not heard of “Sesame Street” and “The
Electric Co.,” and “Mister Rogers’ Neigh-
borhood”’—are telecast in those hours
when the youngsters first arrive back
home.

In the evening, the Alabama public
television stations skillfully mix the di-
verse fare available from national pro-
duction centers with more local pro-
grams or programs available from the
growing tape libraries of public televi-
sion.

Indeed, for the citizens of Alabama,
there truly is something for everyone
on public television. The people in the
rural areas may select for viewing a
given program while the people living
in the urban areas may choose another
offering. We older viewers can enjoy
quality drama and our children have
their own programing.

And, Mr. Chairman, I believe that it
is critical to continue to assist the Ala-
bama State Public Television Network
and all of those components of public
broadcasting which exist to serve those
local stations. I believe that the bill be-
fore us is essential if the growing service
by public broadcasting is to continue,
not only to the citizens of Alabama, but
all citizens.

Specifically, if this bill becomes law, the
State system in Alabama would receive
roughly twice the current amount in the
direct community service grant program
from the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting. Not only is this CPB grant pro-
gram important, but that portion of HR.
13918 which provides $25 million for the
HEW facilities program is of crucial im~
portance to help our local public tele-
vision stations to operate with quality.
And, Mr. Speaker, I cannot mention the
HEW facilities program without recall-
ing that the father of that program in
this House was the most distinguished
Congressman EKenneth Roberts, part of
whose House district, Dallas County, it
will be my privilege to represent in the
93d Congress.

Looking at the state of public broad-
casting in the Nation, it is overwhelm-
ingly agreed by the local stations CPB
is serving that the Corporation is writ-
ing a laudable record as it understakes
to develop public broadcasting into the
vital natural resource it can and must
become. We must not pull the rug out
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from under CPB, either by cutting back
on the funds or retreating from the im-
portant gain of a 2-year authorization as
contained in H.R. 13918.

Up to now, CPB has been deeply in-
volved in the mere establishment of a
minimum of interconnection and a mini-
mum of programs to offer local stations
on that interconnection.

Mr. Chairman, this is the time to move
beyond the establishment of the skele-
ton of a great nationwide system of
strong local public broadcasting. This is
the time to vote our confidence in the
capacity of noncommercial broadcasting
to realize the dreams which we hold for
it—and which we will, I predict, see
coming increasingly true if public broad-
casting is given our support.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to
follow up my statement to the gentle-
man from California regarding his state-
ment that there were in the law provi-
sions that will protect the public from
unfair public television practices to
make sure that it adheres to objec-
tivity in the presentation that it makes to
the public. Also, the statement of the
chairman of the committee that he un-
derstands that to date his committee has
never received a complaint about the ob-
Jectivity of public television.

We are going to change that today
because I am going to make this com-
plaint on the floor of the House and I
would like to hear from the chairman or
the gentleman from California as to what
can be done to see that public television
does stay objective as they say it should
stay and how a Member can protect the
public from unfair and unobjective ac-
tivities on the part of television stations?

What I am going to do is to read to the
House a column that was written by a
local editor of one of the papers in the
New York area. The editor is Bob Logan
who wrote in the Long Island Globe of
Hempstead, N.Y. I do this because I per-
sonally did not see this program, but Mr.
Logan reports on what the program
presented, and if he is right certainly it
calls for correction on the part of this
Congress.

Here is the editorial:

Like many other viewers I was lured to
tune In Channel 13 this past week because
of huge publicity and newspaper listings for
a program of the great days of radio in the
thirties and forties. The program was sup-
posed to feature Burns and Allen, Bob Hope,
Bing Crosby, Jack Benny and Edgar Bergen
and Charlie McCarthy.

The show was changed at the last minute
to “a war watch” and what I saw and heard
convinced me that the liberals have a secure
hold on public television. Channel 13 invited
its viewers to phone that station and vote
“for” or “agalnst” the President's recent ac-
tion in Vietnam. This is fine, but before the
voting started, the host, a Mr. Patrick, pre-
sented an anti-military folk singer who ram-
bled on for a few minutes In a song that
seemed to compare our military in Vietnam
to the Nazi's invasion of the low lands and
France in World War II.

The shrewd moderator gave the phone
number of local congressmen and senators
for the listeners to call, but first their anti-

war ratings by a committee called “"SANE"
.« » + Benator Buckley was rated zero ... Con-

gressman John Wydler was given a 10 per
cent rating, etc. . . . However, the moderator
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forgot to tell the viewers that “SANE" is
against anyone who shows any support for
appropriations for the United States Armed
Forces.

The voting started to come in and the
station reported the vote was going 5 to 1
agalnst Nixon's recent policy in Vietnam.

A college professor appeared on the scene
and promptly related his story about his
visit to North Vietnam and how the United
States Alr Force bombed hospitals and inno-
cent children. I don't know if this is true
or not, but this reporter was on the Anzio
Beachhead when the Luftwaffe came over
and one of their bombs hit right in the
middle of our hospital. This is war, and I'm
sure the pilot never knew what he hit.
However, the professor was sure the United
States was intentionally bombing ecivillans
and hospltals.

A rock group was next on the show and
they promptly started off with some very
obscene lyrics comparing the police to the
war in Vietnam ... Oh, yes, W. Averell
Harriman showed up and presented his solu-
tion to everything he has ever participated
in—a coalition government with the com-
munists that usnally results in a complete
communist take over of the country.

The learned moderator reminded the view-
ers that we never had to fight a war on our
soll . . . guess he forgot about the bloodiest
war of all times, our own civil war. Final
results came In and they were still five to
one agalnst Nixon's recent action.

The next morning I took a leisurely stroll
through Hempstead and questioned as many
people as I could about the latest action in
Vietnam. I found out that the majority of
the people I spoke to were in favor of the
President's recent policy.

I can't figure out how the Intellectuals
on educational television get a count of 5
to 1 against the United States recent action
and an editor of a small newspaper takes a
poll on the street and comes to the con-
clusion that the majority are in favor of the
recent moves in Vietnam . . . I must be
doing something wrong.

Now, to make it worse, Mr. Chairman,
although I did not see this program I
did see another one a week later on this
same channel 13, in which they gave an
hour of prime time to Jane Fonda, who
presented her views on the U.S. military
activities in Vietnam, and I would like
to know if that is the kind of objectivity
we are being told is being produced on
public television in this country. Where
is the balance and fairness? If that is
a representation of it, then I ask how
can we protect our people, because I
intend to protect my people from this
kind of activity by the public broadcast-
ing television service.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MERE. HEINZ

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HEmNz: Insert
on page 4 after line 11 the following: “No
additional funds shall be authorized after
Fiscal Year 1973 until an audit of opera-
tions and expenditures of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting at least through fis-
cal 1972 is conducted and completed by the
General Accounting Office and its report is
evaluated by the Congress.”

And strike out starting with page 4 line 21
all through page 5 line 2.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, the purpose
of my amendment is really quite simple.
It is to insure the proper and wisest pos-
sible management of the millions of dol-
lars of public money that we will ulti-

mately, in one way or another, authorize
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here today for the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcastiing.

The amendment I have offered will re-
quire the General Accounting Office to
conduct an audit of operations and ex-
penditures of the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting through the fiscal year
1972 as a necessary precondition to the
authorization of funds after the fiscal
year 1973.

I am making this proposal because I
strongly believe that the public has a
right and that we, in the Congress, have
an obligation to know how funds have
been used in the past by the Corporation
before the Congress authorizes a very
substantial increase in funds that are
proposed for future use.

The bill we have before us would
nearly triple the amount of Federal fi-
nancing for the fiscal year 1972 budget
to a total of $90 million in the fiscal year
1974 as authorized.

Yet, since 1969, no audit of expendi-
tures of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting has yet been conducted.

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

Mr. HEINZ. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TIERNAN. As I previously indi-
cated to the gentleman in the well, the
amendment basically is the same as the
amendment with regard to funding the
corporation for an additional year, but
also provides for an audit to be con-
ducted by the General Accounting Office.

I would point out to the gentleman,
in the Act setting up the Public Broad-
casting Corporation in 1967, it provides
for an audit by the GAO—and that is up
to the General Accounting Office to audit
the books.

But I think further that to require
this kind of audit to begin now just be-
fore the fiscal year ends is certainly an
impossibility.

Mr. HEINZ. I thank the gentleman, but
of course I am not proposing an audit to
be conducted before the end of the fiscal
yvear 1972. I am proposing it by the end
of the fiscal year 1973 which is one year
away and cerfainly any good accounting
firm or the General Accounting Office
might be expected to do that.

Mr. TIERNAN. I beg to disagree with
the gentleman because your amendment
says that no additional funds shall be
authorized for the fiscal year 1973 until
an audit of operations and expenditures
of the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing at least through fiscal year 1972,

So that would have to be done before
July 1 of this year.

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

Mr. HEINZ. I yield to the gentleman. I
would point out I know the gentleman’s
intention is right, but I think he got the
the wrong information.

Here is the audit of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting for the year
1971 in the corporation’s annual report.

The law says they must have an an-
nual audit and not only an annual audit.
The General Accounting Office can go
in at any time during the year and audit
if they chose to.

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

Mr. HEINZ. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. This audit that the
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gentleman from West Virginia is refer-
ring to is apparently on the order of the
fox auditing the chicken coop.

Mr., TIERNAN. That is the same fox
that the gentleman in the well wants to
audit the corporation.

Mr. HEINZ. I think it might be well to
point out that what the distinguished
chairman of the committee is referring
to is a report published by the Public
Broadcasting Corp.

Mr. STAGGERS. This is a private
auditing company, one of the most
respected in America. Price Waterhouse
and Co. did the auditing. They certainly
are known throughout the United States
and the world. They are one of our
most respected accounting organiza-
tions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. TiErRNAN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. HEEINZ was
aile(;w;ed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.

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

Mr. HEINZ. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. FREY. I would like to direct a
question to the chairman of the com-
mittee. While many of us are in agree-
ment with the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania—and I
think it is a good amendment—the effect
of it would be to go to everything we have
done. I am wondering if possibly the
chairman of the committee could give
assurances to the Members on the floor
that he would try to get the General
Accounting Office to look into this. That
is possibly a solution.,

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

Mr. HEINZ. I yield to the chairman of
the committee.

Mr. STAGGERS. We have nailed it
into law. It is in the basic law that we
have passed. There must be an annual
audit of the corporation. The one I hold
in my hands is for the year 1971. It was
made by Price Waterhouse & Co. If
Members wish to request a copy of the re-
port, I am sure we could get it for them.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr, BROWN of Michigan, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I am fascinated
by the remarks of the chairman of the
committee. It seems he is totally satis-
filed with the independent, private audit
of this corporation, when he has, on oc-
casion, if my memory serves me correctly,
insisted upon a General Accounting Of-
fice audit of other financial institutions
and agencies on other matters.

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

Mr. HEINZ, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. HARVEY. I wish to commend the
gentleman. I think he has a very fine
amendment, which I heartily support.
I think a General Accounting Office audit
would serve a useful purpose, and I think,
even more importantly a 1-year au-
thorization would be very helpful.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gen-

June 1, 1972

tleman from Pennsylvania has again
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HEINZ was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. HEINZ, Mr. Chairman, I merely
wish to make clear to the chairman and
the Members, as was correctly pointed
out by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Harvey) that I have proposed in
the amendment a restriction of the au-
thorization to the fiscal year 1973 only,
at the level originally proposed in the
committee bill. I repeat, and would like
to emphasize, that this amendment would
leave untouched the full amount pro-
posed in the committee bill, but for fiscal
year 1973 only.

I would add, in closing, and specific-
ally, that I have no quarrel with the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting or
with the quality of its programing. I be-
lieve it is doing a good job and deserves
our support although I recognize that
some of the Members may differ with me.
What I do propose is that we take the
time, the 1 year of substantial funding
that would be the result of my amend-
ment to reexamine during the coming
year the role of this corporation, and I
would urge my like-minded colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. TIERNAN. I would like to ask the
gentleman whether or not it would be
agreeable to him that we ask the chair-
man of the committee to request that an
audit be undertaken by the General Ac-
counting Office and presented to the com-
mittee and to the full House in the Coxn-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, or in whatever man-
ner would be most feasible, for the pur-
pose of getting the audit that is presently
provided for in the law. I suggest to the
gentleman in the well that the amend-
ment not only requires that the audit of
the operations and expenditures for the
corporation through fiscal year 1972 be
conducted and completed by the General
Accounting Office, but that the report be
evaluated by Congress. I do not know
what the gentleman has in mind by
“evaluation by Congress.”

Mr. HEINZ. I am certain the report
would be sent to the distinguished gen-
tleman’s subcommittee for study, and the
amount of care given to it would be up
to you.

Mr. TIERNAN. The point is that the
amendment would not allow the expendi-
ture of moneys until that report and
evaluation is made, and that would be re-
quired to be at the end of this month.

Mr. HEINZ. I would point out to the
gentleman that we are talking about a
threefold increase in the amount of Fed-
eral support for fiscal 1974, and I am
making a simple, direct argument for
studying the situation carefully, having
the facts available that we need before we
decide to triple the budget.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. TIERNAN. On my own time I do
noz mind the gentleman pointing that
out.

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to ask
the gentleman from Pennsylvania this
question, Our committee can ask for an




June 1, 1972

audit, and it will, for the forthcoming
year. Would the gentleman withdraw his
amendment then, knowing that there is
an annual audit? We will ask the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to make a report
to us and to the Congress.

Mr. HEINZ. I thank the gentleman for
his suggestion. I would ask that the
amendment, nonetheless, be considered.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr, Chairman, I con-
tinue my very strong opposition to the
amendment, because, frankly, I point
out to the Members of the House that it
is not feasible nor practicable. The Gen-~
eral Accounting Office presently has au-
thority at the request of any Member of
this body to have an accounting of the
Public Broadcasting Corp. No request
has been made by any Member of
the House nor the gentleman now pro-
posing this amendment, and he would
now require a complete auditing of the
expenses and expenditures and finances
of this corporation to be made by the end
of this month, in 30 days. It is almost
impossible and totally impracticable now
to require such an amendment to this bill.
I therefore, oppose the amendment, and
I hope it will be voted down.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out to the gentleman from Rhode Island
the amendment says “no additional funds
shall be authorized after fiscal 1973,”
which would mean fiscal year 1974, until
such a GAO audit has been accomplished
covering fiscal year 1972.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINZ).

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I demand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. HEiNZ, TiErNAN, VAN DEERLIN,
and HARVEY.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 169, noes
165, not voting 99, as follows:

[Roll No. 180]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—169

Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala,
Erlenborn
Fish King
Ford, Gerald R. Euykendsll
Forsythe Kyl
Fountain Latta
Frenzel Lennon
Gaydos Lent

Abbitt
Anderson, I1l.
Andrews, Ala.

Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Harvey
Hays
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hogan
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Eeating

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Carlson
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Lloyd
McClory
McCollister
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McEevitt
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Mosher
Myers
Natcher
O'Eonski
Patman
Pelly
Pirnie
Poage

Poff

Powell

Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Calif,
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Brasco
Brooks
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Collins, I11.
Conte
Cotter
Culver
Curlin
de 1a Garza
Delaney
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dow

Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flowers

Price, Tex.
Purcell

Schneebell
Schwengel
Beott

Shoup
Bmith, Calif.
Smith, N.X.
Snyder

NOES—165

Giaimo
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths

Gude
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hastings
Hathaway
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.,
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Eastenmeier
Kazen

Keith
Eemp
Eluczynski
Eoch
Leggett
Link

Long, Md.
MeCormack
McFall
McEay

McEinney
Macdonald,
Mass

Madden
Mahon
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.X.
Nedzi
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Bteiger, Wis.
Talcott

Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Vander Jagt
Vanik
Waggonner
Ware

Whalley
Whitehurst
‘Whitten
Widnall

Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Nelll
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Ill.
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
thal

Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall

Van Deerlin
Vigorito
Whalen
White
Wolff
Wright
Yates
Young, Tex.
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—99

Abernethy
Abzug
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashbrook
Baring
Bell
Bingham
Blanton

Cederberg
Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Danliels, N.J.
Danielson
Dellums
Dowdy
Dwyer
Edmondson

Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fisher
Flood

Flynt
Fulton
Gallfianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Goldwater
Griffin
Hagan
Hanna
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Hawkins
Hébert
Holifield
Jarman
Jonas

Jones, Tenn.
Earth

Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mills, Ark,
Moss
Passman
Pettis

Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski

Sisk
Slack
Smith, Towa
Springer
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Symington
Teague, Tex.
Ullman
Veysey
‘Waldie
Wampler
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wyatt

Kee
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum Rodino
Long, La. Rooney, N.Y.
Lujan Rousselot
McCloskey Roybal
McClure
McDonald,

Mich.
McMillan
Melcher Selberling

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to speak in favor of the Pub=
lic Broadcasting Act of 1972. I believe this
bill can do much to improve the educa-
tional opportunities for both young peo-
ple and adults in my State and around
the country.

I do not mind telling you that I have
not been pleased with all of the programs
or the personalities chosen to appear
regularly on national public broadcast-
ing, but I agree with my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle who have said that
we must look at the total record of pub-
lic broadcasting to date in making our
decision on this legislation. On this basis,
I am firmly convinced that H.R. 13918
deserves the support of the House.

I have been in touch with the individ-
uals who operate public television and
radio stations in my State in recent
weeks, and I have come away convinced
that this bill is an important step for-
ward for public broadeasting in many
ways. In particular, I am pleased that
half of the money included in the first
year’s authorization would go directly to
the stations to be used at their discre-
tion. In Arkansas, for example, our Edu=
cational Television Commission is cur-
rently providing both classroom instrue-
tional prog-_ram.ing and programing for
the home viewer. However, the coverage
provided by the present signal reaches
less than one-half of the people of our
State, and a limited operating budget
limits the local programing effort as weil.
This is the kind of situation which this
bill seeks to remedy. More money will be
grovided these local broadcasting sta-
tions so they can improve and expand
their own programing.

With the help of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting the public radio sta-
tion in my district—KASU-FM at
Arkansas State University in Jones-
bopo—already has increased the service
it is providing. With the aid of a special
development grant in 1970, KASU ex-
panded from 39 to a full 52 weeks a year
of programing, providing a strong com-
bination of cultural, educational, and
public affairs programing. Last year the
station staff used its annual community
service grant from the corporation to ex-
tend the number of hours from 12 to 15 a
day and the number of days from 6 to 7
a week.

The bill before us today would more
than triple the amount of dollars going
annually to local public television sta-
tions in community service grants. This
would be especially helpful at a time
when many of the people of my district
and elsewhere in Arkansas are very in-
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terested in having educational television.
At the same time, the total amount of
Federal dollars spent would remain & re-
latively small percentage of the t-ota_l ex-
penditure from public and private
sources for public broadcasting.

As we struggle with the problem of how
to get more from limited dollars we have
for education at all levels, I believe we
can make a strong case for investing
more in public television and radio. We
have seen in the past 3 years how these
programs can make education both ex-
citing and enriching. I believe we should
provide both the dollars and 2-year au-
thorization proposed in this bill so that
this important work can continue and
expand.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to congratulate the gentle-
man from West Virginia for the fine work
that he and his committee have done on
this legislation to extend the life of the
Corporation for Public Broadecasting. I
believe that from its performance dur-
ing its brief, but highly productive exist-
ence, the corporation has earned our
wholehearted support. CPB, a product of
the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, has
received especially warm praise for its
efforts on behalf of noncommercial edu-
cational broadcasting stations.

In the past few years, the Public
Broadcasting Act has greatly aided
WTTW, channel 11, in my own city of
Chicago. Funds from this act have helped
this station develop a full range of pub-
lic and educational television services for
the Metropolitan Chicago community.

Since the inception of this legislation,
I have received letters from many par-
ents of young children, parents who are
concerned about what their children are
being exposed to by today’s television
programing. The vast majority of these
letters have cited the “positive contribu-
tion of CPB” to what many of them feel
is an otherwise often meaningless display
of commercial marketing.

Mr. Chairman, a 2-year extension of
the life of the Corporation for Public
Broadeasting as is nrovided for in the
committee bill, is, in my opinion, well
deserved. I only wish that other Govern-
ment-sponsored programs could prove to
be as successful as has CPB.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr, Chairman, the cor-
poration has recognized from the begin-
ning the importance of giving financial
aid to stations, and a system of direct
station aid has been a feature of CPB’s
program from its first year, 1969, when
each television station received $10,000.
In the current year, all TV stations re-
ceive a grant that ranges from $20,000
to $47,775, and all qualifying radio sta-
tions receive a grant of from $8,000 to
$15,000. The exact size depends on the
operating budget of the station.

Through the end of this fiscal year,
CPB has devoted $12 million of the $78
million it has received during the last 4
years from the Congress for this pur-
pose.

These community service grants, as
they are called, have thus accounted for
15 percent of CPB’s Federal funds so far
in its short history.

In talking about these expenditures, it
is important to note that these are only
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the funds that have gone to stations di-
rectly for their general support. All but
6 percent of all CPB funds have gone to
support various aspects of public broad-
casting, and the chief beneficiary of
these other grants have been the local
station. Numerous stations, for example,
have received grants to do special pro-
grams for local audiences and to do pro-
graming distributed nationally. And on
the radio side, many stations have re-
ceived grants enabling them to improve
their operations and qualify for regular
CPB support.

The major roadblock preventing CPB
from increasing station support dramati-
cally has been its own limited funding.
There has simply not been enough money
to meet all of the Public Broadcasting
Act’s mandates at once. Now that the
mandate for establishing interconneec-
tion—which serves all stations—has been
fulfilled, the corporation has made clear
its intention to increase direct station
aid, and the stations are in accord with
its plans.

H.R. 13918 would insure that this goal
is met in three ways: First, it would pro-
vide adequate overall funding for the
corporation; second, it stipulates that
not less than 30 percent of CPB’s Federal
funds would be used for community serv-
ice grants, At a level of funding of $65
million, this would enable CPB to give
community service grants in fiscal year
1974 more than three times their cur-
rent level, and third, the bill would in-
crease the amount of funding given on a
matching basis from $15 million to $25
million for the physical facilities to acti-
vate new stations and improve existing
stations. These are funds administered
by the educational broadcasting facilities
program of HEW.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting for H.R.
13918. I know from personal experience
how valuable the educational radio and
television networks and stations are. In
my home community we have been served
well by WCNY-TV. I want to see that
service continued and I think this bill
will go a long way toward that end.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
one thing we should he aware of is that
the legislation before us does not mean
just a better publie broadcasting system
in this country but better commercial
broadcasting as well. As public television
has developed nationally over the past
4 years—helped by the Corporation for
Public Broadeasting—it has had an in-
creasingly obvious and positive influence
on commercial television programing.

This point has been made by a num-
ber of television industry experts. One
of these is Les Brown, author of the book
“Television” and columnist for Variety
magazine,

In a column in Variety on February 9,
Mr. Brown made the point that the com-
petitive situation among the commercial
networks has prevented them from
“gambling” on innovative programing.
He maintains that public television,
which is free of these competitive pres-
sures, has succeeded in developing new
forms and program techniques that have
had a salutory effect on all of broad-
casting.
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The best example, according to Mr.
Brown, is “Sesame Street,” which is
largely funded by the Office of Educa-
tion and CPB. It touched off a revolu-
tion in children’'s programing. Its suc-
cess at both entertaining and educating
has encouraged and induced the com-
mercial networks to improve their own
children'’s programs. And “Sesame
Street”—as well as the rest of the chil-
dren’s programs on PBS-—could never
have been developed by commercial tele=
vision because of the competitive situa-
tion that dictates that all programs aim
for the largest possible audience.

Mr, Brown believes the same holds true
of public affairs and cultural programing.
“Chronolog” and “60 Minutes” were
imitations of the “Public Television
Laboratory,” he says. There are now at-
tempts to serialize American novels
since PBS scored such a success with the
BBC import, “Forsythe Saga.” Moreover
the commercial networks which had no
place for the excellent series like
“Civilisation” are now buying “Six Wives
of Henry VIII” and *“The Search for the
Nile.”

Mr. Brown concludes:

All of télevision—and the country as well—
stand to benefit from a lively non-commercial
network aspiring to superior programing.

And this legislation, H.R. 13918, will
continue to make this possible.

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Chairman, in my
district in California, a local college has
been providing educational radio service
to the community for almost 20 years and
television service for the past 10 years.
San Bernardino Community College Dis-
trict made an initial investment in the
equipment, staff, and facilities as a bold
experiment to see that broadcasting
could do to improve instruction in the
classroom and education in the com-
munity. This local commitment to edu-
cation and service is being repeated in
many communities in all but three States
in the Union—<clearly demonstrating the
importance and value of public broad-
casting. Programs offering complete
jcourses in basic educational subjects,
which can be taken for credit at home,
represent only one use of PBS facilities
that are helping to meet some of the
grave difficulties facing education today.

To again use my home area as an ex-
ample, these instructional activities com-
bined with the broadcast of important
local school board meetings, live appear-
ances by elected public officials where
their constituents have the opportunity
to telephone questions to them in di-
rect dialog, and other programs where
local issues and problems can be analyzed
and discussed, have made EVCR-TV and
FM radio among thc most important
public information resources available.

Another very important practical fac-
tor that receives much too little em-
phasis is that the many colleges and
universities who have PBS stations are
giving their students the all important
advantage of on-job training in TV and
radio broadcast technology. I think we
are all aware that college is important in
finding a good job. And, when you can
combine schooling with actual work ex-
perience, employment opportunities in-
crease even more. The importance of
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this training spinoff from public broad-
casting programs around the Nation can-
not be overlooked.

The money to be authorized under H.R.
13918, including funding for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting and
the 2-year authorization which will make
possible the meaningful planning so
necessary in broadcasting, will provide
stations throughout the country with
the opportunity to develop and improve
instruction and education in the class-
room and the community. Fifty cents out
of each dollar authorized by this legisla-
tion will be channeled to the local sta-
tions to support local efforts.

Continued support of these stations
through the passage of HR. 13918 is im-
portant not only in California, but to the
people served by everyone in this Cham-
ber. The need for classroom instruetion
and community education services has
been clearly demonsirated. And, public
broadcasting has shown it can do the
job.

It is our responsibility and duty to
provide the means to carry on with this
important work. I urge my colleagues to
give unanimous approval to the public
broadecasting bill.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly hope that the House will
promptly approve, without any crippling
amendments, this bill before us, H.R.
13918, providing for improved financing
for the Public Broadcasting Corporation.

This bill, which is presented to us by
the House Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee, with the approval of
41 of the 43 members, basically projects
a 2-year authorization of funds to con-
tinue the operation of the Corporation
with the requirement that at least 30
percent of the funds that are appropri-
ated in each fiscal year must be distrib-
uted to local noncommercial, education-~
al broadcasting stations for use in
strengthening their community educa-
tional and informational programs.

Mr. Chairman, the fund authorization
proposed in this bill is entirely reason-
able by any standard and it provides a
forward step toward the realization of
our most desirable objective of estab-
lishing a long range financing plan to
insure that public broadcasting remains
efficient, effective, vigorous and inde-
pendent in its great responsibility.

The record shows that the Corpora-
tion’s activities, since its beginning in
1967, have been fully endorsed and com-
mended by an impressively great num-
ber of professional organizations, com-
munity groups and individuals.

From the recommendations of the dis-
tinguished committee that favorably re-
ported the bill and from all the testi-
mony that has been presented to us, it
is objectively clear that the Public Broad-
casting Corporation has completely ful-
filled the mandate of the Congress to pro-
vide our citizens of all ages with a broad
range of educational cultural and pub-
lic affairs programs. Unquestionably, the
wholesome activities of the Corporation
represent a significant contribution, in
the public interest, to the improved
quality of program broadcasting in this
country and I urge the House to resound-
ingly approve, by the adoption of this
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bill, the continuation of this contribu-
tion.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the committee bill.

Since its inception, the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting has provided for
a widening range of quality programing
in the United States. The record of ac-
complishment of CPB justifies continued
funding.

Public Broadcasting picks up where the
commercial networks leave off. Its
award-winning children’s shows, drama,
indepth information programs have pro-
vided the public with choice in its view-
ing. It also increases the options and
program choices for the local stations,
enabling these stations to serve local and
regional needs and interests.

Mr. Chairman, just last year, channel
57 began broadcasting in Springfield,
Mass. Until that time, western Massa-
chusetts was the largest population area
in the country not being served by its
own public station. Efforts to provide
this service to the residents of the area
might still be unsuccessful were it not
for the assistance provided under the
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967.

Public Broadcasting can offer the pub-
lic more innovative educational program-
ing and more diversified quality pro-
grams for older audiences. Its system of
interconnection offers better program
distribution. The public interest is well
served.

Mr. Chairman, the funds authorized
this bill will help public broadcasting to
live up to its expectations. I believe that
this bill will help the system to over-
come some of the difficulties that it is
still experiencing. I urge my colleagues
to support this bill.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
once again a proposal has been made
to further involve the U.S. Govern-
ment in the activities that have tra-
ditionally been the promise of free en-
terprise in this Nation. How far down
the road are we going to travel in allow-
ing the Government to become involved
in the activities that influence the
thought processes of the citizenry?

The activities of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting have strayed a long
way from the original intent of the act.
Legislation to establish the CPB was
conceived as a means to assist local
broadcasting, concentrating on local
issues. Instead, the CPB has increased its
national level public affairs program-
ing, and has become, in reality, a fourth
network. Most incredible of all, the CPB
has on many occasions taken a decisively
anti-Government stand on the issues,
in spite of the fact that it receives a
great proportion of its moneys from the
public treasury. That a Government
should sponsor programing which is hos-
tile to its own interests is just plain
ludicrous.

I believe that the policies of Govern-
ment ought to be subject to scrutiny
and that the news media ought to raise
questions and expect answers, However,
it is unrealistic to expect that the Gov-
arnment should underwrite the cost of
programing that defeats its own pur-
poses and intentions.

Freedom of speech, and freedom of
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inquiry have made this country great.
However, Government participation in
broadcasting activities can only threaten
the loss of independence presently en-
joyed by news gathering and disseminat-
ing organizations—I believe we must re-
strict the activities of public broadcast-
ing so that we can preserve the inde-
pendence and integrity of our news
media.

The three major television networks
are none too kind toward the policies of
the U.S. Government. While we might
charge that bias is in existence; never-
theless, the interests of Government and
the citizenry are represented in a give-
and-take dialog.

One other point needs to be raised:
and that is the large budget deficit fac-
ing the Federal Government for fiscal
1973. In this time of pressing needs and
demands upon our resources, we must
make an effort as a nation to live within
our means. If we continue to spend with-
out regard to national income, we can
only invite further inflation and the
complete bankruptcy of our country.

It is for these many reasons that I
oppose the bill HR, 13918, and support
the amendment to curb the expenditure
of public funds and the projection of
the Federal Government into activities
which are the domain of the free and
private radio and TV broadcasters of
our Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to be proposed? If not, un-
der the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, Giammo, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 13918) to provide for improved
financing for the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 956, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Commitiee of the Whole.

The SPEAEER. Undeér the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a separate vote on the so-called
Heinz amendment.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de-
manded on any other amendment? If
not, the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment on which a separate
vote has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: Insert on page 4 after line
11 the following: “No additional funds shall
be authorized after fiscal year 1973 until an
audit of operations and expenditures of the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting at least
through fiscal 1872 1s conducted and com-
pleted by the General Accounting Office and
its report is evaluated by the Congress,”

And strike out starting with page 4, line
21 all through page 5, line 2.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.
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Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, since
this amendment in addition to requiring
an audit by the General Accounting Of-
fice also cuts off the authorization for
funding for the appropriation of public
broadcasting for a 1-year authoriza-
tion:

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the
regular order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is unable to
determine whether a parliamentary in-
quiry has been made.

What is the parliamentary inguiry of
the gentleman from Rhode Island?

Mr. TIERNAN. The parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Speaker, is whether or not a
point of order could have been registered
against this amendment on the theory
that we had considered the matter ear-
lier in the——

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, regular or-
der.

The SPEAKER. The point of order
cannot be made at this time. The point
of order would come too late, if it had
been in order.

The question is on the amendment on
which a separate vote has been de-
manded.

Mr., TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 166, nays 170, not voting 96,
as follows:

[Roll No. 181]
YEAS—166
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NAYS—170

Fuqua
Garmatz
Gettys
Giaimo
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash,
Harrington
Blaggl Hastings
Blatnik Hathaway
Boggs Hays
Boland Hechler, W. Va. Reuss
Bolling Heckler, Mass. Riegle
Brademas Helstoski Roe
Brasco Hicks, Mass. Rogers
Brooks Hicks, Wash. Roncalio
Burke, Mass, Horton Rooney, Pa.
Burlison, Mo. Howard
Byrne, Pa, Hungate
Byron Jacobs
Carey, N.Y. Johnson, Calif.
Carney Jones, Ala.
Eastenmeijer
Kazen
Kee
Eeith
Kemp
Kluczynski
Koch
Leggett
Long, Md.
MeCormack
McFall
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Mahon

Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill

Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi

Nelsen
Nichols
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O’Neill
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Rees
Reid

Sarbanes
Scheuer
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Staggers
Stanton,

James V.,
Steele
Stratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall

Collins, TIL
Conte
Cotter
Culver
Curlin
Davis, 8.C.
Delaney
Diggs
Dingell
Donchue
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Dulski

Abbitt
Anderson, 111
Andrews, Ala,

Frenzel
Gaydos
Goodling

Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hall

Andrews,
N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Baker
Belcher Hammer-
Betts schmidt
Harsha
Harvey
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis

Blester
Blackburn

Hogan
Hosmer
Hull

Hunt
Hutchinson
I

Eeating

Conable
Conover

Dellenback

Denholm

Dennis Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Mosher
Myers
HNatcher
O'Konskl
Patman

. Pelly
Pirnle
Poage

chord
Johnson, Pa.

Pofl
Powell
Price, Tex.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts

Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.

Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Batterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Beott

Eckhardt
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,

Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito

Fascell

Flowers

Foley

Ford,
William D,

Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Fre

Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan Young, Tex.
Murphy, Ill. Zablocki

NOT VOTING—96

Flood Moorhead
Moss
Passman
Pettls
Pryor, Ark.

Whalen
White
Wolft
Wright
Yates
Yatron

Holifield
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Don Jones, Tenn,
Clawson, Del Karth
Clay Kyros
Conyers Landgrebe
Corman Long, La.
Danlels, N.J. Lujan
Danielson McCloskey
Dellums McClure
Dowdy MeDonald,
Dwyer Mich,
Edmondson McMillan
Edwards, Callf. Melcher
Eilberg Metcalfe
Esch Michel
Mikva

Eshleman
Miller, Calif,

Findley
Fisher Mills, Ark.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Veysey for, with Mr. Moss agalnst,
Mr. Landgrebe for, with Mr. Rooney of New
York against.

Celler
Chisholm
Clausen,
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Mr. McClure for, with Mr. Celler against,
Mr. Schmitz for, with Mr. Waldie against.
Mr. Ashbrook for, with Mr., Charles H.
Wilson against.

Mr. Camp for, with Mr. St Germaln against.
Mr. Abernethy for, with Mr. Flood against.
Mr, Baring for, with Mr. Eilberg against.
Mr, Grifin for, with Mr. Kyros against.
Mr, Passman for, with Mr, Karth against.
Mr. Stephens for, with Mr. Stokes against.
Mr. Hagan for, with Mr. Sisk against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Hébert with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Melcher with Mr, Sebelius.
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr,
Springer.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Michel.
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Lujan.
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Cederberg.
Mr. Rodino with Mrs. Dwyer.
Mr. Rangel with Mr. Symington.
Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Eshieman.
Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Wampler.
Mr. Conyers with Mrs, Abzug.
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Long of Louisiana,
Mr. Dellums with Mr, Seiberling,
Mr. Galifianakis with Mr. Jonas,
Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. Burton.
Mr. Blanton with Mr, Esch,
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Finley.
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Don H.
Clausen,
Mr. Miller of California with Mr, Del Claw-
son,
Mrs, Chisholm with Mr. Pucinskl.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Clay.
Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Wyatt.
. Fisher with Mr. Vander Jagt.
. Flynt with Mr. Corman.
. Jarman with Mr. Pulton.
. Mikva with Mr, Hawkins.
. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Hanna.
. Danielson with Mr. Ullman.
. Slack with Mr. Jones of Tennessee.
. Smith of Towa with Mr. Stubblefleld.
. Dowdy with Mr. Zwach.
. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Mc-
Closkey.
Mr. McDonald of Michigan with Mr. Pettis.

Mr. TERRY changed his vote from
llnayll bo “yeﬂ.."

Messrs. BARRETT, SHIPLEY, ALEX-
ANDER, and DAVIS of South Carolina
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
gﬁlgrossment and third reading of the

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

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 256, nays 69, not voting 107,
as follows:

[Roll No. 182]

YEAS—256
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester
Boggs
Boland

Bolling
Brademas

Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Il1.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio

Aspinall
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Carey, N.X.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clark
Cleveland
Collins, 111,
Conable
Conover
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Curlin
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Dickinson
Diggs
Donohue
Dorn
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Eckhardt
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fish
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fountain

Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

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

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.

Blackburn
Bow

Bray

Brown, Mich.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Cabell
Carlson

Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Crane

Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine

Hicks, Wash.
5
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Jacobs
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Eastenmeler
Eazen
Keating
Keith
Eemp
Koch
Euykendall
Landrum

Macdonald,
Mass.
Meadden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall

Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
O'Neill
Patman

Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike

NAYS—69

Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Ford, Gerald R,
Goodling
Gross

Grover
Gubser

Hall

Harsha
Harvey
Hogan
Hosmer

Hull

Hunt
Hutchinson

Kyl
McCollister
Martin
Mizell
Pelly

Pirnie
Poage
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Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111
Purcell
Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rees

Reid

Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robison, N.X.
Roe

Rogers
Roncallo
Rooney, Pa.

Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Taylor
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Winn
Wolll
‘Wright
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Poff

Powell

Price, Tex.
Quillen
Rarick
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle

Scott

Smith, Calif.
Snyder
Spence
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Whalley
Wiggins
Young, Fla.
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Abernethy
Abzug
Anderson,

Tenn.

Ashbrook
Baring
Bell
Bingham

Blanton
Blatnik
Broomfield
Burton

Griffin Moss
Passman
Pettis
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Rangel
Rodino
Rooney, N.Y,
Roybal
St Germain
Schmitz
Sebelius
Belberling
Bisk
Black
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.X.
Springer
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Symington
Terry
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waldle
Wampler
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wyatt
Zwach

Caffery
Camp Griffiths
Cederberg Hagan
Celler Hanna
Chisholm Hawkins
Clausen, Hébert

Don H. Holifield
Clawson, Del Jarman
Clay Jonas
Conyers Jones, Tenn.
Corman Earth

KEee

Daniels, N.J.

Danielson King
Kluczynski
Eyros

Delaney
Dellums
Dingell
Dowdy
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Fulton
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Goldwater

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Zwach for, with Mr. Veysey agalnst.

Mr. Pettis for, with Mr. McEwen against.

Mr. Smith of New York for, with Mr. Land-
grebe against.

Mr. McDonald of Michigan for, with Mr.
Schmitz against.

Mr. MgcCloskey Ifor,
against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Hébert with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Melcher with Mr. Sebelius.
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr,
Springer.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Michel.
Mr. Glbbons with Mr. Lujan.
Mrs. Grifiths with Mr. Cederberg.
Mr. Rodino with Mrs. er.
Mr. Rangel with Mr. Symington.
Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Eshleman.
Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Wampler,
Mr. Conyers with Mrs. Abzug.
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Long of Louisiana,
Mr. Dellums with Mr. Seiberling.
Mr. Galifianakis with Mr. Jonas.
Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. Burton.
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Esch.
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Pinley.
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Don H.
Clausen.
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Del Claw-
son.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Pucinskl.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Clay.
Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Wyatt.
Mr. Fisher with Mr. Vander Jagt.
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Corman.
Mr. Jarman with Mr. Fulton.
Mr. Mikva with Mr. Hawkins,
Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Hanna.
Mr. Danlelson with Mr. Ullman,
Mr. Slack with Mr. Jones of Tennessee.
Mr. Smith of Iowa with Mr. Stubblefield.
. Dowdy with Mr, Terry.
Mr. Moss with Mr. King.
Mr. Dingell with Mr, Ashbrook.
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Flowers.
Mr. Baring with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Passman with Mr. Kee.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Kyros.
. Kluczynski with Mr. Celler.
. Delaney with Mr. Flowers.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Lennon.
Mr. Waldie with Mr. Stokes.
Mr. Karth with Mr. Sisk.
Mr. Long of Maryland with Mr. Eilberg.

Landgrebe
Lennon
Long, La.
Long, Md.

with Mr. MecClure
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Mr. St Germain with Mr. Hagan,
Mr,. Stephens with Mr. Griffin.
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Flood.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 14734. An act to authorize appropri=-
ations for the Department of State and for
the U.S. Information Agency.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 14734) entitled “An act
to authorize appropriations for the De-
partment of State and for the U.S. In-
formation Agency,” requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. SPONG,
Mr. CaurcH, Mr. AIRKEN, Mr. Casg, and
Mr. Coorer to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 9580) entitled “An act to
authorize the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to enter into agree-
ments with the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia and the State of Maryland concern-
ing the fees for the operation of certain
motor vehicles,” 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.
EAGLETON, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. MATHIAS
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr, Speaker, on the
last vote I was in the Chamber, and
desire to be recorded.

The SPEAKER. Did the gentleman
answer when his name was called?

Mr. FLOWERS. No, Mr. Speaker, I did
not. I did not realize the rollcall had been
completed.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can-
not qualify after the result of the vote
has been announced unless he can state
he answered.

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Speaker, had I
qualified I would have voted “yea.”

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
(Mr. BOGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to advise the Members of the House
that it is the intention of the Speaker
to recess the House after consideration
of the two travel resolutions which are
listed on the whip’s notice; and it is
further the intention to reconvene the
House at approximately 9:10 p.m. for
the joint session to hear the President of
the United States at 9:30 p.m.

TRAVEL AUTHORIZATION FOR COM-
MITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 985 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-

lows:
H. Res. 985

Resolved, That notwithstanding the pro-
visions of H. Res. 142, Ninety-second Con-
gress, the Committee on Public Works is au-
thorized to send not more than three mem-
bers of such committee as congressional ad-
viser and alternates to the United States
delegation to the United Nations Conference
on the Human Environment (such adviser
having been designated by the Speaker of
the House and appointed by the Secretary of
State), and not more than two stafl assist-
ants, to attend the conference to be held in
Stockholm, Sweden, during June § through
June 16, inclusive; and in returning fo the
United States, also to inspect varlous projects
and programs of significant national and in-
ternational importance relating to public
works, resource management and develop-
ment, and anti-pollution in the Netherlands,
Germany, Scandinavia, and the United King-
dom.

Notwithstanding the provisions of H. Res.
142 of the Ninety-second Congress, first ses-
sion, local currencies owned by the United
States shall be made avallable to the mem-
bers of the Committee on Public Works of
the House of Representatives and employees
engaged in carrying out their official duties
for the purpose of carrying out the authority
as set forth in this resolution, to travel out-
side the United States. In addition to any
other condition that may be applicable with
respect to the use of local currencies owned
by the United States by members and em-
ployees of the committee, the following con-
ditions shall apply with respect to their use
of such currencies:

(1) No member or employee of such com-
mittee shall recelve or expend local curren-
cles for subsistence in any country at a rate
in excess of the maximum per diem rate set
forth in section 502(b) of the Mutual Secu-
rity Act of 1954 (22 U.B.C. 1754).

(2) No member or employee of such com-
mittee shall receive or expend an amount of
local currencies for transportation In excess
of actual transportation costs.

(3) No appropriated funds shall be expend-
ed for the purpose of defraying expenses of
members of such committee or its employees
in any country where local currencies are
available for this purpose.

(4) Each member or employee of such com-
mittee shall make to the chairman of such
committee an itemized report showing the
number of days visited in each country whose
local currencies were spent, the amount of
per diem furnished, and the cost of trans-
portation if furnished by public carrier, or,
if such transportation is furnished by an
agency of the United States Government, the
cost of such transportation, and the identi-
fleation of the agency. All such individual
reports shall be filed by the chairman with
the Committee on House Administration and
shall be open to public Inspection.

(6) Amounts of per diem shall not be fur-
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nished for a period of time in any country
if per diem has been furnished for the same
period of time in any other country, irre-
spective of differences in time zones.

Mr. MATSUNAGA (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the resolu-
tion be dispensed with and that it be
printed in the REcorbp.

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

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the committee amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: On page 1, line 8,
after the word “staff” strike out “assistants,”
and Insert in lieu thereof “assistants, to leave
on June 3".

On page 2, line 4, strike out “Kingdom.”
and insert in lleu thereof “Eingdom, arriving
back in the United States on June 23.”

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
committee amendments are agreed to.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object——

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
vield to the gentleman from California
(Mr. SmiTH) pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield for a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I will be happy to.

Mr. HALL. I would like to know what
disposition was made of the committee
amendments as read by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER. No disposition has
been made at this time.

Mr. HALL. I beg the Chair’s pardon ?

The SPEAKER, The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Hawaii to debate the
resolution and the commiftee amend-
ments. The Chair did not do it first and
startad to put the question on the
amendments, but when the gentleman
ﬁught recognition the Chair recognized

m

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Hawaii.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 985 is a simple travel resolu-
tion which authorizes travel by certain
members and staff assistants of the Com-
mittee on Public Works to the United
Nations Conference on the Human En-
vironment to be held in Stockholm,
Sweden, from June 5 to June 16, 1972,

‘The Committee on Rules recommends
that the resolution be adopted.

The amendment which the Commit-
tee on Rules made to the original reso-
lution simply clarifies the dates of actual
travel as being from June 3 to June 23,
inclusive.

House Resolution 885 provides that the
Committee on Public Works may send
not more than three of its members as
congressional adviser and alternates to
the U.S. delegation to the United Na-
tions Conference on the Human Environ-
ment in Stockholm. The resolution also
authorizes the committee to send not
more than two stafl assistants fo attend
the conference. The party would depart
from Washington, D.C., on June 3.

June 1, 1972

In returning to the United States, ar-
riving on June 23, the party is authorized
to make stops in Scandinavia, the Neth-
erlands, Germany, and Great Britain to
inspect projects and programs relating
to public works, resource management
and development, and antipollution.

The resolution also authorizes the use
of counterpart funds and contains the
so-called Hall amendment.

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

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

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I will be very happy
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. How is the environment
in Stockholm in June? Is it a nice en-
vironment?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I have not been to
Stockholm, I will advise the gentleman
from Iowa. I do not know what the en-
vironment is like there. I know what the
environment in Hawaii is if he cares to
know that, but this resolution authorizes
a delegation from the Committee on Pub-
lic Works to go and study what programs
and techniques they do have in certain
European countries to clear up the en-
vironment.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield
further?
ngg-. MATSUNAGA. I am happy to

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman from
Hawail or the author of the resolution,
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
Boces), think that three members and
staffers will be sufficient to take care of
the environment business that will be
carried out in 13 days, from June 3 to
June 16?2

Mr. MATSUNAGA. The answer is a
simple “Yes.”

Mr. GROSS. You believe what number
will be sufficient?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. So the Committee
on Public Works recommends, and I have
no reason to doubt their wisdom.

Mr. GROSS. Will two staffers be
enough fto take care of the three mem-
bers, does the gentleman think ?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. The same answer.

Mr. GROSS. The ecology, the environ-
ment and everything is perfect in Stock-
holm in June?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. That, I cannot say.
As I stated earlier, I have not been to
Stockholm. The committee members will
go there to study it.

However, it is more the method and
technique which may be utilized in this
country which they will study.

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

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I would be happy
to yield to the gentleman from Missouri
whose name is connected with the
amendment to which I referred.

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s remark and I certainly appreciate
him yielding.

I rise only to supply missing informa-
tion.

I have been fortunate enough to have
been in Stockholm and at the ancient
capital named after/or for salt-baths 30
miles south, by electric tramway; and
spending some time there in the spring-
time. It is very nice. The girls come out
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and sun on the rocks and one can sail by
on the bays and waters. Also, the en-
vironment is enhanced by the long win-
ter. For those who would seek the sun,
I say it is a very desirable place to be for
those who are adequately staffed and
cared for, so that they do not have to
devote too much of their sun-time and
beach-days to duty.

I realize the urgency also for this
resolution since the date of departure is
only 48 hours hence.

May I inquire of the distinguished
gentleman of the Committee on Rules
why we are exempting the provisions of
House Resolution 142 for this self-same
conference?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. One hundred and
forty-two? I do not get the gentleman’s
question.

Mr. HALL. I would presume that since
we have already passed House Resolu-
tion 142 it precludes the labors of any
of the members of the Public Works
Committee outside the continental
United States or at least they are con-
fined to the Western Hemisphere and it
is necessary to exempt those resolutions
since they are to use counterpart funds to
travel either going or coming, not only
to study the environment in Sweden but
also Norway, Germany, probably England
and Ireland, if they dare go there.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. The resolution, as
the gentleman recalls, limits this to a
period of 2 years and the Public Works
Committee still needs to come back to
the Rules Committee for foreign travel.
It is for this reason that we have this
resolution.

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentle-
man's explanation.

I am a bit concerned about the method
of travel and whether they can make it
in time or not.

I am also concerned about whether
these countries to be visited know more
about the environment than we do. They
have lived longer, perhaps, than we have
over there, but I doubt if they have
fouled their nest quite as much and,
maybe, this committee ought to stay
home to investigate and prescribe.

Can the gentleman tell me who might
be selected to make this particular junket
outside the Western Hemisphere, for fear
that an Irishman could get trapped in
Belfast?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I have no idea who
will be selected. That is in the preroga-
tive of the Speaker.

Mr. HALL. I understand that.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I have no idea.

Mr. HALL I just hope that he will find
some good Scandinavian like BLATNIK
or somebody like DINGELL or someone else
who will do well in this particular area
on this junket, adequately assisted by
these two staffers for the three Members.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. The gentleman
from California has the answer, I am
told. I would be happy to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The
chairman of the Public Works Commit-
tee (Mr., BraTNIK) will be the Member
who will go, and there will be one staff
member from the Committee on Public
Works.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
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I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr, Speaker, in answer to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. JoHNsoN), I
did not hear the statement the gentleman
just made as to how many were going.
What was the gentleman’s statement,
please?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. It is my
understanding that the only Member go-
ing from the Committee on Public Works
will be the chairman of the Committee
on Public Works, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. BLATNIK) .

Mr. SMITH of California. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. And also
one staff member from the Committee
on Public Works.

Mr. SMITH of California. I thank the
gentleman, because the resolution, I
think, Mr. Speaker, is just a little bit
misleading.

My understanding is that we are going
to send three over there, which the dis-
tinguished Speaker of the House will ap-
point, and I believe they are the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. BLATNIK), the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr, DINGELL),
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Mc-
Crory). I believe that the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. McCrory) actually
travels under the authority of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary from the money
standpoint, because they can travel out-
side of the United States, and probably
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Din-
GELL) will travel on the authority of some
other committee other than the Com-
mittee on Public Works. So even if those
three Members are named by the Speaker
it is my understanding that only the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. BraT-
Nixk) will be from the Committee on
Public Works, and that he intends to
take off one staff member. That is my
understanding. Of course, this is the first
time we have had an environmental con-
ference such as this any place, I guess,
in the world—I am not sure about that,
but it is the first one we are going to.

1t is a nice country there, and I am sure
that it will be a delightful trip.

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

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, does the gen-
tleman have any information as to
whether or not this is like the Commis-
sion on Education and Labor travel res-
olution that we pass annually—or that
we defeated last May—appointing dele-
gates to go to the International Labor
Organization, in that we always appoint
more than we need so that they can sort
of shuttle back and forth or work in
shifts? Maybe that is the plan here, and
they are going to be relaxing on the rocks
in Sweden, in relays.

Mr. SMITH of California. I think that
there may be a little bit of difficulty in
getting credentials for more than three
Members of our body to this particular
meeting. I think only three are going,
and in that connection that will be the
next one that we will go to bat on.

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

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.
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Mr. GROSS. Since when did junketeers
need credentials?

Mr. SMITH of California. I guess you
have to have credentials in order to get
into the meetings.

Mr. GROSS. All you have to have is a
passport, is that not correct?

Mr. SMITH of California. From that
standpoint, yes, but when you go to the
meetings you have to have some creden-
tials, They will have to be there as alter-
nates, or delegates; they are there as
observers, we do not have a vote on it.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
committee amendments.

The committee amendments
agreed to.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

were

TRAVEL RESOLUTION FOR COMMIT-
TEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Mr, MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, at the
request of the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr, Borring) and by direction of the
Committee on Rules, I call up House
Resolution 965 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 965

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House
of Representatives is hereby authorized to
appoint a member from the majority and a
member from the minority of the Committee
on Education and Labor to attend the Inter-
national Labor Organization Conference in
Geneva, Switzerland, between June 7, 1972,
and June 27, 1972. 3

He is further authorized to appoint as
alternates a member from the majority and
a member from the minority of the said
committee.

Notwithstanding the provisions of H. Res.
213 of the Ninety-second Congress, first ses-
sion, local currencles owned by the United
States shall be made avallable to the mem-
bers of the Committee on Educatlon and
Labor of the House of Representatives and
employees engaged in carrying out their offi-
clal dutles for the purpose of carrylng out the
authority, as set forth In this resolution, to
travel outside the United States. In addition
to any other condition that may be applica-
ble with respect to the use of local currencies
owned by the United States by members of
the committee, the following conditions shall
apply with respect to their use of such cur-
rencies:

(1) No member of such committee shall
receive or expend local currencies for sub-
sistence In any country at a rate in excess of
the maximum per diem rate set forth in sec-
tion 502(b) of the Mutual SBecurity Act of
1954 (22 U.B.C. 1754).

(2) No member or employee of such com-
mittee shall receive or expend an amount of
local currencies for transportation in excess
of actual transportation costs.

(3) No appropriated funds shall be ex-
pended for the purpose of defraying expenses
of members of such committee or its em-
ployees in any country where local currencles
are avallable for this purpose.

{4) Each member of such comr uittee shall
make to the chairman of such ect:mmmittee an
itemized report showing the number of days
visited in each country whose local cur-
rencles were spent, the amount of per diem
furnished, and the cost of transportation if
furnished by public carrier, or, if such trans-
portation is furnished by an agency of the
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United States Government, the cost of such
transportation, and the identification of the
agency. All such individual reports shall be
filed by the chairman with the Committee on
House Administration and shall be open to
public inspection.

(5) Amounts of per diem shall not be fur-
nished for a period of time in any country if
per diem has been furnished for the same
period in any other country, irrespective of
differences in time zones.

Mr. MATSUNAGA (during the read-
ing) . Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the resolu-
tion be dispensed with and that it be
printed in the REcORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. SMmiTH), pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a simple annual
travel resolution authorizing the Speaker
to appoint one majority member and one
minority member of the Committee on
Education and Labor 1o attend the Inter-
national Labor Organization Conference
in Geneva, between June 7 and June 27.

The Speaker would also be authorized
to appoint one majority member and
one minority member of the committee
as alternates.

The resolution authorizes the use of
counterpart funds and contains the so-
called Hall amendment.

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

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

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

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

I certainly am thankful that the gen-
tleman calls attention to the Hall reso-
lution which is on page 3, paragraph (5).

This is simply a device to prevent the
“junketeers” from collecting a per diem
in counterpart funds in more than one
country in spite of time zones—even
though they may be in two in any given
24 hours.

I am thankful tnat the Committee on
Rules has adopted this, and I think it
serves a very useful purpose.

Outside of that, is this not another
resolution that requires exemption from
previous House action, in the form of
House Resolution 213? Are those exemp-
tions for the same purpose as the last
resolution?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. That is correct.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, I think any travel
resolution is a terrible mistake in this in-
stance, because it is useless in the first
place and besides this resolution is simi-
lar to the one that was defeated on a
rollcall vote in this Chamber on May 6,
1971. Here, just a year and three weeks
later, we have the same resolution be-
fore us again. I presume the same “warm
bodies” that like to travel and like to go
to this useless meeting which we have
recently refused to support by appropria-
tions, have brought up the like resolu-
tion?
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Indeed, it has been brought out in prior
debate leading to the defeat of this reso-
lution that the Members are not even
“advisers” as in the case of the last reso-
lution and that they are there simply
by sufferance of the Department of State,
to the end that very little is done. If we
approve this, we not only authorize it
again after having defeated it last year—
although perhaps some did attend as a
result of the suffrage of one of the de-
partments or bureaus downtown or
through some other device—but I would
certainly hope that this resolution might
be voted down, and Members stay home
from this particular meeting on June 7
through June 27—which have in the
past worked in relays with the alternates,
so we can have warm bodies for warm
debate and the House can work its will
here at home.

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

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Now that the gentleman
has warmed up from the previous junket-
ing resolution, I am sure he is in good fet-
tle to handle this one.

Has the distinguished gentleman from
Hawali ever been in Switzerland in the
early summer?

Mr, MATSUNAGA. No, I have never
yet been to Switzerland. I might say that
my daughter is there now and she loves
it. I wish I could join her, but I am not a
member of the Committee on Education
and Labor unfortunately, and I doubt
I will be able to join her.

. I am sure if the gentle-
nmns daught.er is enjoying Switzerland
af this time of the year, it must be en-
joyable for the junketeers from Congress.

Mr, MATSUNAGA. I would not call
them junketeers, I will say to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. What would you call
them?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. It is said that edu-
cation comes by travel to all men. If the
gentleman from Iowa would believe in
traveling himself, I think he would be
the most highly educated Member of this
body, as highly educated as he is right
now.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Hawalil for yielding.

I would like to say that I can attest
to having been a delegate to the ILO on
four occasions, not including the last 2
years. In the normal course of events, the
weather in Geneva at this time of the
vear is excellent—it is really beautiful.
On some days one finds a little cloudi-
ness and it is difficult to see Mount Blanc
i{gm Geneva—nevertheless it is beauti-

On other days the wind is blowing a
little too hard as it does here, and they

have to shut down that beautiful foun-
tain. But it is nice and it is a very pleas-
ant atmosphere and also a very con-
structive and useful conference, I might
say.

I remember distinctly thinking of my
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friend from Towa and my friend from
Missouri when I was there 2 years ago
and sending each of them a little present
which I bought with the left-over por-
tion of my money. I can understand why
neither of you gentlemen acknowledged
in writing my gift, but nevertheless you
accepted it in good spirits, and I wish you
would give me the opportunity to go
again this year.

Mr. GROSS. Since that was an end-
of-the-line deal, I cannot think of a bet-
ter reason for voting down this repeat
performance.

Mr. THOMPSON o1 New Jersey. No;
I did not send you the other half of the
package, you see, and this, unhappily,
being your personal physician’s valedic-
tory session, I would like to send him the
other half of the package that I am send-
ing to you.

Mr. GROSS. I have never tried to
speak the language, Swiss or French, but
the gentleman referred to Mount Blanc.
Is that a label or a mountain?

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. No:
it is the tallest of the mountains in the
Alps. It is & beautiful place to go to con-
template one's labors of the day and to
look forward to the arduous work of the
next day.

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

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

Mr. HALL. I would like to direct a ques-
tion to the master of widgetry and jun-
keting, who is a “warm body” and has
responded from afar on many occasions.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Is the gentleman
directing his question to the gentleman
from Iowa?

Mr. HALL. No; I can usually take care
of him in my own barnyard.

A sentence in the report of the com-
mittee states that “appropriate measures
in the House resolution exist for covering
expenses.” Does that refer simply to the
question of using counterpart funds that
we may have stashed away abroad, or
does it also involve for this committee,
which must be exempted under old House
Resolution 213 of this same Congress
from traveling outside the United States
or using cash from the United States for
their daily expenses and dollars from
back home?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Counterpart funds
are what is involved.

Mr. HALL, That is all that is involved
in the exemption of House Resolution
213?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. That is correct.

Mr. HALL, I thank the gentleman, and
I hope the master of gadgetry goes with
dollars and blessings, if we must vote
this resolution.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr, SMITH of California, Mr. Speak-

er, I yvield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr, Speaker, I concur in the remarks
made by the gentleman from Hawaii
that the resolution calls for two Members
and two additional Members as alfer-
nates, so there will be four. The record, as
I remember it, last yvear was quite a bit
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different than this resolution. I think the
first resolution we had before the Rules
Committee was House Resolution 412,
which called for 15 Members, as I recall,
that I personally objected to it in the
Rules Committee and said that it pro-
vided too many. They cut it down to 11.
I still thought there were too many.

We brought it to the floor of the House,
I believe, on May 6, 1971, and it was de-
feated.

Following that time we had a further
resolution, House Resolution 434. That
resolution called for a total of nine indi-
viduals, and that resolution passed the
House of Representatives, I think, on
June 18. I am not certain but what some
of the Members were over there or en
route at that particular time. I do know
that very few went last year. Some were
going to go, but their plans just did not
work out. So four is the maximum, and
I think it is the least number we have
ever authorized for this trip. Maybe next
vear when I am gone they will not have
even four butf they will just provide for
two Members.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to support the
resolution providing for the four Mem-
bers, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

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

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

The SPEAKER. 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 192, nays 81, not voting 159,
as follows:

[Roll No. 183]

YEAS—192
Colmer
Conable
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Curlin
Davis, 8.C,
de la Garza
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Erlenborn
Fascell
Fish

Abourezk
Adams

Helstosk!
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash,
Hillis

Hogan

Horton
Flowers Howard
Brown, Ohlo Foley Ichord
Broyhill, Va. Ford, Gerald R. Jacobs

Burke, Mass. Ford, Johnson, Calif,
Burleson, Tex. Willlam D, Jones, Ala.
Burlison, Mo. Forsythe Kastenmeler
Byrne, Pa. Fraser Kazen

Cabell Frelinghuysen EKoch

Carey, N.Y. Frenzel Euykendall
Carlson Gaydos Kyl

Carney Gettys

Casey, Tex.
Clark
Collier

Brademas
Bray
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.

Gongzalez
Gray

Green, Oreg. McClory -

MecCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McEay
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
ann

Abbitt
Andrews, Ala.
Archer

Bennett
Bevill
Brinkley
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Carter
Chappell
Clancy
Cleveland
Collins, Tex.
Conover
Conte
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
Devine
Duncan
BEdwards, Ala.
Fountain
Fuqua
Goodling
Gross

Abernethy
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn,

Clausen,
Don H,

Clawson, Del
Clay
Collins, T1L
Conyers
Corman
Danilels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dellums
Derwinski
Dickinson

Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il
Quie

Reuss
Rhodes

Rlegle
. Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Roe

Roncallo
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roush
Ruppe
Ryan
Sandman
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schwengel
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Skubitz
Smith, Callf.
Smith, N.¥.
Staggers

NAYS—81

Grover
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Eeating
Kemp
Latta
Lent
Lloyd
McCollister
McEKevitt
McEinney
Martin

Mathis, Ga.
Mazzoll
Miller, Ohlo
Mills, Md.
Mizell
Montgomery
Mpyers
Nichols

Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy

du Pont
Dwyer
Edmondson

Gialmo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Grasso
Grifiin
Griffiths
Hagan

Hanna
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hébert
Henderson
Holifleld
Hungate

Kluczynskl
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Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.

Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Btratton
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Udall

Vanik

Vigorito
Waggonner
Ware

Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitten
Wiggins
Willlams
Wolfl
Wright
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablockl

Pelly

Pike

Powell

Price, Tex.
Quillen
Randall
Rarlck
Robinson, Va,
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Batterfleld
Schneebell
Snyder
Spence
Steiger, Ariz,
Stuckey
Teague, Calif,

Thompson, Ga.

Thone
Whitehurst
Winn
Wydler
Wylie

Young, Fla,
Zion

NOT VOTING—159

Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum

Miller, Callf.
Mills, Ark.
Minshall
Moorhead
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, I11
Nedzi

Nix
Passman
Pepper

Pettis
Podell

Poft
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
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Vander Jagt
Veysey

Roy

Royhbal

St Germain
Scherle
Scheuer
Schmitz
Scott
Sebelius
Belberling
Sikes

Smith, Towa
Springer
Steele Waldie
Stephens Wampler
Stokes Widnall
Stubblefield Wilson, Bob
Symington Wilson,
Teague, Tex. Charles H.
Terry Wryatt
Tiernan Yates

Sisk Ullman Zwach
Slack Van Deerlin

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Arends.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Terry.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr,
Derwinski.

Mr. Brasco with Mr. McCloskey.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Broomfleld.

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Rodino with Mrs, Dwyer.

Mr. Glalmo with Mr. Steele.

Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Wid-

Mr. Celler with Mr. King.
Addabbo with Mr. Finley.

Mr. Metcalfe with Mrs. Abzug.

Mr. Yates with Mr. Dellums.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Scheuer.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Seiberling.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Bow.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Gold-
water.

Mr. Podell with Mr; Bell.

Mr, St Germain with Mr. Kelth.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Eshleman,

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Springer,

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Pofl.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Del Clawson.

Mr. Henderson with Mr. Jonas,

Mr. Waldle with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Dickinson.

Mr. McFall with Mr, Schmitz.

Mr. Lennon with Mr. Landgrebe.

Mr. Moorhead with Mr, du Pont.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Pettis.

Mr. Nix with Mr. Hanna.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Frey.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Chamberlain.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. Lujan.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Ashbrook.
Nedzl with Mr. McDonald of Michigan.
Mr. Kee with Mr. Scherle.
Mr. Hathaway with Mr, Vander Jagt.
Stubblefield with Mr. Zwach.
Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Baker.
Flynt with Mr. Blackburn.
Edmondson with Mr. Camp.
Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Esch.
Passman with Mr. Wampler.
Jarman with Mr. Wyatt.
Roy with Mr. Sebelius.
Tiernan with Mr, Mosher.
Ullman with Mr. Rallsback.
Van Deerlin with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Sikes with Mr. Michel.
Donchue with Mr. Minshall.
Ellberg with Mr. Blester.
Fisher with Mr. Betts.
Hagan with Mr. Scott.
Melcher with Mr. MeClure.
Rangel with Mr. Symington.
Abernethy with Mr. Hungate.
Collins of Illinois with Mr, Charles H.
Wilson.

Mr, Conyers with Mr. Edwards of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Burton with Mr. Kyros.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Rees.

Mr, Reld with Mr, Murphy of Illinois.

Mr, Mikva with Mr. Corman.

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Alexander.

Mr. Baring with Mr. Davis of Georgia.

Mr. Danlelson with Mr. Evans of Colorado.

Mr. Flood with Mr. Garmatz.

Mr. Rogers with Mr. Griffin.

Mr. Rostenkowsk! with Mr. Slack.

Mr. Smith of Iowa with Mr, Jones of

Tennessee.
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Mr. Dorn with Mr. Pryor of Arkansas,
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Gibbons.

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Galifianakis.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Pucinski.

Mr. McMillan with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Earth with Mr. Blanton.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Dowdy.

Mr. CARTER changed his vote from
uyean tO unay.n

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have asked for this time for the pur-
pose of asking the distinguished majority
leader the program for the rest of the
week, if any, and the schedule for next
week.

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

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

Mr. BOGGS. In reply to the request
of the gentleman, the distinguished ma-
jority leader, we have concluded the
legislative program for this week.

As the gentleman knows, at 9:30 p.m.
we will be here in joint session to hear the
President of the United States upon his
return.

There is no further business for this
week.

On Monday, the Consent Calendar will
be called. That will be followed by five
suspensions:

H.R. 12674, National Cemeteries Act;

H.R. 9501, North Pacific Fisheries Act;

H.R. 10310, Seal Beach National Wild-
life Refuge;

H.R. 14731, shooting at birds, fish
from aircraft; and

H.R. 14106, Water Resources Planning
Act.

On Tuesday, the Private Calendar will
be called.

Also, H.R. 15259, District of Columbia
appropriations, fiscal year 1973, for gen-
eral debate only.

On Wednesday, the District of Colum-
bia appropriations will be considered to
its conclusion.

H.R. 14990, Atomic Energy Authoriza-
tion under an open rule with 1 hour of
debate.

On Thursday and the balance of the
week:

S. 659, higher education conference
report; and

H.R. 14149, Peace Corps authoriza-
tion which is subject to a rule being
granted.

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time and any further program
will be announced later.

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
JUNE 5, 1972
Mr. BOGGS. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today that it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.
The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?
There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS IN ORDER
ON WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that Calendar Wednes-
day business in order for next Wednes-
day be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

ASHLEY FOARD

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

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, on June
9, a remarkable civil servant will retire
from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development after 37 years of
truly distinguished public service. The
career of Ashley Foard in that Depart-
ment and in its predecessor agencies
spans the entire history of major Federal
housing programs.

Ashley Foard joined the Federal Gov-
ernment in 1935 as a young lawyer. He
was soon charged with the important
responsibility of developing and drafting
State public housing legislation for the
many States wishing to participate in
the Federal low-rent housing program.
Later he assumed legal responsibilities
with respect to all Federal housing, com-
munity facilities, urban renewal, and
other wurban development legislation.
This body of law, both State and Federal,
stands today as the foundation on which
this Nation’s entire housing and urban
development structure is based.

In 1967 his responsibilities were fur-
ther enlarged with his appointment as
Deputy General Counsel of HUD. His in-
terests ranged over the entire spectrum
of legal matters of concern to that De-
partment: legislation, litigation, and
administrative law.

We in the Congress, and particularly
members of the Committee on Banking
and Currency and its Housing Subcom-
mittee, are deeply indebted to him for
the advice and guidance he has given
us over the years. Every request of this
committee for assistance, no matter how
difficult and how short the notice, was
received courteously and acted on with
consummate skill. His effectiveness in
working with us on behalf of his Depart-
ment derived from his vast knowledge,
high imagination, careful attention to
detail, and complete disregard of his
own convenience when heavy claims were
made on his time.

Ashley Foard's work and influence
have extended beyond our national bor-
ders. He has assisted Peru, the Dominican
Republic, and San Salvador in the de-

velopment of their housing legislation.
He has also conferred, as a member of
high-level exchange team, with West
German officials concerning their urban
planning responsibilities.

His services and accomplishments as a
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national and international expert in his
field have won for him many expressions
of esteein from the Congress, govern-
mental departments and his colleagues.
He has received the highest honor of the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, the Distinguished Service
Award, and several years ago was the
recipient of the nationally prestigious
Rockefeller Public Service Award. It gives
me a deep and personal pleasure now to
add my own expression of appreciation
and esteem to the many tributes already
paid to this outstanding civil servant.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the tribute made by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania
who is chairman of the Housing Subcom-
mittee, to Ashley Foard, the Deputy
Counsel of Legal Affairs for the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. What Mr. Barrerr has said is
nothing but the simple truth. I would
like to add my endorsement to it.

As one of the original members of the
Housing Subcommittee and one who has
enjoyed the fruits of Mr. Foard's labors
for close to two decades in this field, I
can also appreciate his worth.

Three years ago, I was privileged to
second his successful nomination for a
Rockefeller Foundation award which
goes annual to the top careerists of the
Federal Government. At that time, I said
of Mr. Foard that—

He is the one person whose continuous la-
bors and broad skills contributed the most to
tying the entire legislative accomplishment
together. He did this without partisanship,
but with knowledge; without bias, but with
intense interest; and always with completely
selfless dedication. He has, on all occasions,
quietly devoted himself to the common good
in the flelds of housing and urban develop-
ment. Importantly, there was never a time,
regardless of whose administration, when we
could not get an honest and informed an-
swer from Mr. Foard.

He has been able to clarify the way for
honest decislon. He can slft through a
tangled maze to tell you what was intended.
If information, technical or practical, is de-
sired, he will supply it. If no one else re-
members the legislative history, Foard does
and will recall it for you in detail. And every-
thing is done with promptness, and absolute
honesty.

Mr. Foard has been the chief legisla~
tive counsel, Deputy General Counsel,
and the Acting General Counsel of the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment and its predecessor, the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency. In these
and other legal capacities, he has served
;;)he agency as perhaps no other man

as.

He is living testimony of the fact that
nice guys do not finish last. We, who
have long experienced his aid in the
field of housing, have only regrets for
his departure, and sead best wishes to
him “for whatever the future holds,” and
gur heartfelt thanks for all that he has

one.

TRIBUTE TO LEONARD VICTOR

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, several
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days ago a distinguished reporter-pho-
tographer passed away at the age of 55.
He was Leonard Victor of the Long Is-
land Press, a man who won acclaim for
his 37 years of outstanding service for the
Newhouse newspapers.

Leonard Victor was also a personal
friend and I was privileged to know this
fine professional. Ironically, Leonard
wrote his own obituary for the Long Is-
land Press and as always his words are
most expressive of the personality of this
gentleman.

1 insert in the ReEcorp at this point the
article from the Long Island Press, of
May 17, 1972, on the death of Leonard
Victor, including his own obituary.
Leonarp ViICTOR, PRESS WRITER-PHOTOG,

Dies

Long Island Press reporter-photographer
Leonard Victor, whose crusading writing and
eloquent photographs received national ac-
claim, died in his sleep yesterday at the age
of 55.

In accordance with his wishes there will
be no services,

Mr. Victor will be cremated and his ashes
will be scattered in the Atlantic Ocean off
Tobay Beach.

In the 37 years he worked for Newhouse
newspapers in the metropolitan area, Mr. Vic-
tor's work received the acclaim of top public
officials, journalists, loeal civil groups and
the general publie,

His spotlight series on youthful drug ad-
diction on Long Island and the despolling of
Long Island's environment earned him two
Page One awards for crusading journalism
and three national conservation honors: The
Thomas L. Stokes Award twice and the
Scripps-Howard Meehan Award.

Mr. Victor was found dead in bed yester-
day morning at home at 11 Laurel Drive in
Selden. He formerly lived In Syosset.

He was born in Manhattan on Aug. 14,
1916, attended primary and secondary schools
in Jamaica and received his higher education
at New York University and Columbia
Unlversity.

Except for the war years, when he was a
photo officer in the armed forces, he spent all
his working life with the Newhouse newspa-
pers, starting as a photographer in Septem-
ber, 1935.

Mr. Victor was rated one of the outstand-
ing photographers on the East Coast and was
often called upon by photography clubs as a
lecturer, panelist and judge.

He was a founder and active member of
photography clubs on Long Island and his
column on photography appeared regularly
for many years in The Press.

His news and feature photographs won
many awards, including the grand prize tro-
phy of the Photographic Soclety of America
for the best photo of the year in 1961.

As elght-part series on the need for Long
Island Parks earned Mr. Victor his first con-
servation-writing honors, For the series,
which he wrote and photographed, Mr, Victor
received third prize in the 1960 Thomas L.
Stokes Award for outstanding writing on the
development and conservation of natural
resources,

“You Can Survive,” was the title of his
1961 Spotlight series on fallout shelters in
which he designed an economy model that
received “official and enthuslastic approval”
of city and state clvil defense officlals. For
the work, the Queens Veterans of Foreign
Wars awarded Mr. Victor for “outstanding
community service.” The Soclety of Silurians,
an organization of veterans newsmen,
awarded him Honorable Mention in the pub-
lic service category.

In 1863 Mr, Vietor received the “Meritorious
Public Service Award” from the director of
the Internal Revenue Services for Queens,
Nassau and Suffolk.
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His series on cancer detection earned him
a plague from the Nassau Cancer Division in
July, 1963. That same year Mr. Victor re-
ceived a plaque from the National Audubon
Society for his conservation wrliting. A
spokesman called him “the leading journalist
on Long Island conservation.”

In 1964 his series on jet noise won the
first two prizes in the 26th annual national
Trans World Alrlines aviation writing con-
test in the categories of aviation develop-
ment and best news story.

“It's An Emergency,” his Spotlight series
on problems stemming from Iincreased use
of hospital emergency rooms, earned the
Press a speclal public service award spon-
sored by the State Medical Soclety and the
State Health Department.

His most acclaimed work was his 1966 Spot-
light series, “Long Island’s Young Addicts.”
Reprinted and distributed among schools
and youth organizations, it earned him 28
local and national awards, including the
coveted Page One Award of the New York
Newspaper Guild.

The series also earned Mr. Victor the na-
tional Sigma Delta Chi award for distin-
guished public service in lism. A
spokesman for the professional journalism
soclety pralsed the series at that time “for
its stark unvelling of the drug addiction
menace to youth, with specific examples of
the suffering and heartbreak and for extend-
ing the hand of hope to the afflicted.

Also in 1966 the Queens Jewish War Vet-
erans gave Mr. Victor their Community
Service Award for his serles on drug addic-
tlon, water pollution and jet noise.

His Spotlight series, “Ugly Long Island,”
earned first prize in the 3rd annual Edward
J. Meehan Conservation Award and top prize
from the Scripps Howard Foundation for the
nation’'s best writing on conservation. It also
prompted the State Federated Garden Clubs
to give him their first award to a newsman.

Mr, Victor's second Page One award came
in 1968 after his serles “Dredging Windfall”
exposed the misuse of Suffolk County
dredging equipment,

He was named “New York State News-
paper Conservation Man of the Year,” In
1969 by the New York State Conservation
Council. The award, presented by Gov.
Rockefeller, sald: “In recognition of out-
standing efforts by the newspaperman whose
exceptional articles, written after months of
effort, revealed the extensive exploitation
and abuse of Long Island wetlands.”

The Spotlight serles “Our Environment,”
earned him a Merlt Award from the Queens
?&%nty Sportsman’s Federation in January,

Mr. Vietor is survived by his mother, Ada
of Elmhurst; his first wife, Mrs. Trudy
Grossman of Glen Cove, and their daughter,
Mrs. Amby Lyman of Westbury; his second
wife, the former Doris Harris of Syosset, and
thelr son Gorden of Manhattan, and a grand-
child, Hal John Lyman.

In lieu of flowers, Mr, Victor wished that
memorial contributions be sent to Samaritan
Halfway House in Richmond Hill or the
Queens Children’s Shelter in Jamaica.

A REPORTER'S NOTES For His OwWN OBITUARY
(By Leonard Victor)

_"“I'm hoping this plece of copy will be very
old and brittle before it is used. But, some-
day, someone’s going to have to go looking
for the “makings" of an obit on me.

To spare him—and my family—the fol-
lowing:

Born Aug. 14, 1916 in Manhattan. Attended
Jamalica Normal School (which wasn't normal
because it was a teacher’s training school),
Jamaica High School, New York University
and Columbia (with little success!)

Except for the World War II year's, I've
spent my life (and had a helluva lot of fun)
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working for Newhouse (Editor's Note: S. I
Newhouse, president and publisher of The
Long Island Press and other Newhouse news-
papers.) Started as a stringer (a part time
employe) for the paper, covering Saturday
night “rackets” as a photographer in Septem=
ber, 1935.

By Christmas, I'd made the payroll, by
making a new job on the paper—midnight
to morning police photographer, covering
dented tin (vehicular accidents) fires and
arrests. (I may still hold the record for the
number of scrambled milk bottles delivery
wagon wrecks covered. Those were the days
when the horse ambled along and 4 a.m. driv-
ers clobbered the wagons with amagzing reg-
ularity.)

Later, when 8. I. bought the old Star and
North Shore Journal (later The Star-
Journal), I became its sole and hence chief
photographer.

During World War II, I was first chief
news, publicity and floor-sweeping chief pho-
tographer for the Sperry Co., and later a
photo officer with Transport Service. I set
up the photo department for the Sheepshead
Bay tralning base for seamen.

Later, I went to sea covering much terri-
tory—Ifriendly and hostile—I'd gladly have
missed.

Only war injury: Damaged shoulder re-
sulting from fall off a 15-foot ladder while
shooting movies in Brooklyn of sailors parad-
ing.

After the war, returned to The Press and in
recent years have been writing feature mate-
rial as well as shooting pictures.

(How can you put into words the fun of
making a stinker in Suffolk unfreeze pipes for
& bunch of helpless, nice “Little people?” How
do you explain the thrill of being able to ride
a destroyer-escort to ‘Gltmo (Guantanamo
Bay in Cuba) to tell the story of the men
pulled back to duty by an international
crisis? Even If I could put it into words, there
wouldn't be room for it.)

Let’s just say that I covered the range of
big and little stories every newsman gets—
and except for the grim ones like train and
plane wrecks—loved every minute of it.

Family: Father, Joseph, a retired fur man-
ufacturer, died in 1951. Mother Ada, wife,
Doris, daughter Amby 31, (now Mrs. Sanford
Lyman of Glen Cove) son, Gordon, now 18
(and grandson, Hal John Lyman.)

Hobbies: Amateur radlo, fiying. Licensed
“ham” since age 11, Set up emergency net for
New York City's Queens fire headgquarters
that later became one of the country’s first
Civil Defense Radio nets.

Flown since mid-30's. In the five years from
1946-51 covered for The Press and the Asso-
ciated Press every major catastrophe in the
metropolitan area. Was member of now-de-
funct Metropolitan Aviation Association
(MAA) which fought for more airports for
private fllers. With two others, Nat Cutler—
now dead—and Speed Hanzlik, very much
alive (Ed: Anthony “Speed” Hanzlik is the
operator of Flushing Alrport) first proposed
what is now Eennedy Alrport.

I took air views of the whole marsh area
and closeups of a sand pumping operation
along Rockaway Boulevard. We brought these
to LaGuardia (Ed: then Mayor Fiorello H, La
Guardia) and pointed out the possibility of
a glant field on the waste land,

The Little Flower took it from there actu-
ally using my original photographs at first
hearings (at one of which I spoke for the
MAA

Iro)nlcnlly. when I co-piloted the first pald
landing at $5 (Roy Carleton and I fighting
for the controls!) at Idlewild, the day before
the officlal opening, our dream of a commer-
cial field at one end, private fiying at the
other, had been long since swept away by the
growth of commercial aviation.

Awards: Gloss it over with “won national
and local awards for writing and photog-
raphy.”
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LICENSE RENEWAL

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

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing a bill today to establish more
orderly procedures for the considera-
tion of applications for renewal of broad-
cast licenses. My bill will extend the
maximum broadecast license period from
3 to 5 years and will provide for
granting an application for renewal of
license where an applicant is legally, fi-
nancially, and technically gualified and
has not exhibited a callous disregard for
the law or regulations of the Federal
Communications Commission. An appli-
cant who is not fully qualified or one who
has demonstrated a callous disregard
for the law or FCC regulations will have
those deficiencies weighed against him in
a renewal proceedidg.

The provision in my bill to extend the
license period to 5 years is long overdue.
The 3 year license period was instituted
during the early years of broadcasting
when the industry was still in its infant
stages. My bill recognizes the maturity
of broadcasting by providing for more
realistic license terms. The overwhelming
majority of licenses have consistently
been able to obtain renewals of their li-
censes. That these broadcasters are cer-
tainly aware of their obligations to the
public interest is evidenced by the public
trust which the FCC has placed in the
hands of the same broadcasters for so
many years. A 5-year license term should
in no way detract from the FCC's ability
to perform its regulatory function.

A 5-year license term would greatly re-
duce many unnecessary costs which now
burden both the broadcasters and the
FCC. The time, money and manpower
which both the licensee and the FCC
must expend every 3 years during the
license renewal process do not facilitate
the accomplishment of any regulatory
objectives which could not be achieved
just as effectively at 5-year intervals. By
limiting renewal consideration to every
5 years the Federal Communications
Commission could in fact reallocate its
scarce resources to more pressing prob-
lems and thereby increase its regulatory
efficiency.

The second part of my bill would in-
sure that a broadcaster who had com-
piled a record of broadcast service over
the years in the interest of his commu-
nity would be awarded a renewal license
to continue that service to the commu-
nity. Only in the event that he was found
to be technically, legally or financially
unqualified or that he had demonstrated
a callous disregard for the law or broad-
cast regulations would he be subject to
a challenge by competing applicants in
a comparative hearing. At this stage his
deficiencies would be weighed against

him.

For almost 20 years, from 1951 to 1969,
& policy by the FCC prevailed which gave
preference to the meritorious service of
renewal applicants over the paper pro-
posals of new, competing applicants. This
policy was apparently overturned in Jan-
uary 1969 by the infamous WHDH de-
cision of the FCC. From that point on,
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there has been no stable renewal policy
which broadeasters or potential entrants
into the broadcasting industry could take
their bearings by when making future
plans. The WHDH decision was quickly
reinterpreted by the FCC to be a case sui
generis which was not to apply in gen-
eral to renewal applicants. After serious
consideration by a Senate subcommittee
of new legislation, the FCC released a
new policy statement in February 1970
which basically restored the commission
policy existing from 1951 to 1969. The
policy statement was in turn thrown out
in June 1971 by the U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia. Leg-
islative guidance is clearly called for to
end the period of uncertainty which has
faced broadecasters during the last 3
vears. I am offering my bill as a vehicle
to provide that guidance. It is a sound
bill and is hased upon our regulatory tra-
ditions and the recognition that we are
dealing with an industry which is no
longer young and untested but mature
and responsible,

Finally, there are a couple of points
which probably ought to be made con-
cerning the FCC failure in the WHDH
decision which started us on this merry-
go-round. First, in one of the last FCC
decisions to deal with WHDH as it was
leaving the air, Chairman Dean Burch
had this to say in concluding some criti-
cism of the original decision:

The matters I have raised are not “nit-
picking.” They are crucial to the decision.
They are not nuances of judgment. They
represent irrational decision-making. Nor
are they buried. They stand out, stark and
obvious. That being so, I am puzzled how
they passed muster, first with the Commis-
sion and later upon review before the Court.
Process s0 rent with glaring error does not
commend itself. (83 FCC 2d 436)

Finally, one of the major criteria which
was used to withdraw the license from
WHDH and award it to one of the com-
peting applicants was that it would pro-
mote diversification of the media since
the Boston Herald Traveler newspaper
owned WHDH. WHDH argued in vain
that profits from their television oper-
ations contributed to the viahility of the
Herald Traveler and therefore enabled
more media voices to exist in the Boston
area than would be the case if it was
deprived of its license. We recently no-
ticed that the Herald Traveler has been
sold to one of the competing newspapers
in the Boston area and will discontinue
operations. The final irony in this deba-
cle is that the FCC action to promote a
diversification of the media has stilled
one major media voice in the Boston
area.

The stability provided by the rule of
law which my bill will promote has sev-
eral advantages over rule by discretion,
not least among which are greater justice
to those subject Government action and
the creation of a climate conducive to
social and economic progress.

H.R. 15266
A bill to amend the Communications Act of
1934 to establish orderly procedures for the
consideration of applications for renewal
of broadcast licenses
Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatlives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
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307(d) shall be amended by striking the first
two sentences and inserting the following:
“No license granted for the operation of any
class of station shall be for a longer term
than five years and any license granted may
be revoked as hereinafter provided. Upon the
expiration of any license, upon application
therefor, a renewal of such license may be
granted from time to time for a term of not
to exceed five years if the Commission finds
that public interest, convenience, and neces-
sity would be served thereby: Provided, how-
ever, That in any hearing for the renewal
of a broadcast license an applicant for re-
newal who is legally, financially, and tech-
nically qualified shall be awarded the grant
if such applicant shows: that its broadcast
service during the preceding license period
has reflected a good-faith effort to serve the
needs and interests of its area as represented
in its immediately preceding and pending
license renewal applications and if it has not
demonstrated a callous disregard for law or
the Commission’s regulations: Provided jur-
ther, That if the renewal applicant falls to
make such a showing or has demonstrated a
callous disregard for law or the Commission’s
regulations, such failure or demonstration
shall be weighed against the renewal appli-
cant.”

A TURNING POINT IN UNITED
STATES-SOVIET RELATIONS

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

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to note
that today we will welcome the Presi-
dent back from his unprecedented diplo-
matic mission to the Soviet Union. It is
my belief that these summit talks will be
considered a turning point in United
States-Soviet relations. For the first time
in recent history, summit talks have pro-
vided the American people with a greater
hope for the future. In the past, all we
could frequently hope for was the avoid-
ance of brinkmanship, the continuation
of a detente and a hopeful reduction in
the threat of a nuclear confrontation. In
my opinion, these talks have culminated
in a reversal of the Soviet-American
philosophy originally instilled by the
“cold war."” We have turned away from a
philosophy whose only aim was to avoid
disaster to one whose aim is to improve
the quality of life for the people of both
countries and a better chance for world
peace. The cooperative agreements on
the environment, space, health, and sci-
entific endeavors will prove what benefits
can be gained by two great powers work-
ing together. I have today written the
White House to commend and congratu-
late the President accordingly.

At the same time, I think we should
also recognize that if the policy of our
country is to assist other nations in pro-
viding a better life for their people, as
in the Soviet Union, then we eannot
overlook those people in those nations
who are the victims of serious discrimi-
nation and repression. In the Soviet
Union the 3 million Soviet Jews now
look to our country with renewed hope
that the promise of a fairer, better life
extended to the Soviet and American
peoples will also apply to them as well.

It is my hope that the President will
use the channels of communication
which he has strived for 3 years to open,
to express the concern of the American
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people over the treatment of the Soviet
Jews. Although the next formal session
of summit talks is not scheduled until
next November, I urge the President to
lay the groundwork for the consideration
of this problem. It is my hope that the
advances made during the last week will
lead to the attainment of the goal which
the President has set for us—a better
life for all people be they Americans or
Russians, Jews or gentiles.

MASSACRE AT TEL AVIV

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

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Speaker, no individual
with any amount of human decency can
fail to be shocked and outraged by the
wanton murder of 25 air travelers at
Israel’s international airport on May 30.
This ghastly act, perpetrated on behalf
of the fanatic Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine by hired killers, is
a sickening reminder of the tragic con-
tinuation of the conflict in the Middle
East and the failure of the United States
to do all within its power to bring that
conflict to a negotiated settlement.

It is imperative that this Nation make
clear—absolutely clear—its total revul-
sion to such cowardly, bloody tacties and
take every necessary step to assure that
this horrid incident is never repeated.
We can start by heeding the ecall of
Israeli leaders who have demanded an
international boycott of Beirut, which in
the words of Israeli Prime Minister Golda

Meir “is openly enabling the centers of
the terrorist organizations to reside in
its midst. There they plot, from there
instructors set out to various countries
and from there come the broadcasts of
their great successes. Can it be possible

that governments . .
in this?”

My answer to this is clear: No. This
Nation cannot allow its voice to be silent
nor its condemnation unfelt in this mat-
ter. We must demonstrate in clear, un-
equivocal terms our total revulsion to this
deed and bring it home to bear on those
whose vitriolic rhetoric has fueled the
fires of violence in the Middle East and
who have given asylum and support to
the despicable instigators of this mas-
sacre.

I have today sent an urgent telegram
to the President urging him in “the
strongest possible terms to bar American
air flights to Beirut.”

But we must recognize that only true
peace will bring an end to the conflict
and violence. In the words of the New
York Times editorial of June 1:

The ultimate responsibility . . . lies with
all nations, including the United States and
the Soviet Union, to redouble diplomatic
efforts to stop the new wave of insanity that
threatens to engulf the Middle East . ..
There will be no security for Israel or for the
Arab states until the Palestinian problem Is
solved as part of a negotiated peace.

If there is to be a memorial to those
25 innocent victims of the shooting at
Tel Aviv airport, let it be an end to the
terrorist killing and violence, a lasting
peace in the Middle East.

. should acquiesce
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LEGAL SERVICES PROGRAM

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, it cannot
be stated too offen that the intent of the
Congress in establishing a legal serv-
ices program within the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity was to make avail-
able to the poor in America the legal
counsel and representation that they
may require but are unable to afford. At
no. time was it intended that the legal
services program should become a vehicle
for radical reform of our society without
benefit of popular approval or legislative
action.

Ostensibly to promote effective legal
services to the poor, and to facilitate the
exchange of information and expertise
among legal services programs, the pro-
gram has expanded to include more than
a dozen “backup centers,” central re-
search and assistance facilities that serve
either all of the legal services programs
in a given geographic area, or provide
specialized support in specific areas of
poverty law to programs across the Na-
tion. Normally, Mr. Speaker, the backup
centers operate under the auspices of
university law schools. Those that spe-
cialize in specific areas of the law deal
with fields such as housing and economic
development, employment, health, con-
sumer affairs, education and welfare.

At first glance, it would appear that
these backup centers fill a vital need
within the legal services program. And
in truth, they are indeed necessary to
the effective conduct of the OEO legal
services program. But there is more here
than meets the eye. The fact is that to
an alarming degree the backup centers
have become supportive services for radi-
cal activity, rather than for the provision
of legal services to the poor.

Let us consider the self-appraisal of
one backup center Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tional Housing and Economic Develop-
ment Law Project of Berkeley, Calif.
Kenneth Phillips, director of the project,
described its work in the April 1972 issue
of the Cleaninghouse Review, in an arti-
cle entitled, “What Backup Centers Can
Do.” The Clearinghouse Review, it should
be noted, is published by the National
Clearinghouse for Legal Services, an OEO
grantee at Northwestern University,
Evanston, Ill., and is circulated among
Legal Services projects, attorneys and
backup centers across the Nation.

Phillips stated in his article that:

A major function of the Project 1s an over-
riding obligation to affect the body of law
that directly imposes or perpetuates sub-
standard housing conditions on milllons of
people.

He continued:

The Project has developed impact strat-
egies . . . to expose, document and dramatize
the reality of housing breakdown and the
evasion or malfunction of protective legal re-
quirements. . . . A second and related major
purpose of impact strategles is to foster the
development of organizations of low-income
and minority residents, such as tenant un-
ions, urban renewal project area committees,
workable program citizen coalitions and
model city citizen component groups as
instruments of pressure for social change.

Phillips added:
The Project is the principal legal advisor to
guch organizations as the National Tenants
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Organizations . . . and spends much of its
time and resources In the development of
legislative proposals.

The Clearinghouse Review is full of
examples of activity by Legal Services
back-up centers that have far less to do
with the needs of the poor than with the
determination of some radical individuals
and organizations to impose their con-
cept of society upon us all, whether we
like it or not. Permit me, Mr. Speaker, to
mention just a few of the topics of con-
cern to these backup centers:

Legislative advocacy: instruction in
lobbying, pressure tactics, how to pass
legislation; Organization of grass roots
campaigns in behalf of desired legislative
goals, et cetera.

Community organization: principles of
effective group action; how to obtain a
favorable press; formation of commu-
nity coalitions, et cetera.

The Clearinghouse Review also focuses
attention on the efforts of individual
legal services programs in cases whose
relevance to poverty is questionable:
codes in schools and other institutions
regulating hair length ; parent-child con-
flict—not involving brutality; reappor-
tionment of the Texas State House of
Representatives; the determination of
requirements for nomination to political
office; and attacks on the Federal rent
stabilization policy.

I do not believe, Mr. Speaker, that the
backup centers of OEQO’s legal services
program are fulfilling their purpose when
they devote such substantial portions of
their time and resources to activities that
have relatively little to do with the im-
mediate legal needs of the poor. If there
are to be back-up centers—and I believe
they do fill an important need when
properly administered—their activities
should be limited to the purposes for
which they were intended. OEO'’s legal
services program is not intended to be
a vehicle for social revolution; nor are
its backup centers supposed to function
as command posts in such a revolution.
Both should concentrate on the job at
hand: the provision of legal advice, coun-
sel, representation and education to the
poor of America.

ACTION AGAINST ARAB TERRORISM

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Bapiiro) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I know
our colleagues share my shock and anger
over the massacre yesterday at the Tel
Aviv airport in Israel. This was just the
latest in a long series of shameful acts
of violence organized and carried out by
Arab guerrilla organizations and it never
should have been allowed to occur.

Yesterday's slaughter was a crime
against all humanity and it must be
treated as such. It raises issues that must
be confronted by all nations and without
delay, for the Arab lerroriste are al-
ready indicating that additional attacks
are being planned.

I met this morning with Israel’s Con-
sul-General in New York, both to ex-
press my sorrow and sympathy for the
families of the victims and also to ex-
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plore with representatives of the Gov-
ernment of 1srael possible steps to avoid
any repetition. In my judgment, the
United States must exercise immediate
initiative and leadership and it should
be directed in. three major areas:

Pirst, there should be an immediate
review by our own Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration of the techniques and de-
vices now in use to detect weapons and
explosives in airports and onboard air-
craft. We must have assurance that the
best possible measures are being em-
ployed at U.S. airports, for they are cer-
tainly as vulnerable to attack as are air-
ports in foreign countries.

Second, I am urging President Nixon
to immediately seek an international
conference—either through the United
Nations, the International Civil Avia-
tion Organization or other world body—
with the purpose of establishing mini-
mum international standards to protect
airline passengers from acts of terror-
ism.

Third, I believe the United States must
make clear to every nation of the world
that we will cut off all forms of assist-
ance to any nation failing to take, or
failing to require its air carriers to take
adequate measures to protect passen-
gers from terrorist attacks and we can
hegin by cutting off aid right now to any
nation which encourages, harbors, pro-
tects or otherwise fails to crack down on
terrorist groups.

Mr. Speaker, there are no words really
adequate to express my horror over the
killings at Lod Airport yesterday. I was
particularly touched because a number
of the victims were Puerto Ricans on a
religious pilgrimage.

With the Arab terrorists bent on fur-
ther acts of violence, the need for im-
mediate and decisive action on our part is
urgent. I hope and pray that President
Nixon shares the sense of urgency that
we feel.

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point a
statement I made on May 31, 1972, and
articles that appeared in the New York
Times today:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN
HERMAN BADILLO
May 31, 1972.

Men of good will throughout the world
cannot but view with shock and horror the
senseless slaughter of over two dozen men,
women and children and the wounding of
countless others at Tel Aviv's Lod Interna-
tional Airport. The demented and irrespon-
sible perpetrators of this horrendous act de-
serve the full condemnation of the family of
free nations.

Last night's shootings represent another
bloody chapter in the two and half decades
of warfare between Israel and her Arab
neighbors. This 1s just not warfare, how-
ever. It is nothing more than out-right mur-
der conducted by a band of international
gangste:rs.

Although we are preoccupled by our in-
volvement in Southeast Asia, this latest in-
cldent in Israel serves to point up the fact
that the Middle East represents the greatest
single threat to the meaintenance of inter-
national peace and stability. Israel, the hub
of our Judeo-Christian heritage and culture,
attracts millions of citizens from throughout
the globe. The report that 11 of those who
were killed were Puerto Ricans on a religious
pilgrimage simply highlights the fact that
we cannot ignore the constant harassment,
intimidation and assaults against Israel's
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territorial integrity and basic security by her
Arab neighbors. Unless positive initiatives
are taken by the United Natlons to reach
some type of meaningful and lasting settle-
ment to this dispute we will continue to wit-
ness an Increasing arms imbalance in the
Middle East and further terrorist activities
by groups such as the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine and similar mis-
directed radical organizations. How many
more defenseless persons—both Israell citl-
zens and foreign tourists—must be killed be-
fore affirmative action !s taken to prevent
such terrorist outbreaks in the future?

In the wake of this tragic event the United
States must reaffirm its support of Israel and
move to Insure that her people will not con-
tinue to be victimized by Soviet-armed,
Caliro-inspired Arab terrorist attacks,

FaTeED PILGRIMAGE PUERTO RIcAN'S FIFTH
(By Robert Hanley)

For the 13 Puerto Ricans who were killed
and the 27 who were wounded at the Tel Aviv
alrport terminal Tuesday night, the trip had
started joyously as a combined pllgrimage to
and tour of the Holy Land and parts of Eu-
rope.

The 40 victims and the 28 others in the
group, nearly all of them members of the
United Evangelical Church on the island, left
Ban Juan Monday on the church’s fifth an-
nual pllgrimage.

In earlier years, the church had limited the
pllgrimages to churches and other holy sites
in Spain, Mexico or the Holy Land. This
spring the itinerary listed 10 days of touring
and praying in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, then
another eight days of sightseelng and relaxa-
tion in Italy and Switzerland.

The extended 18-day journey this spring
attracted a small group of teachers. For them,
and the Protestants who gathered at San
Juan International Airport on Monday, the
cost of the round trip was $1,100. They came
from moderate-sized towns and small cities
all over the island—Fajardo, Manatl, Hatillo,
Arecibo, Gebabaja and Rio Pledras. Most
of the members of the tour ranged in age
from the mid-fifties to the late seventies.

The first leg of their journey took them
to Eennedy International Airport in New
York, where they boarded a chartered Air
France flight for Paris. The 68 Puerto Rlcans
and 54 other passengers then flew to Rome,
the last stop before Tel Aviv.

After debarking at Tel Aviv airport, the
Puerto Ricans and 47 others who had flown
in from Rome apparently rode to the termi-
nal In buses.

Moments after they had entered the build-
ing, three Japanese pulled guns and hand
grenades and started firing.

Yesterday the Associated Press bureau in
San Juan received a call from a group calling
itself the “anti-Communist Action Move-
ment” that warned that *“three Arabs or
Japanese would be killed for every islander
killed in Tel Aviv."”

IsraELIs SBuaGeEsT Boycorr oF BERUT By ALL
AIRLINES

(By Peter Grose)

JERUSALEM, May 31.—Israeli leaders called
today for a boycott of Beirut by international
alrlines, charging that terrorist attacks on
air travelers such as the shooting at the Tel
Aviv alrport last night are planned by Arab
guerrillas on Lebanese soil.

In a strongly worded address before Par-
liament, Premier Golda Meir condemned
Arabs for “rejoicing’ over the alrport attack,
in which 25 persons were killed and 78
wounded by three Japanese gunmen report-
edly acting on behalf of Arab guerrillas, The
dead included 12 Puerto Ricans on a Chris-
tian pilgrimage to the Holy Land.

Mrs, Meir denounced the guerrillas for re=-
cruiting the gunmen, who arrived at the
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airport on an Air France flight they had
boarded at Rome, and she accused the airline
and foreign governments of having failed to
put into effect security precautions that had
long been advocated.

“I am confident,” Mrs. Meir told Parlia-
ment, “that Israel will find a remedy and a
way to make sure that this shall not recur.”

[In Beirut, President Suleiman Franjieh
called an emergency meeting of the nation's
civillan and military leaders to consider pre-
cautionary measures in the case of possible
Israell retaliation against Lebanon, At the
United Nations, Israel, in a letter to the Se-
curity Council, charged the Arab states and,
in particular, Lebanon, with the responsibil-
ity for the airport shootings.]

BCIENTIST AMONG DEAD

The members of Israel's Parliament stood
in solemn respect for the victims of the at-
tack. Of the 25 dead, five remained unidenti-
fled. The Government listed elght Israelis
among the dead, including Dr. Aharon Kat-
zir-Katchalsky, a leading scientist,

The number of dead did not include the
two Japanese gunmen who died in the at-
tack—one apparently a suicide, the other
shot by a companion, The third was taken
prisoner.

In her address, Mrs, Meir specifically ab-
solved the Japanese Government and people
of any gullt in the shootings, which came
just three weeks after Palestinian guerrillas
hijacked a Belglan Sabena jetliner to the
Tel Aviv airport. [In Beirut, a Marxist guer-
rilla group, the Popular Front for the Lib-
eration of Palestine, claimed full responsibil-
ity for the shootings, sald they were carried
out to avenge the deaths of two Arab hijack-
ers killed by Israeli troops May 9 in Tel Aviv
and warned against reprisals.]

“It is no secret,” Mrs. Meir declared, “that
Beirut is openly enabling the centers of the
terrorist organizations to reside in its midst.
There they plot, from there Instructors set
out to various countries and from there come
the broadcasts of thelr great successes. Can
it be possible that governments, that avia-
tion companies, should acquiesce in this?"”

“Is it at all conceivable,” she asked, “that
a state which harbors and abets the plotting
of such crimes, where the terrorists are free
to plot, to set out, to hit and return safely
with impunity, that on the soil of such a
country foreign planes will continue to
land?”

After an emergency cabinet meeting this
morning, Forelgn Minister Abba Eban said
of the proposal for an active boycott of
Beirut:

“What would Beirut be without its air
traffic? The international community has
specific pressure to bear within the specific
aviation context—so why are not those pres-
sures brought to bear?”

Meanwhile, an Egyptian commentator,
speaking over the Cairo radio, said: "The
heroes proved they can penetrate the con-
quered territorles to avenge the blood of
others, Now Israel has no alternative but to
close down Lydda Airport and to prevent
tourist visits if she wishes to protect her
borders."”

To this kind of statement Mrs. Meir re-
plied: “As soon as the news broke joy broke
out in Cairo and in Beirut as well over the
great victory. Those who were umable to
stand up agalnst us on the battlefleld are
great heroes at hiding explosives in planes,
at assaults on planes and passengers.”

“This indeed takes great courage,” she
sald with sarcasm. “And if the courage is
lacking, the terrorists recruit foreigners for
the purpose.”

NO CANCELLATIONS REPORTED

An official of the Israelli Ministry of Tour-
ism sald that gquick checks among travel
agents in Europe and the United States re-
vealed no rush of tourists to cancel travel
plans to Israel.
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The Minister of Transport, Shimon Peres,
who had spent most of the night at the air-
port, returned this morning to plan addi-
tional security measures, including possibly
further inspections of baggage as it is un-
lpaded from the aircraft on arrival.

But few Israells accepted the suggestion
that it was Israeli security, rather than the
measures taken before the planes took off
abroad, that should be tightened.

“I cannot understand why the foreign air-
lines are so indifferent to the problem,” sald
Deputy Premier Yigal Allon. “Today there
are electronic methods that could easily have
detected the arms hidden in the luggage.”

Mr. Peres reported that the assailants’
two suitcases, now in Israell custody, had no
secret compartments or false bottoms.

Mrs. Meir drew a sharp contrast between
the precautions taken by Israel’s national
carrier, E1 Al, and the foreign airlines,

“We in Israel shall do all we possibly can
to safeguard our planes—and, indeed, they
are secure,” she sald. “We have taken all
the necessary steps to make sure that every-
body coming to Israel or leaving Israel in
our planes can fiy in safety.

“But I have not the slightest doubt that
unless other governments and airlines will
cooperate and consider this as their con-
cern—and not merely for our sake—the
scourge will remain to plague all.”

“Only a short while ago, we had the Sa-
bena affair, in which securlty checks some-
where falled to be carried out,” she added.
“Yesterday, the same thing happened. What
occurred yesterday could have easily been
avoided if the airline concerned had paid
proper attention and carried out a check. I
am aware that for E1 Al passengers, this is a
nuisance and a loss of time, but against this.
they are secure,”

EXEMPTING STATE LOTTERY WIN-
NINGS FROM FEDERAL INCOME
TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. McKINNEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day afternoon, I introduced legislation
which would exempt lottery winnings
from an individual's taxable income.

The primary purpose of this legisla-
tion is to encourage the expansion of
State revenues. With many of our States’
coffers hard pressed to meet their finan-
cial obligations, it would seem appro-
priate that the Federal Government ex-
plore possible avenues which would gen-
erate increased State revenues, This be-
comes particularly pertinent with the
advent of revenue sharing which predi-
cates a State’s share of Federal moneys
on the size and scope of its tax effort.

The lotteries of those six States which
offer them have generated substantial
amounts of additional revenue which
have been channeled into the States’
educational and social service programs.
For example, in a large State like New
York, the lottery has produced $318.8
million since its inception in 1967, while
the comparatively small State of New
Hampshire has grossed over $30 million
in its 9 years of operation.

However, even a cursory examination
of the working of State lotteries reveals
that Federal restrictions and regulations
far from encouraging such revenue ef-
forts hinder and, in some cases, retard
their growth. Each of the six commis-
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sioners in those States which currently
operate lotteries have indicated that the
prime source of public dissatisfaction
with lotteries is the exhorbitant size of
the Federal tax bite. To illustrate the
size of the Federal tax bite, I refer you
to the attached correspondence from
Connecticut’'s Commission on Special
Revenue. With a prize of $75,000, the
average family in Connecticut would re-
turn $39,780.00 to the Government—ap-
proximately half of the prize. This situa-
tion becomes an even greater source of
irritation to the ticket buyer when he
learns that in foreign countries, lottery
prizes are exempt from taxation or sub-
ject only to a very minimal tax. As Mr.
Ernest Bird, director of New York State’s
lottery, states:

The impact of this bill on our lottery
would be considerable. Since we began oper-
ating the lottery in June of 1967, complaints
against state and federal taxes on the prizes
have been among the most numerous that
we have received from the public.

Thus, I think it can be said that the
exemption of lottery prizes from taxation
would provide a boon to ticket sales be-
cause of its very strong public appeal and
promotional value.

In keeping with their efforts to make
State lotteries more appealing to the pub-
lic, lottery commissioners are consider-
ing the establishment of daily lotteries,
to offset the illegal numbers racket which
grosses a staggering profit for organized
crime. However, such promotional im-
provements will go for naught, until the
overriding appeal of the tax free prize
offered by the numbers racketeer is
counteracted.

As you can see, the Federal Govern-
ment has placed itself in the curious po-
sition of making the fllegal numbers
racket more appealing than State-spon-
sored lotteries. With more than 30 States
actively considering instituting lotteries,
now is the time to change this archaic,
counterproductive Federal policy.

The material follows:

SWEEPSTAKES COMMISSION,
Concord, N.H., May 24, 1972.
Hon. STEWART McEINNEY,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CowncGrESSMAN McEINNEY: Your idea
of exempting State lottery winnings from
Federal Income taxes is not only exciting but
will recelve widespread publie support. Our
present sweepstakes law exempts prize
money from any tax imposed by the State of
New Hampshire, as set forth on Page 9 of the
enclosed pamphlet. Of course, this is aca-
demic at this time since N. H. does not have
a general income tax.

We are now in our 9th year and have
grossed over $30 million. We will gross close
to 9 million during this sweepstakes year.
‘We have pald out in excess of $12 million in
prizes. We presently pay 509% of the gross
in prizes. The breakdown for this year will
be approximately: prizes—50%, operating
costs—139%, net to education—37%.

The net education will probably be more
than this Inasmuch as we anticipate 8-10%
in unclaimed prizes. We started our weekly
50¢ program on July 14, 1871 and it has been
highly successful thus far. We also sell a $3
ticket with four sweepstakes races this year.
We are considering a daily lottery with 25¢
tickets, but it is doubtful that it will be ini-
tiated this year,

This concept of raising revenue will not be
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fairly tested in the market place until the
archaic Federal restrictions involving the use
of the mails, radio and tfelevision have been
eliminated. Sovereign States with legalized
lottery programs are at least entitled to the
same privileges afforded pari-mutuel racing.
In a free soclety the role of Government,
both Federal and State, should be to ensure
that the people are receiving what they pay
for and not to restrict or impede their par-
ticipation.
DEPARTMENT OF

TAXATION AND FINANCE,

Albany, N.Y., May 24, 1972.
Hon. STEwWART B. McEINNEY,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. McEmwNEY: Thank you for your
letter of May 18, 1972, indlcating you are
considering introducing legislation in Con-
gress aimed at exempting state lottery win-
nings from Federal income taxes.

The New York State Lottery Law stipulates
that not less than 45 percent of gross sales
shall be allocated to the General Fund to be
earmarked for primary, secondary, and
higher education, and for providing scholar-
ships. The Law further states that no more
than 40 percent of gross sales may be allo-
cated for lottery prizes. The balance of 15
percent then is utilized for all administra-
tive costs, including commissions to sales
agents and fees for bank services. Banks are
our principal distributors of lottery tickets
to retall sales agents,

As to the impact of such a bill on our
lottery, I feel It would be considerable. Since
we began operating the lottery in June 1967
complaints against State and Federal taxes
on the prizes have been among the most
numerous that we have received from the
public, and as you can readily appreciate
more particularly from the winners of large
sums. Such correspondents are not assuaged
when we explain that the biggest part of
the total tax bite is caused by the Federal
income tax. Many reason that the purchase
of a lottery ticket is a sort of voluntary
tax, and to some extent this is true, noting
that of each dollar spent on lottery pur-
chases in New York only 40 percent (in the
other five lottery states—45 percent) is re-
turned in prize money to the players. Thus
New York State retalns 60 cents on each
dollar; 456 cents for education and 16 cents
for administration. Because of this, the argu-
ment 1s made that it is unreasonable that
taxes be levied on the prize amounts.

Thus I think it can be sald the exemption
of lottery prizes from taxation would pro-
vide a boon to ticket sales because of its
very strong public appeal and promotional
value. Taxation of these prizes is at present
repeatedly held up by the press and news
media as a source of disappointment to the
winner, with implications of deception. Much
is made in such stories, for example, about
a situation in which a winner of $100,000
may have a net galn of perhaps only $60,000
or so after taxes, depending upon his ordi-
nary Iincome, exemptions, deductions, ete.
This sort of publicity, of course, is not help-
ful in promoting lottery ticket sales.

It is common knowledge among many
ticket buyers that In foreign countries lot-
tery prizes are elther totally exempted from
taxation or subject to only a very minimal
tax. They therefore question why the situa-
tion should be different in the United States.

Lottery prizes are subject to the New York
State income tax. The New York Personal
Income Tax Law generally conforms with the
Federal Income Tax Law. If the proposed bill
were drawn in such a manner as to delete
prizes offered by state lotteries from the Fed-
eral income tax base, such prizes would
automatically be deleted in reporting New
York State tax income. On the other hand,
if the Federal law were to delete a lottery
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prize as a credit, special New York State
legislation would be required to achieve con-
formity with the Federal law.

Possibly it might be argued New York
would thus be deprived of some personal
income tax, but it is not unreasonable to
expect this might well be balanced off by
the additional revenue resulting from in-
creased lottery ticket sales.

Whenever this matter of tax exemption for
lottery prizes has come under discussion, the
question is also raised as to whether this
same exemption should not then be expected
on pari-mutuel and other gambling profits.
In this regard, however, there appears to be
a distinction inasmuch as the lottery is op-
erated by an agency of the State of New York
for the purpose of raising addlitional revenue
for the State. On the other hand, this is not
true to the same extent of pari-mutuel horse
racing from which the State recelves a much
smaller percentage of the gross take. Ad-
mittedly, in New York State at least, the
State’s income from pari-mutuel taxes is
considerably greater than 1ts income derived
from the lottery.

As an example, in the past fiscal year,
April 1, 1971-March 31, 1972, the State’s In-
come from parl-mutuel taxes was $164,-
332,113 as opposed to $34,304,047 received
from the sale of lottery tickets.

Since 1967 New York lottery sales have
amounted to $318.8 million, resulting In
$110.6 million being pald in prizes to 320,701
winners. The State’s share of the gross sales
has been $157.6 milllon for State educational
purposes. For fiscal 1972-73 the State’s pro-
jected revenue from lofttery sales is approxi-
mately £55 million.

I am enclosing for your information a
pamphlet indicating our present prize strue-
ture. In addition to this regular 50 cent
weekly lottery we plan an occasional “‘Spe-
clal” lottery such as the one to be offered
this summer in which the tickets will be
priced at $3, offering two chances for a set
of ten thousand prizes ranging from the
single first prize of $50,000 a year for life,
with & minimum of $1 milllon guaranteed,
plus 9 second prizes of $100,000, 90 third
prizes of §10,000, 900 fourth prizes of $1,000,
and 9,000 fifth prizes of $200. It 1s our pres-
ent intentlon to offer some type of “Special”
lottery at least once, and possibly twice, each
year.

I am most encouraged to learn of your
interest in the proposed legislation, and am
at your disposal to provide any additional
information which might be of interest to
you.

Sincerely,
EanEsT T. BIRD,
Director,

COMMISSION ON SPECIAL REVENUE,
Wethersfield, Conn., May 30, 1972.
Hon. STEwWART B. McEINNEY,
U.S. Representative, Cannon House Office
Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear StU: In answer to your letter of May
17, I am pleased to enclose some statistical
data prepared by our Research Unit  which
may be of assistance to you in your efforts to
exempt State Lottery winnings from Federal
Income Taxes, It is a laudable effort, and we
certainly hope it can be successful.

You realize, of course, that very few states
now have lotteries, so you might not have
total acceptance initially. However, we be-
Heve lotterles will spread and many of your
fellow congressmen will be looking toward the
future.

If there 18 anything further we can do to
assist, please call upon me.

My best regards,
Joserr B. BumNs,
Erecutive Secretary.
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Total Federalt

Prize winnings income tax

$75, 000 $28, 640
20, 000 3,540
10, 000 1,190

5, 000 290
88, 000 39,780
33, 000 7,880
23,000 4,380

18, 000 3,010

I Based on head of house plus 3 dependents. Source: U.S.
Internal Revenue Service, 550 Main St., Hartford, Conn,

2 Average family income in Connecticut is $13,000. Source: The
Colonial Bank & Trust Co.

Source: U.S. Internal Revenue Service, 550 Main St., Hartford,
nn,

PROJECTIONS FOR CALENDAR YEAR OF FEBRUARY 1872 TO
FEBRUARY 1973

Annual
prizes

Annual

Amount of prize winners

$3, 375, 000
500, 000

80
8, 320
83, 200

Nots‘sﬂguarlerly prizes: 4 quarterly prizes for year equals
$4,685,000, Total amount of prizes to be awarded during calendar
year, $20,000,000. Total amount for distribution to State treasury
eguals $21,798,000. All computations based on sales of
83,#00.000 tickets. Liability for prizes equals 344 percent.
Liability for agent and bank commissions equals 55 percent.
Liability for operating expenses equals 10.6 percent.

May 22, 1972.
Hon. STEWART B. McEINNETY,
Congress of the Uniled States,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN McEINNEY: This will
acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 18,
1972.

At ‘the present: time lottery winnings in
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania are sub-
ject to our 2.3% Income Tax. Legislation has
been introduced that would exempt lottery
winnings from State Income Tax; however, it
is difficult to speculate on the fate of this
Bill. Should lottery winnings be excluded
from Federal Income Tax, this would cer-
tainly add a great deal of impetus to favor-
able consideration of our own legislation.

Since the inception of the lottery, our
ticket sales have averaged about 7,000,000
tickets per week; it is anticipated that for
the next fiscal year net revenues of the lot-
tery will be at least $60,000,000.

Our prize structure is such that 45% of our
ticket sales are reserved for prizes; sales
agents’' commissions and other commissions
add about 6%. We hope to keep our operat-
ing costs to a 5% limit—with the balance
reverting to the State as net proceeds.

There has been a great deal of conjecture
as to the effect of varlous state lotteries on
the numbers game, and I do believe that all
states having lotterles are at least looking
into the possibllity of having a dally lottery
to offset the illegal schemes presently being
operated,

In view of the fact that the numbers game
is more or less a clandestine operation, one
of its strong points is the easy evasion of
paying of income taxes on winnings. It would
appear that to have a sizable impact on the
illegal numbers trafic, that the exclusion of
such from tickets bought through
legal (State) sources would be a most im-
portant ingredient.

From what one gathers, law enforcement
has not been able to effectively deal with the
illegal numbers game, and from various esti-
mates, the revenue so produced is much
g:latar than that of the present state lot-

es,
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A dailly state lottery, commerclally com=-
petitive with the numbers racket now in exis-
tence, could probably be more effective in
diminishing this illicit trafic than any steps
yet taken.

This may very well be considered an ad-
mission of failure in enforcement of existing
law, and an attempt at correction by re-
directing the funds through what would then
be legal channels. Although this would be a
realistic appraisal, it 1s one which ignores
the moral questions that are and will con-
tinue to be raised.

If you require any additlonal data, please
let us know.

SBincerely yours,
HENRY H. EAPLAN,
Ezecutive Director.

H.R. 15248

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code

of 1954 to exclude from gross income

amounts won In State lotteries

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
part III of subchapter B of chapter I of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
items specifically excluded from gross in-
come) is amended by redesignating section
124 as section 125 and by inserting after sec-
tion 123 the following new sectlon:

“Sec. 124, STATE LOTTERY WINNINGS,

*(a) General Rule—Gross Income does not
Include any gain resulting from a wager
placed in a sweepstakes, wagering pool, or
lottery conducted by an agency of a State
acting under authority of State law if the
wager is placed with the State agency con-
ducting such sweepstakes, wagering pool,
or lottery, or with its authorized employees
or agents,

“(b) Definitions.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms ‘lottery' and ‘wager’ have the
same meaning as provided by section 4421."

(b) The table of sections for such part III
is amended by striking out the last item and
inserting in lleu thereof the following:

“Sec. 124, State lottery winnings.

“SBec. 125. Cross references to other Acts.”

(c) Bection 74(a) of such Code (relating
to inclusion in gross income of prizes and
awards) is amended by striking out “section
117 (relating to scholarships and fellow-
ship grants)” and inserting in lieu thereof
“sectlons 117 (relating to scholarships and
fellowship grants) and 124 (relating to State
lottery winnings)".

(d) Bectlon 165(d) of such Code (relat-
ing to wagering losses) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following: “Nothing in
this subsectlon shall apply to any transaction
gain from which is excluded from gross in-
come under section 124 (relating to State lot-
tery winnings), and no amount of any loss
from such a transaction shall be allowed as
a deduction.”

BEcC. 2. The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall apply with respect to
amounts received or accerued in taxable years
211:;11‘1&3‘: tuﬁl;er the date of the enactment of

WORLDWIDE POLLUTION CON-
TROLS AND H.R. 13116

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, a recent
computer study by the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology predicts that in
only 33 years the earth’s population will
double from its present 3.5 billion to 7
billion, and 30 years beyond that will see
yet another doubling—to 14 billion. All
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this will take place within the lifetime of
children who are today in the kinder-
garten-elementary school age group. It
will happen unless disaster—starvation,
plague or war—or massive birth control
intervenes. None of these is likely.

It is equally unlikely that mankind—
now that the dimensions of environ-
mental threat are coming to be known—
will allow himself to be destroyed. This
seems evident from the speed with which
society has rallied to organize itself to
confront the crisis, The U.N. Conference
on the Human Environment, which will
convene in Stockholm in June is the first
step in what promises to be a worldwide
effort to reverse the trend toward de-
struction. In all probability, the next few
years will see many “first steps” and
false starts at the international level. But
it seems clear there are no real alterna-
tives to a concerted and cooperative effort
to correct and reverse the destructive
effects of man’s activities on the world’s
commons—the oceans and the atmos-
phere.

The effort promises to be even more
actively pursued at national levels. The
vigorous environmental program inau-
gurated in the United States in the past
few years seems likely to be duplicated
in most of the world's developed coun-
tries in the near future. It may seem
ironic, but in these vigorous national en-
vironmental efforts lie the seeds of yet
another serious problem for the world—
the impact of environmental measures
on world trade and investment.

Although the goal of environmental
quality is being rapidly adopted by so-
cieties, man is still impelled to the pur-
suit of economic goals to satisfy his life’s
needs. His highly organized institutions
are geared to economic growth, as they
have been for several hundred years, and
there is little evidence that this will
change very much. In fact, for most of
the new populations of the world in the
coming century, economic goals will be
even meore actively pursued than they are
now.

The nature of environmental problems
dictates that their solutions must be
based on scientifically-determined stand-
ards. Goals for acceptable levels of air or
water quality must be so expressed as to
satisfy both equity and the requirement
of policy in terms of health, welfare and
estheties. It goes without saying that
the attainment of such policy goals will
require that a substantial portion of pro-
duction enterprises will be forced to radi-
cal changes in their processes, or to in-
stall anti-pollution technologies, both of
which will increase the cost of finished
products.

One of the first results of national en-
vironmental policies will be an increase
in costs for a number of enterprises. And
to the extent to which the products of
these enterprises are traded in world
markets, increased production costs may
cause a diminishing of exports, and,
sooner or later, of imports. The ultimate
effect, especially for those countries en-
forcing the highest standards of environ-
mental quality, will be a reduction in
their balance of payments.

This whole train of events would be
mitigated to the degree that trading na-
tions harmonize their environmental pol-
icies. But, given the differences in prior-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ities among even the world’s most ad-
vanced nations, such harmony will not be
easily achieved. What is more likely to
happen is that, when the balance of pay-
ments of the more environmentally ambi-
tious nation is adversely affected, that
country will find it necessary to offset its
deteriorating trade position through the
enforcement of import restrictions or
some other form of trade inhibition. In
extremely serious cases, it is conceivable
that the affected nation might deflate its
economy, or devalue its currency.

Those who take the long view may con-
sider the consequences of national en-
vironmental policies on trade as tempo-
rary dislocations that would eventually
be resolved through the reallocation of
resources or the reordering of national
priorities. But political processes are re-
quired to be responsive to the more im-
mediate problems, and governments,
faced with severe economic consequences
of stringent environmental policies,
might well choose to waive environmental
goals in favor of economic stability.

Another economic problem is posed by
national policies to achieve a high qual-
ity ‘'environment. A presidential commis-
sion last summer pointed out that “dif-
ferent national standards, regulations,
and efiluent charges may lead to changes
in patterns of international investment.”
Countries whose environmental policies
permitted production enterprises to op-
erate under less environmental restraint
could become “pollution havens,” in
much the same manner that lower taxes
have attracted investment. Although
some relocation of industry might be de-
sirable, this could be disadvantageous in
other cases. During environmental semi-
nars of the United Nations regional eco-
nomic commissions last summer, repre-
sentatives of some of the underdevelopec
countries expressed concern that en-
forcement of high environmental quality
standards in the developed nations might
force polluting industries to relocate in
developing regions. Most of them un-
derstand that the solution of many of
their environmental problems is to be
found in the process of development it-
self. But they are also concerned about
the quality of their environments, and do
not want to become “pollution havens.”

While I have said that it would be dif-
ficult to harmonize national environ-

‘mental policies to reduce the adverse ef-

fects of economic dislocation, there
appears to be no real alternative to seek-
ing just such harmonization. The Stock-
holm Conference provides an appropri-
ate focus for tackling this difficult task.
Already, the Environment Committee of
the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development—OECD—has be-
gun important work in this area. It re-
cently identified and drafted a set of
guiding principles concerning the eco-
nomic aspects of environmental policies,
and recommends that OECD member
countries ‘observe them as they formu-
late national environmental programs.
Briefly, the OECD recommends the adop-
tion of the principle that environmental
costs be charged to the polluter, and that
governments will seek common stand-
ards for polluting products and agree on
the timing of enforcement of such
standards.

Such a procedure would undoubtedly
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succeed in reducing much of the impact
of environmental management on world
trade. But it also calls for close attention
by each country to the progress of en-
vironmental policy among its trading
partners. Such attention is the main
thrust of a bill which I have introduced
in the Congress. That bill proposes the
creation of a Commission on Interna-
tional Trade and the Environment,
which would be charged with determin-
ing answers to several questions as a
guide for formulating our own national
environmental policies. Specifically, it
wotild be asked to determine:

First, what antipollution measures
and recommendations relating to indus-
trial pollution are being proposed by the
United Nations, its related organizations,
and any other international agencies;

Second, the effect which compliance
by major U.S. industries with antipollu-
tion statutes and ordinances has had or
will have, with respect to increased costs
which must be charged for the goods
produced by such industries;

Third, if any competitive advantage is,
or will be, given to foreign producers by
reason of the enforcement of, or
compliance with, such antipollution
measures,;

Fourth, what antipollution measures
are applied, or are being considered for
application, in the industrialized coun-
tries of the world and what effect, if any,
such measures will have on the cost of
goods from those countries in the inter-
national market;

Fifth, ways and means by which the
U.S. Government, in the course of pro-
viding domestic safeguards against en-
vironmental pollution, can prevent a sit-
uation whereby U.S. industry is priced
out of world markets;

Sixth, what equitable standards of en-
vironmental protection should be pro-
posed by the United States, in United Na-
tions forums, to the industrialized coun-
tries of the world; and

Seventh, what methods of enforcing
these standards in such a way as to as-
sure adequate oceanic and atmospheric
protection, without placing any one na-
tion at an unjust trade disadvantage,
might be proposed by the United States
in United Nations forums.

The findings of this Commission would
serve to guide the forum of our environ-
mental policies. They would also be an
indispensable source of information in
the negotiations that the United States
and other nations must pursue to achieve
the necessary degree of harmonization of
national environmental policies, if we
are to avoid chaos in world trade condi-
tions.

LOSS OF PHILADELPHIA 1976 IN-
TERNATIONAL EXPOSITION IS A
TRAGIC FAILURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. WILLIAMS)
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, Speaker, on May
16, 1972, the American Revolution Bi-

centennial Commission voted against
having an International Exposition in

Philadelphia in 1976, the year in which

we are celebrating the 200th birthday of
this great United States.
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In addition to the American Revolu-
tion Bicentennial Commission—ARBC—
the Commerce Department and the Office
of Management and Budget—OMB—
were supposed to submit reports to the
President. After reviewing the reports
from these three agencies, the President
was then supposed to make a decision on
whether or not the International Exposi-
tion would be held in Philadelphia, which
was the city that had been designated as
the International Exposition City during
the bicentennial year.

As one of four members of the ARBC
representing this House, I was shocked
when, on Monday, May 22, 1972, the Con-
gress of the United States received a
message from the President, who had de-
parted for his trip to Moscow on May 20,
1972, stating that he had asked the Sec-
retary of State to take action at the im-
pending meeting of the Bureau of Inter-
national Expositions to withdraw the
registration of the International Exposi-
tion in Philadelphia. This indicates that
the important subject of an Interna-
tional Exposition received only 3 days of
consideration.

This action simply means that, in all
probability, that while we are celebrating
our 200th anniversary, an International
Exposition will be held in some other
country. It was this International Expo-
sition that would have attracted exten-
sive international participation in our
bicentennial year celebration, would have
increased our gross national product by
$6 to $8 billion, and would have given us
almost a billion dollars in favorable bal-
ance of payments.

It was in 1968 that the Bureau of In-
ternational Expositions—BIE—desig-
nated the United States as the country
to have the International Exposition in
1976. At that time, Russia also had ap-
plied for the International Exposition in
1976 and had made a strong effort to
secure the International Exposition for
1976. It could be that Russia will now
have the International Exposition in
1976.

The rejection of the International Ex-
position for Philadelphia in 1976 was no
accident. The ARBC asked each State
to set up their own State bicentennial
commission. Most of the States have
complied with this request, and those
States that have not set up their own bi-
centennial commissions have designated
one of their existing departments to han-
dle their States bicentennial plans.

Under the plans of the ARBC, each
State will receive a total of $90,000 for
planning their bicentennial celebration,
and the States are planning their cele-
bration around the basic history of that
State. As one example, Virginia is plan-
ning their major bicentennial celebration
for Yorktown.

Of course, some Federal funding will be
necessary to assist each State in actu-
ally staging their own bicentennial cele-
bration. It is in this manner that our
200th birthday will be celebrated in an

appropriate way in every State of the
Union. The International Exposition
would have attracted many visitors to
this country who could have visited the
bicentennial celebration of the various
States.

In order to understand the operation
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of the ARBC, I must explain that, prior
to my appointment to the ARBC, the
ARBC had set up an executive commit-
tee consisting of only 10 members. The
full commission membership is 52 when
it is at its full strength. This executive
committee meets monthly while the full
commission, the ARBC, meets quarterly.

The ARBC “Recognition Process,”
formulated by the executive committee,
states that the only action which will be
taken by the ARBC—the full commis-
sion—are those items that the executive
committee feels, for one of various rea-
sons, fall within the scope of the full
commission. No attempt is made to de-
fine the various reasons which could
cause the executive committee to refer
something to the full commission for
action.

The first indication that the chairman
and the executive committee were op-
posed to an International Exposition oc-
curred on February 21, 1972, at a meet-
ing of the full commission. At this meet-
ing, a model was shown to the commis-
sion members of a park which was de-
scribed as a bicentennial park. These bi-
centennial parks were to be built in each
State on 100 to 500 acres of surplus Fed-
eral land located near urban centers.
After looking at the model, receiving an
explanation of the model, and after a
brief discussion, all of which took less
than 1 hour, the commission was asked
to pass a resolution which would make
the bicentennial parks an official ARBC
project with an estimated cost of $1.25
billion.

Since questions could not be answered
on any details, such as the availability
of surplus Federal land, the commission
voted that the commission staff of ap-
proximately 656 members, working with
the various executive agencies of the
Government, conduct a feasibility on the
bicentennial park concept and report
back to the commission as soon as pos-
sible. This study was just started on
Tuesday, May 30, 1972, and is being con-
ducted by an executive department
group.

After an executive committee meeting
on May 1, 1972, called for the express
purpose of finalizing the ARBC proce-
dures manual, the executive committee,
through the chairman, issued a state-
ment to the effect that if the incomplete
facts which they had before them on the
International Exposition proved to be
accurate, the executive committee could
not recommend that an International
Exposition be held in Philadelphia. This
announcement came after Philadelphia
and Pennsylvania had spent more than
$3 million developing plans for the Inter-
national Exposition, and the representa-
tives of the Philadelphia 1976 Bicenten-
nial Corporation were scheduled to make
their presentation to the full commission
on May 16, 1972, in Boston.

During the week of May 8, 1972, I and
other commission members received a
packet of material from the ARBC staff
which included a sheet which placed the
cost of the International Exposition be-
tween §1.51 and $1.76 billion. The $772
million was marked as “app’d, but un-
funded.” I assumed that the “app’d, but
unfunded” meant, approved, but un-
funded. However, when I called the Di-
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rector of the ARBC to clear up this point,
he informed me that the “app’d but un-
funded” meant appropriated, but un-
funded, and he had no explanation as
to how the money for any project could
be appropriated but at the same time,
be unfunded. Actually, it turned out that
the $772 million was for projects, such
as highways, for which the money had
been appropriated and construction had
started, and these projects had nothing
to do with the international exposition.

On this cost sheet was $250 million for
the State of New Jersey. At a meeting in
the Commerce Department on May 11,
1972, I asked a representative of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, if he
had reviewed New Jersey's request for
$250 million. His reply was that OMB
had simply taken the New Jersey report
on its request at its face value and this is
obviously an unusual action on the part
of OMB. Later, the $250 million was re-
duced to $40 million to cover the cost of
only those projects which had a direct
relationship to the international expo-
sition.

After it was determined which mem-
bers of the commission would not be in
attendance at the meeting in Boston on
March 16, 1972, some of the members
of the commission who were not going
to be in attendance at the meeting, re-
ceived telegrams from the ARBC asking
them to send a telegram of opposition to
the international exposition if they did
not favor such an exposition. The tele-
gram made no mention of anyone who
did favor the exposition sending a tele-
gram to that effect.

It is my understanding that on May
15, 1972, the first day of the 2-day ARBC
meeting, a luncheon was given for some
members of the ARBC, and the major
subject discussed at the luncheon was
opposition to the International Exposi-
tion, and support for the bicentennial
parks.

At the Commission meeting on March
16, 1972, Mr. William Rafsky and Mr.
John Gallery made a fine presentation
on the International Exposition in be-
half of the Philadelphia 1976 Bicenten-
nial Corporation. Mr. Rafsky stated that
the Federal cost of the International Ex-
position would be $600 million. When I
asked Mr. Rafsky where the additional
money would come from, if his figures
were incorrect, and we allowed a 2-per-
cent overrun on the $600 million figure,
which would make the Federal share
$612 million, Mr. Rafsky replied that the
additional money would come from the
city of Philadelphia and the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania.

In spite of the excellent presentation
made in behalf of the International Ex-
position and in spite of the fact that the
Federal cost was much less than one-
half of the cost which had been pro-
jected in the ARBC memo, the Commis-
sion voted 23 to 4 against the Interna-
tional Exposition.

Neither the chairman nor any mem-
bers of the Executive Committee who
were present at the meeting voted in
favor of the International Exposition. In
fact, the Chairman even had proxies
from some Commission members to vote
against the International Exposition in
spite of the fact that the ARBC proce-
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dures make no provision for proxy vot-
ing, and the members whose proxies the
Chairman held did not hear the presen-
tation from the Philadelphia representa-
tives.

We have less than 4 years in which to
finish our preparations for our Bicen-
tennial Commemoration. At the rate of
progress we are presently making, our
Bicentennial Commemoration will be
nothing but a dismal failure. I can only
hope that the full Commission will take
a more active interest in the decisions
of the ARBC and the ARBC must develop
better and closer liaison with the indi-
vidual States.

While it would seem to me that the
International Exposition for 1976 is lost
for this country, I do believe that this
administration should carefully recon-
sider the 1976 International Exposition
and make every effort to see that it is
held in Philadelphia.

COMMENDS NEW YORK PRESSMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. Kemp) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KEEMP. Mr. Speaker, tonight the
President is to deliver a report to this
Congress on what appears to have been
a highly successful trip on behalf of a
lasting peace. I might add, a President
who is determined, I believe, that this
country will never be without the
strength to preserve that peace. It is in-
deed ironic that at this moment in his-
tory when the chances to negotiate more
peaceful resolutions of the world’s prob-
lems, when our relations with Peking
and Moscow have reached the most
promising stage in history, when we have
achieved the first measure of success in
negotiating a halt to the arms race, some
Members of this body feel compelled to
impeach our President. They want to
impeach the man who has sole respon-
sibility for negotiating toward those oh-
jectives, as well as our goal of a ceasefire
in Indochina and the return of our
POW’s-MIA’s.

In their compulsion to impeach the
President, these Members took out an
advertisement in the New York Times,
two full pages, calling for support for
such action. Courageously and patriot-
ically, the New York Printing Pressmen'’s
Union, No. 2, delayed the start of the
first edition of the May 31, 1972, issue
to protest the contents of that adver-
tisement. The chairman of the union,
Richard Siemers, said the pressmen felt
the advertisement was traitorous and
detrimental to the boys in Vietnam and
the prisoners of war. The Times refused
even to allow the pressmen to have
printed a statement of their viewpoint.
To set the record straight, I include the
Times article in the Recorp. Certainly
it is not my wish to contend Mr. Sulz-
berger’'s freedom to print what he
wishes, but merely to point to the cour-
age of the pressmen to exercise their
freedom to express their moral and
political outrage.

I intend to introduce a joint resoclu-
tion next week commending the New
York Printing Pressmen’s Union No. 2.

Mr. Speaker, there is plently of time
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for criticism. But with sensitive negotia-
tions taking place at this time in all
areas of international diplomacy, it is
highly unfortunate that critics have
chosen this moment of national hope to
ask for the impeachment of the world
leader who has helped to bring us that
hope.
The resolution follows:

RESOLUTION COMMENDING NEW YORE PRINT-
6 PrESsMEN's UnioN No. 2

Whereas, the President of the United States
has just concluded an historic peace-making
mission to Moscow, and

Whereas, the President of the United States
is making every effort to effect a more stable
and peaceful world for ourselves and our
children, and

Whereas, the President of the United States
is making every effort to bring an honorable
end to the war in Southeast Asia, and

Whereas, the New York Times showed great
misjudgement on Wednesday, May 31, 1872,
in agreeing to publish a two-page advertise-
ment calling for the impeachment of the
President, and

Whereas, The New York Printing Press-
men’s Union, No. 2, showed a remarkable
degree of courage and patriotism in protest-
ing the Times' publication of the advertise-
ment to impeach the President, and

Whereas, ths type of criticism makes it
exceedingly difficult to negotiate with an
intransigent enemy, and is detrimental to
American men in Vietnam and our POW's-
MIA's, and

Whereas, The Pressmen’s Union indicated
a willingness to publically defend the Presi-
dent of the United States despite obvious
risk to their own jobs at the Times,

Be it therefore resolved that the Congress
of the United States does hereby commend
and congratulate the New York Printing
Pressmen’s Union, No. 2 for defending the
President, and standing up for an honorable
end to the war in Southeast Asla.

PressMEN DEeray EpITION OF TIMES

Pressmen at The New York Times delayed
the start of the first-edition press run of
yesterday's issue for nearly 156 minutes to
protest the contents of a pald advertise-
ment seeking the impeachment of President
Nixon.

The two-page advertisement of the Na-
tional Committee for Impeachment sought
support for a campaign to impeach Mr, Nixon
for allegedly violating the Constitution and
ignoring bipartisan legislation by continuing
the war in Vietnam and by increasing air
operations there.

Initially, officials of The Times said, the
pressmen said they would not operate the
presses unless the advertisement was re-
moved, The Times management refused to
do this.

The pressmen then asked that a statement
of their viewpoint be printed with the ad-
vertisement, but production officials again
refused, saying that it was a matter for the
news department to look into.

Arthur Ochs Sulzberger, the publisher of
The Times, sald in a statement yesterday
that it was “inconceivable” that The Times
would yield to economic pressure from its
pressmen for elimination of the advertise-
ment with which they disagreed.

Richard Siemers, chairman of the New
York Printing Pressmen’s Union No. 2 at The
Times, said the pressmen felt the advertise-
ment was “traitorous” and ‘“detrimental to
the boys in Vietnam and prisoners of wsar."
He Issued the following statement for the
pressmen:

“We the members of the New York Times
press room want it known that we do not
agree with the action or intent of the pald
advertisement on pages 22 and 23 of the Wed-
nesday issue, dated May 31, 1972, and are
working under protest in printing it."”
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Mr., Sulzberger sald in his statement that
“fortunately” the pressmen allowed them-
selves to be persuaded to permit work to go
forward before any real damage was done
and that the advertisement ran as scheduled.
He continued:

“In the service of freedom of expression
our columns must remain open to a wide
variety of views, with many of which ob-
viously both we and others will disagree.

“The work stoppage, which involved the
use of economic force in an effort to censor
the contents of the newspaper, was a chal-
lenge to the concept of freedom of expression
on which & free press is founded. It would
have been inconceivable for this newspaper
to have ylelded to such pressure.

“We doubt that those involved had fully
thought out the implications of their action.
The gravity of the situation will be explained
to them, and we trust that there will not be
any repetition of the incident.”

TERRORISM AT TEL AVIV AIRPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. Aezuc) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, we were all
horrified and shocked by the Tuesday
night incident at Tel Aviv Airport in
which three terrorists gunned down over
100 people, killing 25 of them. Among
the dead were 12 Puerto Ricans on a pil-
grimage to the Holy Land and Dr.
Aharon Katzir-Katchalsky, the noted
scientist,

Although the perpetrators of this out-
rage were apparently not of Arab na-
tionality, the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine has claimed re-
sponsibility for the incident. It is well
known that even though this group and
other Arab terrorist groups may not be
officially connected with the governments
of Arab nations, they receive the protec-
tion and covert support of these govern-
ments in planning and carrying out their
activities. In this particular case, the ter-
rorist group is based in Beirut, Lebanon.

I am today introducing a resolution
expressing the horror of the Congress at
this unprovoked attack. The resolution
also calls upon the President and the
State Department to express in the
strongest terms their disapproval of the
harboring and aiding of these terrorist
groups by Arab governments, particularly
the Government of Lebanon, Finally, the
resolution asks international airlines to
boycott Beirut Airport as a protest
against the international outlawry
countenanced by the Lebanese Govern-
ment.

I include the text of the resolution at
the conclusion of my remarks and ex-
press my hope that it will receive the sup-
port of my colleagues:

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Whereas, 25 innocent civilians were killed
and over 75 innocent civilians wounded in
an unprovoked armed attack at the Tel Aviv
Airport on May 31, 1972, and

Whereas, a terrorist group known as the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine
has claimed responsibility for this incident,
and

Whereas, a number of Governments in the
Middle East, including the Government of
Lebanon, are known or believed to be harbor-

ing, aiding, and encouraging the said Popu-
lar Front for the Liberation of Palestine and

similar terrorist groups: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the sense of
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the Congress concerning the incident at the
Tel Aviv Alrport on May 31, 1972, is one of
horror, shock, and dismay, and further

Resolved, that the Congress calls upon the
Presldent and the Secretary of State to ex-
press to the Government of Lebanon and
any other Governments harboring, aiding, or
encouraging the terrorist Popular Front for
the Liberation of Palestine or any other
similar terrorist groups the strong disap-
proval of the United States at such harbor-
ing, alding, or encouragement, and further

Resolved, that the Congress calls upon all
international airlines to boycott Beirut, the
headquarters of the sald Popular Front for
the Liberation of Palestine, until such time
as the Government of Lebanon takes strong
and effective measures to terminate the ex-
istence of such group, and any other similar
terrorist groups, on its territory.

PENTAGON WASTE IN CONTRACT
TERMINATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AsprIN) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I am publicly
releasing today a recent report by the
General Accounting Office which indi-
cates that the Pentagon throws away
millions of dollars trying to terminate
contracts with faulty contractors.

The Government pald an extra $6 mil-
lion in contracts valued at $15 million
because of pervasive mismanagement in
our defense industries. The extra charges
of $6 million were the result of the
Pentagon paying for sub-standard items,
ignoring contractors delays in delivering
items, and writing contracts with giant
loopholes that allow the contractors to
collect large sums if a contract is
terminated.

The most blatant example of this
waste is the payment of $4.9 million to
Westinghouse of Baltimore, Md. for not
producing 12 decoy devices for jet fight-
ers. The decoy devices were designed to
aid the F-105 Star Fighter Jet. The orig-
inal value of the confract was $5.6 mil-
lion for producing four prototype decoy
devices and 12 production units. Instead,
the Government paid Westinghouse $4.9
million and Westinghouse did not deliver
one single item.

Other firms were paid for producing
faulty computer parts, radios, parachutes
and electronic tubes. Some companies
were paid despite the fact that there were
considerable delays in the performance
of their contracts.

One firm, Mason Electronics, was paid
over $300,000 for a gun bolt assembly for
the M-61 rifie that it did not produce
for the Air Force. Instead, Mason turned
to another firm which produces an iden-
tical gun bolt for the Army and let a sub-
contract.

Mr. Speaker, I am calling upon Defense
Secretary Laird to explain to the Ameri-
can people why the Pentagon pays con-
tractors who provide inadequate equip-
ment or produce nothing at all. This kind
of waste and mismanagement only rein-
forces the belief of many Americans that
the Pentagon is an inefficient bureauc-
racy incapable of efficiently and effec-
tively procuring new weapons.
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HISTORY OF THE POLISH AMERI-
CAN CLUB OF NEWINGTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. CorTER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, on Sun-
day, June 4, the Polish Americans Club
of Newington is celebrating its 50th an-
niversary, I have long admired the work
of this proud civic organization, and I
know my colleagues will wish to join me
in recognizing the achievements of this
dedicated group.

I especially want to point out to the
Members of Congress the work of the
president of this club, John Bedus, and
the chairman of the club building com-
mittee, Stanley May.

For the benefit of my colleagues and
the readers of this Recorp, I am enclos-
ing a brief history of this fine organiza-
tion.

The history follows:

HISTORY OF THE POLISH AMERICAN CLUB OF
NEWINGTON

The Polish American Club was organized
in 1922, The originators: John Cames, Jo-
seph Wenils and Adam Czarnecki labored to
organize this club which was dedicated to
clvic responsibility and to benefits for the
members, The originators started the club
with 22 charter members. Many of the sons
of the original members are still active in
the club.

After the charter became effective, these
members decided to purchase some land to
bulld a clubhouse, This was on the south side
of Wilson Avenue.

First, a dancing pavilion was built and the
money derived from the dances enabled John
Bedus and Jacob Hollis to bulld a clubhouse.
Some of the most exciting dances and picnics
of Newington were held at this e¢lub. Reve-
nue from the dances and picnics, together
with team work from all members, soon had
the officers thinking of constructing a bigger
and better club.

The title of the land purchased was in the
name of the Newington Independent Club
and its officers at that time were Joseph
Stempien, President, and John Bedus, Secre-
tary.

This area, known as “Home Gardens”
Tract, also knicknamed ‘“Settlement”, was
settled mainly by Polish Immigrants.

In 1927, Joseph Stempien and John Bedus
decided to change the name of the club to
Polish American Republican Club.

As the community grew, so the Polish
American Club grew. By the year 1948, the
club had growing pains and a larger meeting
hall was needed. John Bedus, its president,
saw the future of the club and sold the mem-
bers the idea of purchasing additional land.
Mr. Bedus had enough foresight to get the
young people interested in the club. In 1938,
the Club purchased additional land on the
north side of Wilson Avenue.

Stanley May was named chairman of the
building committee and with the help and
with great teamwork from all its members,
the new Polish American club was built, The
dedication of the new club was in 1949 and a
prouder building was not seen anywhere in
Newlington.

John Bedus, the club’s president, who held
the Presidency even longer than the late
President Roosevelt, 28 years In all, had ths
named changed to the Pollsh American Club
of Newington,

Just recently, this proud organization com-
pleted paying off its mortgage and on Sunday
it will celebrate its 50th Anniversary.

June 1, 1972

FRANK WYRKOFF: OLYMPIAN, EDU-
CATOR. GREAT AMERICAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DANIELSON)
is recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, it is
a pleasure today to pay tribute to Frank
Clifford Wykoff, famed athlete and
three-time Olympic Games gold medal
winner. Our colleague from Illinois,
RarpH METCALFE, was on the winning
team with Frank Wykoff when they
brought back to the United States the
400-meter relay gold medal from Berlin
in 1936.

Frank Wykoff first represented the
United States as a member of the
Olympic team in 1928 while he was a stu-
dent at Glendale High School in Glen-
dale, Calif. He received the gold medal
for the 400-meter relay held that year in
Amsterdam. In 1932, this time as a stu-
dent at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia, Frank again won the gold medal
in the 400-meter relay in the Olympic
events in Los Angeles. His third gold
medal came from the Olympics held in
Berlin in 1936. For many years Frank
Wykoff held the title of the “World’s
Fastest Human.”

In addition to this own athletic
achievements, Frank Wykoff has devoted
his life to education and to youth serv-
ices. Tonight he is being honored by a
retirement testimonial dinner at the In-
ternational Hotel in Los Angeles, mark-
ing retirement as director of the Los
Angeles County Special Schools after
22 years of service in that capacity. He
came to that job in 1950 and during the
intervening years the special schools de-
partment has grown from a few teachers
into a large department.

Frank Wykoff has provided leadership
in the field of education as a teacher,
as prineipal, and as superintendent of
elementary schools in Carpinteria, Calif.,
giving 17 years of service in the latter
position before joining the Los Angeles
County school system. He has helped to
reseaich new educational methods and
has been concerned with reeducating
youth and children in trouble. His con-
tributions in the educational arena have
been as outstanding, if not as well known,
as his athletic successes.

Frank Wykoff was born in Des Moines,
Iowa, on October 29, 1910. He has lived in
southern California most of his life, in
Glendale, in Carpinteria, and presently
in Alhambra in the 29th Congressional
District which I am pleased to represent.
I am proud to have Frank Wykoff as a
constituent and to take this occasion to
pay tribute to his many contributions to
southern California and to the United
States.

THE ISSUE AT HAND—IMMEDIATE
FISCAL RELIEF FOR LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr, BURKE)
is recognized for 30 minutes.
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Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, some of my colleagues at times
can only appear to their colleagues in
this House who know them best as so
many jugglers, so many issues do they
appear to be managing, circulating, and
balancing in their hands at any one
time. However, I do not think until the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of
1972, H.R. 14370, was reported out of
the Ways and Means Committee, was the
extent of their true talents shown for
all to see. In the days that have followed
the committee’s favorable reporting of
that bill, the House has been treated to
an incredible display of balancing act
virtuosity by some of our colleagues. So
expertly have some managed to keep a
number of unrelated issues in the air
that the debate over emergency Federal
assistance to government at the local
level has grown beyond recognition into
the great national debate, centering on
such controversial issues as the need for
tax reform, the need for congressional
reform, the historical jurisdiction of the
Appropriations Committee and, almost
lost sight of in the ensuing debate over
these controversial issues which have
been in the air for years, the issue at
hand, the revenue-sharing proposal of
the administration as revised and modi-
fied in the traditional legislative process
of hearings and committee action. Make
no mistake about it, revenue sharing is
the issue at hand in all of this and I
contend the issue we are in danger of
losing sight of. Suddenly, like some light-
ning rod this bill seems to have attracted
to itself all the fierce, raging undercur-
rents of controversy in the air over tax

reform, seniority reform, procedural re-

form, and seems to be coming close to
crystalizing an opposition which can only
be described as formidable in its very
diversity.

It is as if the very concept of revenue
sharing were not controversial enough
in and of itself. The concept of revenue
sharing in and of itself has raised from
its very introduction into political discus-
sion a whole host of directly related is-
sues—each of them confroversial in turn
in and of itself.

The committee in considering the con-
cept of revenue sharing was ineluctably
forced to involve itself in such controver-
sial matters as: deficit spending, the
sorry state of the national economy, the
always emotional specter of an ever-in-
creasing national debt, the quality of
government service at the local level and
the undeniable need for reform of exist-
ing local government institutions, the
critical state of local government fi-
nances, the stifling burden of skyrocket-
ing local property taxes, the desirability
of one kind of tax over another—with
the underlying awareness that all taxes
are evil, however necessary—the quality
of life in the cities and the trend to the
suburbs and drift from the farms, the
old federalism versus the new federalism,
States’ rights versus a strong, central
government, traditional interstate rivalry
and intrastate prejudices, the whole
patchwork of differing taxes from State
to State with all that implies for the
fierce competition for industry, the in-
finite variety of State constitutions and
the difficult road for constitutional
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amendments to achieve more equitable
State tax structures—just to rattle off a
few of the controversial areas that the
committee had to traipse through in ar-
riving at any bill at all on the subject of
revenue sharing. No committee, even one
possessing the wisdom of Solomon or
the ingenuity of WiLsuvr MirrLs—Ilet alone
a committee made up of 25 members,
each claiming to possess the wisdom of
Solomon—could possibly be expected to
satisfactorily and definitively answer
any one of these open-ended questions
in one year’s session. In a sense, the
chairman in accepting the administra-
tion's challenge on revenue sharing was
accepting a commission to choreograph
a ballet suitable for staging with safety
in a veritable minefield. No matter which
way the committee turned, it found itself
smack up against the most devisive of
issues. If our legislative process was ever
put through a more taxing ordeal than
it was on this bill in the committee stage,
I must confess the episode escapes me
now. If ever there was a committee re-
port and bill which was the result of
painstaking compromise and a resolve to
do the best possible for our local com-
munities and the local taxpayer in their
hour of desperate financial need, it is
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act
of 1972. If there is truth to the observa-
tion that no legislation has ever passed
both Houses and been signed into law
that pleased every interested group in
every detail, it is an understatement to
say that proof positive can be found in
this bill. No one has pretended for 1
minute that this bill will meet all of the
demands that are being made on this
Congress for immediate relief. No one has
or will argue that this bill has succeeded
in avoiding all the pitfalls along the way.
What can be said and should be said be-
fore this bill is buried in the welter of
controversy surrounding it is that it does
represent the best hope possible here
and now for providing immediate relief
to our local governments. This is the
point that must be made. This is the
point which cannot be lost sight of. This
is the point which every organization
representing local communities of every
variety are making to you, their repre-
sentatives in Congress.

To be sure these groups have not ar-
rived at their position willingly or en-
thusiastically. They are there, no doubt,
with a degree of reluctance. Every com-
munity around this Nation interested in
this legislation has had to make adjust-
ments along the way. That positions have
changed in the course of the development
of this legislation is unquestionable. Yet
equally unquestionable is the fact that
today nearly a year later, the mayors and
Governors around this country are
united as never before in agreement that
the bill coming before you in a matter
of days embodies not only their best hope
for desperately needed assistance but
their only hope.

For months now, it has been fashion-
able in the press to lambast the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for taking
its' time in reporting out a revenue-
sharing measure. Clearly these reporters
chose to ignore what they had to know
to be the case and, that is, given all the

19501

fantastic complexities involved in a dis-
cussion on revenue sharing and the need
to come up with an equitable formula
that met the needs of our major cities
without ignoring the needs of our coun-
ties and towns of our State governments,
the committee could hardly rush through
its assignment. The time was but one
indication of the difficulties involved.

Take my own case, for instance. I en-
tered the deliberations of the committee
equipped with a full set of reservations,
both philosophical and economieal, about
the wisdom of the administration’s rev-
enue-sharing plan. I think the same can
be said of every member of the commit-
tee and indeed every Member of Con-
gress. That is what hearings are for. It
was only in the process of weeks of hear-
ings and months of deliberations in ex-
ecutive session that I became convinced
that it was possible to come up with a
formula of distributing revenue that ad-
dressed itself to the serious problems at
hand without squandering the Federal
taxpayers’ money and which avoided
some of the dangerous philosophical im-
plications of the original revenue-shar-
ing concept. Above all, as the hearings
wore on, I think it is safe to say that the
overwhelming majority of members were
in agreement on one point and that is,
many of our cities and towns were in
desperate financial situations and help
had to be forthcoming immediately if
Congress was to escape the charge that
Washington fiddled while Main Street
burned. This conviction, if anything, has
been reinforced with each passing month
and in rising today, I simply want to cut
through the rising crescendo of criticism
these past few weeks centering on this
revenue-sharing bill because I think the
last thing this bill, the result of pains-
taking compromise, needs is to get in-
volved In added controversy. I think it
can only be a source of great concern to
every local government around this Na-
tion and every local property taxpayer
that there are those in this House who
for reasons of their own have chosen to
make the debate over revenue sharing a
debate on other matters such as whole-
sale Federal tax reform and congres-
sional reform.

This does not mean that I am not con-
cerned about and am not committed to
tax reform. It is long overdue, The chair-
man has unquestionably gone further
than any other chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee since the Federal
income tax was added to the constitution
of this country in filing the legislation
he filed yesterday. Far reaching Federal
tax reform, for the first time, is a dis-
tinet possibility with the filing of this leg-
islation. I certainly will do all in my pow-
er and lend whatever prestige I have to
translating this commitment into a real-
ity. But no one knows more than the
advocates of far reaching tax reform the
difficulties of getting a genuine tax re-
form bill through Congress. They know
it is not like Instant coffee and some-
thing which can be done overnight. In
attaching far reaching Federal tax re-
form to a bill such as the one which is
before us in the form of an amendment
on the floor, they are jeopardizing the
very bill before us. In effect, they know
they are asking the impossible. Much




19502

of it is pure grandstanding for pgbnc
consumption. If these men were serious,
they would, in fact, be conserving their
energy and joining the Chairman in a
constructive effort to undertake hear-
ings forthwith on genuine and complete
tax reform, instead of trying to freight
this bill down with an amendment that
can only diminish the chances of any
bill passing this House and the other.

Similarly, with those forces advocating
congressional reform and who can al-
ways be counted upon to oppose the con-
cept of a closed rule for Ways and Means
Committee legislation. Again, these peo-
ple are making this bill a hostage for
instant congressional reform here and
now. Again, I have no quarrel for the
demand for congressional reform. Con-
gressional reform is long overdue. But
why this bill? In their insistence in bring-
ing up this issue at this time they are
wittingly or unwittingly contributing to
the likely defeat of a much needed meas-
ure of fiscal relief to our local cities and
towns. Again, the issue at hand is revenue
sharing, not congressional reform.

As if we did not have enough to con-
tend with, the newest ripple of discon-
tent surrounding this bill is coming from
my good friends on the Appropriations
Committee. Apparently, a decision has
been made fo add to the woes of revenue
sharing by raising the issue of commit-
tee jurisdiction. This is an appropriations
measure they say, not a revenue measure.
Perhaps there is something to what they
say, but in view of all the time invested
by one committee of this House which
had unquestioned jurisdiction over the
revenue-sharing concept as originally
proposed, they surely must be aware that
the net effect of raising their jurisdic-
tional question at this time is to further
diminish the chances of passing any
measure this session on revenue sharing.
To be sure, revenue sharing has been
changed somewhat in the process by the
committee. All legislation experiences
similar changes. But it is well to remem-
ber that the division of responsibility on
revenue matters between a revenue rais-
ing committee and a revenue distributing
committee is sometimes hazy. If pushed
far enough these people may find them-
selves in the unexpected position of mak-
ing one of the best arguments of com-
bining revenue distributing and revenue
raising functions in one committee as was
originally the case in this body and is still
the case in many of our State legisla-
tures. What I am saying is if the argu-
ment is made too often and too loud that
revenue should be distributed only after
proper consideration has been given to
the availability of such revenue then one
can argue that the House is acting ir-
responsibly each day it operates with sep-
arate committees on appropriations and
ways and means.

Be that as it may, my main point to-
day is that neither one of these groups
has enough votes to defeat this proposal
and be successful in having their point of
view adopted by this House. Acting in
concert, however, the net result of their
efforts could well be the defeat of revenue
sharing this session. Make no mistake
about it, the price we will pay for this is
the real issue at hand. If Members want
to use the opportunity of consideration
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of a revenue-sharing measure to reform
the Federal tax structure, reform the pro-
cedures of the House of Representatives,
and decide the areas of jurisdiction be-
tween the Ways and Means Committee
and the Appropriations Committee, all in
one afternoon, then let them know that
to do so is at the risk of kissing goodbye
to revenue sharing this Congress. Let
them know that the years and months of
efforts by local officials and homeowners
around this Nation have been but in vain.
There is little enough time as it is to get
this measure through the House and
through the Senate and signed by the
President this Congress. The last thing
this bill needs is further hurdles to cross
in the limited time available.

In view of all the foregoing, anyone
who is genuinely interested in seeing rev-
enue sharing succeed this Congress can
only conclude that anyone who votes
against the closed rule ultimately is no
friend of revenue sharing. Ultimately,
that is the common denominator for the
strange bedfellows that have joined
forces against the closed rule. The great
bed of ware itself would not be capable
of accommodating the strange bedfellows
this rule fight has thrown together. Make
no mistake about it, revenue sharing is in
serious jeopardy as a consequence of this
strange alliance. Every mayor, Governor,
and local property taxpayer around the
country has their work cut out for them
in the few days remaining to lobby sup-
port for this bill. Failing that, the best
we can hope for is to begin anew with the
next Congress, having in the process ac-
complished nothing either for revenue
sharing, tax reform or genuine congres-
sional reform in this Congress.

I am including at this point letters and
reports indicative of the serious concern
shared by officials throughout the Na-
gi?ln over the fate of the revenue sharing

| TELEGRAM |
May 26, 1972,
Congressman JAMES A. BURKE,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR CoNGRESSMAN: H.R. 14370—revenue
sharing—is now scheduled to be brought
before the House the week of June 5th. As
I stated in the Massachusetts delegation
luncheon two weeks ago, I cannot over-
emphasize the importance of the revenue
sharing legislation to the Commonwealth, as
the passage of the bill will provide an addi-
tlonal 179 million dollars to help ease Mas-
sachusetts’ serlous economic situation.

The survival of revenue sharing depends
on every individual Congressman's vote to
support the closed rule on H.R.14370.
Therefore, I strongly urge you to vote yes
on the previous question, and to assure final
passage of this measure.

Francis W. BARGENT,
Govsmor,
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1972,
Hon. JAMES A. BURKE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR CONGRESSMAN BUrRKE: The State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (HR.
14370) was recently approved by the House
Committee on Ways and Means. The bill
provides $5.3 billion to state and local gov-
ernments to assist them in providing des-
perately needed public services. The bill will
also help alleviate the fiscal crisls facing
many of our nation’s cities. The National
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League of Citles and the United States Con-
ference of Mayors urge that you vote for the
bill.

The bill is pending before the Rules Com-
mittee and we hope that the Committee will
report the bill out under a closed rule and
walving points of order. We are supporting
this motion.

When the bill is on the House floor, a few
Congressmen have indicated that they will
oppose the rule. We believe a closed rule is
necessary. The bill amends the Internal Reve-
nue Code and such amendments have tradi-
tionally been considered by the House only
under a closed rule. Furthermore, a closed
rule is needed because the bill includes a
complex formula for allocating funds to local
governments. The Ways and Means Commit=-
tee labored for weeks designing the formula
on the basis of neec. To open the formula
for discussion would probably result In end-
less debate about it on the floor. At this point
in time, the nation’s cities need help, not
debate over the technicalities of a formula.

Since the bill itself is a five year appropri-
ation, points of order must be walved. If a
point of order were allowed on the floor, this
provision might be deleted. The five year
appropriation is key to the program. Your
local government officlals need a long-term
appropriation to properly budget and man-
age local programs—hire staff, purchase
equipment, make long-term commitments on
facilities. The Ways and Means Committee,
in considering this provision, determined that
cities must have assurance that the federal
funds would be regularly available, but that
the program should be limited to five years.
This will automatically provide the Congress
with an opportunity to review the program.
For these reasons, we urge you to vote against
any move on the floor to defeat the closed
rule or allow points of order.

For your information, enclosed is an analy-
sis of the major objections raised about the
bill.

Sincerely,
JoHN J. GUNTHER,
Ezecutive Director, U.S. Conference of
Mayors.
PaTrICK HEALY,
Ezecutive Vice President,
League of Cities.

National

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES,
Washington, D.C., May 26, 1972.

DesR CoONGRESSMAN: As you know, the
House Rules Committee last week by a vote
of 8-7 approved for floor consideration with
a closed rule, H.R.14370, the “State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972". On
behalf of the tens of thousands of elected,
appointed and officials in the 3,067 counties
throughout the United States, we urge you
to vote "Yes" on the previous questions to
support the closed rule and to vote “Yes"
for final passage of H.R, 14370.

This proposal for General Revenue Sharing
was reported by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee on April 17, 1872, The measure was
the result of many, many months of hard
work by the Committee and its stafl, It rep-
resents a consensus of the majority of the
Committee as being the best possible way to
provide fiscal assistance to state, county, and
city governments throughout the United
States over the next five years. The associa-
tions representing states, counties, and cities,
along with their membership, support this
measure. The assistance provided under H.R.
14370 is desperately needed if many of our
local governments are to survive fiscally and
continue to provide essential, valuable serv-
ices to their citizens.

This legislation will be before your body
for action in the very near future. We again
strongly urge you to vote yes on the previous
question and on the final passage of H.R.
14370, so that badly needed funds will begin
to flow to state and local governments un-
incumbered by the red tape and delay gen-
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erated under existing, specific grant-in-ald
programs.
Your positive consideration of our requests
will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours,
WiLLiaM J. CONNER,
President.
BeErNARD F. HILLENBRAND,
Ezecutive Director.

[From the NAC News & Views, May 26, 1972]
EXECUTIVES RALLY FOR REVENUE BILL

Our elected county executives, 168 strong,
spent two days In Washington last week
meeting with Sen. Russell Long (D-La.), their
own Senators, and key leaders in the House
of Representatives to dramatize the urgent
need for general revenue sharing this ses-
sion. However, we are in a desperate battle
against the clock to secure passage of both
general revenue sharing and welfare reform.

Sen. Long Is very strongly supportive of
general revenue sharing legislation and has
given us every assurance that he will do his
best to get it througth the Senate.
He indicated that he would hold hearings on
the legislation as soon as it passes the House
and as soon as he disposes of welfare reform
legislation.

The problem we face now it that we must
get passed the House Rules Committee be-
fore going to the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The rallying cry before the Rules
Committee Is that Congress should not ap-
prove & $5.3 billion spending program with-
out providing a new revenue raising plan to
pay for it. This indeed would be a brand new
precept to be followed in the Congress, and
we can imagine the consequences if the same
reasoning should be applied to forelgn ald
appropriations, Defense Department expend-
itures, or any one of hundreds of other items
of federal expenditures.

The Rules Committee completed three days
of hearings last week, receiving pro and con
testimony from members of the Ways and
Means Committee and other Congressional
Leaders. The Committee will decide next
Tuesday the form of rule under which the
revenue sharing bill (H.R. 14370) will go
to the floor. NACo is supporting a “closed”
rule, waiving points of order, which would
not allow amendments to the revenue sharing
proposal in the form of an altered formula
or major tax reform legislation,

Even though we have been having problems
with the Rules Committee, we are encouraged
by the fact that the leadership o. the House
of Representatives has scheduled the opening
of the general revenue sharing debate for
Wednesday, May 31.

AMENDMENT TO INTERNAL
REVENUE CODE OF 1954

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I
introduced an amendment to the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 providing for
an additional itemized deduction for
taxicab fares paid by disabled individ-
uals.

As you may know, the handicapped
are a very significant segment of Ameri-
can society. As a result of crippling dis-
ease, birth defects, traffic accidents, and
war-inflicted wounds, more than 22
million people have a disabling con-
dition severe enough to interfere with
their major daily activity. Although the
disabled constitute a sizable portion of
our total citizenry, their problems and
needs have long been bypassed and ne-
glected.
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One of the most inexcusable over-
sights with regard to the handicapped is
the present discrimination in the field
of transportation. As members of the
taxpaying public, disabled individuals
help subsidize public transportation sys-
tems. However, due to architectural bar-
riers or their physical impairments, pub-
lic transportation is rendered unavail-
able to many of the disabled. Thus, while
contributing to the maintenance of pub-
lic transportation which does not serve
them, the handicapped are forced to use
taxicabs or other nonregulated private
carriers which prove costly, particularly
considering the high medical expenses of
many handicapped and their discrimi-
nately lower salaries. Consequently, I am
introducing a bill to eliminate one of the
most unjust obstacles that the disabled
have previously had to confront.

The handicapped do not want special
privileges, only the chance to become
self-sustaining contributors to society
rather than dependent burdens. Provid-
ing for the transportation costs of the
disabled who are restricted to taxicabs
is only the first step on the long path to
relieving the ineguities our handicapped
citizens must deal with every day.

I would like to request the support of
all Members of the House on this im-
portant legislation and urge them to join
with me in continuing the quest for equal
rights for the handicapped.

For the information of my colleagues, I
am inserting the full text of my bill:

H.R. 14256

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to provide an additional itemized
deduction for taxicab fares pald by dis-
abled individuals

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
part VII of subchapter B of chapter 1 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
additional itemized deductions for Individu-
als) is amended by redesignating section 219
as 220 and by inserting after section 218 the
following new section:

“Sec. 219, TaxicAe FAREs Pamn BY DISABLED
INDIVIDUALS.

“(a) ALLOWANCE oF DEDUCTION.—In the case
of a disabled individual, there shall be al-
lowed as a deduction any taxicab fares paid
by him during the taxable year for his trans-
portation.

“(b) DEFINITION OF DISABLED INDIVIDUAL.—
For purposes of subsection (a), the term ‘dis-
abled individual’ means an individual who—

“(1) is blind (as defined In section 151
(d) (3)) for the entire taxable year, or

*“(2) has a medically determinable physi-
cal impairment so severe that he is unable
during the entire taxable year to use, with-
out hardship or danger, a bus, subway, train,
or similar form of public transportation (not
including taxicab) as a means of traveling.
No individual shall be considered to be dis-
abled unless he furnishes such proof of the
existence of his blindness or other impair-
ment in such form and manner as the Secre-
tary or his delegate may require.”

(b) The table of sections for such part VII
is amended by striking out the last item and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 219. Taxicab fares pald by disabled
individuals.

“Sgc. 220. Cross reference.”

Sec. 2. The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall apply only with re-
spect to taxable years begiuning after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
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ENERGY CRISIS

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, on the
opposite-editorial page of the New York
Times for May 11, 1972, an institutional
advertisement by Mobil Oil Corp. dis-
cussed in considerable detail the energy
crisis faced by this Nation.

The Select Small Business Subcommit-
tee on which I serve has been holding
hearings on the energy crisis and the
high cost of oil and gas in the United
States. This is a most complicated sub-
ject which involved oftentimes conflict-
ing interests of conservationists, indus-
try, and consumers burdened with both
rising costs and decreasing supplies of
energy.

The Congress has a very great respon-
sibility in this area and we must find a
reasonable procedure for balancing the
twin goals of protecting the environment
and meeting national requirements for
various energy sources.

The Mobil advertisement highlights
many of the important issues involved
in this subject and offers several recom-
mendations. Without endorsing the lat-
ter, I do believe the presentation is an
important public service, bringing these
issues to the attention of the public. For
that reason I am pleased to include the
text in the REcORD:

THE Gar

By 1985, Americans will be consuming
twice as much energy as they do today, ac-
cording to government forecasts.

Why? More people plus rising
standards.

The problem is, no one can be sure how
the U.S. will be able to get the additional
energy needed.

Mobil is convinced the nation must start
planning now to find rational solutions to
this problem. As petroleum suppllers, we're
unavoldably involved, since oil and gas are
expected to account for two-thirds of U.S.
energy used in 1985,

Most Americans probably don’t know about
the gap between forecast energy supply and
demand. Even If they did, it's easy to take it
for granted the gap will somehow be closed.
Unfortunately, the suggested solutions we at
Mobll see most frequently are plagued with
worrisome if’s and but's, such as:

Solution #1: We can increase U.S. reserves
by finding more oil and gas through stepped-
up drilling onshore in the lower 48 states.

But the most promising areas onshore have
already been drilled up, which lessens the
likelihood of our making the massive dis-
coveries we need.

Solution #2: We can intensify oil drilling
offshore, where the odds are much better.

But environmentalists have succeeded in
placing some marine areas at least temporar-
ily out of bounds. Last December’s federal
sale of offshore Louisiana leases had to be
called off. Some California undersea drilling
has been held up. East Coast drilling, al-
though it is some years away and probably
would occur at least 30 miles at sea, is al-
ready under attack.

Solution #3: We can bring in oil and gas
from Alaska's North Slope.

But environmentalists have stalled con-
struction of a pipeline to move this petrole-
um. Even with the pipeline built, the North
Slope In 1985 would supply less than a tenth
of U.8. crude oil consumption—a much-
needed tenth, to be sure.

Solution £4: We can rely even more heavily

living
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on imported oil and gas to make up the dif-
ference between what we can produce here
at home and what we consume.

But how much of our petroleum supply can
come from abroad before we become danger-
ously dependent on sources that can be shut
off as the result of foreign political or eco-
nomic pressures? We import a quarter of our
oll needs today; by 1985, that will rise to
over half. And since natural gas s already
rationed in some American cities, the U.S.
has begun to import costly gas from overseas.

The U.S. can reduce the risks of Imports
by building security stockpiles of oil and
gas. But while stockplles are indeed possible,
they would be costly. Even so, coupled with
stringent rationing, they could provide a lot
of insurance.

Solution #5: We can extract synthetic oil
and gas from our virtually unlimited domes-
tic coal and oil-shale deposits.

But at what cost? Nobody yet knows how
to make synthetic fuels at costs approaching
those of conventional fuels. We don't know
to what extent environmental restrictions
will stymie development of synthetic fuels.
We do Enow we'll have to have some syn-
thetic fuel capacity to meet the 1985 energy
demand—or rely even more heavily on im-
ported oil and gas.

Solution #6: We can close the gap with
more nuclear power.

But nuclear plant construction has lagged
far behind expectations, mainly because of
soaring costs, design problems, and environ-
mental fears, To supply 40 percent of U.S.
electrical energy by 1985, as forecast, means
building 250 one-million-kilowatt nuclear
plants between now and then.

In varying measure, all these solutions will
be needed; no single solutien can do the job.

An alternative suggested by some is that
America simply level off or perhaps cut back
its use of energy. But that’s no solution. The
240 million Americans of 1985 will consume
far more energy than today's 208 million. It
will take additional energy just to improve
the environment.

We can and should stretch our reserves by
using energy more wisely. But it would take
stringent rationing and a mandatory reduc-
tion of living standards, together with zero
population growth, to make a dent in our
rising energy consumption,

Mobil believes adoption of comprehensive
national energy policles could deal with the
energy problem by (1) recognizing the need
for continued economic growth, (2) placing
the national interest In energy matters above
any regional or other special Interests, and
(3) recognizing the natural priorities among
various energy sources, Only in this way
can we strike a balance between unaccept-
able environmental risks and unacceptable
economic risks.

The most unacceptable risk is that some-
how we fail to close the energy gap at all.

CHAPTER II: NEW YORK STATE
NARCOTIC PAROLE OFFICERS
ASSOCIATION—CASE STUDIES

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, on May 31
I advised the House of the activities of
a dedicated group of civil servants in
New York City who are narcotic parole
officers. My statement described the
scope of their activities and the need for
their program. Today I am setting forth
the details of a ecase in which these fine
young men and women have been in-
volved so as to make more meaningful
the nature of their work.

The details follow:
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Case CONFERENCE RE JOHN X—PRESENT: 17
StarF MEMBERS, DECEMEBER 16, 1971
PROCEEDINGS
A clinical conference was held Tuesday to
reassess the case of John X for the purpose
of attempting to determine what part this
Aftercare Center played in the case and how
we might correct our own shortcomings in
order to provide better service for our clients

in the future.

The meeting was opened by the staff psy-
chologist, who read the only data from out-
side this agency that was in Mr. X's folder.
These data were In the form of a screening
report from the Brooklyn House of Detention
written 6 days after Mr. X's 2nd certification
to the NACC in August, 1970.

John was described as a 26 year old male,
separated from his wife for 6 years, who also
had custody of thelr two young children. He
had begun mainlining heroin from the be-
ginning of his drug usage in 1950 and
continued for some 8-10 years. He had
gone thru numerous detoxification pro-
grams: Manhattan General 4 times for a
total of 14 weeks, Lexington 4 mos., Teen
Challenge 12 mos. and NACC-Day Top 17 mos.
Treatment prior to Day Top was described
as unsuccessful. The Day Top experlence was
seen as a positive one, even though John
split and left the center because of internal
strife. He was described as having been
previously certified to the NACC in 10/87
(civil) and released from the NACC Intra-
mural Facility (IMF) to Day Top, no men-
tion is made of his certification status and
whether or not he was previously decertified.
His new certification, he clalmed was a “cop-
out” to avold further jail and the fact that
it was a “bum rap”. The counselor's coms-
ments reflected John's own feelings that he
needed structured supervision.

Following the reading of this report, we
built up a more or less chronological picture
of what John was like, what he did and what
this Aftercare Center did during the ensuing
months. This pleture was based on observa-
tions from the various teachers, therapists,
counselors, etc., present at the meeting.

It was unanimously felt by the 4 therapists
who were the first to come In contact with
John here at this center that John resented
his position as a “beginner'” and was not able
or willing to begin looking into himself at
the time the instant aftercare program was
disbanded. Thus, after only one month of
structured therapy as a resident rehabilitant,
during which time he did not begin to deal
with himself, the structure was taken away.

From the tlme the Instant aftercare pro-
gram was disbanded up to the present, John
was virtually on the “other side of the fence™
so to speak. Intelligent, articulate, creative,
he endeared himself to staff, who, to a man,
capitalized on John's strengths and almost
totally neglected his weaknesses. John's tal-
ent for painting was recognized, praised both
inside this Aftercare Center and in the NACC
exhibit, and he was allowed to make sub-
stantial financial profit during the second
month of his second certification.

At the same time, because of his facllity
with words and his previous experience In
group work acquired in other treatment
experiences, he was allowed and encouraged
to be an actlve leader, A number of par-
ticlpants at the conference noted that while
John was getting all this acclalm with its
attendant responsibility, no one confronted
John or required that he begin to deal with
his own problems. Our “treatment” for John,
therefore, consisted of treating him “as i
he were & man fully capable of handling the
responsibility of his own life as well as show-
ing others how to be responsible for them-
selves. The exact opposite, of course, could
have been assumed from his previous record
and even from his own statements that he
needed “the constant reinforcement of a
therapeutic community, or the supervision/
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counseling that an aftercare situation would
provide”. (John X., 8/70, Brooklyn House of
Detention).

By December, 1970, between 8 and 4
months after his recertification to the NACC,
Mr. X was working as a “theraplst” at one
NACC facility as well as outside the facility
at an Independent narcotics program. He was
being pald by both places and meanwhile was
also living in this Aftercare Center.

Again, it was clear from statements made
by varlous participants in the conference that
doubts as to the wisdom of what was hap-
pening with John and also its resultant ef-
fect on our other rehabllitants, were growing
stronger and stronger. While many of these
doubts were expressed verbally among the
staff, no written records of his progress ap-
pear In his folder until 2/71, at which time
a psychological evaluation was requested for
purposes of decertification! The lack of writ-
ten communications, while irresponsible at
any time, appear especially deterimental in
this case. The conference took note of the
fact that during these first few months of
Mr. X's stay with us, not only was the in-
stant aftercare program discontinued (who
provided his supervision), but the halfway
house supervisor was changed three times
(where he lived), and the head of commu-
nity care (where he studied his course work)
changed five times! It seems rather obvious
now, that with such discontinuity of per-
sonnel, that written case continulty could
have been of the utmost importance in help-
ing point up the lack of therapeutic plan-
ning with respect to Mr. X. Another fact
which emerged during the discussion was
that no one present felt they had more than
& superficlal knowledge of, or relationship
with, this client.

In the psychological evaluation of 2/71
the psychologist took note of John's tendency
to externalize responsibility and the fact
that his ability to convince others was the
source both of his strength and his greatest
weakness. The strong suggestion was made
that John move out of the halfway house
and demonstrate his ability to live independ-
ently in a non-sheltered situation, before he
was decertified. Despite this suggestion, John
continuied to live at this Aftercare Center’s
halfway house until at least April 15 (the
exact date of his leaving is not on record),
only 114 months before he was given an ad-
ministrative discharge. In the meantime,
Mr., X got his High School Equivalency di-
ploma, passed the Narcotic Correction Officer
trainee exam and was hired by the NACC as
a Narcotic Correction Officer trainee to work
here at this center. In addition, John went
to Washington to testify before the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Drug Abuse.

A number of those present at the confer-
ence, polnted out that by this time it was
quite apparent to both staff and clients alike
that John was getting favored treatment and
that we seemed to be pinning the badge of
“success” on him, to fill our needs for suc-
oess. The total effect was seen as detrimen-
tal to all concerned. John, himself, was pic-
tured as playing out the success role which
we had defined for him.

The other clients were reported as looking
upon the situation as a great game, Some
tried to follow the same pattern that John
was following and many became angry and
resentful both at John and at the NACC, but
in general the clients’ attitude toward the
NACC program was thought to become in-
creasingly more cynical and mistrustful.

The final chapter in the case of Mr. X,
his return to drug usage, his being allowed
to enter an upstate college with the full
knowledge of several staff members (and
naturally many of the clients In the same
program at this college), and the subsequent
leaving of college and fleeing from Synanon
was perhaps the most shocking indietment
of our treatment of this case to emerge from
the conference. The conference came to the
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conclusion that our need for a spectacular
success was so great that it was possible for
some staff to overlook or blind themselves to
the most glaring and obvious fact of all that
John was not a success and had begun to
reuse drugs long before he went off to college!

The meeting lasted somewhat over two
hours. Partly because of the late arrivals of
a number of participants and also the early
departure of others, no formal summary was
made at that time. The data, however, were
very clear as to the progressive trend of
John's behavior back to the use of drugs.
There were warning signs, some obvious,
some not so obvious, that were present from
the very beginning of his stay with us. These
slgns grew in intensity and number, yet,
elther went unheeded or were misinterpreted
or were repressed. There were no written
records kept on this man pertalning to ther-
apeutic planning or progress reports. Most of
the data that emerged today was unrecorded
previously and if transmitted from one work-
er to another it was done only verbally. In
view of the many workers involved and the
constant supervisory shifts, Mr. X did not
therefore get any structured supervision.
Taking advantage of the NACC disorganiza-
tion, he capitalized on it by becoming a
leader and spokesman in his own case, lead-
ing ultimately to his own downfall.

SEVERAL REVISIONS TO CURRENT POLICY 'SUG-
GESTED BY THIS ABOVE CONFERENCE

1. Better Intake and Orientation Proce-
dures, which include testing and evaluation
of current funectioning with respect to past
behavior.

2. Evolution of a therapeutic plan during
the intake procedures.

3. Keeping a running history of client's
contacts and progress, which is available and
used by everyone who deals with client.

4. Any large shifts in client's life plan
should be looked upon as changes in the
therapeutic plan and should be reviewed by
a clinical committee. (These are changes such

as living-in or leaving the halfway house,
leaving parents home for own apartment,
getting a job, shifting from abstinence to
Methadone or vice-versa, discharge, ete.).

Submitted by Assoclate Psychologist 12/
16/71.

MORTON SPEAKS ON ENVIRONMENT

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, earlier this
month our very able Secretary of Interior
and former colleague, Rogers C. B. Mor-
ton, addressed the Ohio Conference on
Environmental Improvement in Colum-
bus, Ohio.

Pointing to progress made since 1969,
Secretary Morton made reference to the
Council on Environmental Quality and
the Environmental Protection Agency as
two new organizations created to help
accomplish the job.

Secretary Morton's remarks are as
follows:

ReEMARES oF RoGeERs C. B. MorTON,
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
(Before the Ohio Conference on Environ-
mental Improvement, Ohio State Fair-
grounds, Columbus, Ohlo, Noon, Friday,

May 19, 1972)

I'm very pleased you asked me to appear at
your conference on environmental improve-
ment, The sponsoring organizations deserve
to be congratulated for their initiative in
arranging this conference, Meetings such as
these are very encoursging to me for they
demonstrate the awareness of environmental
problems that is now coming to the fore in
our Nation. They demonstrate the develop-
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ment of an environmental ethic which must
influence our society If man is fo preserve
his environment.

I haven't come here to point with alarm at
our many environmental problems. Your par=-
ticipation here today indicates your recogni-
tion and your concern for the problems we
face. Instead, I come before you to report on
the positive aspects of our environmental
situation, namely, the status of your Govern-
ment's efforts to improve the environment
and the Ilegislation we are proposing to
achieve some of our most critical national
environmental goals.

In the perspective of ten—or even five—
years ago this Administration and the Con-
gress can be justly proud of what has been
accomplished in the environmental field. In
looking at the problems yet to be solved,
it is all too easy to forget just how far we
have already progressed. I think it is cruclal
that we all maintain our perspective and that
we recognize what has already been
achieved . . . otherwise, many will become
discouraged and in thelr discouragement,
turn away from the pursuit of goals we must
attaln.

Here then is the status of our efforts to
improve the environment.

We have two new organizations to help do
the job—the Council on Environmental
Quality to advise the President and the En-
vironmental Protection Agency to monitor
and safeguard the quality of our environ-
ment.

We have standards for air and water qual-
ity and enforcement controls to assure that
they are met. In the Federal sector, we are
requiring environmental impact statements
to assess the effect of major Federal actlons.

On the technical front, we have under-
taken research programs to facilitate the re-
cycling of solid wastes and to develop ef-
ficlent sources of clean energy. We are at the
early deslgn stages In producing clean gas
from coal and clean electric power from the
fast breeder nuclear reactor.

We have taken steps to conserve some of
the most precious natural scenery and wild-
life In this country, Wilderness areas and
wild and scenic rivers are being set aside for
preservation in their pristine state; once des-
ignated, no further development is allowed
in these areas.

To protect the environment on the public
lands, we have banned the use of polsons.
Also, we are instituting controls on the use
of off-road vehicles which often damage the
fragile environment of these lands.

In the great Btate of Alaska, we have set
aside 1256 million acres of some of the finest
natural areas in the world . . . from which
we will select areas for new national parks
and national forests, new wildlife refuges and
additions to the wilderness and wild and
scenic river systems. This is a once in a life-
time opportunity to preserve precious en-
vironmental natural resources on Amerlca's
last frontier, and we are taking advantage
of it.

For some time, the Department of the In-
terior has been analyzing some pressing and
complex environmental problems involving
the management of our natural resources.
Now we have moved Into the action stage.
We have developed what we think are the
bases for practical, workable solutions to
many of these problems and we have sub-
mitted a forward-looking legislative package
to the Congress.

Very candidly, I seek your understanding
and your support for these legislative pro-
posals.

The cornerstone of our legislative thrust
goes right to the heart of the problem—the
manner in which the Executive Branch is or-
ganized. Today, the responsibility for re-
source management which has a lasting im-
pact on the environment is fragmented
through a great many Federal agencies . . .
three develop water resources . .. four man-
age public lands . . . six administer Federal
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recreation areas . .. and more than you can
count are involved in energy. Conservation is
not well served by this proliferation which
inevitably discourages communication.

The President is asking Congress for au-
thority to consolidate all of these efforts in
a single Department of Natural Resources.
It's the only way we can permeate govern-
ment activity with an environmental ethic
that will give us the best balance in conserva-
tion, development and preservation of our
natural resources.

Now let us look at specific problem areas
and our legislative response to them.

If there ever was a natural resource that
cries for better management, it's minerals.
Look at the laws that control mining on our
public lands. The Mining Law of 1872 is &
century old and the Mineral Leasing Act has
been on the books for more than 50 years. In
this time, the technology of mining has
changed enormously and mining's capacity
to damage the environment has become stag-
gering.

We have asked the Congress to revise
these laws to accomplish the following:

One, give Interlor the authority to pre-
vent mining in certain areas on public lands
where the environment is very fragile.

Two, provide a more realistic return to
the public for mineral resources taken.

Mining is not the only problem we have
on. the public lands. Many of the laws and
policies which still govern the public do-
main are older than the Mining Law of 1872.
The attitude that prevailed in the days of
Manifest Destiny, the open range and “Fifty
Four Forty or Fight"—namely that the public
lands should be freely available to any and
all who desire to use them—has never been
officially put to rest. And my management
authority in many ways does not protect
the public interest. The Bureau of Land
Management has a trusteeship for one-fifth
of the Nation’s entire land area, yet this
Bureau does not have the authority to pro-
hibit most forms of damage to the resources
or to arrest the offenders. The National Re-
source Land Management Act . . . which is
also known as the BLM Organic Act . . . would
provide the management tools we so badly
need.

To return to the subject of mining agalin
and to a problem that is serious right here
in Ohio . . . strip mining. You have met the
problem head on by enacting strict regula-
tory measures, but should you be placed at
a competitive disadvantage with states which
do not enact such measures or which fail to
enforce regulations already on the statute
books? We think not. That is why we are
asking Congress for the Mined Area Pro-
tection Act.

This legislation will encourage the states
to regulate mining to avold adverse environ-
mental consequences. But if a particular
state doesn’t act, the bill gives the Depart-
ment of the Interlor authority to step in and
do the job, and belleve me, we will do it,
There is no doubt that environmental dam-
age from mining operations can be effectively
controlled. In the future, the price of coal
and other minerals taken must include the
cost of damage control and mined land rec-
lamation. We can no longer allow the en-
vironment to bear this cost.

A long range problem we must address
ourselves to 1s power plant siting. We must
have an adequate supply of power and we
must have an orderly procedure for locating
plants and transmission lines on the most
environmentally acceptable sites.

To achieve these objectives, we must rec-
ognize that both energy needs and environ-
mental quality are legitimate concerns in
planning power facilities. Both must be con-
sidered from the earliest stages of the plan-
ning process.

Under the proposed power plant siting bill,
electric utilities would be required to obtain
federal approval of their plans to bulld bulk
power facilities. This approval would be
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granted only if the facility would not, and
I quote from the Act, “unduly impair im-
portant environmental values and (would)
be necessary to meet electric power needs.”
‘With these procedures, the impact of a pro-
posed facllity would be investigated, consid-
ered in public hearings and resolved in ad-
vance of the need for the power. Hopefully,
we would avoid power shortages from delays
caused by environmental controversies—a
situation that actually threatens the power
supply of many parts of the country this
summer,

President Nixon set a new national goal
when he asked the Congress for a National
Land Use Policy Act. One need only fly over
the whole country as I have—from Portland,
Maine to Seattle, Washington—to realize
that the country needs a sound land use
policy.

The bill we propose will encourage the
states to establish land use planning agen-
cles and to develop comprehensive land use
programs. It will encourage them to assert
control over problems that are of more than
purely local significance. Local control is un-
able to deal with land use problems which
Involve environmental values of state-wide
concern, like the preservation of greenbelts
in urban areas and the protection of wet-
lands.

‘We must realize the ominous, and immedi-
ate, portent of continued helter skelter
growth. Our land space is a precious and
Ilimited natural resource, but we have not
treated it so. We have taken the lazy ap-
proach. We have grown too much like topsy.
To begin a new sense of order on the land
that will encourage the preservation of ir-
replaceable values, recognize man's depend-
ency on open space and improve the quality
of life In America, we must adhere to tHe
discipline of good land use policy at all
levels of government. Enactment of the Na-
tlonal Land Use Policy Act will be a big
step in this direction.

I think it is self evident that considerable
environmental progress hinges on the fate of
the legislative program I have just described.
I think it is also evident that we have dras-
tically redefined the natural resources role
and responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment in many instances. It is clear to me that
in many areas we must take the lead—that
some problems are too widespread, too large
in scale, too complex for other public or
private entities to cope with them.

The future is golng to require new in-
stitutional arrangements and more flexible
Federal-State-local methods of planning,
cost-sharing and regulation, all under the
eyes of a public made more watchful and
understanding in their concerns because of
conferences like this one today.

The magnitude of our environmental task
makes for elther total, self-defeating depres-
sion, or one of the greatest challenges of all
time, I have accepted the challenge and now
I seek your help. I seek your support for our
efforts to meet this challenge—the legisla-
tion I have outlined.

Together, let us fulfill the prophesy of the
President in his Environmental Message, and
I quote: “The pursuit of environmental qual-
ity will require courage and patience. Prob-
lems that have been bullding over many years
will not yield to facile solutions. But I have
no doubt that Americans have the wit and
will to win—to fulfill our brightest vision of
what the future can be.”

A better environment will not be achieved
by rhetoric or moral dedication alone . ..and
most important not by government alone. It
will not be cheap or easy or quick. We must
realize that environmental progress can be
achieved . . . only if we are willing to be prac-
tical . . . only if we are willing to pay the
price . . . and only If we are willing to be
patient.

I think this nation is ready and willing to
follow the path of reason and determination
to improve the environment. It is a path we
must follow. The survival of our civilization
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depends upon our ability to achleve a new
harmony between nature and man.

REFORM ELECTION REFORM

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971,
which became effective on April 7 of this
year, is the first major legislation on
campaign financing since the passage of
the Federal Corrupt Practices Act in
1925. Like all new legislation, it is sub-
ject to drafting defects which only be-
come apparent after enforcement be-
gins. A major drafting mistake which
has recently been discerned is the in-
advertent extension of the scope of sec-
tion 611 of title 18, United States Code,
to include corporations and labor unions.

It is now alleged that this clearly un-
intentional but very significant change
in the scope of section 611 renders im-
potent the Hansen amendment to sec-
tion 610 which “codifies” existing case
law permitting corporations and unions
to establish segregated voluntary politi-
cal funds. If this argument is correct,
the same serious first amendment prob-
lems now exist in regard to section
611 that the Hansen amendment was
drafted to avoid in regard to section 610.
To understand how this problem arose,
it is necessary to review the legislative
history of sections 610 and 611.

The Congress originally enacted sec-
tion 610 in 1925 to prohibit corporations
from making any contributions or ex-
penditures in connection with an elec-
tion for Federal office in order to
influence that election. In 1947 this sec-
tion was amended to extend the same
prohibition to unions. Through a series
of important court decisions, these gen-
eral prohibitions were interpreted to be
fully consistent with the constitutional
demands of the first amendment free
speech guarantees and therefore to per-
mit corporations and unions to com-
municate freely with their membership
and to allow the establishment of segre-
gated voluntary political funds.

During the debate on the Federal
Election Campaign Act, these court de-
cisions were extensively considered and
finally explicitly incorporated into sec-
tion 610 by the Hansen amendment in
what appeared to be a constitutional
necessity. The lengthy debate on this
subject clearly indicates that the Con-
gress by enacting the Hansen amend-
ment never intended to make any change
in existing law restricting the rights of
corporations and unions in this regard.

Section 611 was enacted in 1940 on
the theory that individuals and organi-
zations engaged in a contractual rela-
tionship with the Federal Government
should be subject to the same restric-
tions imposed upon corporations by sec-
tion 610. During the legislative debate, it
was proposed that section 611 be made
specifically applicable to corporations.
However, since corporations were already
subject to the prohibitions of section
610, this proposal was rejected in the
version which was finally enacted. Until
the recent passage of the Federal Elec-
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tion Campaign Act, section 611 has
never, therefore, been interpreted to ap-
ply to corporations.

In the amendment of section 611 under
the Federal Election Campaign Act, cer-
tain technical changes were made to
strengthen the prohibitions of the sec-
tion. Virtually no legislative discussion
of any of these changes indicates a de-
sire to effect the major substantive
change that is alleged to have occurred
in section 611.

The cause of this problem of interpre-
tation is the amendment by the Federal
Election Campaign Act of section 591,
the definitional section for the Criminal
Code sections on elections, to apply its
coverage also to section 611. This exten-
sion of coverage was intended solely to
conform the definition of terms used in
section 611 with those used in other re-
lated sections of the Criminal Code.

However, section 611 applies to “who-
ever” enters into a contract with the
United States. In section 591(g) the defi-
nition of the term “whoever” includes a
corporation. Therefore, a corporation
and, by inference, a union which has a
Government confract is now arguably
prohibited by section 611 from the same
type of limited political activity per-
mitted by the Hansen amendment to sec-
tion 610. This novel interpretation is
based on the fact that section 611 does
not explicitly permit such limited activ-
ity as the establishment of voluntary
segregated political funds whereas sec-
tion 610 clearly does allow it.

The serious question of legal interpre-
tation now in existence has caused a
great uncertainty to arise among cor-
porations which wish to be in full com-
pliance with the law. Common Cause,
arguing that section 611 prohibits cor-
porations holding Government contracts
from establishing the voluntary political
funds permitted corporations by section
610, has even filed a lawsuit against
TRW Corp. to test the validity of that
interpretation and fo enjoin TRW’s
maintenance of a voluntary political
fund.

From the time Congress spent debat-
ing the Hansen amendment to section
610 and the total absence of any indica-
tion of legislative intent to amend sec-
tion 611 in so drastic a manner, it is
clear to me that Congress never in-
tended the law to be interpreted as al-
leged by Common Cause. Virtually every
large corporation is engaged in some sort
of contractual relationship with the Gov-
ernment. If Common Cause is correct,
the Hansen amendment is rendered to-
tally useless. Moreover, the very serious
first amendment problems which the
Hansen amendment recognized and
avoided emerge in full force and would
most likely cause section 611 to be de-
clared unconstitutional.

Therefore, in order to cure this de-
fect, in order to make perfectly clear
the true intent of the Congress, and in
order to avoid a possible interpretation
that might cause section 611 to be de-
clared unconstitutional, I introduced to-
day a bill designed as an amendment to
section 591(g) which eliminates the ap-
plicability of section 611 to corporations
or labor organizations. I trust an early
consideration of the bill with be forth-
coming.
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THE RETIREMENT FUND

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a letter,
dated May 25, 1972, from Mr. Robert E.
Hampton, Chairman of the U.S. Civil
Service Commission, provides an updated
report on the current status of the civil
service retirement system both with re-
spect to financing and the effect of re-
cent legislation.

As Members of Congress know, the re-
tirement system has long been plagued
with a huge and growing unfunded lia-
bility, reaching a high of more than $64.6
billion at the end of the 1970 fiscal year.

Mr. Hampton's report is cautiously op-
timistic and at the same time carries
a warning that further annual increases
in the numbers of Federal employees,
pay increases, and benefif liberalizations
will undo the progress that has been
made toward reducing the annual actu-
arial deficits.

For the benefit of all Members I am
inserting at this point in the CoNGRES-
sioNaL Recorn Mr. Hampton's updated
report as follows:

U.8. CviL BERVICE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., May 25, 1872.
Hon. H. R. Gross,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. Gross: A year ago I reported the
current status of the Clvil Bervice Retirement
System with respect to its financing and with
particular emphasis on the effect of Public
Law 91-903 enacted October 20, 1969. As indi-
cated then, the improved retirement system
financing established by Public Law 91-83
continues to work well and the system is in
a sound financlal position. I believe it is im-
portant now that we maintain this condition.
Events of the past year have had their effect
on the system, and I want to give you an
updated report on the retirement program
and some insights on what the future holds
in store.

The 1969 law fixed employee deductions
and agency contributions at 7% each. This
income, totaling 149% of payroll, approxi-
mated the then estimated normal cost of the
retirement system. The Board of Actuaries
has since completed a valuation of the sys-
tem as of June 30, 1970 which resulted in an
updated calculation of normal cost. In its
recent report to us, coples of which were
forwarded to the Congress on May 3, 1972
the Board calculated normal cost at 12.95%.
The reduction in normal cost of slightly
more than 1% results primarily from an
anticipated higher rate of return from retire-
ment system investments in Government
securities. The assumed interest rate is now
5%, in contrast to the formerly assumed
3.50% rate.

Under this latest valuation at a 5% interest
rate, the unfunded liablility was approxi-
mately 853 billion as of June 30, 1970. Under
the previous 315 percent rate of interest, the
unfunded liability had been $64.6 billion at
the end of Fiscal Year 1870. This liability is
subject to periodie increase, however, because
Public Law 91-83 requires amortization only
of new liability resulting from subsequent
legislation. Continued increase in unfunded
lability-will come because of commitments
auhorized by earlier laws. Examples of this
are the wage increases resulting from wage
survey, a process authorized by an earller
law. Another example is periodic cost-of-
living increases for annuitants, each 1% of
which adds $350 million to the unfunded
lability, which also stems from an earlier
law.
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One major purpose of Public Law 91-83
was to spread out the impact of a more ade-
quate financing basis for the retirement pro-
gram to avold the necessity of sudden heavy
payments to the retirement fund. Conse-
quently the law provided that beginning In
Fiscal Year 1871, 10% of the annual interest
payment on unfunded llability would be
made, with progressively larger payments of
an additional 10% increment per year to be
made until we reach 100% of the annual
interest payments needed each year begin-
ning in 1880. The following statistics may be
helpful in understanding the effect of this
provision.

£277 millilon was transferred from the
Treasury to the Fund in 1971 as first pay-
ment (10% of a full annual payment).

$3.65 billlon would be transferred to the
Fund in 1980 and subsequent years, if one
assumes no change in unfunded lability
beyond 1971 (representing 100% of the an-
nual interest payment achieved by adding
10% increments each year after 1071).

$4.90 billion would be transferred in 1980 if
one assumes continuation of the same rate
of increase In cost-of-living and wages as
occurred in calendar year 1971, and the pay-
ments would continue to rise in each year
beyond 1880.

Interest payments would stabilize in 1980
only if the static assumption of the second
{llustration above proves correct; otherwise
payments will increase each year though
the impact will be particularly heavy in the
period up to 1980 at which point each pay-
ment will represent a full payment of annual
interest on unfunded liability.

Government payments to the fund will
also increase to the extent that additional
legislation grants benefits which add to the
liabilitles of the retirement system. Added
liabilitles are created by benefit llberaliza-
tion, by extending coverage to additional
persons, or by pay increases. For example,
every 81 of pay increase creates an additional
$1.95 liability to the retirement fund. Public
Law 81-93 requires that any new llabilities
be amortized by equal annua] payments over
& 30 year period. Since our report to you last
year, & postal salary Increase has been
negotiated, and a general schedule salary
increase was provided by Public Law 91-210
effective January 1, 1972. These, together with
earlier liberalizing laws referred to in our
previous report will result in substantial
Government payments to the retirement
fund over the next 30 years.

Existing liabilities will require a total pay-
ment of $610 million in Fiscal Year 1972.

A $665 million yearly payment will be re-
quired by Fiscal Year 1973.

Payments at this level will be required
through Fiscal Year 1999.

Further salary increases or enactment of
program changes which create new liabilities
would add to the size of these annual pay-
ments. For example, if one assumes the same
degree of salary and benefit increases each
year as occurred in calendar year 1971, then
the required yearly payment would increase
to about $1.04 billlon by fiscal year 1973, and
about $3.72 billlon by fiscal vear 1980.

The rate of increase In required payments
is of concern because of the rapid build-up
which has occurred just in the few years
since passage of Public Law 91-93.

$215 million payment required in Fiscal
Year 1970.

$437 million payment required in Fiscal
Year 1871,

$610 million payment required in Fiscal
Year 1972,

A third source of Government payments
to the retirement fund is the 7% of payroll
contributions made by each employing agen-
¢y. These also Involve substantial sums, as
the following statistics show.

Agency contributions totaled $1.72 billion
in Fiscal Year 1870, and $1.88 blllion in
Fiscal Year 1971.

By way of ilustration, assuming static
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conditions, (no further increase In work
force or cost of living, and no salary in-
creases beyond those already enacted or
agreed to) agency contributions would peak
al £1.93 billion in Fiscal Year 1973 and re-
main constant thereafter.

If one assumes a continuation each year of
the conditions which prevailed in calendar
year 1971 with respect tov increases in work
force, salary levels, and cost-of-living, then
agency contributions will increase each year
to:

$2.62 billion by Fiscal Year 1975.

$3.70 billion by Fiscal Year 1980.

$3.96 billlon by Fiscal Year 1981

Perhaps & better appreciation of the Gov-
ernment’'s commitment to the retirement
fund can be obtalned if all three of these
types of Government contributions are added
together.

If one assumes no further increases in
cost-of-living, salary levels, or work force,
and nc additional benefit liberalizations
beyond 1971, the total Government con-
tributions to the retirement fund would be
as follows.

$1.95 billion in Fiscal Year 1970.

$4.30 billion in Fiscal Year 1975.

£6.25 billion in Fiscal Year 1980.

By way of contrast, assuming a continua-
tion each year of the same degree of in-
crease in work force salary levels, and cost
of living, and the same extent of benefit
liberalization as occurred in calendar year
1971, total Government contributions to the
retirement fund would be about as follows:

$1.95 billion in Fiscal Year 1970

$6.71 billion in Fiscal Year 1975

£12.32 billion in Fiscal Year 1980.

Employees have an interest in the system
because of the substantial total of their con-
tributions, as well as the extent of benefits
they will receive. Employees contributed
$1.74 billion in Fiscal Year 1970 and $1.92
billion in Fiscal Year 1971. These contribu-
tions will rise to the same degree as agency
contributions, the amount of increase de-
pending upon the extent to which we ex-
perience further increases in salarles, work
force, or cost-of-living.

Annuity payments, which constitute outgo
from the retirement fund, will continue to
increase for over 40 years as more and more
employees are added to the annuitant rolls.
An increase will occur even though no in-
creases are made in work force level, as pres-
ent employees become eligible for retirement
benefits. Growth in the total of annuity pay-
ments under the retirement system is {llus-
trated by these statistics.

Payments in Fiscal Year 1960 totaled $803
million.

Payments in Fiscal Year 1970 totaled £2.74
billion.

Assuming statlc conditions beyond 1971
(no further growth in work force, salary
levels, or cost-of-living, and no further re-
tirement program liberalizations) payments
in Fiscal Year 1980 would total about $6.1
billion.

If one assumes & continuation each year
of the conditions which prevailed in calen-
dar year 1971 with respect to increases in
work force, salary levels, cost of living, and
the same degree of program liberalizations,
then by Fiscal Year 1980 annuity payments
would total about $9.5 billion.

In summary, in each category of funds as-
sociated with the retirement system—Gov-
ernment contributions, employee contribu-
tions, and benefit payments, we are dealing
with large sums of money. A more compre-
hensive picture of retirement system financ-
ing may be gained by reference to the table
in Attachment A. The size of these sums will
grow substantially even under static employ-
ment conditions because of commitments
provided by existing laws. We are concerned,
as I am sure you and your fellow Com-
mittee members are, that any further pro-
posals for retirement program changes be
considered in the light of policy in all other
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areas of compensation for Federal employees,
and with full recognition of the burden be-
ing placed on the budget and the taxpayer.

In short, we belleve that total compensa-
tlon should be considered before making a
decision to change any part of it, including
the retirement program. In comparing the
components offered by different employers, it
is apparent that the individual parts of the
compensation package will vary from one
employer to another, This is {llustrated in the
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recent comparison of supplementary com-
pensation (see Attachment B) published by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In this com-
parison, for example, considerable variation
in retirement, health, and leave benefits ex-
ists between practices in Government and
those of private industry. We believe such
variations should be expected as a natural
outgrowth of the process of gearing benefits
to the needs of a particular work force.
More significant, in our judgment, is the

ATTACHMENT A
RETIREMENT FINANCING
{In millions of dollars]
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degree to which the total compensation pack-
age compares with the total package of other
employers. In this respect the Government
has achieved approximate comparability with
industry, By carefully considering such over-
all comparisons, we can better assure that the
cost of a proposed change is worthy of pub-
lic support.
Sincerely yours,
RoserT E. HamMPTON,
Chairman.

Projected (assuming no changes
beyond fiscal year 1971 in work
force, pay, benefits, and cost of
living)

Actual, fiscal

Projected (assuming chan%es gach
year in work force, pay, benefits,
and cost of living at the same
rate experienc in calendar

year 1971)

year 1971 Fiscal year 1975 Fiscal year 1980

Fiscal year 1975  Fiscal year 1980

1. Treasury transfers for interest on unfunded liability and for military service credits. " 2m

2. 30-year amortization payments
. Agency contributions.
. Total Government cost...

. Employee contributions._ .
. Annuity payments.__ ... sy o
g Roﬂremenilund(]une%) T e i e e
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ATTACHMENT B

BASIC WAGES AND SALARIES, COMPARISON FRAME OF
:‘REI;?TEIQI;%NFMH ECONOMY AND FEDERAL GOVERN-

Expenditures as a percent
of basic wages and salaries

Federal
Govern-
ment,?
July 1970~
June

Comparison
frame,!
January-
December

Compensation praclice 1970

Total, aII supplements except
pay for overtime, weekend,
and holiday work, and
premium pay for shift work_.

Pay for leave time (except sick
leave)......
Vacations and Hnlu!zys
Payments to funds..
Payments to WOrKers.

—

Civic and persnnal leave. .
Health and insurance wograrns {voaN
Workmen's compensation....
Sick leave
Life, accident, and health insur-
ance.
Retiremen pr
Social securi
retirement . . -
Private pension and retirement
plans... e A
i.lnemplnymeni programs.. .
Legally required programs.
Payments to employeas__.
Payments to funds :
Nonproduction bonuses (including
awards)
Savings and thrift plans
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| Data relate to establishments in the United States, except
Alaska and Hawaii, having the indicated minimum e 5&)15!‘"12111
size in_the luilowmg industries: Manufacturing (250); retail
trade (250); tran urtalrun cummunmahon eleelm: gas, and
sanitary services 3 and di
laboratories (100); r nance, msurance and real estate (50).

2 Data provided by the Civil Service Commission and Office of
Management and BudgeL

8 Less than 0.05 percent.

4 No such program in the Federal Government.

§ Inc!udes items in addition to those shown sepuralely

J'—-r-—:-— —1
Note: Because o1 rounding sums of Tndividual items may not
equal totals. a i B

Source: Published by Bureau of Labor Statistics.

NATIONAL ACTION CONFERENCE ON
INTERGOVERNMENTAL SCIENCE

AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY

(Mr. MORGAN asked and was given
permisison to extend his remarks at this

point in the Recorp and to include ex-
franeous matter.)

Mr. MORGAN., Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to announce that the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania will be the host
to the National Conference on Intergov-
ernmental Science andé Technology Pol-
icy.

This important conference will be held
in Harrisburg, our Commonwealth capi-
tal, from June 21 to June 23.

The purpose of the 3-day meeting is to
strengthen active cooperation between
Federal, State, and local governments in
applying financial resources, as well as
inputs of science and technology, to the
solution of local problems.

In addition, the conference will en~
deavor to bring private industry and our
universities into a more effective partner-
ship with the different levels of govern-
ment so that, working together, they may
all make the maximum contribution to
the development of our economy and the
quality of life in our country.

As the Representative in Congress of
the 26th District of Pennsylvania, and
as a medical doctor, I'am deeply inter-
ested in what science and technology can
do to improve employment opportunities
for our people, to establish a more
healthful environment, and fo raise the
standard of living,

The forthcoming conference, by focus-
ing on these objectives, can render a
great service to our entire Nation.

I am delighted that my good friend and
colleague, the Honorable GEorGeE P, Mi1xL-
LER, chairman of the House Committee
on Science and Astronautics, will serve
as the honary chairman of the confer-
ence.

The tasks of the general chairman will
be handled by the Honorable Jack M.
Campbell, president of the Federation of
Rocky Mountain States and former Gov=-
ernor of New Mexico.

The Commonwealth cf Pennsylvania,
working through the Governor’s Science
Advisory Committee and the Pennsylva-
nia Science and Engineering Founda-
tion, has been providing leadership in
the effort to bring science and technol-

ogy to bear on the problems of today—
and the opportunities of tomorrow. I
know that Gov. Milton J. Shapp per-
sonally, and the staffs of these agencies,
will play key roles in the conference.

Joining our Commonwealth in spon-
soring the meeting are the Committee on
Science and Technology of the National
Governors Conference; the Committee on
Science and Astronautics of the U.S.
House of Representatives; the Commit-
tee on Science and Technology of the Na-
tional Legislators Conference; the Na-
tional Governors Council on Science and
Technology; the Council of State Plan-
ning Agencies; Public Technology, Inc.;
the International City Management As-
sociation; the National Science Founda-
tion; and the Pennsylvania Science and
Engineering Foundation,

Mr. Speaker, because all of us are in-
terested in achieving more effective co-
operation between Federal, State, and lo-
cal governments and the private sector in
making science and technology serve the
best interests of the American people, I
believe that my colleagues would like to
know the program of the National Action
Conference on Intergovernmental Sci-
ence and Technology Policy. It follows:

PROGRAM
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 21, 19872

Registration: Opens at 2:00 p.m., and con-
tinues throughout the conference. Location—
Sheraton-Harrisburg Inn Lobby.

Workshop assignment: When registering
for the conference, please check at the Work-
shop Assignment Desk for the workshop to
which you have been assigned.

Reception: 6:00 p.m.-7:00 p.m. Location—
Courtyard.

Banquet session: 7:00 p.m.-9:30 p.m. Loca~-
tion—Pennsylvania Room.

Official opening of the conference: Con-
gressman George P. Miller, California, Hon-

orary Chairman.
Presiding—Walter G. Arader, Secretary of

Commerce, Pennsylvania.

Welcoming Statement—Honorable Milton
J. Shapp, Governor, Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania.

Introduction of Speaker—Congressman
Miller.

Eeynote Address—Dr. Edward E. David, Jr.
Director, Executive Office of Science and
Technology.
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Pennsylvania film: 9:30 p.m. Following the
Banguet Session, the film on Pennsylvania
Science and Technology programs will be
shown in the Pennsylvania Room.

THURSDAY, JUNE 22, 1972

Morning session; 9:30-11:30 a.m.
Location—York Room.
Chalrman—Honorable Jack M. Campbell,

President of Federation of Rocky Mountaln
States,

“Intergovernmental Science and Technol-
ogy Policy: Experiences and Needs"—Hon-
orable Jack M. Campbell.

“What Is Essential and What Is Possible"—
Mr. William D. Carey, Vice President, Arthur
D. Little, Inc.

“As The Federal Council of Sclence and
Technology Sees It'"—Dr. M. Frank Hersman,
Head, Office of Intergovernmental Science
Programs, National Science Foundation.

“Response to the Challenge”: Dr. Thomas
G. Fox, Governor’'s Sclence Advisor, Penn-
sylvania.

General Discussion.

Luncheon session: Noon—2 p.m.
Locatlon—Cumberland Room.
Presiding—Dr. Paul Ylvisaker.

Professor of Public Affairs, Princeton Uni-
versity.

Intergovernmental Science and Technology
Policy—Who Does What To Whom—The
Government—Industry—University Rela-
tlonship.

Dr. H. Guyford Stever, Director, National
Science Foundation.

Dr. James H. Wakelin, Assistant Secretary,
Science and Technology, U.S. Department of
Commerce.

Afternoon session: 2:30-5:30 p.m.
Location—York Room.
Chairman—~Congressman James W, Sym-

ington, Missourl.

Statement by Congressman Symington fol-
lowed by six concurrent workshops. The
workshops provide an opportunity for the
conference to move to fully consider indi-
cated subjects and those attending to make
their views known, providing an in-put to
the resolutions to be formulated and the
actions to be taken.

Workshop theme and location
(1) Technological Seolutions and Public

Problems—Cumberland Room.
Technology Assessment—Billiard

(3) Technology Initiatives—York Room.

(4) Technology Transfer and Utilization—
Sovereign Room “A."

(5) “Partnership”: intergovernmental pol-
fcies and programs—Sovereign Room *“B."

(6) “Partnership”: wuniversities—indus-
try—government relationships—Dauphin
Room.

FRIDAY, JUNE 23, 1972

Morning session: 9:00 am-~11:30 a.m.

Location—York Room.

Impact of Sclence and Technology:
“What's Happening—Or Should Be.”

Governor Russell Peterson, Delaware; Rep-
resentative Thomas J. Anderson, Michigan;
Porter Homer, President, Public Technology,
Inc.; Dr. Detley Bronk, President Emeritus,
The Rockefeller University; Dr. Paul M. Pitts,
Jr., Vice President, ARCO Chemical Com-
pany.

General Discussion.

Afternoon activities: 2:00 p.m—5:00 p.m.

Location—Cumberliand Room,

Presiding—Dr. John E. Mock.

Georgla Sclence and Technology Commis-
slon.

“An Effective Action Program'"—Congress-
man John W. Davis, Georgla.

Summary of the Conference—Congressman
George P. Miller, Callfornia.

Afternoon activities: <:00 p.m.-5:00 p.m.

Resolutions Committee—opening meet-
ing—2:00 p.m.
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Official conclusion of the Conference—3:00

m,
Continued deliberations, Resolutions Com-
mittee as necessary.

RED CROSS TRAINING PAYS OFF—
ONCE AGAIN

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I wish to call the attention of my
distinguished colleagues to an act of
mercy by one of my constituents, Mr.
Clair D. Henry of Johnstown, Pa. This
gentleman has been named to receive
the Red Cross Certificate of Merit, the
highest honor bestowed by the Red
Cross.

On January 27, 1972, Mr. Henry and a
fellow workman, both trained in Red
Cross first aid, came upon an automo-
bile accident in which the driver had re-
ceived severe head injuries and suffered
amputation of the left leg below the
knee. The two rescuers called for an am-
bulance, applied a tourniquet to the vic-
tim’s leg and gave immediate first aid
for other injuries. The attending physi-
cian stated that their knowledge and
;l;llls had undoubtedly saved the victim's

e.

I am certain that my fellow Congress-
men join me in my praise for this gen-
tleman. Furthermore, we should all be
aware of and extend our deepest appre-
ciation to the never-ending efforts of the
American Red Cross to preserve human
life.

ARE WE LOVING OUR NATIONAL
PARKS TO DEATH?

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

Mr. SAYLOR, Mr, Speaker, it has been
almost 20 years, but I vividly remem-
ber the day when the former Director
of the National Park Service, Mr. Con-
rad L. Wirth, sat in my office and de-
rided—gently, to be sure—my dire pre-
dictions sbout future crowding in our
national parks. I did not have any “hard
facts” to go on, but the mobility of our
population started during the Second
World War, the *“baby boom,” and even
the—then—tentative projections of in-
creased leisure time, were in my mind
when I said that the day would come
when permits would have to be issued
for the citizenry to visit our national
parks.

I wish I had some documentation to
be able to say “I told you so,” but it is
really not necessary. The parks are cur-
rently bursting at the seams with year-
round visitors and every official of the
Service, from the Director to the ranger,
will tell you that the situation will get
worse before it gets better.

I recalled my conversation with Di-
rector Wirth after a recent talk with
Michael Frome, the outstanding writer
on all subjects related to America’s nat-
ural areas. Mr. Frome brought me one
of his recent articles wherein he tells us
that the critical point has already been
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reached, and surpassed, concerning the
ability of the park system to handile the
flood of visitors.
In an article appearing in the spring
issue of the Sohioan Mr. Frome asks:
Are we loving our national parks to death?

His thesis is much the same as I put
forward some time ago, to wit: “Some-
thing must be done to protect our na-
tional parks.” That “something” can only
be done by the Congress of the United
States inasmuch as it is our reponsibility
to preserve and protect and expand the
park system for the total population of
the country, present, and future.

I.do not want to lay out a detailed
plan for entry restriction into our parks;
I do, nevertheless, wish to urge our col-
leagues to seriously consider the alterna-
tives if we do not do something to
regulate the degradation of our beautiful
park system, brought on simply by those
who wish to visit them.

Population has increased, mobility has
increased, leisure time has increased,
travel vehicles are bigger and more
elaborate, yet the national park system
is trying to cope with these facts on a
piecemeal, case-by-case, park-by-park
basis. The time has come for Congress fo
examine the situation in-depth.

Congressional responsibility for the
future of the national park system is
clear: We owe it to future generations
to provide for orderly maintenance and
proper use of the system we created. We
must not, we cannot, leave it to the “boys
downtown” to solve the problem of over-
crowding in the national parks.

To emphasize the critical nature of the
I strongly recommend Mr.

problem,
Frome's article to each Member's atien-
tion.
The article follows:
[From “The Sohioan,” spring 1972]
Are WE LoviNg OUrR NATIONAL PARKS
T0 DEATH?

(By Michael Frome)

(No man loves our national parks more
than Michael Frome, conservation editor of
Fleld & BStream magazine and author of
Rand McNally's National Park Gulde, as well
as the prize-winning Strangers in High
Places, a portrait of the Great Smoky Moun-
talns National Park. His affectionate wrlt.
ings have inspired many to visit the parks
and to share the natural wonders they offer.
Now in this centennial year of the national
parks system, he ponders the price of their
popularity. He is not alone. The National
Park Service is actively seeking public ad-
vice in its efflorts to solve the dilemma posed
by people versus preservation. Do you have
& helpful idea? The park service invites you
to send suggestions to park headquarters in
Washington, D.C.)

In the western wilds of Wyoming In the
fall of 1870 a group of explorers, accom-
panied by a small military escort, spent a
month amid the high mountains, majestic
waterfalls, pl canyons, and amazing
geysers of the Yellowstone country. They
gave names to many of the features, includ-
ing Old Faithful. Then came the question of
what to do with the area. Around a camp-
fire one night they pondered claiming it for
themselves, as they had a legal right to do
but the longer they talked the more they
realized they must share these treasures for
the beneflt of all people.

Out of that expedition came the establish-
ment of Yellowstone Natlonal Park, through
action by Congress, and signature of Presi-
dent Ulysses S. Grant on March 1, 1872.
There had never been a national park before,
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not in the United States, nor in any other
nation. It was a new ldea that has since
flowered the world over.

Yellowstone is still a maglec word. I think
of it as the symbolic representation of all
places kept free as God made them, unfet-
tered by machines and marketplaces, where
young and old can exercise their minds and
bodies, and by so doing appreciate the in-
tegrity of the land.

This to me is the focal issue In the na-
tional parks centennial—a time for celebra-
tion and serious thought as to what the
Yellowstones and Yosemites and Grand
Canyons mean in the context of our time
and of times still to come.

Certainly as we look at them today, these
national parks represent an endowment of
riches that makes the United States the envy
of the world. The national park system has
grown to embrace more than 280 units in all
parts of the country, from Alaska and Ha-
wall to the Virgin Islands. With their hun-
dreds of museums, trallside exhibits, and
guided walks, the parks constitute the single
most important influence in cultivating the
art of intelligent travel.

But times are changing rapidly, and all is
not well. Popularity is not enough to assure
survival of the parks for the next 50 years,
let alone another century. When the National
Park Service was organized in 1916, the hand-
ful of regions it administered was scattered
across remote areas of the West. Few Ameri-
cans could afford to visit the parks, and then
only by long train trips. Now, the tempo of
transportation has quickened. Population
has soared. Milllons of people have an abun-
dance of lelsure and seek relief from urban
blight and noise.

Consider these statistics. In 1946 the num-
ber of visitors throughout the national park
system totaled 92,160,000, In 1972 it is ex-
pected to be 183,900,000—probably a greater
volume of visitors in this single year than
in the entire history of the parks up to and
including World War II. Little wonder that
Superintendent Jack Anderson of Yellow-
stone, who I know to be hospitable by nature,
is forced to plead, “We don't want more
people to come for the centennial year. We
can't handle the ones we get in an ordinary
year of trying to save the wilderness.”

The parks are overvisited and critically un-
derstaffed. There have been heavy expendi-
tures for roads to make it easier for millions
to enter, but not corresponding increases in
expenditures for park personnel to supervise
the crowds or to protect the natural values.
As a result, both the resources and the public
have suffered.

“Crime is running rampant,” a feature
article in the Billings (Montana) Gazette,
reported, using Yellowstone as a prime exam-
ple. “The drug problem is as serious as in
any city. And there are simply too many
people using the park. Campers are quickly
destroying the land, and automobiles are
gravely polluting the air.

“Also, there are a number of people enter-
ing the park who think this wilderness is
another Disneyland. They have provoked
bears into violent attacks. They are destroy-
ing the natural wonders in various ways,
such as by sliding on algae found around
geysers. They are tossing coins and assorted
junk into thermal pools, especially the once-
beautiful Morning Glory pool. They have no
idea about how to perform in a wilderness.”

So it goes in virtually all the national
parks. Air pollution, water pollution—people
pollution—are prevalent. Only degree and
form vary, ranging from overuse and over-
erowding to litter, defacement, vandalism,
crime, trafic jams, lack of sanitation, pol-
lution of streams, erosion of soil. In one park
alone, Shenandoah, in Virginia, over 700,000
pounds of garbage—including styrene plas-
tic cups, paper plates, throwaway beverage
cans, and sewage from the storage tanks of
camping vehicles—are disposed of at five
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landfill dumps inharmoniously placed in wil-
derness. As for crime, the old helpful park
ranger has been changed into a tough police-
man coping with a rising tide of murder,
manslaughter, rape, assault, drunkenness,
disorderly conduct, drug law violations. The
most widespread crime is “car-clouting”—
stripping automobiles of valuable parts and
contents,

Why does it happen and what can we do
about 1t?

Adventures in the outdoors are essential to
appreclation of the mechanism of the land.
There is no higher or more exciting sport
than that of ecological observation. But when
people come into the national parks they find
scant emphasis on self-reliance or on the
need to respect the environment of nature.

In one sense, Congress is responsible by
granting appropriations virtually in direct
ratio to the rising volume of visitors, and so
spurring the park service into devising
crowd-pleasing and crowd-attracting devices.

Certainly the time is at hand to stop re-
g national parks as common play-
grounds with space unlimited. There are too
many people in the parks at a given time.

There is too much space given over to
trallers and large luxury vehicles, and to
profit-making concession operations, con-
suming valuable real estate which should
be protected for more appropriation pur-

poses.

The National Wildlife Federation and the
National Parks and Conservation Association
have proposed that any new tourist facilities
be placed outside the national parks, where
they would bring revenue to local commu-
nities and preserve the wilderness atmosphere
of the parks.

We can no longer allow parks to be used
as outdoor amusement centers. The primary
role should be to preserve choice and repre=
sentative specimens of land forms in America.
Through such preservation, the parks can
serve as laboratories for learning and as reser-
voirs of animal and plant life which may be
threatened elsewhere; they can be used to
interpret how these systems operate to the
benefit of man as a part of nature.

“Yellowstone should be closed to all ve-
hicular traffic for at least five years. Only per-
sons willing and able to walk into the park
should be allowed entry during this time,”
urges Kimbert Larsen, of the Billings Ga-
zette. “It 18 sorrowful that such a sugges-
tion has to be made, but Yellowstone has to
be closed for several years.”

He may well be right; his comment recalls
the position taken by John Muir many years
ago in the debate over opening Yosemite to
auto trafiic. “Good walkers,” he sald, “can
go anywhere in these hospitable mountains
without artificlal ways.”

This approach does not mean the exclusion
of people, but rather Insures the protection of
trail and campfire country—the true park
wilderness experience—for optimum use and
enjoyment by people over a longer period of
time. It also means the planned enlargement
of regional vacation areas, with more sur-
rounding state parks, private campgrounds,
and private resorts absorbing and serving the
rising tide of recreational travelers. It should
also lead to a new emphasis on “close-in
parks” and clean streams, run by cities and
countles, filling the needs of people as part
of the wholesome environment of life, and
freeing the national areas for other uses.

“As a country of sightseers, it 1s without
parallel. As a field for sclentific research it
promises great results,” reported Lt. Gus-
tavus Doane, military leader of the 1870
Yellowstone expedition. “In the branches
of geology, mineralogy, botany, zoology, and
ornithology it is probably the greatest
laboratory that nature furnishes on the sur-
face of the globe.”

Here may be the most significant role of
the national parks in America’s tomorrow:
as classrooms for scientific and environ-

June 1, 1972

mental education. When the parks were new,
there were fewer Americans and lots more
elbowroom. National parks are ideally suited
for use as ecological centers for the urban
young, who have no exposure to the natural
systems.

That many youngsters are shut off from
healthful outdoor experiences undoubtedly
contributes to the risking tide of crime, vio-
lence, frustration, and discontent. Fortu-
nately, the national parks already have a
network of “environmental study areas" for
the continuing use of school groups. And
in 1971 Congress established a Youth Con-
servation Corps, on a limited pilot-program
basis, as & means of providing summer work
and outdoor education. Youth Corps work
is not a goal in itself but, rather, a means of
generating understanding of the individual’s
role in the greater world around him.

Exactly what form the National Park Serv-
ice of tomorrow will take one cannot fore-
see, Sometimes I feel there should be a new
agency, a United States Wilderness Service,
to insure saving the few remaining frag-
ments of primeval places as our legacy to
the future. In any event, our forebears in-
cluded men of rare insight, who could look
forward to our needs. This generation has
a duty to sustain them by looking still
further ahead.

When Congress set Yellowstone aside, it
asserted that while utilization of the earth’'s
resources may be necessary, there must also
be sanctuaries where kinship with all nature
can be constantly renewed, Such is the ever-
lasting value to recognize and perpetuate
in celebration of the National Parks Cen-
tennial.

CONSTANT VIGILANCE—THE PRICE
OF SAVING OLYMPIC NATIONAL
PARK

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, when we
enact a law creating a new national park,
there is always the temptation to con-
gratulate ourselves of having “saved” the
area once and for all. Actually, nothing
could be more inaccurate, because every
national park that we have established
by act of the Congress has continued to
be under assault by pressures for devel-
opment. In one park, the miners are out
to destroy the land. In another, the road-
builders want to ribbon the mountains
with concrete.

Looking back on my experience in the
House Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, I believe the prize for the most
persistent assaults on the national parks
system has to be awarded to the loggers.
They never give up.

As long as there are big trees in a na-
tional park, we shall never hear the end
of the loggers’ demands that they be
allowed to cut them down. But not for
profit. Never for the quick buck. That is
what they would have us believe. No—the
loggers always have the highest, altruistic
aims in mind when they talk about log-
ging in the national parks. During World
War II they wanted to log the big spruces
in Olympic National Park and they said
it had to be done to build airplanes.

More recently, it is the shortage of pub-
lic housing that provokes their pious
concern.

As long as we keep these proposals for
dismemberment of the parks in perspec-
tive, I am confident the Congress of the
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United States will not allow such viola-
tions to occur in the national park sys-
tem.

The history of the continued assaults
on Olympic National Park, in the State
of Washington, was outlined in the May
issue of “Not Man Apart,” published by
Friends of the Earth, An article by Philip
H. Zalesky, entitled “The Continuing
Battle for Olympic National Park,”
documents the series of battles to save the
Olympic forests since 1809. I heartily
recommend this timely analysis fo the
attention of my colleagues.

The article follows:

THE CONTINUING BATTLE FOR OLYMPIC
NATIONAL PARKE

(By Philip H. Zalesky)

Olympic Park Assoclates takes the position
that Olympic National Park is first and
always & wilderness national park. That
concept must come first in any master plan
promulgated. In fact, although other na-
tional parks have considerable wilderness
within their boundaries, we feel that Olympic
National Park is still unique within the sys-
tem. We do not accept the founding prin-
ciples of the National Park Service as being
an adequate expression of this wilderness
concept.

We do not take this statement of concept
lightly. Olympic Park Associates conslders
this position to be one not of opinion, but
of historical fact. The founders of Olympic
Park Associates were among the leaders in
this movement to establish a park. The posi-
tion they emphasized was that they were in-
terested in protecting this as the “last wil-
derness.” They were not sold on the manage-
ment of this area by the National Park Serv-
ice because they feared it would be developed
as Mount Rainler had been developed—ex-
tensive roads and concessionaire develop-
ments. Only when they were convinced the
Park Service intended to make it a wilderness
national park did they give their full support
to the project.

Testimony to this fact is given by a brief-
ing of the Director, Arno Cammerer, by the
Regional Director, Frank Kittredge of a Fed-
eration of Western Outdoor Clubs meeting
taking place September 1937. The letter is
dated September 8, 1937, and Regional Direc-
tor Kittredge states in part as follows:

“. .. I was glad to note that the predomi-
nant feeling was in favor of Mount Olympic
National Park . . . However, there was very
considerable showing of opposition, to my
surprise. One man went out of his way to
express fears for the area if it came under
the National Park Service, and his confidence
that, if it was left in the Forest Service, it
would be kept wilderness . . . He stated that
his experience with the National Parks in-
dicated that the area would immediately
upon receiving National Park status be ‘de-
veloped’ and ‘improved.’

“There is considerable sentiment for in-
clusion in the bill of authority to locate
lodges, or low cost development of cabins
and camps, at present road heads just with-
in the boundaries of the Monument, with
provisions in the law that roads cannot be
carried beyond these stipulated points. This,
they say, will permit hikers and horsebacks
riders to radiate from these camps out into
the primitive wilderness that will never per-
mit their devastation by roads. .

“There is a feeling with respect to the pro-
posed Mount Olympus National Park that
there must be guarantee of protection, and a
statement of principles and policles by the
Park Service before these people as a whole
would endorse the present Wallgren Act.

“The disconcerting feature of these hear-
ings was the fact that even our friends and
those that have stood behind the National
Park Service in years past are doubting our
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thoroughness and sincerity as conservation-
ists, and with the increased activities of the
Forest Service along these lines are wonder-
ing which Bureau to support.”

Much of the distrust engendered toward
the National Park Service came as a result
of its excluding a clause that was in the origi-
nal bill that “Mount Olympus National Park
shall be permanently reserved as wilder-
ness. . .

The National Park Service argued this
clause was unnecessary because the law es-
tablishing the Park Service and their policies
precluded the need for such a clause. An ex-
ample was a letter from Director Arno Cam-
merer to Paul Thiess, president of F.W.O.C.
dated July 7, 1938: “The provision you sug-
gest for a wilderness park is in line with pur-
poses already covered in the law creating the
National Park Service.,” The archives show
that several score of letters went out to peo-
ple who questioned the sincerity of the Serv-
ice. Those letters went out for nearly two
years. The wilderness intent was absolutely
clear in both the original bill and the Park
Service’s answers to inguiries.

These letters from the Director, linked with
the statements of his boss, Secretary of In-
terior Harold Ickes, leave a clear statement of
wilderness intent.

Two quotations from Secretary Ickes em-
phasize this intent:

“Visitors will come to it (Olympic National
Park) from all over the world. In view of this
it is timely to reflect that fame has its draw-
backs as well as compensations. A national
park, praised by everybody, thronged to by
the great traveling public, needs the same
protection from its too enthusiastic admirers
that a man needs when fame descends upon
him. Soclety offers little, if any, protection to
the man seeking to escape from those who
adulate today only to forget tomorrow. It is
slmpler and easier to protect a national park,
provided that the right kind of start is made.
In the case of a wilderness area like Olympic
National Park, the solution can be stated in
three words. Keep it wilderness.”

(Ickes speech at Olympic Park Victory
Banquet, Olympic Hotel, Seattle, Washing-
ton, August 26, 1938, as recorded from the
Natlonal Archives.)

“Since 1038 the Olympic National Park has
been established and most of the lands have
been acquired for the authorized Isle Royal
National Park. Both will be maintained as
wilderness areas. The problem of administra-
tlon arising in connection therewith . . .
point to the need for a greater stability of
policy than can be insured by administra-
tive orders. Areas dedicated as wilderness na-
tional parks should be protected forever by
provisions of law designed for the purpose;
this in addition to the protection all Na-
tional Parks receive by law against com-
mercial activities.”

“Ickes Urges Park Wilderness Policy,”
American Forests Magazine, Vol. 45, No. 2,
February 1939.

PFurthermore, testifying at the hearing on
H.R. 7086 in April 1936, National Park Serv-
ice Director Cammerer, quoting his own let-
ter to Robert Sterling Yard of the Wilderness
Soclety, sald, “I favor keeping the area a
wilderness park."”

Senator Mon Wallgren, author of the bill,
speaking of this wilderness intent at the
same hearing said the assignment to Na-
tional Preservation—use for all time—of this
resource as against destructive, immediate,
local useé is the concluslon of every consid-
eration of common sense and humanity.

Superintendent O. A. Tomlinson of Mount
Rainier National Park played a large role
in the local promotion. In a letter Septem-
ber 8, 1936 Tomlinson wrote to Miss Harlean
James: “You have caught the right im-
pression that the Monument should be en-
larged and made a national park and 1its
main objective is its wilderness aspect.”
Again in November 24, 1936, Tomlinson stated
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that “. . . it has been the thought of the
Service that the Wilderness aspect of the
area should be emphasized in any plan of
development.”

An even more forceful statement of the
“Keep it wilderness” theme came from Su-
perintendent Tomlinson to the Port Town-
send Chamber of Commerce, March 21,
1935: “The movement to restore part of the
original monument and to establish a na-
tional park is the outgrowth of the universal
desire to permanently preserve the primeval
conditions of the Olympic mountains, and to
withhold from commercial development and
exploitation part of the beautiful and rugged
and forested territory for the pleasure and
enjoyment of all the people of the present
generation, also to assure that future Ameri-
cans may have the same privilege which is
their rightful heritage.”

HISTORICAL PEESFECTIVE

For the first time in man's history on
earth, open predictions of impending bio-
logical calamity are now being accepted as
reality by nearly everyone—because eyery-
one can see dally what is happening to our
environment. The universal fouling of the
air with poisons and noises of industry and
urbanization, the biological destruction of
rivers and forests, lands and oceans with the
poisons we dump have made the preserva-
tion of those tiny corners of uncontaminated
America of such importance we can do no
less than fight with everything we have for
their continued preservation.

Olympic National Park, as one of those
last biologically uncontaminated sections of
the country, offers a unique opportunity to
continue in perpetuity a section of primeval
America. But it also offers an opportunity
to look at the past, how it came to be pre-
served and why. The sclentific community
which is now leading the fight for the sur-
vival of mankind also led the fight for the
protection of Olympic Wilderness and even
for the creation of the National Park Service
itself.

THE CREATION OF THE PARK SERVICE

When Gifford Pinchot finally assumed ad-
ministrative control over the federal forest
reserves and began the process of stopping
the wanton and corrupt destruction which
had marked their prior history, he complete-
ly misread a surging undercurrent in pre-
World War I American soclety. While he rel-
egated every use of the new National
Forests, other than full economic exploita-
tlon, to a minor role, he openly began an
attack on the national parks, demanding the
granting of a permit to flcod Hetch Hetchy
Valley in Yosemite and even demanding a
policy of logging the existing national parks.

By 19811 when these attacks again showed
up the lack of a federally defined policy to-
wards the parks, a second National Parks
Conference was called to discuss what policy
should be and if an agency should be created
to administer the parks. By then Henry
Graves had succeeded to the Forest Service
throne, but Pinchot remained the life force
of its policies. Continuing with the Pinchot
attack, Graves sent a forester to the confer-
ence to define what the economic utilization
of the parks should be—Forest Bervice
style—along with a specific plan for the
logging of the Lake McDonald area of
Glacier Park.

Here was the Forest Service's challenge:
“The mature, dead standing and windblown
timber in the national parks should be sold
and utilized wherever possible . . ."” And even
as late as the following year in hearings on
the Park Service bill and before public opin-
ion had had & chance to solidify, Secretary
of the Interior Fisher testified that “it is de-
sirable to have that timber harvested and
have it harvested in such a way as will in-
terfere as little as possible with the beauty of
the park.” In 1913 the successful campalgn
of San Francisco to gain access to Hetch
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Hetchy insured the passage of the Park Serv-
jce bill and, also, silenced once and for all
the public debate about the manner in which
the parks would be preserved. The public
and the scientific community now had an
agency around which it could rally its sup-
port for preservation., The report on HR 5522
to establish the Park Service In 1916 set-
tled the matter: “The segregation of National
Park areas necessarily involves the preserva-
tion of nature as it exists.” So completely
and overwhelmingly had been this public
response in favor of maintaining the parks
as wilderness that nearly two years after the
passage of the Park Service bill, Secretary of
the Interior Lane wrote a public memoran=-
dum to Park Service Director Mather to pla-
cate residual fears:

“For the information of the public, an
outline of the administrative policy to which
the new Service will adhere may now be an-
nounced. The policy is based on three broad
principles: First, that the National Parks
must be maintained in absolutely unim-
paired form for the use of future genera-
tions as well as those of our own time. Sec-
ond, that they are set apart for the use, ob~
servation, health and pleasure of the people;
and third that the national interest must dic-
tate all decisions affecting public or private
enterprise in the parks.

In 1915 the exact boundaries devised by
the three Seattle businessmen were presented
to President Wilson in a Forest Service-pre-
pared proclamation and accepted by him.
No doubt the elimination occured to ensure
Forest Service jurisdiction over lands that
were loggable.

In spite of the original Monument procla-
mation which proclaimed that “the National
Monument hereby established shall be the
dominant reservation (in relation to Olymplec
National Forest) and any use of the land
which interferes with its preservation or pro-
tection as a National Monument is hereby
forbidden,” the Forest Service proceeded as
if it did not exist. By 1929 it had rationalized
its economic utilization policies to the point
that it could and did authorize a permit for
mining within the Monument, routinely al-
lowed sheep grazing which destroyed the for-
age for countless thousands of native fauna
including the elk for which the Monument
was created, secured the elimination of an-
other part of the Monument which was block-
ing the development of a power dam on the
Elwha River.

Contrary to all prior Interpretations of
what Monuments were for, it also
preparations for timber cutting in the Monu-
ment and had roads designed for bisecting
the Monument over Anderson Pass and over
Low Divide. As officlally stated by the Forest
Service the pollcy read: "It 1s evident from
President 'Roosevelt’s original proclamation
creating the Mount Olympus National Monu-
ment that he believed and intended that the
preservation of the Roosevelt elk could and
should be accomplished, allowing at the same
time the use and development of the timber,
water, and recreational resources of the
monument.”™

“Every activity of the Service Is subordi-
nate to the duties imposed upon it to faith-
fully preserve the parks for posterity in es-
sentlally thelr natural state. The commercial
use of these reservations, except as specially
authorized by law, or such as may be inei-
dental to the accommodation and entertain-
ment of visitors, will not be permitted under
any circumstances.”

Somehow the distrust remained and Direc-
tor Mather in his report for 1820 reviewed
the Lane charge to him. Speaking to the
doubters, he made this statement: "It was
particularly made clear that every activity of
the Service is subordinate to the duties im-
posed on it to faithfully preserve the parks
for posterity in essentially their natural state.
Could our national park policy be more
clearly enunciated? In other words, it is basic
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that these wonderful scenic areas are to be
left forever in their natural state for the
enjoyment of present and future genera-
tions. . . .” The doubters, strong in Congress
and elsewhere remembering past testimony
and vacillation, were beginning to belleve
that what they had created might work.
The creation of the Park Service and the
definition of its basic policies helped create
groups centered in the clvic association and
sclentific communities who provided a forum
around which public opinion could be ex-
pressed. When the organic act creating the
Service itself seemed lacking, the Service re-
sponded by defining policy and intent far
beyond the basic law of its existence.

MOUNT OLYMPUS NATIONAL MONUMENT

The first successful attempt to preserve
a part of the Olympic Forests was the crea-
tion f the Mount Olympus National Monu-
ment by President Theodore Roosevelt in
1809. This area of 610,660 acres was strongly
urged by The Mountaineers, The National
Assoclation of Audubon Societies, the Bio-
logical Survey, the Forest Service, and Con-
gressman William Humphrey. Immediately,
the commercial and mining interests began
the process of attempting to undo the “lock-
ing up” of the resources which under the
Antiguities Act of 1906 had closed the monu-
ment to further settlement, mining, and
lumbering. Under the proclamation itself
warning was given “not to appropriate, in-

Jure, remove, or destroy any feature of this

National Monument.” By 1912 a committee
of three men from the Seattle Chamber of
Commerce had drawn up a new boundary
which eliminated from the Monument all
the forests which were considered accessible
by contemporary logging technology.

It was evident to many that with this
policy there would be little flora or fauna
left to be preserved if the policy then in
practice prevailed,

WILDERNESS PRESERVATION IN THE OLYMPICS

With the Olympic scene becoming known,
the New York Zoological Soclety, the Ameri-
can Museum of Natural History, the Boone
and Crockett Club, and other eastern groups
began to respond to rumors about what
was occurring. By 1928 the Park Service be-
gan to recelve a long serles of letters from
sclentists, board members of sclentific in-
stitutions, citizen and civie groups. The Park
Service was then so out of touch with the
situation and the public concern that it re-
Jected out of hand all inquiries. National
park status had been recommended for the
Olympics as early as 1890 and since 1904
Congress rarely had been free of bills at-
tempting to protect parts of it, but the Na-
tional Park Service was indifferent to the
public’s reaction to the Forest Service’s ad-
ministration. A sampling of the handling of
the letters will give a feeling about this atti-
tude.of the Park Service.

Albright to Sawyer 1920: (because of) “the
fact that the mountain and surrounding area
to a large extent would duplicate Mt. Ralnier
in the same state, we have consistently rec-
ommended against its establishment as a na-
tional park.”

Mather to Madison Grant 1828: “At the
present time this area consists of perhaps
one of the greatest untouched mountain and
forest areas In the United States, is entirely
isolated from roads, and I believe it is the
intention of the Forest Bervice to continue
to maintain it in its original natural con-
dition.

Cammerer to Mrs, F, R. Hill 1932;: “The
matter of establishing a national park has
been brought to the attention of the National
Park Service many times. It is a very beauti-
ful region, but thus far it has not been dem-
onstrated that it comes up to the standards
set for national parks. However, the Forest
Service, as you know, now administers the
Mount Olympus Natlonal Monument there,

June 1, 1972

which is a real wilderness area. This area is
given full protection by the Forest Service.”

When agitation for protection of the elk
and forests would not be placated by the
Park Service's insistence that the Forest
Service was offering full protection to the
area, Madison Grant sent Dr. Willard Van
Name of the American Museum of Natural
History to do a field study of conditions in
the Olympics. Van Name had ties with nearly
every major sclentific organization and was
& permanent member of the Museum'’s scien-
tific staff. In early 1933 the Museum Board,
which was interlocked with nearly every con-
servation organization in the country, was
presented with an officlal recommendation
that “A National Park for the Olympic Penin-
sula seems to be the only solution, as only
in National Parks does the law exclude com-
mercial exploitation and require natural con-
ditions to be preserved.”

Bix months later the National Park Serv-
ice found itself in an embarrassing position
when President Franklin Roosevelt's execu-
tive reorganization handed it the manage=-
ment of Mt. Olympus National Monument.
Thus it ended up with a staff and an admin-
istration on the Olympic Peninsula through
no effort of its own and after proclaiming
to all its unworthiness.

Since that time a chronolgy of the events
of Park Service administration will provide
an insight into the nature of its tenure
there:

1933: Willard Van Name writes, prints,
and distributes at his own expense a pam-
phlet, The Proposed Olympic National Park
which causes a sensation by calling for the
protection of the climax forests west of the
existing Monument.

1034: Park Service responds with an official
park boundary recommendation to Secretary
Ickes which barely enlarges the existing
Monument and included not one acre of
what was later defined scientifically as rain
forest. They charged that Van Name's
boundary “includes much valuable timber on
areas that are not National Park caliber.”
Park Service recommendation rejected by
Ickes as not worthy of legislative support
from the department.

1835: HR 7086 for large ferest park with
boundaries nearly identical with today's park
passes House unanimously without debate
after lengthy hearings on the Park Service
policies, the Forest Service, and the timber
industry. This bill contains a specific wilder-
ness clause.

1936: Park Service responds by preparing
new boundary recommendations eliminating
140,000 acres of the most valuable forest in-
cluded in the House-passed bill. They claim
the following objectives: avoidance of un-
necessary interference with the well-ordered
management plans of the National Forest
Service; avoldance of unnecessary interfer-
ence with economic interests such as lum-
bering and mining.

1937: Park Service induces Congressman
Wallgren to introduce HR 4724 embodying re-
duced boundary recommendations of its in-
ternal Horning Report.

1937: Reaction to Park Service's HR 4724
and to Forest Service primitive area proposal
is so hostile that HR 4724 is amended to in-
clude all of area in previous bill HR 7086
plus area of Forest Service Primitive Area not
included in bill and plus corridors to the
sea and an ocean strip.

1937: President Roosevelt visited Olympic
Peninsula on personal inspection and evi-
dence suggests that he encouraged Wallgren
to push for larger park against the wishes of
his own Natlonal Park Service.

1938: H.R. 10024 re-introduced on open-
ing of Congress with passage assured.

1938: Park bill passes providing for 648,-
000 acres and presidential authority to en-
large the park to 892,202 acres and with the
additions being with the consent of the state
governor.




June 1, 1972

1938: Ickes reassures chat park will be
administered as wilderness park in victory
banquet to assure those who fought for and
won on the basis of wilderness.

1939: Park Service's Olympic stafl places
Bogachlel-Calawha rain forests 18th among
18 priorities for addition to park, Washing-
ton, D.C. staff concurs knowing that Ickes
will reverse their recommendation. Enowing
this, they permit it to remain under threat
of veto of their whole plan.

1940: President brings park to approxi-
mate boundary of first park bill on the advice
of his personal emissary, noted author Irving
Brant, and after receiving testimony per-
sonally from all sides and Forest Service eco-
nomic impact studies.

1940: Park Service prepares secret logging
plan in cooperation with timber industry
representatives for area added In 1940 procla-
mation.

1941: Regional Park Service committee
secretly recommends boundary revision plan
to eliminate Bogachiel-Calawha and Quin-
ault area.

1943: Park Service committee again recom-
mends elimination of Bogachiel-Calawha and
Quinault rain forest areas.

1943: For first time in history of any na-
tional park, Olympic Park superintendent
signs logging contract for economic utiliza-
tion of resources in park.

1946: Park Service writes bill to eliminate
forest areas pursuant to its 1043 internal
recommendation.

1947: Publi¢ outery forces Park Service to
reverse itself on elimination at public hear-
ing of Congressman Jackson's committee,

1952: Park Service begins full-blown log-
ging program in Olympic Park on a high-
grading and salvage basis. The volume is so
great that the state of Washington officially
adds National Park Service logging volume
to its annual statistical report.

1953: Timber industry representatives on
Governor Langlie’s Review Committee pub-
licly congratulate Park Service on its logging
program.

1956:

Conservationists force stopping of
logging program in the park.

1966: Through its Bureau of Outdoor Rec-
reation, Department of Interior recommends
deleting 69,000 acres from Park, parts of

Bogachiel-Calawha, Quinault, Hoh, and
Queets, Testimony and letters to Senator
Jackson's committee are 20 to 1 opposed to
plan. Plan put on shelf.

1972: Master plan prepared for Olympic
National Park.

Concerned conservationists have developed
“knee jerk™ toward Olympic National Park
over the years, Can it be any wonder they
are again apprehensive as the Service goes
through its proceedings to prepare a wilder-
ness plan and a master plan for the public's
prime treasure? We truly desire to believe
in the Park Service's sincerity. However,
every twisting of the principles enunclated
in the Park Service organic act we have
documented from the Natlional Archives or
from the files of the persons involved, It is
time for the Park Service to begin to live
up to and accept and implement Secretary
Lane's memorandum on the administration
of the National Park System. Either imple-
ment it regarding Olympic National Park or
reject it publicly so the rejectlion can be
dealt with. It 1s time for the Park Service
to live up to the Interior Department's and
its own prior statements about wilderness
administration for Olympie. And it is time
for all of us to work together and plan
together to protect for posterity this tiny
segment of primeval America which can never
be replaced once damaged. Olympic Park
Associates has requested before and now re-
quests again that a place be made on the
planning team for a noted conservationist
and a distinguished member of the sclentific
community.

Let's do as Harold Ickes said: "Keep it
wildernesss.”

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. JonEs of Tennessee (at the request
of Mr. O’'Ne1Lyr), for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. Bratnik (at the request of Mrs.
Hansen of Washington), from June 3
through June 23, on account of official
business.

Mr. CorMaN, for Thursday, June 1,
1972, 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:

Mr. Banirro, for 15 minutes, today, and
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mrrrer of Ohio), to revise
and extend their remarks, and to include
extraneoas matter:)

Mr. McKINNEY, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr, Wirriams, today, for 20 minutes.

Mr. Kemp, today, for 5 minutes.

Mrs. HeceLER of Massachusetts, today,
for 5 minutes.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Lank), to revise and extend
their remarks, and to include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. GonNzALEZ, today, for 10 minutes.

Mr. MurprHY of New York, today, for 10
minutes.

Mrs. Aszug, today, for 10 minutes.

Mr, Aspin, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. CoTTER, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. DanteLsoN, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. BurxEe of Massachusetts, today, for
30 minutes.

Mr, PopELL, today, for 10 minutes,

Mr. WoLFF, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. RooNeEY of Pennsylvania, today,
for 10 minutes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
:gvise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. DeEvINE, to extend his remarks fol-
lowing the special order of Mr. Quix fo-
day.

Mr. WipnaLL (at the request of Mr.
BarreTT) to extend his remarks follow-
ing those of Mr. BARRETT, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MrLLER of Ohio), and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. STEELE, in two instances.

Mr. BurkE of Florida.

Mrs. DwyEeR in three instances.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts.

Mr. ScamMmiITZ.

Mr. pv PONT.

Mr. KeativnG in two instances.

Mr. QuUIE.

Mr. DErwiInsKI in three instances.

Mr. HAaLperN in three instances.

Mr. WyMAN in two instances.

Mr. HosmEeR in two instances.

Mr. BRowN of Michigan.

Mr. KeITH.

Mr. Youne of Florida in five instances.
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Mr. ROUSSELOT.

Mr. RAILSBACK.

Mr. FisH.

Mr. CoNTE.

Mr, PoOFF.

Mr. BrovHILL of Virginia in two in-
stances.

Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. DENNIS.

Mr. NELSEN.

Mr. HoGax in 10 instances.

Mr. CrancY in two instances.

Mr, THONE.

Mr. PELLY.

Mr. DELLENBACK.

Mr. Anperson of Illinois.

Mr. SHOUP in two instances.

Mr. McKEvVITT.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. STe1GER of Wisconsin.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ling) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BapiLro.

Mr. ByroN in 10 instances.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS.

Mr. ConvEers in 10 instances.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. AnNUNzIO in two instances.

Mr. Lone of Maryland.

Mr. RopIino.

Mr. Bogas.

Mrs. Grasso in 10 instances.

Mr. ASPIN.

Mr, Jounson of California.

Mr. NiIcHOLS.

Mr. HuncaTE in two instances.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. Brasco.

Mr. HARRINGTON.

Mr. HANLEY.

Mr. SYMINGTON.

Mr. WaLbIE in six instances.

Mr. BOLAND,

Mr. Roxcario in two instances.

Mr. CaarpPELL in two instances.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylvania in three
instances.

Mr, EckrArDT in two instances.

Mr. Vanix in three instances.

Mr. LeceeTT in five instances.

Mr. TAYLOR.

Mr. RyaN in three instances.

Mr. RoceRs in five instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senafe of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

B. 1478. An act to regulate Interstate com-
merce by requiring premarket testing of new
chemical substances and to provide for
screening of the results of such testing prior
to commercial production, to require testing
of certain existing chemical substances, to
authorize the regulation of the use and dis-
tribution of chemical substances, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr., HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title, which was thereupon signed
by the Speaker:
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H.R. 13150. An act to provide that the Fed-
eral Government shall assume the risks of
its fidelity losses, and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on May 31, 1972, present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R.1015. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property of the
United States;

H.R.5199. An act to provide for the dis-
position of funds appropriated to pay judg-
ments in favor of the Miaml Tribe of Okla-
homa and the Miami Indians of Indiana in
Indian Claims Commission dockets numbered
255 and 124-C, dockets numbered 256, 124-D,
E, and F, and dockets numbered 131 and 253,
and of funds appropriated to pay a judg-
ment in favor of the Miami Tribe of Okla-
homa in docket numbered 251-A, and for
other purposes;

H.R.8116. An act to consent to the Kansas-
Nebraska Big Blue River compact; and

HR. 13361. An act to amend section 316
(¢) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. The Chair is now
going to declare a recess until the two
Houses meet in joint session to hear an
address by the President of the United
States. The House will stand in recess
until approximately 9:10 p.m.

Accordingly (at T o’clock and 15 min-
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 9
o’clock and 18 minutes p.m.

JOINT SESSION OF THE HOUSE AND
SENATE HELD PURSUANT TO THE
PROVISIONS OF HOUSE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 625 TO HEAR
AN ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER of the House presided.

The Doorkeeper (Hon. William M. Mil-
ler) announced the Vice President and
Members of the U.S. Senate who entered
the Hall of the House of Representatives,
the Vice President taking the chair at
the right of the Speaker, and the Mem-
bers of the Senate the seats reserved for
them.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as
members of the committee on the part
of the House to escort the President of
the United States into the Chamber the
gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. BoGGs;
the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr.
O’ Ne1LL; the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
Teacvue; the gentleman from Michigan,
Mr. GErALD R. Forp; and the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. ARENDS,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to
the order of the Senate, the following
Senators are appointed to escort the
President to the House Chamber: The
Senator from Louisiana, Mr. ELLENDER;
the Senator from Montana, Mr, ManNs-
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FIELD; the Senator from West Virginia,
Mr, RoBerT C. Byrp; the Senator from
Utah, Mr. Moss; the Senator from Ar-
kansas, Mr. FULBRIGHT; the Senator from
Florida, Mr, CaiLEs; the Senator from
Pennsylvania, Mr. Scorr; the Senator
from Michigan, Mr, GrirFIN; the Senator
from Maine, Mrs. SMmiTH; the Senator
from New Hampshire, Mr. CorroN; and
the Senator from Vermont, Mr. AIKEN.

The Doorkeeper announced the Am-
bassadors, Ministers, and Charges d’Af-
faires of foreign governments.

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Charges d’Affaires of foreign govern-
ments entered the Hall of the House of
Representatives and took the seats re-
served for them.

The Doorkeeper announced the Cab-
inet of the President of the United
States.

The members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United States entered
the Hall of the House of Representatives
and took the seats reserved for them in
front of the Speaker’s rostrum.

At 9 o'clock and 39 minutes p.m., the
Doorkeeper announced the President of
the United States.

The President of the United States,
escorted by the committee of Senators
and Representatives, entered the Hall of
the House of Representatives, and stood
at the Clerk's desk.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

The SPEAKER. My colleagues of the
Congress, I have the distinet privilege
and the high personal honor of present-
ing to you the President of the United
States,

[Applause, the Members rising.]

SPECIAL REPORT TO THE CON-
GRESS—ADDRESS BY THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. No. 92-305)

The PRESIDENT. Mr, Speaker, Mr.
President, Members of the Congress,
our distinguished guests, my fellow
Americans, your welcome in this great
Chamber tonight has a very special
meaning to Mrs. Nixon and me, We feel
very fortunate to have traveled abroad
so often representing the United States
of America, but we both agree after
each journey that the best part of any
trip abroad is coming home to America
again.

During the past 13 days we have flown
more than 16,000 miles and we visited
four countries, and everywhere we went,
to Austria, the Soviet Union, Iran, Po-
land, we could feel the quickening pace
of change in old international relation-
ship and the people’s genuine desire for
friendship for the American people,
everywhere new hopes are rising for a
world no longer shadowed by fear and
want and war. And as Americans we can
be proud that we now have an historic
opportunity to play a great role in help-
ing to achieve man’s oldest dream, a
world in which all nations can enjoy the
blessings of peace.

On this journey we saw many memo-
rable sights, but one picture which will
always remain indelible in our memory—
the flag of the United States of America
flying high in the spring breeze above
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Moscow'’s ancient Kremlin fortress. To
millions of Americans for the past
quarter century the Kremlin has stood
for implacable hostility toward all that
we cherish, and to millions of Russians
the American flag has long been held up
as a symbol of evil. No one would have
believed, even a short time ago, that
these two apparently irreconcilable sym-
bols would be seen together as we saw
them for those few days.

Now, this does not mean that we bring
back from Moscow the promise of in-
stant peace, but we do bring the begin-
p.ing of a process that can lead to a last-
ing peace.

That is why I have taken the extraor-
dinary action of requesting this spe-
cial joint session of the Congress, because
we have before us an extraordinary op-
portunity. I have not come here seek-
ing to make new announcements in a
dramatic setting. This summit has al-
ready made its news. It has barely be-
gun, however, to make its mark on our
world. And I ask you to join me tonight
while events are fresh, while the iron is
hot, and start to consider how we can
help to make that mark what we want
it to be. The foundation has been laid for
a new relationship between the two most
powerful nations in the world, and now
it is up to us—to all of us here in this
Chamber, to all of us across America—
to join with other nations in building a
new house upon that foundation, one
that can be a home for the hopes of man-
kind and a shelter against the storms of
conflict.

As a preliminary, therefore, to request-
ing your concurrence in some of the

agreements we reached, and your ap-
proval of the funds to carry out others,
and also as the keynote to the unity in
which this Government and this Nation
must go forward from here, I am render-
ing this immediate report to the Con-
gzu-%ss on the results of the Moscow sum-

The pattern of United States-Soviet
summit diplomacy in the cold war era
is well known to all those in this Cham-
ber. One meeting after another produced
a brief, euphoric mood—the spirit of
Geneva, the spirit of Camp David, the
spirit of Vienna, the spirit of Glasshoro—
but without producing significant prog-
ress on the really difficult issues. And
so early in this administration I stated
that the prospect of concrete results,
not atmospheric, would be our criterion
for meetings at the highest level. And
I also announced our intention to pur-
sue negotiations with the Soviet Union
across a broad front of related issues,
with the purpose of creating the mo-
mentum of achievement in which prog-
ress in one area could contribute to
progress in others. This is the basis
on which we prepared for and conducted
last week's talks, This was a work
summit.

We sought to establish not a superficial
spirit of Moscow, but a solid record of
progress on solving the difficulties which
s0 long have divided our two nations,
and also have divided the world. Review-
ing the number and the scope of agree-
ments that emerged, I think we have
accomplished that goal.
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Recognizing the responsibility of the
advanced, industrial nations to set an
example in combating mankind’'s com-
mon enemies, the United States and the
Soviet Union have agreed to cooperate
in efforts to reduce pollution and enhance
environmental quality. We have agreed
to work together in the field of medical
science and public health, particularly
in the conaquest of cancer and heart
disease. Recognizing that the quest for
useful knowledge transcends the differ-
ences between ideologies and social sys-
tems, we have agreed to expand United
States and Soviet cooperation in many
areas of science and technology. We have
joined in plans for an exciting new ad-
venture—a new adventure in the co-
operative exploration of space which will
begin, subject to congressional approval
of funds, with the joint orbital mission
of an Apollo vehicle and a Soviet space-
craft in 1975. By forming habits of co-
operation and strengthening institu-
tional ties in areas of peaceful enterprise,
these four agreements to which I have
referred will create on both sides a
steadily growing vested interest in the
maintenance of the good relations be-
tween our two countries. Expanded
United States-Soviet trade will also yield
advantages to both of our nations. When
the two largest economies in the world
start trading with each other on a much
larger scale, living standards in both na-
tions will rise, and the stake which both
have in peace will increase.

Progress in this area is proceeding on
schedule. At the summit we established
a Joint Commercial Commission which
will complete the negotiations for a com-
prehensive trade agreement between the
United States and the USS.R. and
we expect the final terms of this agree-
ment to be settled later this year.

Two further accords which were
reached last week have a much more
direct bearing on the search for peace
and security in the world. One of these
is the agreement between the American
and Soviet navies, aimed at significantly
reducing the chances of dangerous in-
cidents between our ships and aircraft
at sea; and, second and most important,
there is the treaty and the related exec-
utive agreement which will limit for the
first time both offensive and defensive
strategic nuclear weapons in the arse-
nals of the United States and the Soviet
Union.

Three-fifths of all the people alive in
the world today have spent their whole
lifetimes under the shadow of a nuclear
war which could be touched off by the
arms race among the great powers. Last
Friday in Moscow we witnessed the be-
ginning of the end of that era which be-
gan in 1945. We took the first step toward
a new era of mutually agreed restraint
and arms limitation between the two
principal nuclear powers. With this step
we have enhanced the security of both
nations. We have begun to check the
wasteful and dangerous spiral of nu-
clear arms which has dominated rela-
tions between our two countries for a
generation. We have begun to reduce
the level of fear by reducing the causes
of fear for our two peoples and for all
peoples of the world, The ABM treaty
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will be submitted promptly for the Sen-
ate’s advice and consent for ratification
and the interim agreement limiting cer-
tain offensive weapons will be submitted
to both Houses for concurrence, because
we can undertake agreements as im-
portant as these only on a basis of full
partnership between the executive and
legislative branches of our Government.

I ask from this Congress and I ask from
the Nation the fullest scrutiny of these
accords. I am confident such examina-
tion will underscore the truth of what I
told the Soviet people on television just
a few nights ago, that this is an agree-
ment in the interest of both nations.
From the standpoint of the United
States, when we consider what the stra-
tegic balance would have looked like
later in the 1970’s if there had been no
arms limitation, it is clear that the
agreements forestall a major spiraling of
the arms race, one which would have
worked to our disadvantage since we
have no current building programs for
the categories of weapons which have
been frozen, and since no new building
program could have produced any new
weapons in those categories during the
period of the freeze.

My colleagues in the Congress, I have
studied the strategic balance in great de-
tail with my senior advisers for more
than 3 years; and I can assure you, the
Members of the Congress and the Amer-
ican people tonight, that the present and
planned strategic forces of the United
States are without question sufficient for
the maintenance of our security and the
protection of our vital interests.

No power on earth is stronger than
the United States of America today, and
none will be stronger than the United
States of America in the future.

This is the only national defense pos-
ture that can ever be acceptable to the
United States, and this is the posture I
ask the Senate and the Congress to pro-
tect by approving the arms limitation
agreements to which I have referred.
This is the posture which, with the re-
sponsible cooperation of the Congress,
I will take all the necessary steps to
maintain in our future defense programs.

In addition to the talks which led
to the specific agreements which I have
listed, I also had both very frank and
extensive discussions with General Sec-
retary Brezhnev and his' colleagues
about several parts of the world where
American and Soviet interests have come
in conflict. With regard to the reduc-
tion of tensions in Europe, we recorded
our intentions of proceeding later this
yvear with multilateral consultations
looking toward a conference on security
and cooperation in all of Europe.

We have also jointly agreed to move
forward with negotiations on mutual and
balanced force reductions in eentral Eu-
rope.

The problem of ending the Vietnam
war which engages the hopes of all
Americans was one of the most exten-
sively discussed subjects on our agenda.
It would only jeopardize the search of
peace if I were to review here all that
was sald on that subject. I will simply
say this: Each side obviously has its own
point of view and its own approach to
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this very difficult issue. But at the same
time both the United States and the So-
viet Union share an overriding desire to
achieve a more stable peace in the world.

I emphasize to you once again, this
administration has no higher goal—a
goal that I know all of you share—than
bringing the Vietnam war to an early
and honorable end. We are ending the
war in Vietnam, but we shall end it in a
way which will not betray our friends,
risk the lives of the courageous Ameri-
cans still serving in Vietnam, break faith
with those held prisoners by the enemy,
or stain the honor of the United States of
America.

Another area where we had very full,
frank, and extensive discussions was the
Middle East. I reiterated the American
people’s commitment to the survival of
the State of Israel, and to a settlement
just to all the countries in the area. Both
sides stated in the communique their in-
tention to support the Iran peace mission
and other appropriate efforts to achieve
this objective. The final achievement of
the Moscow conference was the signing
of a landmark declaration entitled “Basic
Principles of Mutual Relations Between
the United States and the U.SS.R.”

As these 12 basic principles are put
into practice, they can provide a solid
framework for the future development
of better American-Soviet relations. They
begin with the recognition that two nu-
clear nations, each of which has the
power to destroy humanity, have no al-
ternative but to coexist peacefully, be-
cause in a nuclear war, there would he
no winners, only losers.

The basic principles commit both sides
to avoid direct military confrontation
and to exercise constructive leadership
and restraint with respect to smaller con-
flicts in other parts of the world which
could drag the major powers into war.
They disavow any intention to create
spheres of influence or to conspire
against the interest of any other nation,
a point I would underscore by saying
once again tonight that America values
its ties with all nations, from our oldest
allies in Europe and Asia, as I empha-
sized by my visit to Iran, to our good
friends in the third world and to our new
relationship with the People’s Republic
of China,

The improvement of relations depends
not only, of course, on words, but far
more on actlons. The principles to which
we agreed in Moscow are like a road map.
Now that the map has been laid out, it is
up fo each country to follow it.

The United States intends to adhere to
these principles. The leaders of the So-
viet Union have indicated a similar in-
tention. However, we must remember
that Soviet ideology still proclaims hos-
tility to some of America’s most basic
values. The Soviet leaders remain com-
mitted to that ideology. Like the nation
they lead, they are and they will continue
to be totally dedicated competitors of the
United States of America.

As we shape our policies for the period
ahead, therefore, we must maintain our
defenses at an adequate level until there
is mutual agreement to limit forces.

The time-tested policies of vigilance
and firmness which have brought us to
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this summit are the only ones that can
safely carry us forward to further prog-
ress in reaching agreements to reduce
the danger of war.

Our successes in the strategic arms
talks and in the Berlin negotiations
which opened the road to Moscow came
about, because over the past 3 years we
have consistently refused proposals for
unilaterally abandoning the ABM, uni-
laterally pulling back our forces from
Europe, and drastically cutting the de-
fense budget. And the Congress deserves
the appreciation of the American people
for having the courage to vote such pro-
posals down and to maintain the strength
America needs to protect its interests.

As we continue the strategic arms
talks, seeking a permanent offensive
weapons treaty, we must bear the les-
sons of the earlier talks well in mind.
By the same token, we must stand stead-
fastly with our NATO partners if nego-
tiations leading to a new detente and a
mutual reduction of forces in Europe are
to be productive. Maintaining the
strength, integrity, and steadfastness of
our free world alliances is the founda-
tion on which all of our other initiatives
for peace and security in the world must
rest

As we seek better relations with those
who have been our adversaries we will
not let down our friends and allies
around the world.

And in this period we must keep our
economy vigorous and competitive if the
opening for greater East-West trade is
to mean anything at all, and if we do
not wish to be shouldered aside in world
markets by the growing potential of the
economies of Japan, Western Europe, the
Soviet Union, and the People’s Republic
of China. For America to continue its
role of helping to build a more peaceful
world we must keep America No. 1 eco~
nomically in the world.

And we must maintain our own mo-
mentum of domestic innovation and
growth and reform if the opportunities
for joint action with the Soviets are to
fulfill their promise. As we seek agree-
ments to build peace abroad we must
keep America moving forward at home.

Most importantly, if the new age we
seek is ever to become a reality, we must
keep America strong in spirit, a nation
proud of its greatness as a free society,
confident of its mission in the world, Let
us be committed to our way of life as
wholeheartedly as the Communist lead-
ers with whom we seek a new relation-
ship are committed to their system.

Let us always be proud to show in our
words and actions what we know in our
hearts, that we believe in America.

These are just some of the challenges
of peace. They are in some ways even
more difficult than the challenges of war.
But we are equal to them, and as we
meet them we will be able to go forward
and explore the sweeping possibilities for
peace which this season of summits has
now opened up for the world.

For decades America has been locked
in hostile confrontation with the two
great Communist powers, the Soviet
Union and the People’s Republic of
China. We were engaged with the one at
many points and almost totally isolated
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from the other. But our relationships
with both had reached a deadly impasse.
All three countries were victims of the
kind of bondage about which George
Washington long ago warned in these
words:

The nation which indulges toward another

an habitual hatred is a slave to its own
animosity.

But now in the brief space of 4 months
these journeys to Peking and to Moscow
have begun to free us from perpetual
confrontation. We have moved toward
better understanding, mutual respect,
point-by-point settlement of differences
with both of the major Communist
DOWers.

Now, this one series of meetings has
not rendered an imperfect world sud-
denly perfect. There still are deep philo-
sophical differences. There still are parts
of the world in which age-old hatreds
persist. The threat of war has not been
eliminated. It has been reduced. We are
making progress toward a world in which
leaders of nations will settle their differ-
ences by negotiation, not by force, and
in which they learn to live with their
differences so that their sons will not
have to die for those differences.

It was particularly fitting that this
trip, aimed at building such a world,
should have concluded in Poland. No
country in the world has suffered more
from war than Poland, and no country
has more to gain from peace. The faces
of the people, who gave us such a heart-
warming welcome in Warsaw yesterday
and then again this morning and this
afternoon, told an eloquent story of suf-
fering from war in the past and of hope
for peace in the future. One could see it
in their faces. It made me more deter-
mined than ever that America must do
all in its power to help that hope for
peace come true for all people in the
world.

As we continue that effort, our unity
of purpose and action will be all-impor-
tant. For the summits of 1972 have not
belonged just to one person or to one
party or to one branch of our Govern-
ment alone. Rather, they are part of a
great national journey for peace. Every
American can claim a share in the credit
for the success of that journey so far,
and every American has a major stake
in the success of the future. An unpar-
alleled opportunity has been placed in
America’s hands. Never has there been
a time when hope was more justified or
when complacency was more dangerous.

We have made a good beginning. And
because we have begun, history now lays
upon us a special obligation to see it
through., We can seize this moment or
we can lose it. We can make good this
opportunity to build a new structure of
peace in the world, or we can let it slip
away.

Together, therefore, let us seize the
moment so that our children and the
world’s children can live free of the fears
and free of the hatreds that have been
the lot of mankind through the cen-
turies. And then the historians of some
future age will write of the year 1972,
not that this was the year America went
up to the summit and then down to the
depths of the valley again, but that this
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was the year when America helped to
lead the world up out of the lowlands of
constant war and on to the high plateau
of lasting peace.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

At 10 o’clock and 9 minutes p.m., the
President, accompanied by the commit-
tee of escort, retired from the Hall of
the House of Representatives.

The Doorkeeper escorted the invited
guests from the Chamber in the follow-
ing order:

The members of the President’s Cabi-
net.

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Chargés d’Affaires of foreign govern-
ments,

JOINT SESSION DISSOLVED

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares the
joint session of the two Houses now dis-
solved.

Accordingly, at 10 o'clock and 15 min-
utes p.m., the joint session of the two
Houses was dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

REFERENCE OF MESSAGE OF PRESI-
DENT TO COMMITTEE OF THE
WHOLE HOUSE ON THE STATE OF
THE UNION

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the message of the President be referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union and ordered to
be printed.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 10 o’clock and 16 minutes p.m.) un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, June 5, 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:

2046. A letter from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, transmitting the annual report and
audit of the American National Red Cross
for the year ended June 30, 1971, pursuant
to 33 Stat. 599, as amended; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

2047. A letter from the certified public ac-
countant for the American Symphony
Orchestra League, Inc., transmitting the
audit report of the league for the fiscal year
ended March 31, 1072, pursuant to Public
L;v;ys?—al'?: to the Committee on the Judi-
c 2

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. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate

and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 14455. A bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act to ex-
tend and revise the program of assistance
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under wnat act for the control and prevention
of communicable diseases; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 92-1107). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. HR. 15081, A bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act to en-
large the authority of the National Heart
and Lung Institute in order to advance the
national attack against heart, blood vessel,
lung, and blood diseases, and for other pur-
poses; with amendments (Rept. No. 92-1108).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 14731. A bill to
amend the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1056
in order to provide for the effective enforce-
ment of the provisions therein prohibiting
the shooting at birds, fish, and other ani-
mals from aircraft; with amendments (Rept.
No. 92-1109). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of Union,

Mr. JOHNSON of California: Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs. HR. 14106.
A bill to amend the Water Resources Plan-
ning Act to authorize increased appropria-
tions; with an amendment (Rept. No. 92-
1110). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mrs. ABZUG:

H.R. 15260. A bill to provide for transmit-
tal of the Department of Defense G-year de-
fense program and for congressional delib-
eration of major mission and support func-
tions of the 5-year defense program; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 15261. A bill to prohibit Federsal assist-
ance to rental housing projects where tenants
are not allowed to have dogs, or to local
governments which do not permit dogs in
rental housing; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

H.R.156262. A bill to amend title XVII of
the Boclal Security Act to provide financial
assistance to individuals suffering from
chronic kidney disease who are unable to
pay the costs of necessary treatment, and to
authorize project grants to increase the avail-
ability and effectiveness of such treatment;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R.15263. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction In
computing gross income for theft losses sus-
tained by individuals, for certaln amounts
paid to protect against theft, for medical
expenses caused by criminal conduct, and for
funeral expenses of victims of crime; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 15264. A bill to establish a system of
ratings for network television programs in
order to warn viewers of physical violence
or obscenity contained in such programs; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois:

H.R. 15266. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide benefits to survivors of police
officers, firemen, and correction officers killed
in the line of duty, and to police officers,
firemen, and correction officers who are dis-
abled in the line of duty; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 156266. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.
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By Mr. BADILLO:

H.R. 15267. A bill to promote homeowner-
ship by low- and moderate-income families
by assisting them in acquiring, rehabili-
tating, and Iimproving the structures in
which they are tenants, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. BENNETT:

HR. 15268. A bill establishing a commis-
sion to develop a realistic plan leading to the
conquest of multiple sclerosis at the earliest
possible date; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BERGLAND:

H.R. 15269. A bill to establish and imple-
ment a national transportation policy for
the next 50 years, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 15270. A bill to provide for the compre-
hensive development of correctional man-
power tralning and employment, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

H.R. 15271. A bill authorizing the President
to proclaim the third week of May as “Lone
Defenders Week”; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R. 15272, A bill to provide for computa-
tlon of pay of members of the armed services
retired for permanent disability sustained in
line of duty, or for years of service; to the
Committee on Armed Service.

By Mr. CAREY of New York:

H.R, 15273. A bill to insure congressional
review of tax preferences, and other items
which narrow the income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-year
period of existing provisions of these types;
fo the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. COTTER:

HR. 16274, A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, relating to annuities of widows
of Supreme Court Justices; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DENT (by request) :

H.R. 16275. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and the Soclal Security
Act to provide a comprehensive program of
health care for the 1970's by strengthening
the organization and delivery of health care
nationwide and by making comprehensive
health care insurance avallable to all Amer-
icans and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, DEVINE:

H.R. 15276. A bill to amend section 591 (g)
of title 18, United States Code, in order to ex-
clude corporations and labor organizations
from the scope of the prohibitions against
government contractors in section 611 of title
18; to the Committee on House Administra-
tion.

By Mr., DINGELL (for himself, Mr,
Moss, Mr, CorMaN, Mr. Fraser, Mr.
Hecuier of West Virginia, Mr. Her-
sTOSKI, Mr. EEITH, and Mr. Mmxva) :

HR. 15277. A bill to provide for public
ownership of the bus company in the Dils-
trict of Columbia, to approve amendments to
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority compact, and for other purposes;
to the Commititee on the District of Colum-
bia.

By Mr, pu PONT:

H.R. 15278. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Thaddeus Kosciusko Home
National Historic Site in the State of Penn-
sylvania, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FREY (for himself, Mr, CoucH-
LN, and Mr, RATLSBACK) :

H.R. 16279. A bill to clarify the intent of
Congress to exclude prisoners in work re-
lease programs from the provisions of Federal
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law forbidding the use of conviet labor; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. GARMATZ (for himself and
Mr. MOSHER) :

HR. 15280. A bill to increase the annual
appropriation authorization of the Na-
tional Advisory Committee on Oceans and
Atmosphere; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. FAUNT-
EOY, Mr. BroYHILL of Virginia, and
Mr. HOGAN) :

H.RER. 15281. A bill to provide emergency
loans to the District of Columbia to carry out
the expansion and renovation of the Blue
Plains Sewage Treatment Facility; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. HAMILTON:

H.R. 156282. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to enlarge the authority
of the National Heart and Lung Institute in
order to advance the national attack against
heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood diseases,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 16283. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and rellef for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HANLEY:

H.R. 15284, A bill to expand the member-
ship of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to include elected
school board officials and elected town and
township officlals; to the Committee on
Government Operatlons.

By Mrs, HICKS of Massachusetts:

H.R. 15285. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; to the
Committee on Education and Labor,

H.R. 15288. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act so as to remove the Iimi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.R. 15287. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to re-
quire the Secretary of Labor to recognize the
difference in hazards to employees between
the heavy construction industry and the light
residential construction Iindustry; to the
Committee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 15288. A bill to amend scction 103 of
title 23 of the United States Code relating to
additional mileage for the Interstate System;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. EEATING (for himself, Mr.
DERWINSKI, Mr, WARE, Mr. HANSEN of
Idaho, Mr. THONE, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr.
PopeELL, Mr. Wyarr, Mr. CoLLINs of
Texas, Mr. RoBiNsoN of Virginia, Mr.
MazzoLr, and Mr, EEMP) :

H.R. 15289, A bill to guarantee the right of
criminal defendants to a speedy trial and to
reduce crime and injustice by improving the
supervision of persons released on bail and
probation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. KEEMP:

H.R. 152080. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the Individual income tax for tuition
pald for the elementary or secondary educa-
tlon of dependents; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 15201. A bill to insure congressional
review of tax preferences, and other items
which narrow the Income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-year
period of existing provisions of these types;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 15202, A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act with respect to the
walver of certain grounds for exclusion and
deportation; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
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By Mr. LINK

H.R. 15293. A bill authorizing the construc-
tion of certain bank stabilization works on
the Missourl River below Garrison Dam; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MOSS (for himself, Mr, ECk-
HARDT, and Mr, CARNEY) :

H.R.15294. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Traffic and Motor Vehicle SBafety Act of 1966,
to provide for the recall of certaln defective
motor vehicles without charge to the owners
thereof, to authorize appropriations, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. NELSEN (by request) :

H.R. 15295. A bill to amend the law relating
to the conduct of public hearings before the
Zoning Commission of the District of Co-
lumbia; to the Committee on District of
Columbia.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 15206. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tuition
paid for the elementary or secondary educa-
tion of dependents; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 15297. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tul-
tion paid for the elementary or secondary
education of dependents; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 15208, A blll to Insure congressional
review of tax preferences, and other items
which narrow the Income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-
year period of exlsting provisions of these
types; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. QUIE:

H.R. 15299. A bill to further the achieve-
ment of equal educational opportunities;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. RANDALL:

HR. 15300. A bill to amend the Judiciary
and Judicial Procedure Act of 1848; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RUPPE:

H.R.15301. A blll to amend chapter 5 of
title 37, United States Code, to revise the
special pay structure relating to members
of the uniformed services, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
1ces.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 15302, A bill to insure congressional
review of tax preferences, and other items
which narrow the income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-
year period of existing provisions of these
types; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself and
Mr, SPRINGER) :

H.R. 15303. A blll to amend the SBecurities
Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, to facill-
tate closer Securitles and Exchange Com-
mission scrutiny of the self-regulatory proc-
esses and to make the powers of the Com-
mission over the self-regulatory organiza-
tions consistent by conferring upon the
Commission additional responsibility and
authority with regard to the adoption,
amendment, alteration, or rescission of rules
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of self-regulatory organizations, the en-
forcement of rules of self-regulatory orga-
nizations, and the review of disciplinary ac-
tion taken by self-regulatory organizations
against thelr members; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R.15304. A blll to amend the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 with respect to
the assignment of Investment advisory con-
tracts; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Georgla:

H.R. 15305. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to provide that personal
delivery of notification of death of service-
men to the next of kin may only be made
by officers; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. VEYSEY (for himself and Mr.

PETTIS)

H.R. 1563086. A bill to establish a Feederal pro-
gram to encourage the voluntary donation
of pure and safe blood, to require licensing
and inspection of all blood banks, and to
establish a national registry of blood donors;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 16307. A bill to permit former mem-
bers of the Women's Airforce Service Pilots to
acquire, for a limited time, insurance upon
the same terms and conditions, with certain
exceptions as apply with respect to national
service life insurance; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. WHALLEY:

H.R. 15308. A bill to amend section 103 of
title 23 of the United States Code relating to
additional mileage for the Interstate System;
to the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. WHITE:

H.R. 15309. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Natlonality Act to provide for the
issuance of nonimmigrant visas to certain
aliens entering the United States to perform
services or labor of a seasonal nature under
contracts of employment, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 15310. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, with respect to certain em-
ployees engaged in hazardous occupations,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself and Mr.
CLEVELAND) :

H.R. 15311. A bill to protect collectors of
antique glassware against the manufacture
in the United States or the importation of
imitations of such glassware; to the Commit-
tee on Intertate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. OBEY:

H.ER. 156312. A bill to amend the Internsl
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
simplification reform, and relief for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R. 16313. A Dbill to provide that, in the
administration of the BSchool Lunch and
Child Nutrition Act, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall, within the limits which he
will prescribe, permit the operation of cer-
tain food vending machines in participating
schools where the proceeds of such operations
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go to organizations sponsored or approved
by the school; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

H.R. 15314. A bill to amend the Natlonal
School Lunch Act, as amended, to assure
that adequate funds are avallable for the
conduct of summer food service pro
for children from areas in which poor eco-
nomic conditions exist and from areas in
which there are high concentrations of
working mothers, and for ohter purposes
related to expanding and strengthening the
child nutrition programs; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. ROGERS (for himself, Mr,
KYRros, Mr. PreYErR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. Roy, Mr. NELSEN, Mr, Can-
TER, and Mr. HASTINGS) :

H.R. 15315. A bill to strengthen the Food
and Drug Administration, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RONCALIO:

H.R. 156316. A bill to construct an Indian
Art and Cultural Center in Riverton, Wyo.,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr.'WYLIE:

H.R. 15317. A bill to amend the Oeccupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to re-
quire the Secretary of Labor to recognize
the difference in hazards to employees be-
tween the heavy construction industry and
the light residential construction industry;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mrs. ABZUG:

H. Con. Res. 626. Concurrent resolution
expressing the horror, shock, and dismay of
Congress at the incident at Tel Aviv Airport
on May 31, 1972, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HANLEY:

H.J. Res. 1214. Joint resolution to suspend
temporarily the authority of the Interstate
Commerce Commission to permit the aban-
donment of a line of railroad or the opera-
tion thereof; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RANGEL:

H.J. Res. 1215, Joint resolution deslgnating
the second Sunday in June of each year as
“Children’s Day"; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WYATT:

H. Res. 1008. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the full amount appropriated for the rural
electrification program for fiscal 1972 should
be made available by the administration to
carry out that program; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. SHOUP:

H.R. 15318. A bill for the relief of Kenneth

J. Wolfl; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WINN:

H.R. 15319. A bill for the relief of Raymond

Monroe; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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THE USE OF “MS.”

HON. WILLIAM L. HUNGATE
OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 1, 1972

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, since so
much attention has been given the use
of “Ms.” by the women’s liberation
movement, I think there are many who

would appreciate hearing the other side

of the story. I, therefore, bring the fol-
lowing letter I received to my colleagues’
attention:

Congressman WILLIAM HUNGATE,

House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mz, Huncate: I recently received a
letter from your office and one from you.
Thanks so much for responding. Now (with
tongue in cheek) I have a bone to pick with
you,

You are one up on me on the Women's
Lib movement, addressing my letter as Ms.
Now I am sure this is a convenience in all
the many letters you send out, and is prob-
ably a bouquet to your many women con-
stituents.

I really don’t care what you call anyone
else, in fact it doesn't matter what I am
addressed by especlally by a letter.

But I wear that Mrs. proudly and feel I
have accomplished a heck of a lot with that
tacked In front of my name. I feel completely
liberated, make no apologies for being fem-




		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-07T13:43:47-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




