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ORDER FOR TIME LIMITATION ON
S. 750, S. 33, H.R. 15883, AND H.R.
8389

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
having cleared the following requests
with the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. McCreELLAN) and the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hrusgka), I ask unanimous consent that
there be a time limitation of 1 hour on
each of the following bills at such time
as they are called up and made the pend-
ing business before the Senate: S. 750,
S. 33, H.R. 15883, and H.R. 8389.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that, with re-
spect to each of the bills I have just
enumerated, there be a time limitation
on any amendment in the first degree of
30 minutes, to be equally divided between
the mover of such and the manager of
the bill; that there be a time limitation
on any amendment in the second degree,
debatable motion, or appeal, of 20 min-
utes, to be equally divided between the
mover of such and the manager of the
bill, except in any instance in which the
manager of the bill favors such, in which
instance the time in opposition thereto
be under the control of the distinguished
majority leader or his designee.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD subsequently
said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the agreement just entered
into with respect to time on 8. 750 be
negated.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There is al-
ready a time limitation on that bill to
become effective at such time as it is
called up.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded 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for the quorum call be rescinded.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. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ACT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 4383.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives announcing its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to
the bill (H.R. 4383) to authorize the es-
tablishment of a system governing the
creation and operation of advisory com-
mittees in the executive branch of the
Federal Government, and for other pur-
poses, and requesting a conference with
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move that
the Senate insist upon its amendment
and agree to the request of the House for
a conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. HoLLINGS) ap-
pointed Mr. Muskie, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr.
CHILES, Mr. MEeTrcAaLF, Mr. Percy, Mr.
Rora, and Mr. Brock conferees on the
part of the Senate.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the program for tomorrow is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 8:15 a.m.,,
following a recess. After the two leaders
have been recognized under the stand-
ing order, the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. Seong) will be
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes,
after which the distinguished junior
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Bayn) will
be recognized for not to exceed 15 min-
utes, after which the distinguished
junior Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BeLLmon) will be recognized for not to
exceed 15 minutes.

At no later than the hour of 9 o’clock
a.m. the Senate will resume considera-
tion of Senate Joint Resolution 241, the
Interim Agreement on Offensive Mis-
siles. In accordance with rule XXII, a
cloture motion having been presented
on yesterday, and in accordance with the
order entered earlier, the 1 hour of de-
bate under the rule will begin running
at 9 am., and at 10 a.m. the Chair will
ask the clerk to proceed with the estab-
lishment of a quorum.
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Upon the establishment of a quorum,
about 10:15 a.m. or 10:20 a.m., the clerk
will call the roll on the motion to in-
voke cloture. That will be a yea-and-nay
vote as required by the rule.

If cloture is not invoked the Senate
will continue tomorrow with the debate
on Senate Joint Resolution 241 and
amendments thereto, if such are called

up.

If a hiatus is reached, it being the de-
sire of the Chair to put the guestion, I
assume that the majority leader would
propose that the Senate go to other busi-
ness during the day tomorrow, for exam-
ple, perhaps, the land use hill. In view
of the fact that another cloture motion
is waiting in the wings, it would then be
voted on the following day, Friday. How-
ever, if cloture is invoked tomorrow, rule
XXIT1 will be applied fairly strictly, and
the unfinished business will remain the
unfinished business to the exclusion of all
other business until it is disposed of. That
would mean there would be several yea-
and-nay votes on amendments tomor-
row, I would suspect, and there is a fairly
good chance that Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 241 would be disposed of tomorrow.
If it is not disposed of in that event to-
morrow, then it would spill over into
Friday, and votes on amendments
thereto would continue.

The cloture rule is like a bhear trap,
and once it is invoked, its claws never
let up. Each Senator is, of course, re-
stricted to 1 hour in all on the unfinished
business, amendments or motions affect-
ing the same.

So there will be yea-and-nay votes to-
morrow in any event. There will be yea-
and-nay votes Friday in any event.

Mr. President, I would almost bet my
shirt that there will be a session this
Saturday, and if there is a session, there
will be yea-and-nay votes Saturday. All
Senators will be notified in ample time,
however, if there is a change in the
wager I have just made.

RECESS UNTIL 8:15 A.M.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there is no further business to come
before the Senate, I move that the Sen-
ate stand in recess until 8:15 am.
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed; and at 6:31
p.m. the Senate recessed until tomorrow,
Thursday, September 14, 1972, at 8:15
a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, September 13, 1972

The House met at .2 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

He looked for a city which hath foun-
dations, whose builder and maker is
God.—Hebrews 11: 10.

Almighty God, our Father, from whom
comes all good gifts and whose mercy
attends us all our days, move within the
hearts of these representatives of our
people that they may realize anew the
strength of Thy spirit and the life of Thy
love. In all the duties of this day keep
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them ever mindful of Thy presence, eager
to serve our country and ready to be of
help to our fellow men.

Bless this Nation we love with all our
hearts. Save her from violence and dis-
cord, from pride and prejudice, and from
every evil way. Mold her citizens into a
people united in purpose, seeking the
good of all, and making righteousness
and good will realities in our time.

To our President, our Speaker, our
Members of Congress grant the spirit of
wisdom that they may lead our country
in the paths of peace, along the lanes of

liberty to that kingdom which has foun-
dations whose builder and maker Thou
art.

In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed with amendments
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 4383. An act to authorize the estab-
lishment of a system governing the creation
and operation of advisory committees in the
executive branch of the Federal Government,
and for other purposes.

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. 3822. An act authorizing the city of
Ciinton Bridge Commission to convey its
bridge structures and other asets to the State
of Iowa and to provide for the completition of
a partially constructed bridge across the Mis-
sissippl River at or near Clinton, Iowa, by
the State highway commission of the State
of Iowa.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
90-206, appointed Mr. Joseph Meglen, of
Montana, and Mr. Bernard G. Segal, of
Pennsylvania, as members of the Com-
mission on Executive, Legislative, and
Judicial Salaries.

THE LATE HONORABLE
ROBERT RAMSPECK

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BLACK-
BURN) .

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate your giving me the opportunity
to address the House on a matter of very
profound regret which has come to my
attention, and this involves the death
of the Honorable Robert Ramspeck, one
of Georgia’s great Congressmen, on
September 10 of this year.

Most of us in the House, including the
Speaker and myself, arrived after the
time of the service of Mr. Ramspeck, but
nonetheless it was my great privilege to
have known him. Shortly after I arrived
here in Washington, I called his home,
since Mr. Ramspeck was born in Decatur,
Ga., which is the principal city in my
district. When he served in Congress, his
district included the area which I now
represent.

I feel in a very real sense that Mr.
Ramspeck was my predecessor in the
Congress. He did me the great honor and
the great courtesy to come by my office
and visit with me. His gentlemanly in-
stinets and his great courtesy were most
impressive at the time and even though
he and I were of different political par-
ties, I found that we were of like mind
in our desire to be of service to our
country and to our areas.

Mr. Speaker, Robert Ramspeck de-
voted a long and faithful life to the
service of his country and to his beloved
State of Georgia. He was a gentleman in
the true sense of the term and was a
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tremendous asset to the U.S. Congress
during his long tenure in the House of
Representatives which extended from
October 2, 1929, to December 31, 1945.

He served as Democratic whip of the
House from 1942 to 1945. Mr. Ramspeck
was well known as the guardian of civil
service employees and served as chair-
man of the House Civil Service Commit-
tee for 10 years. Legislative employees
will remember him for the “Ramspeck
Act.” In 1951, President Truman named
him to head the Civil Service Commis-
sion, which he served until 1952.

The Georgia State Society prospered
under his outstanding leadership as
president in 1934 and 1935. He is also
well remembered for his active partici-
pation in the founding of the Washing-
ton Heart Association in which he held
a number of official positions,

Following his resignation from Con-
gress in 1945, he became president of the
Air Transport Association. In January of
1953, he became a vice president of East-
ern Airlines, a position he served in until
January of 1961.

Mr. Speaker, I want to also extend my
condolences to his two daughters and
want them to know that I share their
sorrow while at the same time express
my gratitude that a man such as Robert
Ramspeck was with us for many years.
Robert Ramspeck was fortunate in that
he was given a long span of years for an
active existence and he exceeded that of
many of his colleagues in the House of
Representatives. Many of them are still
alive today and I know the number of
eulogies would be far greater and the
depths of sincerity would be expressed by
everyone having the honor of serving
with him if they were still with us. His
reputation as an outstanding citizen won
him a fond place in the hearts of all
Americans.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express my gratitude to the distin-
guished gentleman from the Fourth Con-
gressional District of Georgia for bring-
ing this to the attention of the House.

Bob Ramspeck was a great Georgian
and a great American. I suspect that
people who devote their lives to working
in government, career civil servants,
have had no better friend than Bob
Ramspeck.

Bob was knowledgeable, he was articu-
late, he was loyal, he was fair, he was
courteous and he was one of the most
delightful gentlemen it has ever been my
pleasure to know.

He lived a long and very useful life.
Those of us who survive him express our
gratitude for the many constructive ac-
complishments in the Federal Govern-
ment that Bob Ramspeck helped to
achieve. We join his family and his
friends in expressing our gratitude to
them for helping him in this service and
we express our sorrow at his passing.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the gentle-
man from Georgia for his comments.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the mi-
nority leader.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
although I was never privileged to serve
in the House of Representatives during
the many years that Bob Ramspeck
served here so effectively, I did have an
opportunity even as a newcomer to the
Congress to have an exposure to his tal-
ents, his integrity, and his desire to serve
the people of this country at the highest
level and most exceptionally.

I join the two gentlemen from Georgia
in extending to his family our deepest
condolences.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the mi-
nority leader for his comments.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. FLYNT).

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I too would
like to join in the expression of my
sorrow at the announcement made by
my colleague (Mr. BLACKBURN) of the
death of a great American, a former
Member of this House, the Honorable
Robert Ramspeck. It was my privilege to
know Mr. Ramspeck since I was a small
boy. He and my father were good friends.
They served together in the General
Assembly in Georgia in 1927.

Mr. Speaker, Bob Ramspeck had a
distinguished career of public service,
including his 16 years as a Member of
this House. At the time of his voluntary
withdrawal from the House of Repre-
sentatives he was Democratic whip. He
was effective as a part of the leadership
of the House, as he was effective as a
Representative of his district and our
State. He left the House to become presi-
dent of the Air Transport Association.
Subsequently Mr. Speaker, he became
Chairman of the Civil Service Commis-
sion in which he was, as he had pre-
viously been while a Member of this
House and chairman of the Committee
on Civil Service, a recognized authority
on civil service.

Bob Ramspeck was an outstanding
Member of this body. He was an out-
standing Georgian and a great American.
He was my good friend.

Mr. Ramspeck’s devoted and charming
wife predeceased him several years ago.
They were a devoted couple and they
were the parents of two lovely daugh-
ters. To the daughters of Mr. Ramspeck,
Mrs. Thomas Webb, Jr., and Mrs. Jarrell
Judson, Jr., Patty and I extend our con-
dolences and our heartfelt sympathy.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate those words from my col-
league.

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

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

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, Bob Ramspeck was a
highly respected Member of this Con-
gress when I came to this body 32 years
ago. As a young freshman Member of the
Congress I came to know Bob Ramspeck
very well. I admired the man as a great
American and a great patriot. I served
under him when he was the Democratic
whip. I join in all of the eulogies that
have been made with respect to Bob
Ramspeck. For me to say the same things
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would only be repetition, but I can say
that Bob Ramspeck deserves the great-
est respect from those of us from Lou-
isiana. Incidentally, he died in Louisi-
ana. We shall never see a man whose
stature exceeds that of Mr. Ramspeck in
this body. I extend my deepest sympathy
to the Ramspeck family.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I appreciate the
gentleman’s expressions.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, when we leave this world, we
take with us none of our worldly pos-
sessions, but we leave behind everything,
including our reputation, our deeds, and
thoughts of others. I wish I could say
that I knew Robert Ramspeck. I feel as
though I do. He was a friend of my
father’s.

He is, I would say, the first Congress-
man that I as a boy remember anyone
talking about to any great degree. Since
I have been in Congress, among the many
acquaintances that I have acquired I
have found a universal respect for Robert
Ramspeck. This is true of all people,
high and low. I dare say that this is a
true measure of a man, a man who was
greatly respected by all those with whom
he came in contact, a man who has left
his mark in this world, a man who
worked for the benefit of the people of
the State of Georgia and for this Nation.

I should like to extend my sympathy to
his family.

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

Mr. BLACKEBURN. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
knew Robert Ramspeck and served with
him for quite a number of years in this

body.
I think it is fair to say that he was one

of the most able, one of the most
respected, and one of the most honorable
men who served here in the last two or
three decades. He was a man of unusual
knowledge, alertness, and he was assist-
ant floor leader for quite a period of
time. He was one of the real experts on
Capitol Hill on matters pertaining to
civil service and all aspects of it.

He was a friend of mine; he was a
friend of practically all who knew him.
We just do not find more likeable, more
respectable people, more honorable
people, than the late and lamented
Robert Ramspeck.

I extend to his survivors my deepest
sympathy in their bereavement.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the gentle-
man for those words.

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

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, when I
came to Congress, one of the first and
finest gentleman I was ever privileged to
meet was Bob Ramspeck, then a Repre-
sentative from Georgia. Over the years in
his service here we developed a warm and
close friendship which I shall never
forget. All of the very fine statements
that have been made here today about
Bob Ramspeck are richly deserved. He
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was one who I would refer to as a genuine
person, an individual whom I was very
proud to call my friend. He was an out-
standing legislator, and one whom I had
the pleasure of associating myself with
in many of his legislative efforts, because
most of the time—almost all of the
time—we were aware that Bob Rams-
peck was thinking of what was good for
the country and what was the best thing
to do for all.

He was a deliberate, conscientious,
sincere, and dedicated public servant. He
indeed served his country ably and well.

I, too, extend to his wonderful family
my most sincere and deep sympathy in
this their time of grief.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, at the
last meeting of the Georgia State So-
ciety, one of our most esteemed mem-
bers, Mrs. Leone Buchholz, took me by
the arm and led me over to where Bob
Ramspeck was standing. We had a con-
versation, Bob and I, and impressed
upon me was the fact that he was a true
friend of the Georgia State Society and
of its members. His long suit was his in-
terest in other people, his contribution
to civil service, and to his fellow man.

I certainly should like to express to-
day the gratitude which I feel for the
example of his life, and the sympathy
which I feel for his family.

On behalf of my wife, Lois, and my-
self, I wish to offer sincere condolences
to the family of Mr. Ramspeck.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, during my early service
here I had the privilege of serving with
Bob Ramspeck, whom I regard as one
of the most able men who ever came to
this body. For a long number of years
Bob was the able and popular chairman
of the Civil Service Committee. I had
the pleasure of serving under him as a
member of the committee. He was an
unusually fair chairman, never cutting
any one off and according all who ap-
peared a full opportunity to be heard.

His general service as a member of
this body was something extraordinary.
Alwayvs knowledeeable and well informed
of matters pending before the House, he
wielded great influence over the Mem-
bers. They respected his judement and
appreciated his fairness. He was my per-
sonal friend. In fact, he was the friend
of many. His passing is a great loss to all
of us and to the country. His family has
my deepest sympathy.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I appreciate the
gentleman’s remarks.

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Speaker, on Sun-
day, September 10, I was saddened by the
news of the death of former Representa-
tive Robert Ramspeck. I am sure that all
of us who knew him and the things that
he stood for share my grief. Representa-
tive Ramspeck provided the former Fifth
District of Georgia with capable and
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dedicated service from 1929 to 1945. Dur-
ing his career, Representative Ramspeck
served as chairman of the House Civil
Service Committee, vice president of the
Air Transport Association of America,
and was appointed by President Truman
to head the Civil Service Commission.

A native of Decatur, Ga., his achieve-
ments and devotion to the people he rep-
resented are an inspiration—and an ex-
ample—to all of us who are charged with
the enormous responsibility of represent-
ing the citizens of this Nation here in
Washington.

This is an age when events flow rap-
idly, history is made and is soon for-
gotten. We are concerned only with the
present, and yesterday is the past. Let
us pause to remember Representative
Ramspeck, for this great Nation has lost
a son, and we have all lost something
that is most difficult to replace, a dedi-
cated loyal brother whose love of coun-
try was supreme.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to associate myself with the many
tributes to our beloved former colleague,
the Honorable Robert Ramspeck. This
distinguished son of Georgia served his
district, State, and the Nation well for
over 40 years.

In preparation for the outstanding
contribution he made as chairman of
the House Civil Service Committee, and
later as Chairman of the U.S. Civil Serv-
ice Commission, Bob Ramspeck worked
as a congressional secretary, a publisher,
and a State legislator.

It has not been many months ago that
Bob came back to join us on the House
floor for the annual “Alumni Day.” As his
many friends would have expected, he
was sharp and looked good as usual.

I served with this outstanding Geor-
gian for over a decade and, like his other
colleagues, I learned to respect and ad-
mire this mild-mannered, learned, effec-
tive legislator from the Fifth District of
Georgia.

In closing, Mr, Speaker, I want to send
my best wishes to his surviving children
and grandchildren and share in their
pride for the life of this great public
servant.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the Recorp re-
garding the passing of this much-loved
and much-respected former Member.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 976, MOTOR VEHICLE INFOR-
MATION AND COST SAVINGS ACT

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (S. 976) to pro-
mote competition among motor vehicle
manufacturers in the design and produc-
tion of safe motor vehicles having great-
er resistance to damage, and for other
purposes, with a House amendment
thereto, insist on the House amendment,




September 13, 1972

and agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
STAGGERS, Moss, STUCKEY, SPRINGER, and
BrovyHiLL of North Carolina.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON S.
3755, AMENDING AIRPORT AND
ATRWAY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF
1970 AND FEDERAL AVIATION ACT
OF 1958

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’'s table the bill (8. 3755) to
amend the Airport and Airway Develop-
ment Act of 1970, as amended, to in-
crease the U.S. share of allowable project
costs under such act; to amend the Fed-
eral Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, to
prohibit certain State taxation of per-
sons in air commerce, and for other
purposes, with House amendments
thereto, insist on the House amendments,
and agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
STAGGERS, JARMAN, DINGELL, HARVEY, and
KUYKENDALL.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 4383, FEDERAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ACT

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 4383) to
authorize the establishment of a system
governing the creation and operation of
advisory committees in the executive
branch of the Federal Government, and
for other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
HoLIFIELD, MONAGAN, FASCELL, STEIGER of
Arizona, and BrowN of Michigan.

TALKS BETWEEN REPRESENTA-
TIVES OF NORTH EKOREA AND
SOUTH EKOREA

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

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to salute the success of the talks that
have just been concluded between the
Red Cross representatives for North
Korea and South Korea.

While all of us in the Congress have
for a long time held a very strong ap-
preciation for that great little ally, South
Korea, many have looked with some trep-
idation and concern at the discussions
which have gone on between these two
entities.

However, I should like to point out
that one of the great things which has
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come out of these talks is the unleash-
ing of great good will and feelings be-
tween the Korean people on both sides of
the DMZ. Those of us in Government
sometimes get very involved in the forms
and expressions of Government and for-
get that we are about the people’s busi-
ness. What is happening reminds us that
the people are still very important. There
is a strong bond on that peninsula called
Korea between the people of North and
South Korea, to transcend differences
that have come up between the govern-
ments of the two places, and that bond
is giving great expression to bring to-
gether a people who have been together
over 2,000 years.

We must never fail to take note of
genuine expressions of deeply held feel-
ings by the citizenry of any country. Such
an outpouring of emotion was evident
in Seoul yesterday. A delegation from
North Korea crossed the DMZ and pro-
ceeded to Seoul. On their way the crowds
of South Korean people grew from hand-
fuls in the villages to an enthusiastic
throng in the streets of the South Korean
capital. The emotional display of the
South Koreans should not be misinter-
preted. They override the political dif-
ferences between north and south and
are a genuine expression of commonality
of culture and of family ties that yearn
for reuniting.

It is imperative that the United States
acknowledge the legitimacy of the deep-
seated cultural forces erying for reunifi-
cation. There are political barriers to
reunification, true enough, but let us be
cautious that we are not the source of
those barriers. We must not let our feet
get stuck in the cement of a Korean sta-
tus quo. The demands for reunification
by the Korean people are too strong for
us to ignore.

A BILL TO PROHIBIT ISSUANCE OF
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS TO

ILLEGAL ALIENS AND TO PRO-
HIBIT ANY FORM OF WELFARE
FOR SUCH ALIENS

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

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced a bill (H.R. 16575) which would
amend title IT of the Social Security Act
to prevent the issuance of social security
numbers to aliens who are illegally in
the United States, and to prohibit the
payment of aid or assistance under ap-
proved State public assistance plans, or
the provision of assistance in any form
under any other Federal or federally
aided program, to such aliens.

It is reported the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare has under con-
sideration a proposal to make welfare
benefits for illegal aliens mandatory. My
bill would express the will of Congress
that such expenditures will not be tole-
rated. It is reported the Secretary is
troubled by court decisions on this gen-
eral subject.

As 1 see it, social security numbers
should never be issued to people unlaw-
fully in this country, and my bill would
put a stop to that practice.
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Mr. Speaker, since the bracero contract
labor program with Mexico was aban-
doned several years ago there has been
a steady acceleration of aliens crossing
the Rio Grande contrary to the law,
When the contract bracero program
went out the no-contract wetback pro-
gram came in. This influx of immigrants
has created serious problems in the
southwest. A way must be found to stop
this inflow, and I believe the bill I have
introduced will, if enacted, be useful in
that respect. At least it would remove
some incentives now enjoyed by illegal
aliens.

1971 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ST.
LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOP-
MENT CORPORATION—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO.
92-354)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee
on Public Works and ordered to be print-
ed, with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

I herewith transmit the 1971 Annual
Report of the St. Lawrence Seaway De-
velopment Corporation. This report has
been prepared in accordance with Section
10 of Public Law 83-358 and covers the
period January 1, 1971 through Decem-
ber 31, 1971.

RicHARD NIXON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 13, 1972.

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO.
92-355)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union and ordered to be printed, with
illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

This Administration has serious and
growing concerns about the tragic num-
ber of traffic accidents that each year
exact a heavy toll in human life and suf-
fering and economic loss in our society.

Nearly half of the 115,000 annual ac-
cidental deaths in America are due to
transportation accidents, and regretta-
bly most of the transportation aceidents
occur on our streets and highways.

To these 55,000 annual traffic deaths
must be added the nearly four million in-
jured each year in traffic accidents.
Many of the injured suffer permanent
disabilities.

The traffic death and injury toll is
alarming enough. But when we add to
this the $46-billion annual drain on our
economy from lost wages, medical ex-
penses, legal fees, insurance payments,
home and family care, and other ex-
penses, we realize that we must do more
to cut our human and economic losses.

The Federal Government is providing
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leadership and some financial assistance
to reduce the losses. And much has been
done by States, communities, industry
and private organizations. But we must
all resolve to do even more to cut this
tragic waste of human life and economic
drain.

The Reports of the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration transmit-
ted with this letter have been prepared
in accordance with the Highway Safety
Act of 1966, as amended, and with the
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safe-
ty Act of 1966, as amended. They describe
basic causes and effécts of this problem
and efforts of Federal, State and local
governments to alleviate it.

Much progress has been made in re-
cent years. For example, the rate of death
per 100 million vehicle miles driven has
declined from 5.5 in 1967 to 4.7 in 1971.
This is an annual decrease of 3.85 per-
cent and a five-year decrease of 14.55
percent. Had the old rate continued, 65,-
000 persons would have died in traffic
accidents in 1971, 10,000 more than the
actual number. We can also take some
comfort that traffic deaths have decreased
in spite of the fact that we now have
more cars, more drivers, more cyclists and
more pedestrians on our roads.

But progress is no cause for compla-
cency. We must work even harder to make
our highways and cars safer, to educate
drivers and pedestrians and to clear our
roads of drunken drivers, who are the
cause of approximately half the traffic
deaths each year.

The three volumes of these reports
taken together map our progress in this
important area, and I hope they will be
read closely by Members of the Congress.
Your continued support will be required
to back up our national commitment to
make our highways and vehicles safer for
all Americans.

RICHARD NIXON.

Tue WHiTE HoUsk, Sepiember 13, 1972.

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDERA-
TION OF CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 15495, MILITARY PRO-
CUREMENT AUTHORIZATION, 1973

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 1115 and. ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 1115

Resolved, That immediately upon the
adoption of this resolution, clause 2, rule
XXVIII to the contrary notwithstanding, it
shall be in order to consider the conference
report on the bill (H.R. 156495) to authorize
appropriations during the fiscal year 1973 for
procurement of alrcraft, missiles, naval ves-
sels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and
other weapons, and research, development,
test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces,
and to authorize construction at certain in-
stallations In connection with the Safeguard
antiballistic-missile system, and to prescribe
the authorized personnel strength for each
active duty component and of the Selected
Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes, and
all points of order against sections 605 and
608 of sald conference report are hereby
walved.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Mississippi is recognized for 1 hour.
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Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
usual 30 minutes for the minority to the
very able and distinguished gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. MarTIN). Pending
the use of that time, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I shall be very brief in
the presentation of this resolution.

This is a rule making in order the
consideration of the conference report
and waiving points of order in three
instances: One, the 3-day rule; and two
instances where nongermane amend-
ments have been added by the other
body. Mr. Speaker, this bill as agreed
upon in the conference report comes to a
total of some $20'% billion, roughly.
That is a lot of money. But, we are living
in a time and an era when we have to
have protection for our Government and
our couniry and our institutions.

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate
the able and distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee of the
House, Mr. HEBerT; the gentleman from
Illinois, the majority ranking member,
Mr. Arenps, and other members of this
valuable committee for the work that
they have done.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to thank them
particularly and to congratulate them for
all the work they have done in eliminat-
ing this so-called end-the-war provision.
I hope this is finally the end of this
attaching of riders and other kinds of
recommendations and fine sounding
sentiments about ending the war. I think
everybody is trying to end the war; those
in authority, and if we could just have a
cessation of these attacks upon what is
trying to be done, I think we could get
the war over with sooner.

In that connection, if we could also
keep some of our visiting people, who are
so welcome in Hanoi, at home, it would
be helpful.

I should also like to extend my con-
gratulations to the committee for the
work that they have done in eliminating
seven of the nine nongermane amend-
ments that were put in by the other
body.

Mr. Speaker, in that connection, as a
few of my colleagues here may be aware,
that is one thing some of us have been
trying for years to do something about.
Personally, I have been a Member of this
body for a long time, and I have been
trying for more than a quarter of a cen-
tury to do something about stopping the
other body from putting extraneous and
unrelated and nongermane amendments
upon House-passed bills that come back
here, and the House has no opportunity
to consider them. I hope that within the
next few days we will be able to bring to
you a resolution that would do something
about that.

I do not have to remind this House
that we have seen the sorry legislative
spectacle of a private bill, not on one oc-
casion, but on many occasions, or some
other comparatively minor bill, passing
this House and then having some major
piece of legislation added to it that is
completely unrelated as well as nonger-
mane, coming back over here, and then
we have to take it or kill the conference
report.

So we hope, as I say, that is, the Com-
mittee on Rules, to bring in a resolution
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in the next few days that would stop that
procedure. The very fact that we have
been working on that is {llustrated in the
fact that the House conferees were able
to get seven of these nongermane amend-
ments out of this particular bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Mississippi has explained, House Reso-
lution 1115 provides for waiving points
of order in three instances. First, in re-
gard to the 3-day rule on conference re-
ports. The conferees completed their ac-
tion last Friday. The conference report
was filed on Monday. As a consequence it
could not be brought up for considera-
tion today unless the 3-day rule was
waived.

The other two points of order were
waived on sections 605 and 608.

In connection with section 605 this is
relating to the continuation of subma-
rine pay to operational command staffs.
The House had unanimously passed this
legislation in identical form on Novem-
ber 1, 1969, as H.R. 82 of the 91st Con-
gress. Unfortunately, the Senate failed
to act on the legislative proposal, and
it died with the termination of the 91st
Congress.

Briefly stated, at the present time the
law requires that the staff personnel
must accumulate 48 hours of underway
time during each calendar month in or-
der to retain eligibility for submarine
incentive pay.

Under the provisions of this amend-
ment, these personnel would be per-
mitted to “bank” underway time and
thus accumulate sufficient underway
time so as to preclude the necessity for
going to sea every month to retain eligi-
bility for the continuation of this pay.

The second amendment relating to the
sale of military equipment to the State
of Israel (section 608) on which points of
order have been waived, was originally
enacted into law as a consequence of ac-
tion taken in conference by the Armed
Services Committee with the other body
in 1970. That conference report, filed on
September 26, 1970, provided authority
for the sale of military equipment to the
State of Israel until September 30, 1972—
Public Law 91-441.

The action taken by the conference
committee would simply extend this au-
thority until December 31, 1973.

As a consequence, Mr. Speaker, you
can see that the House has previously
taken action on both of these sections
on which the Committee on Rules has
waived points of order.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule and
urge its adoption.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

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. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quo-
rum is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.
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The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members and the Clerk will call the

roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 347, nays 23, not voting 61,

as follows:

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

Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.

Cleveland
Collins, I1.
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane

Daniels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Dellenback
Denholm

[Roll No. 360]

YEAS—347

Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
riffin

Griffiths

Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth

Eazen
Keating

Eee

Keith

King
Kluczynski
Euykendall
Kyl

Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lennon

McClory
McCloskey
McClure
McCollister
McCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McKinney
Madden
Mahon
Malilliard

. Mallary

Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead

Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Il.
Murphy, N.Y.

Roush

¥
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfleld
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Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebell
Scott
Bebellus
Shipley
Shoup
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton, Vanik
J. William Veysey
ton, Vigorito
James V. Waggonner
Steed Waldie
Steele Wampler
NAYS—23
Abzug Hall
Ashbrook Hammer-
Bingham schmidt
Clay Harrington
Dellums Hechler, W. Va.
Drinan Kastenmeier
Edwards, Calif. Koch Selberling
Gross Landgrebe Stelger, Wis.
NOT VOTING—61
Dorn Miller, Callf.
Anderson, Dowdy Nelsen
Tenn. Edmondson Passman
Aspinall Esch
Baker Evins, Tenn.
Baring Ford,
Bell William D.
Bevill Galifianakis
Blanton Gallagher
Blatnik Hansen, Wash.
Boggs Hathaway
Brotzman Hawkins Springer
Broyhill, N.C. Jonas Stokes
Camp EKemp Thompson, Ga.
Carney Lloyd Ullman
Cederberg Long, La. Vander Jagt
Chisholm McDonald, Whalley
Collier

Mich. Wiggins
Conyers McEwen Wilson, Bob
Davis, Wis. McMillan
de la Garza

Macdonald,
Delaney Mass.
Dingell Mikva

So the resolution was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Ceder-
berg.
l\fr. Blatnik with Mr. Nelsen,
Mr. Boggs with Mr. Bob Wilson,
Mr. Bevill with Mr. Baker.
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Esch.
Mr. Mikva with Mr, Bell.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. McEwen.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Brotzman.
Mr. Passman with Mr. Shriver.
Mr. Reld with Mr. Eemp.
Mr. Willilam D. Ford with Mr. Colller,
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Lloyd.
Mrs, Chisholm with Mr. Abourezk.
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Broyhill of North Caro-
lina,
Mr. Ullman with Mr. Sehwengel.
Mr. Stokes with Mr, Miller of California.
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Pucinski,
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr.
Springer,
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Van-
der Jagt.
Mr Hawkins with Mr. Gallagher.
Mr. Hathaway with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin.
. Ryan with Mr, Pelly.
. Galifianakis with Mr. Whalley.
. Carney with Mr. McDonald of Michi-

Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton™
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott

Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan

Udall

Van Deerlin

Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
‘Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Nix
Rangel
Rees
Riegle
Rosenthal
Rousselot

Abourezk

r. Edmondson with Mr. Jonas.
. de 1a Garza with Mr. Schmitz,
. Aspinall with Mr. Thompson of Geor=-

30513

Mr. Baring with Mr. Wiggins.
Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr, McMillan.

Mr. DOW changed his vote from “nay"
to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

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 concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 14370. An act to provide payments to
localities for high-priority expenditures, to
encourage the States to supplement their
revenue sources, and to authorize Federal
collection of State individual income taxes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 14370) entitled “An act
to provide payments to localities for
high-priority expenditures, to encourage
the States to supplement their revenue
sources, and to authorize Federal collec-
tion of State individual income taxes,”
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. LowNg, Mr.
ANDERSON, Mr, TALMADGE, Mr. BENNETT,
and Mr. CurTis to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED RE-
PORTS

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file certain privileged reports.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 14370, REVENUE SHARING

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 14370)
to provide payments to localities for
high-priority expenditures, to encourage
the States to supplement their revenue
sources, and to authorize Federal col-
lection of State individual income taxes,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

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

Mr. FRASER, Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object——

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Minnesota reserves the right to object.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the right to object, but I shall not object.
I do, however, want to take this oppor-
tunity to indicate my grave concern
about the impact of the Senate social
services amendments.
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All of us, I think, recognize the need
for a spending limitation on the social
services authorized under the Social Se-
curity Act. But the Senate has not merely
imposed controls. It has taken a meat ax
to the entire program. It has completely
abolished aid for the mentally retarded,
counseling for drug addicts, homemaking
services for the elderly, and other needed
social service efforts in thousands of com-
munities throughout the country.

Under the Senate bill, all that remains
of social services after this year will be
a narrowly defined program of family
planning and day care aid for welfare
families. The retarded, the elderly, and
others with social needs will be left out in
the cold.

The Senate action means that most
States will lose needed Federal aid and

some will lose more than they gain under”

revenue sharing. In my State, Minnesota,
we will receive $133.5 million from the
Senate bill beginning in fiscal 1974 but
we will lose as much as $72 million in
social service funds at the same time.
The Senate bill means a net revenue gain
of $61 million for us while the House bill,
which does not get entangled with the
social service issue, will bring us $114
million.

Even what little social service that
remains in the bill, $600 million in fiscal
year 1974, would not be very helpful be-
cause of administrative complications.
Currently social service programs are
operated mainly by State agencies. In
some States, like my own, the counties
also play an important role. But the Sen-
ate bill gives the social services money
to all jurisdictions that now qualify
for aid under the other provisions of
the revenue sharing bill. This means that
every eligible village and township will
get a few extra dollars to set up programs
that should be administered on a more
centralized basis.

Mr. Speaker, Senate social services
amendments will only succeed in disrupt-
ing needed community programs inten-
sifying the financial crisis facing State
and local governments. I hope the House
conferees will make sure that we are
protected from this potentially disas-
trous Senate action.

Mr., MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRASER. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I will state to the gentleman from Min-
nesota that we will certainly bear in
mind the gentleman’s statement when
we go to conference.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Speaker, at this
point I would like to insert in the ReEcorp
a chart which indicates the cutback in
fiscal year 1974 social service funding
below the spending level currently pro-
jected by the States for fiscal year 1973.
This loss will be partially offset by the
allocation of $600 million for family
planning and day care.

The chart follows:

Social Service Funding Loss Under Senate
Revenue Sharing Bill
[In thousands]
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Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia

Eentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Massachusetts
Michigan

269, 393
16,910

New Hampshire
New Jersey

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

West Virginia
Wisconsin

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas, The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
Mirrs of Arkansas, UrLLman, BUrRKE of
Massachusetts, Mrs. GrRIFFITHS, Messrs.
BeTrs, ScHNEEBELI, and BROYHILL of
Virginia.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATION, 1973

Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. Speaker, I
call up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 15495) to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1973 for procure-
ment of aireraft, missiles, naval vessels,
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and
other weapons, and research develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to authorize construction at
certain installations in connection with
the Safeguard antiballistic missile sys-
tem, and to prescribe the authorized per-
sonnel strength for each active duty com-
ponent and of the Selected Reserve of
each Reserve component of the Armed
Forces, and for other purposes and ask
unanimous consent that the statement of
the managers on the part of the House
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Septem-
ber 11, 1972.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact
that the conference report has been
printed, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
pense with the further reading of the
statement of the managers.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PRrice).

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the conference report
on H.R. 15495 and urge its approval by
the House.

H.R. 15495 is the bill which provides
the authorization for annual appropria-
tions for the armed services for the
procurement of weapons, R.D.T. & E., and
active and reserve personnel strengths
for fiscal year 1973.

The bill, with recommended amend-
ments, as presented to the Congress by
the Department of Defense included pro-
grams totaling $23,272,971,000;

The bill as passed by the House fotaled
$21,318,788,250;

The bill as passed by the Senate totaled
$20,521,671,000;

The bill as agreed to in conference
totals $20,943,847,000; and

The figure arrived at by the conferees
is $2,329,124,000 less than the amount
requested by the Department of Defense.

I will not attempt to make a line item
review of the action taken by the con-
ferees in resolving the differences be-
tween the two Houses. This is adequately
taken care of in the conference report
and the joint statement of managers
which is available to the Members, House
Report No. 92-1388, and was presented in
the ConcGreEssioNaL REecorp of Septem-
ber 11. However, I think it pertinent that
I review some of the highlights of the
conference committee action.

In respect to the money differences,
the following actions were taken:

AV-8A Harrier aircraft: Approved
House total of $133.1 million for the
procurement of 30 aircraft for the
Marine Corps, rejecting a Senate dele-
tion.

A-T7D, F-5B, and C-130 aircraft: Ap-
proved House version totaling $152 mil-
lion to procure the minimum gquantity
necessary to keep production lines open,
thus avoiding heavy startup costs result-
ing in a break in production.

C-5A airceraft: Approved the Senate
total of $107.6 million reflecting a reduc-
tion of $100 million on the grounds that
this additional amount would not be
neaded during fiscal year 1973.

Airborne command post: Approved
$155.9 million for prozurement and
R. & D. for four aircraft recommended
by the Senate rather than the six air-
craft previously approved by the House.

Safeguard system: Approved a Senate
total of $555.5 million for military pro-
curement and research and develop-
ment—a reduction of $245 million from
the House approved bill.
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In addition, the conferees agreed upon
language restricting deployment author-
ity to Grand Forks, N. Dak,, only and
prohibiting the initiation of work on a
site in the vicinity of Washington, D.C.,
to protect the National Command Au-
thorities.

ATS rescue and salvage ship: Ap-
proved $31 million for one ship rather
than two contained in the original House
bill.

RD.T. & E.: Approved $8,516,547,000
which is $255,200,000 less than was re-
cuested by the Department of Defense.

The House receded from its position of
a percentage cut across-the-board and
with specific restrictions on the military
sciences budget activities of the three
services.

The Senate made reductions to specific
programs which are identified in the
conference report.

The conferees approved the Senate
approach making certain adjustments
to restore reductions in several pro-
grams. These are identified on pages 16,
17, and 18 of the conference report.

SALT-related adjustments: Approved
$60 million of the $110 million requested
by the Department of Defense, rejecting
the House approval of $20 million for
the improved reentry vehicles associated
with our ballistic missile program; re-
duced the Navy submarine-launched
cruise missile from $20 to $10 million;
approved $40 million of the $60 million
requested for the site defense program
associated with the protection of Min-
uteman missiles; and approved the full
amount of $10 million requested for im-
proving our military communications,
command, and control capabilities.

LANGUAGE DIFFERENCES

Again this year the House and Senate
versions of the bill contained numerous
language differences.

The Senate, in acting on H.R. 15495,
struck all after the enacting clause and
substituted new language in the form of
an amendment. This new language re-
flects both committee action as well as
a number of floor amendments, some of
which apparently are in conflict with
the House rule on germaneness.

Specifically, the Senate amendment
included nine provisions which, in my
opinion, are in viclation of the spirit
and intent of clause 3 of rule XX.

Your House conferees attempted to
reject every one of these nine provisions
pointing cut that they constituted a vio-
lation of the House rules. The Senate
capitulated on seven of these nine pro-
visions, and the House found it neces-
sary to accept two of these provisions
in order to insure a successful conclu-
sion of the conference.

The two provisions which are in the
conference report and appear to be in
conflict with the House Rules on ger-
mane amendments are section 605 of
the Senate amendment relating to sub-
marine duty pay (section 605 of the
conference report). And the second is in
section 608, section 608 of the confer-
ence report, a provision extending the
existing statutory authority for the
transfer of military equipment to the
State of Israel.

In both instances, the House had pre-
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viously acted favorably on the subject
madtter of these amendments.

In the case of the language relating to
the continuation of submarine pay to
operational command staffs, section 605,
the House had unanimously passed this
legislation in identical form on Novem-
ber 3, 1969, as H.R. 82 of the 91st Con-
gress. Unfortunately, the Senate failed
to act on the legislative proposal and
it died with the termination of the 91st
Congress.

Briefly stated, at the present time the
law requires that these staff personnel
must accumulate 48 hours of underway
time during each calendar month in or-
der to retain eligibility for submarine
incentive pay.

Under the provisions of this amend-
ment, these personnel would be per-
mitted to “bank” underway time and
thus accumulate sufficient underway
time so as to preclude the necessity for
going to sea every month to retain eligi-
bility for the continuation of this pay.

The second amendment relating to
the sale of military equipment to the
State of Israel, section 608, was origi-
nally enacted into law as a consequence
of action taken in conference by this com-
mittee with the Senate in 1970. That
conference report, filed on September 26,
1970, provided authority for the sale of
military equipment to the State of Is-
rael until September 30, 1972, Public
Law 91-441. The action taken by the
conference committee would simply ex-
tend this authority until December 31,
1973.

Mr. Speaker, your conferees met 11
times in attempting to resolve the dis-
agreements with the Senate. The result
of these conferences is a very fair and
equitable compromise. I urge approval of
the conference report.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the Armed
Services Committee brings this confer-
ence report back after a very long and
difficult—but very successful—confer-
ence.

The bill as approved by the conferees
totals $20,943,847,000. This is a reduc-
tion of approximately $2.3 billion below
the amount requested by the Department
of Defense. However, it should be recog-
nized that some $973.4 million of the re-
quest was submitted too late for consid-
eration and was, in effect, passed over
without prejudice by the conference.

As Members of the House know, we
are faced annually with the problem of
amendments adopted in the Senate,
often as floor amendments without any
committee study, which are not germane
and are, therefore, in violation of the
House rules. The Senate, as you know,
has no rule of germaneness. As Peter
Finley Dunne once said:

The Senate is ruled by courtesy, like the
longshcremen's unions,

In response to the clearly expressed
desires of the House in the past, your
conferees were very stalwart in their op-
position to nongermane Senate amend-
ments. There were nine in the Senate
version of the bill. We managed to get
seven of those struck out in conference,
The two we retained were the amend-
ments regarding crediting of sea-duty
time for submarine pay, which was con-
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tained in a bill previously passed by the
House and an amendment continuing
the authority for credit sales to Israel.
Neither of these items required any in-
crease in the budget authorization.

I am particularly happy to note that
we were successful, after a very extended
discussion, in getting the Senate con-
ferees to recede on the so-called Brooke
amendment attached to their bill which
contained yet another version of the call
for immediate withdrawal of U.S. forces
from Indochina. No single subject in the
bill evoked as much discussion. In resist-
ing this amendment, the House conferees
were clearly responding to the wishes of
the House which, on August 10 of this
year, rejected a so-called “end-the-war
amendment” with a specific withdrawal
date similar to the Senate amendment.
The House vote against that proposal
was 228-178. House conferees pointed out
that there was already embodied in per-
manent law legislative provisions passed
last year which adequately reflect the
objectives of the Congress concerning
the termination of hostilities in South-
east Asia without tying the hands of the
President in his efforts to terminate our
military operations in Indochina at the
earliest practical date.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from IlI-
linois (Mr. Price) has explained the con-
ference report and I will not take any
further time of the House to repeat the
details here. I believe we have an ex-
cellent bill that fully upholds the position
of the House, and I urge immediate
adoption of the conference report.

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

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. YATES).

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I have re-
ceived a letter from a constituent which
includes a copy of an item in Parade
magazine containing this question:

Q. Lockhed Aircraft Corporation which the
Government had to rescue from bankruptcy
with a $250 million loan is one of the worst-
managed corporations in America, Yet I un-
derstand, it has raised the pensions of its top
executives from $40,000 to $65,000 per year.
Can you verify or deny?

A. The firm's stockholders recently voted
to increase pensions for Lockheed Chairman
Daniel J. Haughton and other company offi-
cials from $3,333.33 per month to $5.416.68

per month, retroactive to Christmas day,
1971.

Mr. Speaker, I understand there is
money for the C-5A in this bill, is there
not?

Mr. ARENDS. Yes.

Mr. YATES. I also read from a news-
paper item which reported what the con-
ference had done. One of the statements
in this article, and I would like the gen-
tleman to comment on this, says:

The conferees to a tax concesslon
worth $4.4 million to the Lockheed Afrcraft
Corp. In Its production of the controversial
C-5A cargo plane “which can carry 85 percent
of everything the Army uses.”

In addition to authorizing $107 million for
completion of the C-6A contract, the bill al-
lows Lockheed to claim up to $4.4 million in
plant and equipment depreciation for in-
come tax purposes. Up until now, such depre-
clation has been barred, Btennis said.

Will the gentleman explain what ‘is
meant by the Lockheed tax benefits that
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are granted under this conference re-
port?

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I have in
mind what the gentleman is talking
about and I am somewhat knowledgeable
about it, but I want to ask the gentleman
from California (Mr. Gusser) to reply to
that question.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Illinois that
the term “tax concession” renders that
entire article as any reader would inter-
pret it to be a complete falsehood. Let
me give the gentleman the history of this
situation. The gentleman will recall that
there were certain items in court and in
controversy with respect to the C-5A
and certain claims being made by Lock-
heed against the Government.

This was settled, and the claims were
withdrawn. An agreement was reached
between the Government and the Lock-
heed Corp. that Lockheed would be forced
to absorb a fixed $200 million loss on the
C-5, and that in the future all costs
would be audited, proper costs would be
allowed, and Lockheed would still have
to take a $200 million loss.

This language of the Senate Bill to
which the gentleman refers prevented
any recovery of cost for independent re-
search and development, for bid and pro-
posal, for other technical effort, and for
depreciation.

The first time the language was in-
serted in the Senate bill was when the
controversy was still going on, and the
court settlement or the agreement and
the contract had not been promulgated.
Unfortunately the language was contin-
ued in the next year. So Lockheed was
singled out, and unlike any other con-
tractor in the whole defense picture, was
told that although depreciation and bid
and proposal and independent research
and development are allowable and legit-
imate costs for every business in the
United States, that you, Lockheed, are
going to have to be punished further,
and you cannot recover these legitimate
costs which are allowed to everyone else.

So in the next year, the last fiscal
year, the one just completed, this
amounted to the Government actually
amending its contract with Lockheed
unilaterally and instead of the $200 mil-
lion fixed loss, as the parties agreed
upon, Lockheed suffered a $211 million
fixed loss.

This year the House did not put any
such language in the bill. In fact, we
never have, but the Senate added section
603 which again continued this punitive
extra punishment, which was placing loss
upon loss when the amount of the fixed
loss had been agreed upon.

We argued this back and forth.

Some of us felt that bid and proposal,
other technical effort, independent re-
search and development, and particu-
larly depreciation, ought to be allowed
as a cost, just as it is to everyone.

I might point out that there are over
$100 million in debentures which have
been sold by the Lockheed Corp., for pur-
chase of capital equipment which is
peculiar only to the C-5A. The day the
last C-5A rolls off of that production
line, that $100 million is going to be $1
worth of junk. They have got to repay
these debentures which they have sold in
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the market, and the only way they can
repay them is through recovering part of
it as depreciation. So it is not a conces-
sion to allow Lockheed to take off de-
preciation as a legitimate cost; it is only
the right which is given to every facet of
American industry, both in defense and
out of defense.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will be gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. YATES. With respect to that point,
is not the question of depreciation and
the allowability of expense for produc-
tion usually within the judgment of
either GAO or of the Internal Revenue
Service?

Mr. GUBSER. And it will be under the
terms of the bill as it is now before you.
They will have to come in and prove de-
preciation as an allowable cost. They will
have to prove it, and if it is not provable,
it will not be allowed.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is saying
that the statement that appears in the
newspaper as to what the conferees
agreed upon is not accurate in that it as-
serts that Lockheed received a tax con-
cession?

Mr. GUBSER. Yes; if it is interpreted
as being a concession, it is absolutely
false. It is only allowing them what any
other business has. It amounts to this:
Are we going to sit here in Congress and
abrogate and amend contracts which
have been entered into by the Govern-
ment, and then say for the future that
depreciation is not an allowable cost?

That is exactly what we would be do-
ing if we did not maintain the House
position.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is as-
serting, then, that the conferees did not
allow the claim as such but, rather, gave
Lockheed the opportunity to make the
claim before appropriate Government
agencies for deductibility?

Mr. GUBSER. That is exactly right.
It allowed Lockheed to be treated the
same as any other business so far as its
relation with the Defense Department is
concerned as it pertains to depreciation.

Mr. YATES. Can the gentleman an-
swer my other point with respect to the
Lockheed increase in pension benefits
versus executives?

Mr. GUBSER. I am sorry; I cannot.

Mr. YATES. So far as the gentleman
knows, the assertion of the newspaper is
correct?

Mr. GUBSER. I do not know.

Mr. YATES. May I ask the gentleman
whether there is money in the bill for
continuation of the B-1 bomber devel-
opment?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. There is, yes.
There is an authorization for appropria-
tion for the B-1. That was not in dis-
agreement.

Mr. YATES. Is there money in the bill
for continuation of the construction of
the LLHA program?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. There is no au-
thorization for the LHA program. It was
not in disagreement.

Mr. YATES. Is there any money in the
bill for construction of an ABM site at
Grand Forks, N. Dak.?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. We receded on
the Senate language on the ABM.
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Mr, YATES. What would the effect of
that be, to limit construction of the ABM
to Grand Forks?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Yes. To that one
site at Grand Forks, N. Dak.

Mr. YATES. One site?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Grand Forks
only.

Mr. YATES. Then the District of Co-
lumbia proposed Washington, D.C., site
has not been authorized?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. That is correct.

Mr. YATES. Does this eliminate au-
thorization for research on the Wash-
ington, D.C., site, as well?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. That is right.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.

Can the gentleman tell the House how
much money is in this bill for the con-
tinuation of the war in Southeast Asia?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. There is noth-
ingm in here specifically for Southeast
Asia.

Mr. YATES. Are there no funds to
carry on the war?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. This is a pro-
curement authorization bill. It does not
carry funds of that nature. There are no
funds in here specifically for operations
in Southeast Asia. That would be under
the O. & M. portion of the appropriations
which does not require prior authoriza-
tion.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from California
(Mr. GUBSER).

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I know I
reflect the feelings of the House conferees
when I draw attention to the fact that
our distinguished chairman, the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. HEBERT), was
not able to be present at the conference
and in his stead the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. Price) chaired the conference.
I am sure I speak for all of my colleagues
when I compliment him for the excellent
job he did.

I thought the House fared very well
in this conference, and a great share of
the credit is due to the gentleman from
Ilinois.

Now let me deal briefly with another
subject. My colleague from California,
the Honorable Bos WiLson, and I are
privileged to represent considerable num-
bers of military retirees. We believe that
a grave injustice has been done to the
many thousands who serve honorably
with the promise of the right to recom-
pute their retirement pay on the basis of
current active duty pay. For this reason,
we supported the Hartke amendment
and were keenly disappointed that it was
rejected by the conferees.

The amendment was faulty in its
draftsmanship and the cost estimates
varied from a low of $10 billion to $19
billion.

The conferees recognize that an injus-
tice has been done and all would like to
corerct that injustice but because the
amendment had defects, because it was
impossible to estimate the cost and be-
cause it was not germane to the House-
passed bill, it was decided that the most
sensible course was for each committee
to hold immediate and extensive hear-
ings on the subject. Chairman HEBerT
has already fulfilled a portion of this
promise and has assigned the subject to
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a subcommittee. The chairman of that
subcommittee, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. StraTTON), has already an-
nounced that hearings will commence
within the next 2 weeks.

Mr. Wirson and I would like to have
seen the matter settled by adoption of
the Hartke amendment with perfecting
amendments. But since this was not pos-
sible, we shall devote our efforts to pre-
senting the best possible case for the res-
toration of recomputation during the
forthcoming hearings.

We both commend Chairman HEBERT
for taking this action and we look for-
ward to a permanent settlement of this
most difficult and complex problem.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I thank my col-
league from California for his kind re-
marks. Of course, I had support from
both sides of the aisle in the conference.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that the conference committee
report is, in all respects, an improvement
over the House bill previously passed.

Stricter costs and procurement con-
straints have been added for the Navy
214 aircraft; $20 million has been re-
duced from the Air Force ABRES pro-
gram. The Safeguard ABM site for
Washington has been stricken com-
pletely. ABM deployment is now limited
only to one North Dakota location.

I am also very pleased to see in the
conference report an extension of the
Presidential authority to sell jets to
Israel. These improvements make it
easier for me to support the conference
report on H.R. 15495, and I congratulate
the conference committee on a job well
done.

I note that the final authorization is
about $2.3 billion under the budget re-
quest. This is a reduction of about 10
percent on the original $23-plus billion
request, and is in marked contrast to the
HEW appropriation—$1.8 billion over
budget—and the Agriculture-EPA appro-
priation.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, it was
easier for me to vote against H.R. 15495
on June 27, when the House passed the
fiscal 1973 military procurement author-
ization, than it is for me to vote today
against the version of H.R. 15495 re-
ported by the conferees.

The conferees have improved upon the
House bill: Authorization of funding for
the National Command Authorities—
NCA—antiballistic missile site in the
Washington area was eliminated, and
use of prior-year funds for the NCA-
ABM is precluded; section 501 of Pub-
lic Law 91-441, authorizing the Presi-
dent “to transfer to Israel, by sale, credit
sale, or guaranty, such aircraft, and
equipment appropriate to use, maintain,
and protect such aircraft, as may be
necessary to counteract any past, present,
or future increased military assistance
provided to other countries of the Middle
East” was extended from September 30,
1972, to December 31, 1973; the total au-
thorization of $20.9 billion is $2.4 bil-
lion less than the $23.3 billion adminis-
tration request, and is less than the
House-passed bill authorized; and a $20
million authorization sought by Presi-
dent Nixon for the Air Force ABRES
program for an improved reentry vehicle
was eliminated.
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But while this bill before us today is
a better bill, the changes, except for the
extension of section 501 of Public Law
91-441, are minor modifications of a
basically unsound bill.

Strategic weapons programs are un-
wisely accelerated or continued without
need. And the need fo end our military
involvement in Indochina remains un-
attended.

Mr. Speaker, I continue my support
for adequate military aid to Israel so
that she can defend herself. Congres-
sional support for this policy is deep and
independent of political ideology and
party. My failure to vote for this bill in
no way undermines Israel's security for
the defeat of this bill would not herald
the end of military aid for Israel.

But, my vote against this bill does
protest other policies and programs
which should meet a permanent end.
First among these is our involvement in
Indochina.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
vote “no” on the conference report on the
Defense Department appropriatons for
fiscal year 1973. I voted against this same
bill when it was first passed by the House.
The objections I had then to the bill have
not been met by the conference commit-
tee, and very important, it does not in-
clude the end-the-war amendment.

The conference committee did add a
provision to the bill to extend for 2 years
the President’s authority to provide air-
craft and equipment to Israel. The Presi-
dent’s authority to undertake credit sales
to Israel expires on September 30, 1972.
The Senate provision which is now in-
cluded in the conference report would
extend the authority to December 31,
1973.

Mr. Speaker, those familiar with my
record on Israel know that I not only
support this provision, as I did when the
foreign aid bill passed the House, but
also believe that the United States should
give grants to Israel for needed military
purchases, instead of loans, as we do
other allies.

We all know that this House and the
Senate favor overwhelmingly providing
these credits for Israel to enable it to buy
arms and planes. If today’s bill is de-
feated, the Senate will add this same ex-
tension of Presidential authority to its
foreign aid bill which has already been
passed by the House.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to reluctantly vote for
the adoption of the conference report on
H.R. 15495. I do so with mixed emotions,
as I realize the overall importance of this
legislation, but I deeply regret the con-
ference committee’s action to delete the
recomputation amendment.

Mr. Speaker, on August 1, the Senate
adopted an amendment to H.R. 15495,
which reestablished the principle of re-
computation for retired military pay.

As the author of H.R. 4330, a bill to
allow our retired military personnel to
recompute their retired pay on the basis
of today’s active duty pay scales, I hailed
the Senate move as a step toward pro-
viding equity for retired servicemen.

However, the conference committee,
which was appointed to iron out the dif-
ferences in the House and Senate ver-
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sions of H.R. 15495, decided to delete the
recomputation amendment.

The many retired military men who
have served our country and who have
given of their minds, bodies, and years—
none of which can be replaced—certain-
ly deserve no less than equity in their
retired pay. Thus, I am deeply disap-
pointed by the decision to delete recom-
putation.

Mr. Speaker, since 1958, when the
retirement pay system was switched, a
tremendous gap in retired pay has grown
between the retirees of the same grade
and years of service.

In short, it has created a marked in-
equality among peers—an inequality that
will continue to widen unless Congress
restores the traditional system of com-
puting retired pay on the basis of cur-
rent active duty rates.

But, there is a silver lining to this
story. Hearings will be held in the very
near future on proposals such as my
bill, H.R. 4330. Hopefully, these hearings
will result in legislation which, not only
reestablishes the prineciple of recompu-
tation, but, also increases benefits across-
the-board for those who have given so
much in the service of our country, and
now wish to live out their remaining
yvears in peace and dignity.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and I
move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 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 336, nays 43, answered “pres-
ent” 1, not voting 51, as follows:

[Roll No. 861]
YEAS—336

Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown,Mich.
Brown,Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Carlson
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark Duncan
Clausen, du Pont
Don H. Dwyer
Edwards, Ala.,

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, IV
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bennett
Bergland

Cleveland
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donohue
Downing
Dulski

Betts
Blagel
Biester
Blackburn
Boland
Bolling

Bow Clawson, Del
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Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fugua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillls
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate .
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kazen
Keating
Kee
Keith
Kemp
King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall

Abzug
Aspin
Badillo
Bingham
Burten
Carey, N.Y,
Chisholm
Clay
Collins, Ill.
Conyers
Culver
Dellums
Denholm
Dow
Drinan

Kyl

Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lent

Link

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MeClure
McColllster
McCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McKinney
Madden
Mzhon
Mallliard
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Meyne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Chio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgzomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nichols
Q'Hara
O'Konski
O'Neill
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Purcell
Qule
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe

NAYS—43

Eckhardt
Edwards. Calif.
Forsythe
Fraser

Green, Pa.
Harrington
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Kastenmeier
Koch

Metcalfe
Mitchell
Mosher

Moss

Nedzi
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Rogers
Raoncallo
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy

Runnels

St Germalin
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebell
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup

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

J. Willlam
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton .
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Willilams
Wilson,

Charles H.
Winn
Wright
Wratt
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Yatrcn
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Nix

Obey

Pike
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Rosenthal
Roybal
Thompson, N.J.
Waldie
Whalen
Wolfl
Yates
Zwach

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1

Riegle

NOT VOTING—51
Edmondson Miller, Calif.
Esch Nelsen
Evins, Tenn. Passman
Galifianakis Pelly
Gallagher Pucinski
Hansen, Wash. Reid
Hathaway Rooney, N.Y.
Hawkins Ryan
Heinz Schmitz
Jonas Schwengel
Lloyd Scott
McDonald, Shriver

Mich. Springer
MecMillan Stokes
Macdonald, Vander Jagt

Mass. Whalley

Dorn Mallary Wilson, Bob

Dowdy Mikva

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Boggs with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Vander
Jagt.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
McDonald of Michigan.

Mr. Delaney with Mr, Nelsen.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Shriver.

Mr, Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Baker.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Heing.

Mr. Passman with Mr. Lloyd.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Btokes.

Mr. Blanton with Mr, Bell.

Mr, Bevill with Mr. Broyhill of North
Carolina.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Pelly.

Mr. Ryan with Mr. Bpringer.

Mr. Carney with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Brotzman.

Mr. Mikva with Mr. Mallary.

Mr. Pucinski with Mr. Schwengel.

Mr. Hathaway with Mr; Scott.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Jonas.

Mr. Galifianakis with Mr. Schmitz.

Mr. Curlin with Mr. McMillan.

Messrs. CULVER, WOLFF, and
CAREY of New York changed their votes
from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. LONG of Maryland changed his
vote from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion fo reconsider was laid upon
the table.

Abourezk
Aspinall
Baker
Bell
Bevill
Blanton
Blatnik
Bogas
Brotzman
Broyhill, N.C.
Camp
Carney
Colller
Curlin
Delaney
Dingell

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the conference
report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ili-
nois?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 14896,
CHILD NUTRITION

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
14896), to amend the National School
Lunch Act, as amended, to assure that
adequate funds are available for the
conduct of summer food service programs
for children from areas in which poor
economic conditions exist and from areas
in which there are high concentrations
of working mothers, and for other pur-
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poses related to expanding and strength-
ening the child nutrition programs, and
ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment of the managers be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Septem-
ber 11, 1972.)

Mr. PERKINS (during the reading).
Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the statement of
the managers be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PErxkINS) is recognized
for 30 minutes, and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Quie) will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report before us will greatly im-
prove and expand all child nutrition pro-
grams, Substantial progress has been
made with child feeding programs, par-
ticularly in recent years. Throughout
this period, however, programs have been
hampered by uncertain funding levels,
reimbursement rates, and eligibility
standards. The thrust of the conference
report is to eliminate administrative and
funding problems this school year in the
school lunch program, the school break-
fast program, and the nonschool assist-
ance program, and to stimulate ex-
panded participation in each.

The progress in the past has been im-
pressive. In 1967, $440,234,000 was pro-
vided for all child nutrition programs.
This increased to $500,920,000 in 1968;
$619,873,000 in 1969 $718,483,000 in 1970;
$977,502,000 in 1971; $1,257,356,000 in
1972; and to a budgeted level of $1,426,-
747,000 in 1973.

Tragically, however, in the last year
the school lunch program has stopped
growing. Since last October the number
of students being served on a daily basis
has leveled off to about 22,800,000. We
should not be satisfied with this. We
should not be satisfied with the proposed
levels for fiscal year 1973 that will serve
only 23,100,000 students. At a minimum,
we should be serving 25,000,000 of the
52,500,000 children in school.

Provisions of this legislation can as-
sist in meeting this minimum goal.

One of the complications of the past
with both the lunch and breakfast pro-
gram is related to the formulas for dis-
tributing funds. Under the legislation be-
fore us, there is authorized beginning in
fiscal year 1974 a direct and simple ap-
portionment of funds in both programs.
Funding under section 4 of the School
Lunch Act and in the breakfast program
will be on a performance basis; a uni-
form system is provided. Each State
agency will receive an average payment
for each breakfast served and each lunch
served under the regular school lunch
program.

A more realistic reimbursement rate is
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established for section 4 of the National
School Lunch Act. Rising food costs and
increasing labor costs have made it im-
possible for lunches to be served at the
present rate of reimbursement. Any in-
crease in the cost of lunches will mean
a decreased rate of participation. A min-
imum reimbursement rate of 8 cents per
meal is established therefore, not only
for this school year, but established on a
permanent basis. In the past, schools
have not known the level of reimburse-
ment. With passage of this legislation,
the program will be given the stability
and continuity which is necessary for
effective planning. This legislation re-
quires the use of section 52 funds as may
be necessary to provide States with a
statewide average payment of 8 cents
per lunch in section 4 payments during
fiscal year 1973.

Dollar ceilings on the authorization for
the special nonschool food program
and the school breakfast program will
be eliminated. In the past, these have
hampered the growth of the program,
the most recent example being this cur-
rent fiscal year; $25,000,000 in section 32
funds were used for the special food
program because the authorization of
$32,000,000 was insufficient. So, too, in
the school breakfast program, only $25,-
000,000 was authorized, and section 32
funds had to be used to bring up the
programs to the budget level of $52,500,-
000. To add further to the stability of
these programs, the legislation which
we are now considering extends both
through fiscal year 1975.

Other important and constructive
changes will be made in the programs.
Advanced payment for the school lunch
and school breakfast programs is au-
thorized. This amendment will end the
unnecessary delays which schools have
experienced in receiving the funds for
these programs. To facilitate more timely
and certain funding of the school lunch
program, there is proposed that States be
permitied to meet the program matching
requirements on the basis of the preced-
ing fiscal year.

As in the House bill, new guidelines are
established for determining eligibility of
children for free or reduced price
lunches. There will be no curtailment in
program participation because of the
establishment of these new guidelines.
The conference report contains a grand-
father clause which will allow the use
of higher income eligibility standards in
fiscal year 1973 if such standards were
established prior to July 1, 1972,

The conference report responds to the
great and well documented need for
equipment in schools which do not have
food service programs; $40,000,000 is
authorized each year through fiscal year
1975 with at least 50 percent of the funds
to be directed to schools which have no
facilities whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, these are important and
necessary changes which must be made in
our school feeding programs. I have dis-
cussed the major features in the confer-
ence report with the exception of one
provision, and I must express very seri-
ous concern over this. The conference
report changes the authority of the De-
partment of Agriculture to regulate the
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sale of food items which are in competi-
tion with programs authorized under the
Child Nutrition Act of the National
School Lunch Act. The conference report
contains the following section:

Such regulations shall not prohibit the
sale of competit.iva foods in food service fa-
cilities or areas during the time of service
of food under this Act or the National
School Lunch Act If the proceeds from the
sales of such foods will inure to the benefit
of the schools, or of organizations of stu-
dents approved by the schools.

The original House bill provided that
nutritious foods could be sold in par-
ticipating schools through vending ma-
chines where the proceeds of such sales
would inure to the benefit of schools or
of organizations of students or parents
approved by the schools and such sales
will not substantially interfere with the
programs so authorized.

The Senate amendment would have
continued the Department of Agricul-
ture’'s authority to regulate the sale of
competitive food items in the lunchroom
except in the case of senior high schools
s0 long as the proceeds of such sales were
deposited in the school lunch account.

My concern with the provision in the
conference report is simply this—there
is the possibility that if not carefully
monitored, it may directly conflict with
the nutritional objectives of the school
lunch program. It is my strong hope that
educators, school officials, and all orga-
nizations and individuals concerned with
the nutrition and health of children will
join together to minimize the offering
and sale of competitive foods in the lunch
program wherever it will interfere with
the nutritional objectives and financial
stability of individual school lunch pro-
grams.

With this reservation, I support and
urge the approval of the conference re-
port before us because it contains so
many features that are essential to the
effective operation of the school lunch
program in the current fiscal year.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, our agreement
includes a Senate amendment which
would establish a 2-year supplemental
feeding program to help pregnant and
lacting women, and infants ranging
from birth to age 4 who are determined
medically to be a nutritional risk.

This amendment was authored by the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpPHREY). May I take this op-
portunity to pay tribute to Senator
HumpHREY for having directed our atten-
tion to an area and a problem which
has heen left unattended for too long
a period of time. In conference, his very
eloquent and persuasive arguments con-
vinced us of the importance, desirability
and in fact necessity for agreeing to this
new program.

The program will provide cash grants
to State health departments to finan-
cially assist local health clinics serving
low-income residents to combat malnu-
trition among infants. Eligibility for as-
sistance under this amendment is deter-
mined, based upon whether the mother
or infant is a nutritional risk. A fairly
precise definition of “nutritional risk" is
spelled out in the amendment. The same
is true with respect to what supplemental
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foods may be purchased with the funds
provided under this amendment to help
combat nutritional deficiencies dis-
covered through medical examination of
the mother or infant. Funds authorized
by the amendment for this program
amount to $20 million for fiscal year
1973, and the same for fiscal year 1974,
The Secretary is required to take these
funds out of section 32 custom receipts
which will later be restored through sup-
plemental appropriation action by Con-
gress.

The Congress over the past several
decades has acted to improve the nutri-
tional welfare for almost every group
with the voice and the ability to speak
for its own interests. But we have con-
tinued to ignore, regrettably, one group
which cannot speak for itself and which
is the most vulnerable to adverse effects
of malnutrition, namely—our Nation's
infants.

In part, our neglect in this regard has
been based upon earlier reports that little
could be done for infants and children
through nutritional assistance to help
them avoid certain physical and mental
deficiencies. However, a great deal of
medical and scientific evidence has been
developed in the last few years that
makes a strong and compelling case for
the importance of adeguate nutrition
during these early and formative years
of a child’s development.

For instance, a study conducted by
three Mexican researchers on this ques-
tion demonstrated strong evidence that
malnutrition among infants in their pre-
natal and postnatal periods of life may
lead to permanent chromosome damage,
that may, in turn, make these children
prone to a particular form of malignancy.

In another study conducted on this
subject by Dr. H. Peter Chase and Dr.
Harold P. Martin, the following was
found: When 19 children who had been
hospitalized with malnutrition in the
first year of life were compared with a
control group 3 to 4 years later, the test
group was found to be lower in mental
quotient. Impairment of physical and
mental development appeared to cor-
relate with the duration of undernutri-
tion in the first year of life. Nine children
admitted to the hospital with undernutri-
tion, but treated in the first 4 months of
life, now have a mean developmental
quotient of 95 which is similar to the
mean of 99 for the control children. In
10 with undernutrition after 4 months of
age low indexes for height, weight and
head circumference were more frequent,
and the mean developmental guotient
was T0.

In yet another study published in June
of this year in the American Journal of
Public Health, Dr. Herbert G. Birch,
M.D,, reviewed numerous studies, experi-
ments and investigations that have been
made in recent years—throughout the
world—pertaining to the relationships
that exist between malnutrition and
learning ability—and especially as it re-
lates to prenatal and postnatal periods
of a child’s physical development.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this
amendment is to carry out a 2-year pilot
program of grants to States to make
available certain needed supplemental
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foods to low-income mothers and infants
not now provided under any other exist-
ing program. This pilot effort would be in
addition to any current USDA programs
now operating to assist these particular
citizens. That is to say that it would be
operated in conjunction with either the
current commodity distribution and food
stamp programs.

In view of the pilot nature of this pro-
gram, eligibility would be determined
simply on the basis of nutritional need,
which as I have already indicated, is to be
ascertained by competent professional
authority.

Competent professional authority is
defined in this amendment as meaning
physicians, nutritionists, dieticians or
State or local medically trained health
authorities.

Mr. Speaker, the House conferees dis-
agreed with the Senate on this particu-
lar amendment only on a technical basis.
I believe I am correct in reporting that
the House conferees are unanimously
in support of this amendment and ask
the House to recede to the Senate regard-
ing its adoption.

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

Mr. Speaker, we have made enormous
progress in our child-nutrition pro-
grams in the past few years, both in
the levels of funding and in the num-
bers of children served. Since 1967 we
have more than doubled our appropria-
tions for child feeding services. Of par-
ticular importance, Federal support for
free and reduced-price lunches for needy
children has been increased from $2 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1967 to $495 million
in fiscal year 1972. Since fiscal year 1969,
the number of children served free or
reduced-price meals under the lunch
program has increased from 2.8 million
to an estimated 8.4 million in this fiscal
year. Equally dramatic increases have
been made in participation in the school
breakfast and special service institution
feeding programs.

H.R. 14896 will contribute to the prog-
ress we are making in these nutritional
programs. The bill would—

PFirst. Extend the special-——nonschool—
food assistance program for children
through June 30, 1975, and increase the
appropriation authorization from §32
million annually to “such sums as are
necessary"; 1

Second. Authorize the use of $25 mil-
lion of section 32 funds during the period
May 15 to September 15, 1972, for the
special—nonschool—food assistance pro-
gram for children;

Third. Extend the school breakfast
program through June 30, 1975, and in-
crease the appropriation authorization
therefor to “such sums as are necessary”;

Fourth. Require the use of section 32
funds in such amounts as may be nec-
essary to carry out section 4 of the Na-
tional School Lunch Act—the regular
school lunch program—and provide an
average reimbursement rate of not less
than 8 cents per meal in each State in
fiscal 1973;

Fifth. Require that free lunches be
served to every child whose family in-
come does not exceed a guideline fixed
by the State educational agency, such
guideline to be not less than 100 percent
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nor more than 125 percent of the income
poverty guideline for each size family.
If a school elected to serve reduced-
price lunches, they would have to be
served to every child within guidelines
fixed by the State educational agency at
not more than 150 percent of the appli-
cable family size poverty guideline;

Sixth. Increase the nonfood assist-
ance—equipment—appropriation au-
thorization to $40 million for each of the
fiscal years 1973, 1974, 1975, and $20
million for each succeeding fiscal year;

Seventh. Rescind the statutory au-
thority of the USDA to regulate the sale
of food items in competition with pro-
grams authorized under the Child Nu-
trition Act and the National School
Lunch Act, leaving the decision on such
matters to State and local authorities:

Eighth. Beginning with fiscal year 1974,
provide for Federal performance fund-
ing for section 4 of the National School
Lunch Act and for the school breakfast
program;

Ninth. Provide for advance payments
for the school lunch program as well as
for the school breakfast program: and

Tenth. Authorize a special 2-year pilot
program of assistance to State health
agencies for special nutritional projects
which would make available supplemen-
tal foods to pregnant and lactating wom-
e_nkand to infants who are at nutritional
risk,

While the special program for preg-
nant and lactating women and infants
is reported in technical disagreement, the
House conferees urge agreement with
this Senate provision. It would permit
the continuation of projects already
started in the past few years by hospitals
and other groups in various cities in the
United States, and would also permit a
number of other projects to be initiated.
The existing projects include those at
St. Jude’s Hospital in Memphis, Tenn.:
Johns Hopkins Hospital in Baltimore,
Md.; the Ford Hospital in Detroit, Mich.;
the Human Development Corp. in St.
Louis, Mo.; and, by the department of
social welfare in Montpelier, Vt. The
results and findings of these projects
again underscore both the need and suc-
cess that can be obtained in combating
malnutrition among low-income infants
who are found in both the urban and
rural areas of our Nation.

I understand that an estimated 400,-
000 infants in this Nation are in need of
the type of assistance provided in this
amendment. Although the funds pro-
vided under this amendment are not suf-
ficient to meet the needs of all these in-
fants, sufficient funds are provided to
finance a sound pilot program in a few
urban and rural localities. The amend-
ment makes clear that these pilot efforts
are to lead to an expansion of the pro-
gram later if the medical evidence and
experience of this program proves that
such assistance does in fact help avert
physical and mental damage caused to
children due to malnutrition.

The amendment requires that ade-
quate medical records be maintained in
order to permit appropriate evaluation to
be made by the Secretary of Agriculture
and the General Accounting Office fol-
lowing the first year’s completion of the
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pilot program. I further asked that lan-
guage be included in the conference re-
port on the bill requiring the Secretary
of Agriculture and State health depart-
ments administering or involved in this
pilot effort to consult with appropriate
officials of the U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare pertain-
ing to any procedures, recordkeeping,
and medical criteria that might be ap-
plied to the operation of this particular
program. I believe these combined re-
quirements will result in sufficient data
and information for Congress to ade-
quately evaluate the results obtained
from this program when it is asked later
to consider an extension or expansion
of it.

The only other matter actually in con-
troversy—that of permitting a competi-
tive food service at the option of local
schools—has already been discussed at
some length. A version of this amend-
ment was in both the House-passed and
Senate-passed bills, and I believe that we
have presented a reasonable compromise,
The amendment simply prohibits the
Secretary of Agriculture from making
regulations which prohibit a local school
from allowing the sale of competitive
foods in food service areas during the
time federally supported school lunches
are being served, so long as the proceeds
from the sale of such foods inure to the
benefit of the school or student organiza-
tions approved by the school.

This leaves the whole matter up to the
local school board, where it properly be-
longs. The House version of this amend-
ment spoke of “the sale of nutritious food
through vending machines”. The confer-
ence version gives the local school board
more latitude and under it a local school
may choose to use vending machines
and/or other methods of selling competi-
tive foods. I much prefer this broader
language.

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that this
conference report represents a major im-
provement of our total child nutrition
program. There are yet additional im-
provements to be made—such as placing
the distribution of free and reduced cost
lunch funds on a “performance basis” as
requested by the Department of Agricul-
ture—but we can take these less urgent
things up next year. I urge adoption of
the conference report.

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, first let
me compliment my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie) for all the untiring and out-
standing work the gentleman did in con-
nection with this legislation. As he has
said there was considerable disagreement
in connection with the so-called vending
machine amendment. In the House bill
the provision was limited to nutritious
foods such as apples and other fruits. In
conference the word “nutritious” was
deletea. We further provided that all the
benefits from the sale of foods would go
to the schoolchildren in the House bill.

Mr. QUIE. That is not quite accurate.
In the House we provided for school-ap-
proved student associations and parental
organizations.
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Mr, PERKINS. That is right; I stand
corrected.

Mr. QUIE. In conference we dropped
parental organizations.

Mr. PERKINS. But in other action we
inserted the word “competitive” for “nu-
tritions”. So we have created a situation
where if the local education agency
should decide, there could be competition
with the subsidized school lunch pro-
gram through the sale of other foods in
vending machines or otherwise.

Mr. QUIE. No; I think I should correct
the chairman, and state that there could
be no subsidization for the services in
vending machines or those set out on a
school table.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me ask my col-
league, so we can make some legislative
history here. Did we not contemplate
that the Department of Agriculture in
administering this program should hold
to the sale of nutritious foods, and not go
beyona that? Is that not what we con-
templated?

Mr, QUIE. If we had wanted to do that
I guess we would have left the word “nu-
tritious” in the conference agreement,
but the conferees felt that the schools
ought to determine that. We used the
term “competitive,” and let the schools
make that determination. I doubt that
the schools are going to permit the dis-
tribution of food that would be nonnu-
tritious. But I do not want the Depart-
ment of Agriculture telling them what is
or what is not a nutritious food because
they just do not have that kind of com-
petence. For instance, you could say that
candy bars are not nutritious food, and
there are candy bars that are not, but
there are candy bars that are of a high
protein value.

Mr. PERKINS. I fully agree that local
educational agencies are perfectly com-
petent to make decisions along this line.
In the past vending machines have been
prohibited because of regulations of the
Department of Agriculture, and I be-
lieve these were reasonable restrictions.
There resulted nutritious lunches for
our young schoolchildren.

I think we share a responsibility to see
that there is no service of items that are
not nutritious. Nonnutritious foods must
not replace wholesome lunches which
have been and are now being provided.

Mr. QUIE, Mr. Speaker, I will say to
the chairman, there is just no chance of
that happening that I can see because
we keep increasing the subsidization of
the school lunch program. Any time
foods are processed and dispensed
through a vending machine this in-
ecreases the cost. Such foods will have a
hard time competing with the subsi-
dized program. Also they have to go
through the local school officials. But no
doubt there will be organizations with
vested interests who will make an effort.
But I do not think that is going to hap-
pen. You can make that claim in the
amendment in disagreement. It is the
baby food manufacturers now who want
to have an inside track to get some Fed-
eral money, some $20 million, to pay for
baby food. I think this is thrown out to
get away from the main thrust of the
argument.

CXVIII——1923—Part 23
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Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. PERKINS. I think the gentleman
will agree that it is the intent of the
conference that the school lunch pro-
gram does not get away from nutritious
foods. Am I correct in that statement?

Mr. QUIE. Well, we thought—my own
feeling is they ought to have nutritious
food. I have said this many times be-
fore, but we cannot say that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has the respon-
sibility to write regulations on what is
nutritious food.

The decision is left to local school of-
ficials. I do not see how we can con-
scientiously say that the Federal Gov-
ernment has more intelligence than these
people at the local level.

Mr, PERKINS. I have not said nor
even implied that.

Mr, QUIE. All I can say from what I
have observed is that local people have
a lot more sense. I just wish they had a
freer hand in many areas.

Mr. PERKINS. It is the intent of the
Congress where school lunches are served
that they serve nutritious foods; am I
correct in that statement?

Mr. QUIE. Yes; that is correct. The
local schools will determine that. They
will determine to the extent they want
these competitive foods to be used. They
can say “No” and they will make the
determination which ones are.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. Rura) who is
on the conference committee.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me so that I may ask
a question and so that he may answer
also?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. KEAZEN. The gentleman and the
chairman have done a pretty good job
in confusing me as to what is in this
conference report.

Will the gentleman please explain to
me what they are talking about when
they talk of a vending machine program?

Mr. RUTH. If the gentleman will let
me respond, you kind of beat me to the
gun:

I want to explain that the first thing
we realized about the conference report
was that the words “vending machine”
had no business there. Whether you are
selling anything or not—you might sell it
out of your pocket or at the book store or
sell it out of a vending machine. We took
the vending machine language out.

The second thing is, I think, the con-
ferees are entitled to tell the Members of
the House what is in the bill and not
what you heard about what was in the
bill.

I think the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie) is well qualified to do that.
I would be happy to and I would like to
explain to the House Members exactly
what the bill consists of, and not what
you thought it might or might not have
consisted of.

Would you like me to make a throw at
that? That is not too difficult.

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. Speaker, may J ask how much time
I have remaining?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Minnesota has con-
sumed 10 minutes.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from North
Carolina.

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, frankly, it
was decided that food could be dispersed
in the schools. We eliminated the word
“nutritious” and left it in the judgment
of the school official, and also in the
judgment of the school official as to how
the funds could be used—or who would
get the profit. It is just that simple. We
did kick it around a good deal, but that
is the final decision and that is what
the House is entitled to know.

Mr, Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has
consumed 1 minute.

Mr. PEREKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. MEEDS).

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the conference report on H.R.
14896. The effect of this legislation will
be to provide needed stability and
strength to the school lunch, school
breakfast, and out-of-school feeding
programs, and to provide assistance for
school lunch equipment to many of the
18,000 schools in the Nation which are
now unable to participate in the school
feeding programs because of lack of food
service equipment.

I heartily support the provisions of the
bill which extend the breakfast program
and the nonschool food assistance—in-
cluding the summer feeding programs—
through June 30, 1975, with funding
which meets the actual needs through-
out the Nation, the raise in the reim-
bursement rate to 8 cents per lunch, the
establishment of reasonable -eligibility
guidelines for those children who are of-
fered free and reduced price lunches, a
guarantee for 1 additional year of eligi-
bility to those who received free and re-
duced price lunches under previously es-
tablished eligibility standards, the in-
crease in equipment authorizations to $40
million for 1973, 1974, and 1975, and $20
million for each succeeding fiscal year,
with a set-aside of 50 percent of the funds
for no-program schools, and finally the
changeover from the present cumber-
some allocation formula funding to a sim-
ple performance funding. Under this new
funding proposal, each State agency will
receive a uniform payment for each lunch
served of not less than 8 cents in a fiscal
year. Within the statewide average pay-
ment, States could vary the per lunch
rate of section 4 assistance to individual
schools. Similarly, this new performance
funding will be a feature of the breakfast
program as well, beginning with fiscal
year 1974. By this method, each State
will be able to ascertain how much money
will be provided in Federal assistance by
multiplying the number of lunches served
by the assistance factor—mnot less than
8 cents per lunch. ul

I feel very strongly that this new leg-
islation will enable State and local school
authorities to plan more intelligently in
the future for the programs which they
feel are essential for the needs of their
children. They will know in advance how
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much they may expect in funds, and they
will know in advance which of their chil-
dren will be eligible for free and reduced
price lunches, and breakfasts. And fur-
thermore, they will know that the Con-
gress is in support of their efforts to pro-
vide nutritious meals for all childrren.

There is one provision of the legisla-
tion, however, which I feel could be
disastrous to the school feeding pro-

grams.

This provision reads as follows:

Such regulations shall not prohibit the
sale of competitive foods in food service
facilities or areas during the time of service
of food under this Act or the Natlonal School
Lunch Act if the proceeds from the sales of
such foods will inure to the benefit of the
schools, or of organizations of students ap-
praoved by the schools.

This provision goes considerably beyond
what was contained in either the House or
Senate bills on the subject of the sale of
competitive food items in the lunchroom it-
self. The House bill provided that nutritious
foods could be sold in participating schools
through vending machines where the pro-
ceeds of such sales will inure to the benefit
of schools or of organization of students or
parents approved by the schools and such
sales will not substantially interfere with the
programs so authorized.

The Senate amendment on this matter
would have continued the Department of
Agriculture's authority to regulate the sale
of competitive food items in the lunchroom
except In the case of senlor high schools so
long as the proceeds of such sales were de-
posited In the school lunch account.

The effect of the new language on the sale
of competitive foods as contained in the con-
ference report is simply this:

(a) The authority of the Department of
Agriculture to regulate the sale of competi-
tive foods in the school lunchroom itself is
totally rescinded. I must remind the House
that this specific authority was granted by
the Congress to the Department of Agricul-
ture only 21, years ago In the passage of
Public Law 91-248.

(b) Any food or snack or beverage item,
regardless of its nutritional value, may be
sold in the lunchroom in direct competition
with the complete nutritious lunch.

(c) The financial stability of individual
school lunch programs will be endangered.
Children’s lunch money will be often diverted
to the purchase of less nutritious items with
a consequent drop in the number of children
purchasing the complete lunch. Agailn I
should remind the House that one of the
major purposes of this bill is to provide addi-
tional general support to the lunch program
in order to avoid further increases in prices
to the children for a complete lunch, Thus,
by one action we are negating the purpose of
the other.

(d) School principals will be subjected to
enormous pressures from a varlety of sales
agents to undertake sales of competitive food
items in the lunchroom on the basis that
such sales would constitute a new source of
income for school activities other than the
lunch p 2

(e) One of the major objectives of the
school lunch program is to teach children
the Importance of good nutrition and its re-
lationship to good health. If the child is
taught in the classroom the importance of
eating a well balanced nutritious lunch, what
is he to think when he is offered in the
lunchroom a chofce of buying the complete
lunch or selecting his lunch from a varlety
of individual items of less nutritional value.

All in all, this provision is in direct con-
flict with the nutritional objectives of the
school lunch program. It is my strong
hope that educators, school officials, and
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all organizations and individuals con-
cerned with the nutrition and health of
children will join together to minimize
the offering and sale of competitive foods
in the lunch program wherever it will in-
terfere with the nutritional objectives
and financial stability of individual
school lunch programs.

With this reservation, I support and
urge the approval of the conference re-
port on H.R. 14896 because it contains
so many features that are essential to
the effective operation of the school
lunch program in the current fiscal year.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
conference report.

First of all I say to my colleagues I
would agree with them that a cursory
examination of the report would indicate
that the House receded in far more areas
than we were able to prevail upon the
Senate to recede. Yet on close examina-
tion I think Members will ind most of
those areas in which we receded were
not matters of substance but were areas
which related to the fiscal years for the
program and other minor matters. The
Senate did take up the bill after the
House had acted and they were able to
make some changes in the light of what
we had done. In fact, in most of the areas
in which there was some substance, such
as amendment No. 5, the House was able
to prevail upon the Senate to recede.

On amendment No. 24 in particular I
would disagree with my colleague, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Meeps) who has indicated he thought the
conference took the worst of both provi-
sions. I happen to think—not just be-
cause I was the author of the language
the conferees adopted—that in prineciple
it is correct to give as much autonomy
to the local schools as possible, I favored
that language because I think it has been
misunderstood. On page No. 5 of the re-
port, on amendment No. 24, quotation
marks could have been put around the
words because they are the exact lan-
guage we agreed upon. I suggest the
Members read the five lines beginning
with the word “such” as follows:
such regulations shall rot prohibit the sale
of competitive foods in food service facilitles
or areas during the time of service of food if
the proceeds from the sales of such foods will
inure to the benefit of the schools or of orga-
nizations of students approved by the schools,

The conferees agreed on that. I hap-
pen to think this is a good compromise,
a good way to resolve the issue.

Some fears have been expressed that
somehow or other the school lunch pro-
gram might break down and we might
see a decrease in the service of nutritious
foods. I think that suggests a lack of
confidence in the local administrators.
I have been contacted by a number of
administrators from my district in Ohio
who have some question about this be-
cause they felt it would open up pressures
upon the schools to turn over to the
student organizations and student-ap-
proved groups these competitive food
concessions in the cafeterias. I would say
it was clearly the understanding of most
of the conferees, and I know I can speak
for them, that in 95 to 98 percent of the
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schools, proceeds from any competitive
sales would go into the school lunch pro-
gram coffers, and only in those areas
where the school might deem it financial-
ly feasibly to allow an organization of
students or a non-school-funded group
to take care of this particular competi-
tive food service facility do we allow them
the option. Certainly it is not our inten-
tion to open up a flood gate of pressure
on the local schools. We allow their
sound judgment to be supreme and that
is as it should be.

We believe that in most cases any com-
petitive food sale proceeds will go to the
school’s own funds; in those few cases
where they want to do otherwise, they
should have this option. But again, in
light of what I said previously, I am not
going to worry about pressure being
placed on local school districts to allow
student groups to get these proceeds. I
am sure they can handle themselves, just
as I am sure they can in determining
what is nutritious and can be sold in
competitive supplement to the school
lunch program.

I would say amendment No. 24 reflects
the good judgment of the House in do-
ing what so many times we talk about
back home when we are campaigning but
rarely do, and that is to give to the local
school districts, give to the local people,
some autonomy and some control over
their own schools and over their own
school lunch program.

Quite the opposite of the doubts that
have been reflected here, I think this
shows a confidence in our local schools
and local school administration, and in
no way do I think it will lead to non-.
nutritious foods being peddled, promoted,
or served in conjunction with a school
lunch program. I think quite the oppo-
site. It will give options toc our young
people, options that they might want
at some time and in some way to sup-
plement their school lunch program with
an apple, with an orange, or with what-
ever the local school district deems prop-
er. So quite the opposite of casting fear
in the minds of Members, I would say
that the action of the conferees indi-
cates the confidence we have in the local
school system, the administrators of our
local schools.

I heartily support the amendment, and
I support the conference repor; and urge
its adoption.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SCHEUER).

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report on the
national school lunch program. Hunger
and malnutrition have no place in mod-
ern America. Especially among the
young, we must act to eliminate com-
pletely the debilitating condition of hun-
ger before we will be able to provide
equal educational opportunity for all of
our children.

Since 1946, when the National School
Lunch Act was first enacted, the school
lunch program has grown to be one of
the most significant Federal contribu-
tions to the health and well-being of
American youth. The enactment in 1969
of the national school lunch amend-
ments made major improvements in
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child nutrition programs by providing an
additional $45 million for meals for
schoolchildren.

In 1970 and 1971, two of my amend-
ments, the school breakfast program and
the summer lunch program, defined new
nutrition programs that would be eligible
for Federal subsidies. During the last
school year, over 25 million children par-
ticipated daily in the programs, with 8
million of this total receiving their
lunches either free of charge or for a
token payment.

The 1972 amendments to the national
school lunch program make further
necessary improvements in the program.

Under these provisions, child care cen-
ters wiil be eligible for Federal nutrition
subsidies. Also, approximately 600,000
more children in New York alone will be
served by summer lunch programs. The
conference report also removes the limi-
tation on the amounts that can be appro-
priated to the school breakfast program
and changes this program from its re-
search and development status to the
status of a fully funded and recognized
program. The 1972 amendments increase
the guaranteed Federal rate of contribu-
tion from 6 cents per meal to 8 cenfs per
meal and also provide $20 million for
nonfood assistance programs. These are
significant and necessary improvements
to the school lunch program and we
must vote to implement them. However,
even with these provisions, our job is not
done.

The latest figures available to the De-
partment of Agriculture show that ap-
proximately 20,000 schools, with an en-
rollment of over 6 million children, do
not offer any tyoe of food service. The
tragedy of this situation is heightened by
the substantial number of needy chil-
dren—perhaps over 1 million—cannot
receive free and reduced priced meals
which they need and are eligible for,
simply because they do not attend
schools which participate in the program.

Hunger and malnutrition directly af-
fect a child’s chility to concentrate and
learn in school. Hungry children are de-
prived not only of good health but also
of equal educational opportunity.

The national school lunch program
has an impressive record of achievement
and expansion. But there is still urgent
need for improvement. It is essential that
we accept this conference report today in
order to feed many hungry children and
to reaffirm our commitment to eliminat-
ing hunger in America.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I am most
pleased that the House of Representa-
tives has today taken final action on leg-
islation to continue and expand the
school lunch program. Unfortunately,
this program, which passed the House
back in June, was first delayed in the
Senate and by a summer congressional
recess. These delays have already dis-
rupted the planning of local school
budgets.

This measure passed today will pro-
vide $248 million for this fiscal year—
1973—for the basic school lunch pro-
gram, the school breakfast program,
and the special food service program. It
increases the minimum Federal contri-
bution for every lunch served from 6

cents to 8 cents per lunch. Also, for the
first time a “performance funding” con-
cept is adopted. Under performance
funding each State agency will receive a
uniform payment for each lunch served
in a fiscal year, with an additional pay-
ment for each free or each reduced-price
lunch served to children eligible for such

meals.

I am hopeful for quick Presidential ac-
tion on the bill.
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, there are
no further requests for time on this side.

Mr.

ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, we

have no further requests for time.
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference

report.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Farr) . The question is on the conference

report.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

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

roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 380, nays 0, not voting 51, as

follows:

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Callf.
Anderson, 111.
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrock
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Boland
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

[Roll No. 362]
YEAS—380

Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conover
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Curlin
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donochue
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Dulskl
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt

Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Pish
Fizher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Prenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
QGreen, Oreg,
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Criffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
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Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Keating
Eeith

Eemp

King
Kluczynski
Koch
Kuykendall
Kyl

Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lent

Link

Lloyd

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McClure
McCollister
McCormack
MecCulloch
McDade
McFall
McKay
McEevitt
McKinney
Madden
Msahon
Malilliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Callf.
Mathls, Ga.
Matsunagsa
Mayne
Mazzoll

Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, IIl.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O’'Hara
O'Konski
O'Neill
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle

Plke

Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Powell
Prever, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel
Rarick
Rees

Reuss
Rhodes
Rlegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Ronealio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot

¥
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
St Germain
Sandmen
Sarbanes

NAYS—0
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Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebell
Scott
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Wagzonner
Waldie
Wampler
Ware
Whaealen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
Wolfl
Wright
Wyatt
Wrydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—S51

Abourezk
Aspinall
Baker
Bell
Bevill
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brotzman
Camp
Carney
Collier
Colmer
Cotter
Delaney
Dingell
Dorn
Dowdy

Dwyer
Edmondson
Esch
Evins, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Hansen, Wash.
Hawkins
Jonas
Kee
McDonald,
Mich,
McEwen_
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Nelsen

Passman
Pelly
Pucinski
Reid
Rooney, N.Y.
Ryan
Schmitz
Schwengel
Springer
Stanton,

J. William
Stokes
Udall
Vander Jagt
Whalley
Wilson, Bob

So the conference report was agreed

to.
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr,
Mr,
Jagt.
Mr.
gan.
. Dingell with Mr. Nelsen.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Baker.
. Ryan with Mr. Bell.
. Reid with Mr. Schwengel.
. Passman with Mr. Springer.
Ir. Pucinski with Mr. Stokes.
Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Hawkins.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Brotzman.
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Collier.
Mr. Bevill with Mr, Schmitz.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mrs.
Dwyer.
Mr. Carney with Mr. Esch.
Mr, Kee with Mr. Whalley.
Mr, Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Pelly.
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Udall.
Mr. Cotter with Mr. McEwen.
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Jonas.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. McMil-
lan,
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Gallagher.
Mr. Galifianakis with Mr.
Stanton.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 25: On page 17,
line 12, insert:

Sec. 9. The Child Nutrition Act of 1966
is further amended by adding at the end
thereof a new section as follows:

“SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

“Sec. 17. (a) During each of the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1973, and June 30, 1974, the
Secretary shall make cash grants to the
health department or comparable agency of
each State for the purpose of providing funds
to local health or welfare agencles or private
nonprofit agencies of such State serving local
health or welfare needs to enable such agen-
cles to carry out a program under which sup-
plemental foods will be made available to
pregnant or lactating women and to infants
determined by competent professionals to be
nutritional risks because of inadequate nu-
trition and inadequate income. Such program
shall be operated for a two-year period and
may be carried out in any area of the United
States without regard to whether a food
stamp program or a direct food distribution
program is in effect in such area.

“(b) In order to carry out the program
provided for under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion during the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, the Secretary shall use $20,000,000 out
of funds appropriated by section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612(¢c) ). In order
to carry out such program during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, there is authorized
to be appropriated the sum of $20,000,000.
but in the event that such sum has not been
appropriated for such purpose by August 1,
1978, the Secretary shall use $20,000,000, or,
{f any amount. has been appropriated for
such program, the difference, if any, between
the amount directly appropriated for such
purpose and $20,000,000, out of funds appro-
priated by section 32 of the Act of August 24,
1935 (7 U.S.C. 612(¢) ). Any funds expended
from such section 32 to carry out the provi-
sions of subsection (a) of this section shall
be reimbursed out of any supplemental ap-
propriation hereafter enacted for the purpose
of carrying out the provislons of such sub-

Boggs with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Rooney of New York with Mr. Vander

Delaney with Mr. McDonald of Michi-

J. William
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section, and such reimbursements shall be

deposited into the fund established pursuant

to such section 32, to be avallable for the
urpose of such section.

*“(e) Whenever any program is carried out
by the Secretary under authority of this sec-
tion through any State or local or nonprofit
agency, he is authorized to pay administrative
costs not to exceed 10 per centum of the Fed~
eral funde provided under the authority of
this section.

“(d) The eligibllity of persons to partici-
pate in the program provided for under sub-
section (a) of this section shall be deter-
mined by competent professional authority.
Participants shall be residents of areas served
by clinics or other health facilities deter-
mined to have significant numbers of in-
fants and pregnant and lactating women at
nutritional risk.

“(e) State or local agencles or groups car-
rying out any program under this section
shall maintain adequate medical records on
the participants assisted to enable the Secre-
tary to determine and evaluate the benefits
of the nutritional assistance provided under
this section, The Secretary and Comptroller
General of the United States shall submit
preliminary evaluation reports to the Con-
gress not later than October 1, 1973, and not
later than March 30, 1974, submit reports
containing an evaluation of the program pro-
vided under this section and making recom-
mendations with regard to its continuation.
“(f) As used in this section—

“(1) ‘Pregnant and lactating women’
when used in connection with the term ‘at
nutritional risk’ includes mothers from low-
income populations who demonstrate cne or
more of the following characteristics: known
inadequate nutritional patterns, unaccept-
ably high incidence of anemia, high prema-
turity rates, or inadequate patterns of growth
(underweight, obesity, or stunting). Such
term (when used in connection with the
term ‘at nutritional risk') also includes low-
income individuals who have a history of
high-risk pregnancy as evidenced by abor-
tion, premature birth, or severe anemia.

“(2) ‘Infants’ when used in connection
with the term ‘at nutritional risk’ means
children under four years of age who are in
low-income populations which have shown
a deflclent pattern of growth, by minimally
acceptable standards, as reflected by an ex-
cess number of children in the lower per-
centiles of height and weight. Such term,
when used in connection with ‘at nutritional
risk’, may also include (at the discretion of
the Secretary) children under four years of
age who (A) are in the parameter of nutri-
tional anemia, or (B) are from low-income
populations where nutritional studies have
shown inadequate infant diets.

**(3) ‘Supplemental foods’ shall mean those
foods containing nutrients known to be lack-
ing in the diets of populations at nutritional
risks and, in particular, those foods and food
products containing high-quality protein,
fron, calcium, vitamin A, and vitamin C.
Such term may also include (at the discre-
tion of the Secretary) any food product com-
mercially formulated preparation specifically
designed for Infants.

“(4) ‘Competent professional authority’
includes physicians, nutritionists, registered
nurses, dieticlans, or State or local medically
trained health officials, or persons designated
by physiclans or State or local medically
trained health officials as being competent
professionally to evaluate nutritional risk.”

Mr. PERKINS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky.

There was no objection.
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. PERKINS

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PErINs moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to Senate amendment
No. 26 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the conference
report just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 16593, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL,
1973

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I call up House Resolution 1114
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res. 1114

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move, clause
6 of rule XXI to the contrary notwithstand-
ing, that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 16593) making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and for other purposes,
and all points of order against said bill ex-
cept against section 743 are hereby waived.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California (Mr.
SmrtH), pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1114
waives the 3-day rule for consideration of
H.R. 16593, the Department of Defense
appropriation bill, in order that it could
be called up today. In addition, all points
of order are waived against the bill ex-
cept against section 743, which is con-
troversial. The general waiver was
granted due to the fact that authoriza-
tions have not been enacted into law.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the rule.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I see no need for further comment.
We just are taking up a rule to bring the
bill before the House today. We have
waived the 3-day rule and all points of
order that have to do with this legisla-
tion on this bill, starting with page 30
and continuing on, with the exception of
section 743, beginning on page 51, on
which we did not waive points of order.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the
rule.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question
on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
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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. KASTENMEIER. 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 342, nays 34, not voting 55,
as follows:

[Roll No. 363]

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, IIl.

Biester
Blackburn
Boland
Brademas

Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.¥.
Carlson
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collins, I,
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conuover
Conte
Conyers
Corman

Danlels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.

YEAS—342

de la Garza
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donohue
Downing
Dulski
Duncan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Grifliths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Holifield

Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kazen
Keating
Keith

McCormack
McCulloch
MecDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McEKevitt
McKinney
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin

Mathias, Calif,

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, Ill.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols

Nix

O'Hara
O'Konski
O'Neill
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex,
Pryor, Ark.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Ralilsback
Randall
Rarick
Reuss
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot

Roy

Abzug
Anderson,
Calif.

Badillo
Bingham
Burton
Chisholm

Clay

Dellums
Drinan
Edwards, Calif,
Fraser

Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebeli
Scott
Sebelius
Beiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Bikes

Bisk
Skubitz

Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Sullivan
Symington

NAYS—34
Gross
Hall

Harrington
Hathaway
Hechler, W. Va.
Hull

Hungate
EKastenmeler
Koch

Mitchell
Moorhead

Moss
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Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, W:s.
Thone
Tlernan
Udall

Ullman
Vanik

Veysey
Vigorito
Wampler
Ware

Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Winn

Wolff

Wright
Wryatt
Wydler

Wylle
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Obey
Podell
Rangel
Rees

Riegle
Rosenthal
Roybal

St Germaln
Van Deerlin
Waldle
Yates

NOT VOTING—55

Abourezk
Aspinall
Baker
Bell
Bevill
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Bow
Brotzman
Camp
Carney
Celler
Clark
Colller
Cotter
Delaney

Dingell
Dorn

Dow

Dowdy
Dwyer
Edmondson
Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Hansen, Wash.
Hawkins
Jonas
Kee
McDonald,
Mich.
McMillan
Macdonald,

Mass.
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif,

Murphy, N.X.
Nelsen
Passman
Pucinski
Reid
Rooney, N.Y.
Runnels
Ryan
Schmitz
Schwengel
Bpringer
Stokes
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
Whalley
Wilson, Bob
‘Wilson,
Charles H.

So the resolution was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Boggs with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Vander

Jagt

igan.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Nelsen.

Ml.ﬂ Delaney with Mr. McDonald of Mich-

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Baker.
Mr. Ryan with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Reid with Mr. Schwengel.

Mr, Passman with Mr. Springer.

Mr. Pucinski with Mr, Stokes.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Brotzman.

Mr. Blanton with Mr, Collier.

Mr. Bevill with Mr. Schmitz.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mrs.

Dwyer.

Mr. Carney with Mr. Esch.
Mr. Eee with Mr. Whalley.
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr,

Bow.
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Mr. Mikva with Mr. Galiflanakis.

Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Gallagher.

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Celler.

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Jonas.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Dow.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Met-
calfe.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Charles H. Wilson.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Dowdy.

Mr. Runnels with Mr. McMillan.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
. PRESIDENT

A further message in writing from the
President of the United States was com-
municated to the House by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries.

THE COST OF LIVING COUNCIL'S
THIRD QUARTERLY REPORT OF
THE ECONOMIC STABILIZATION
PROGRAM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Commitiee on
Banking and Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with Section 216 of the
Economic Stabilization Act Amendments
of 1971, I am transmitting with this the
Cost of Living Council’s third quarterly
report on the Economic Stabilization
Program covering the period April 1
through June 30, 1972.

The report reflects the significant
progress which the country is continuing
to make toward the joint goals of re-
ducing the rate of inflation and restor-
ing vigorous health to the economy:

1. In the battle against inflation, the
annual rate of increase in consum-
er prices has been cut to 2.9 per-
cent since I announced the New
Economic Policy on August 15, 1971.
During the same period, real spend-
able weekly earnings have increased
at an annual rate of 3.8 percent.

. The recovery which the economy is
experiencing is evidenced by nearly
all of the key economic indicators.
Last quarter’'s real GNP grew at an
annual rate of 9.4 percent, the
greatest increase in seven years.
Productivity increased at a 6 per-
cent annual rate in the second quar-
ter of 1972, with an accompanying
decline in unit labor costs. Employ-
ment has increased by 2.6 million
workers since the program began,
and the rate of unemployment has
declined moderately.

While this encouraging progress has
resulted from the interaction of many
economic factors, the temporary wage
and price controls of the Economic Sta-
bilization Program have played an im-
portant role in maintaining price stabil-
ity during a period of rapid expansion.
The disciplines of the controls program,
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together with responsible fiscal and mon-
etary policies and the continued support
and cooperation of the private sector,
can enable us to move into a new era of
unprecedented prosperity for all Amer-
icans,

RicaARD NIXON.
THE WHITE Housk, September 13, 1972.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, before mov-
ing to go into the Committee of the Whole
on the defense appropriation bill, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 16593) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and for
other purposes, and to include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1973

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 16593) making appropri-
ations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
and for other purposes; and pending that
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that general debate be limited
to not to exceed 3 hours, the time to be
equally divided and controlled by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL)
and myself.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 16593, with
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. MaxoN) will be recog-
nized for 1'%, hours, and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. MinsHALL) will be recog-
nized for 1% hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman this is another historic
moment in the House of Representatives.
We are beginning consideration of the
largest money bill that has ever been
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presented to any legislative body in the
history of the world. So it is a very
important measure, and of course it takes
a big bite out of the tax dollar.

Of course, a bill of this magnitude and
importance, having to do with the very
life of the Nation and perhaps of the
world, deserves very close scrutiny.

COMMITTEE REVIEW

There is evidence from time to time
that a large segment of the American
people are beginning to become disen-
chanted with the operations of our Gov-
ernment. Huge blunders in the manage-
ment of defense dollars over a long period
of years—dollars provided by the Con-
gress for defense—have coniributed to
this unrest, unhappiness, and disen-
chantment.

It was with that in mind that the
Committee on Appropriations devoted so
many hours, weeks, and months to con-
sideration of this defense appropriation
bill.

I hope the actions by the Congress
this year on this defense appropriation
bill will strengthen the credibility of the
Congress with the American public.

It will be readily apparent that we
have given thorough scrutiny to the vari-
ous requests for defense spending. The
report, which is the most complete, per-
haps, ever presented on an appropriation
bill—and it should be—is full of facts.
Members who want to know about the
bill need not listen to me speak. They
could probably better use their time
reading and rereading the report. It is
heavy reading, but it is very important.

REDUCTIONS RECOMMENDED

In this measure we reduce the requests
for appropriations by the executive by
$4.4 billion.

This is not remarkable. There is noth-
ing new about this. Over the years, the
Congress has reduced defense appro-
priations wherever this appeared to be
logical and in the public interest.

There have been times in the past
when we have increased appropriation
bills above the request of the executive,
and in this bill today we are increasing
funds for certain purposes beyond the
request of the executive branch of .the
Government.

For the fiscal year 1968, the congres-
sional reduction in the defense appro-
priation bill was $2 billion; in 1969 it
was $5.6 billion; in 1970 it was $5.7 bil-
lion; in 1971 it was $2.3 billion; and in
1972 it was $3.3 billion. So there is noth-
ing antimilitary or antidefense in the
fact that we have made reductions of
considerable magnitude in the bill which
is before us.

We had not recommended reductions
without sharing with the Congress and
with the press and with the Pentagon
the reasons why the reductions were
made. All that needs to be done is for
the report to be read. And whether our
reasons are sound or not is a matter for
the citizens to decide, but we have given

our views for the American people to
consider.
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FUNDS PROVIDED

This bill provides the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year 1973, which
ends June 30, 1973, with $75.2 billion.
It is about $1.4 billion more than the
funding available last year. It is no-
table that war costs allegedly are going
down, but the defense budget is going
up, and that is hard completely to ra-
tionalize, but I think a study of the situ-
ation will reveal that inflation is largely
responsible for this and it is in the pub-
lic interest to provide the funds which
have been recommended in this bill.

As I said, this is a very large bill, the
largest ever presented, but the total
funds provided for the Department of
Defense will be larger since next year we
will provide probably in a supplemental
about $1.5 billion in addition to this $75
billion for pay increases.

With respect to the magnitude of the
defense appropriation bills, some of you
may recall that during World War II
Congress appropriated some $99 billion
in 1942 and $80 billion in 1944, But those
sums for those years were not provided
in one bill. Rather, they were provided
‘131;11 la number of regular and supplemental

S.

The committee recommends reductions
in new budget authority amounting to
about $5 billion, but by applying cer-
tain unexpended funds that amount has
been reduced by $650 million, making a
total available of about $75.2 billion.

These funds, of course, are beyond
one’s capability fully to understand, but
the purposes for which they are provided
are very understandable.

AUTHORIZATION REDUCTIONS

The committee of conference cn the
defense authorization bill today pre-
sented to the House a recommendation
for a reduction in the President’s request
of $2.3 billion. Of course, that is a part
of the reduction that has been made by
the Committee on Appropriations. It was
not a matter for the determination of
the Committee on Appropriations. The
authorization bill treated with less than
one-third of the dollar total of the hill
before us today, because this bill in-
cludes almost all aspects of defense.

SOUTHEAST ASIA BUDGET AMENDMENT

The authorizing committees, however,
did not consider the Southeast Asia
budget amendment submitted by the
President on June 30 of this year. The
President, in view of the invasion by the
North Vietnamese into South Vietnam,
requested $2.2 billion in additional money
because of the loss of aircraft and the
huge expenditure of funds for weapons
otherwise and for ammunition.

The Appropriations Committee con-
sidered that amendment, and with the
concurrence of the Committee on Armed
Services, which I would say is a fair
statement, included most of the funds
requested.

Most of the Southeast Asia budget
amendment was considered to be justi-
fied because of the increased activity,
and a large part of it, as indicated, was
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recommended for funding. This added
funding caused us to be above the au-
thorization in three procurement appro-
priations;. When we consider authoriza-
tions of $2.3 billion on less than one-
third of this bill, and the funding of
most of the Southeast Asia budget
amendment, the overall reduction of $4.4
billion in this bill does not loom as it
othetwise might appear to be.

ADEQUACY OF FUNDS

We believe this bill provides adequate
funds for the Defense Department. Of
course, many things are involved in the
defense of the country other than mere
dollars and mere weapons. The $75.2 bil-
lion in this bill, together with unex-
pended balances of about $32 billion, will
provide a total availability of over $107
billion for the Department of Defense
during this fiscal year.

I must point out, of course, that the
$24.8 billion of unexpended balances
available to the Department is already
obligated for the most part on legally
binding contracts for weapons and long
leadtime items.

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 additional minutes.

REASONS FOR REDUCTIONS

The reductions recommended do not
cut into the bone and marrow of the
Defense Establishment, in the opinion of
the committee. They are recommended
in those areas where savings, we feel, can
be realized by better management of de-
fense resources. They were recommend-
ed to eliminate obsolete or marginal pro-
grams. They were recommended to en-
courage a more cautious approach to
production of military hardware where
substantial development and testing has
not been completed, in consonance with
the “fly-before-you-buy” concept es-
poused by the Congress and by the De-
partment of Defense.

They were recommended in recogni-
tion of shortfalls in military personnel
strengths. In short, the reductions rec-
ommended to the House were considered
to be fully justified. I trust that the
Members can find the time to read the
report on this bill to which reference has
been made.

WAR IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Mr. Chairman, I understand that there
will be an “end-the-war” amendment
offered to the bill. This is expected on
many other major bills which are pre-
sented. I hope that we will not expend a
great deal of time on this issue, because
we have so thoroughly explored it, and
we have each, I think, generally made up
our minds as to what probably is the best
course to follow.

This bill provides $2.5 billion for sup-
port of the South Vietnamese and other
free world forces in Southeast Asia dur-
ing the current fiscal year. The Depart-
ment estimates another $3.3 billion will
be required to support U.S. forces in
the war effort. The committee did not
recommend a reduction in the Southeast
Asia request, because, under the present
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circumstances, the committee did not
wish to tie the hands of the President
in protecting the remaining U.S. forces
in Vietnam as he continues our with-
drawal from that conflict, and seeks to
find a way to end the war that could be
considered by reasonable men to be hon-
orable.
POSSIBLE INCREASED FUNDING REQUESTS

I must warn that it is possible that
additional funds may be required for
Southeast Asia this fiscal year if the
current intensity of that conflict con-
tinues beyond September 30. I mark my
words when I say that the President’s
Southeast Asia budget amendment of
June 30 of $2.2 billion is designed fo sup-
port the Department only through that
date at the sortie rates and munition
consumption levels experienced at the
time of the North Vietnamese incursion
into South Vietnam.

The intensity of activity continues at a
relatively high rate today, as we ap-
proach September 30. None of us, of
course can predict how long the enemy
will continue the present level of con-
flict.

FUNDS RECOMMENDED

You will note that in the table on
pages 12 and 13 of the report, the com-
mittee recommended some $20.7 billion
for the Army, about $24.6 billion for the
Navy, approximately $23.7 billion for the
Air Force, and more than $1.8 billion for
Defense agencies and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. Pay for retired
military personnel was funded at about
$4 .4 billion which is the full amount of
the request.

CIVILIANIZATION OF KP

One of the most controversial reduc-
tions recommended by the committee
was in the program to civilianize kitchen
police, or KP, as we usually refer to it,
and other work detail duties in the mili-
tary services. The Department of De-
fense proposes during the current fiscal
year to hire civilian contractors to pro-
vide such services as serving food, wash-
ing dishes, mowing lawns, cleaning bar-
racks, and acting as guards at military
installations. The department requested
some $260 million for this fiscal year for
this purpose. It is estimated that these
contract services will cost nearly $500
million annually in future fiscal years;
that is, to eliminate KP and other house-
keeping responsibilitiec at military in-
stallations.

The question that was before the com-
mittee, and is before the House today,
and will be before the House tomorrow
on this issue, is: Will one-half billion
dollars annually for these services con-
tribute in any really substantial and sig-
nificant way toward the success of an
all-volunteer Army, and toward the
strengthening of the defense posture of
the United States? Will young men de-
cide to choose a military career because
they will be free from suck duties during
their earlier years of enlistment?

The majority of the committee did not
believe so, and we recommended that the
program be discontinued by April 30,
1973. Many contracts have been entered
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into already without action by the Con-
gress, and in violation of the spirit of
the continuing resolution. But I would
warn you that all Government contracts
of this nature are tentative, and they
are subject to authorization and funding
by the Congress.
ABM DEFENSE OF WASHINGTON, D.C.

As you know, the Washington, D.C,,
Safeguard site—and I am changing the
subject abruptly in order to cover a lit-
tle more territory—was not authorized,
and the committee recommended a re-
duction of $250 million in the Safeguard
program for the defense of Washington,
D.C. I for one did not believe it was
practical to try to initiate a program to
protect Washington, D.C., which is a
soft site—and I am using that not in an
unfavorable light, but it is not like try-
ing to protect hardened missiles and
silos. The Washington, D.C., site was not
authorized, so this is no problem to the
committee to recommend a reduction of
this amount of money.

OTHER REDUCTIONS

I could go on, and cite the many re-
ductions in the kill recommended by the
committee, but as I have indicated
earlier, each recommendation is ex-
plained in the report.

We do not make any pretense of hav-
ing been perfect. We have just done the
best we could with a difficult job, and
we hope that the Members will familiar-
ize themselves with the reasons that mo-
tivated the committee on making the rec-
ommendations we have made. g

For the convenience of the Members we
have provided a table of contents in the
report this year in order to facilitate the
location of the many programs discussed
in the report. I trust the Members will
find this most convenient as they con-
sider the many facets involved in this
very large and complicated appropria-
tions bill.

In summary, the committee feels it has
done a thorough job in reviewing and
addressing one of the most important
appropriations bills the House will con-
sider this session. The amount recom-
mended for our national defense is large,
and the dollar reductions recommended
are likewise significant in total, but not
unrealistic.

While we are encouraged by the SALT
treaty and the strategic arms limitation
agreement signed in Moscow by the
President, we cannot move toward unilat-
eral disarmament. We must maintain a
strong national defense. It would be ut-
ter folly to make significant unilateral re-
ductions in our defense posture.

The reductions recommended, there-
fore, are in keeping with our continued
responsibility to the American public that
only fully justifiable defense programs
be funded.

We, in the committee, believe we have
presented a good bill to the House, a de-
fense bill that the majority of the Mem-
bers can support.

Under permission granted, I include for
the record the summary tables from the
committee report:
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SUMMARY OF BILL BY MAJOR CATEGORIES
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Functional title

Appropriation,
fiscal year 1972
(new ubllgihu‘nal
¥)

Budget estimate,
fiscal year 1973
(new ub%'ig‘;glin_rlla!
¥)

Committee bill compared with—

Budget estimate,

Appropriation
fiscal year 1973

Committee bill fiscal year 1972

Title |—Military parsonnel
Title |1—Retired milita)
Title |11—Operation an
ransfer from otheraccounts - ...

Title IV—Procurement

Transfer from other accounts. .
Title V—Research, development, test, and evalua

Transfer from other accounts
- mTJlalséer am‘ihfonry

| ecial foreign currency program

Title VI I—& o
Title VIIl—Antiballistic missile construction

Total, Department of Defense (NOA)
Transfer from other accounts_._ ...

Tota! funding available
Transfer authority

Distrg:mtan by organizational component:
m

- $22,964, 100, 000
3,921, 448, 000
--- 20,553,925, 000

“U17,776,892,000
843, 700, 000

neral Provisions (Additional transfer authority, Sec 735).

$23, 658, 559, 000

, 358, 684, 000
21,634,944, 000
21,7168, 836, 000

8, 768, 767, 000

$23, 081, 821,000 —$576, 738, 000
4, 358, 684, 000

21, 001, 245, 000 5 633, 699, 000
(200, 000, 000) 000, 000)  (--200, 000, 000)

18,338, 470, 000 578, —2, 831, 360, 000

389, 500,

?(?93 928, mo)
(80, 000, 000)

+3117, 721, 000
+437, 238, 000

—41,900, 000)
(—50; 000, 000
8, 600,
(—100, mo.ooo;
—109; 570, 000

79,594, 184, 000

74, 577, 548, 000

-1, 720, 553, 000
(649, 500, 000)

—5, 016, 635, 000
(—296, 100, 000)

(649, 500, 000)

79, 594, 184, 000
(1, 050, 000, 000)

+1, 424, 453, 000

75, 227, 048, 000
000) (—150,000,000) (—400

—4, 367, 136, 000
, 000, 000)

22,027,213, 000

Translar from other accounts
Air Force._.

Transfer from other accounts__
Defense agencies/0SD

Transter from other accounts
Retired military personnel

Total, Department of Defense (NOA)
Transfer from other accounts

Total funding available

T e Oy .. e e e e e mmmamarEm e ne e

4,358, 684, 000

—578, 355,000 —1, 565,779, 000

"7726, 154, 554,000

(47, 700, 000)

) , 300, 000)
8, 684, 000 +43?,zssum

79,594, 184, 000

74,577,548,000 -4-1,720,553,000 —5, 016, 636, 000

(643,500,000) (296, 100, 000) (-+-649, 500, 000)

79, 594, 184, 000
(1, 050, 000, 000)

75,227,048,000 +1,424,453,000 —4, 36? 136 000
(650,000, 000) (—150,000,000) (—400, 000, 000

1 Includes $98,500,000 for military construction, Army, under title VIIl—Antiballistic missile

construction.

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

‘Mr. MINSHALL. Mr., Chairman, I
yield myself 20 minutes,

Mr. Chairman, as my good friend, the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee has pointed out, we are again pre-
senting the annual defense appropria-
tions bill,

COMMITTEE REVIEW

I want to point out that the subcom-
mittee has spent many, many long hours
in sessions—closed sessions and some
open sessions—but of necessity most of
them were closed sessions, hearing hun-
dreds of witnesses who came before us.
I want to point out from the start that
as able as we think we are in the sub-
committee, none of us are experts, but
over the years we have become knowl-
edgeable about matters pertaining to the
military. Some of us have specialties or
fields in which we think we know a little
bit more than others. This is as it should
be, so we end up helping one another.

I want to point out that this subcom-
mittee approaches matters pertaining to
national defense on a strictly nonparti-
san basis. I have never seen a vote cast
in this Defense Subcommittee that had
any earmarks or hint of a so-called party
line vote. We do what we think is best
for America, and best for the Nation's
security.

Mr. Chairman, I support this bill. I
believe the bill as reported is a good bill
and should be reasonably satisfactory to
all members and anyone else concerned.

I would be remiss, if I did not add fo
my remarks that I think service on the
Subcommittee on the Department of De-
fense is both a privilege and a penance.
There is no more satisfying work to be
found than dealing on a day-to-day basis
with the problems involved in providing

construction,

for the military defense of our Nation.
Providing for our national security and
seeing to it that the President, whoever
he might be is given the means to deal
with other nations from a position of
strength.

The Members can see the nine vol-
umes of hearings that we have here on
the desk and obtain some idea of the
many hours of effort which must go into
the preparation of this bill. I have here
in my hand a report of more than 250
pages. I would like to point out that
we have provided a table of contents to
the report. The table of contents consists
of nearly 71 pages with nearly 500 items
listed thereon.

These hearings that I pointed to a
moment ago contain over 8,500 pages of
testimony and data. If anybody has the
time to read them, they are welcome to,
but it is a time-consuming task to go
through all these hearings. Much of the
testimony and detailed data has been
deleted for security reasons. So, in effect,
the report of our hearings would be
much, much larger had it not been nec-
essary for security reasons to delete some
data.

Our hearings started on January 25 of
this year, immediately following submis-
sion of the fiscal year 1973 budget to the
Congress. The last hearing was held on
July 20. As all Members know the com-
mittee meets both morning and after-
noon, week in and week out. The number
of witnesses heard is both lengthy and
impressive. What really takes the time
is the evaluation of the testimony, dis-
cussing what we will actually put in the
bill and finally arriving at recommenda-
tions which are brought before the full
committee and the House. In a sense, we
sit as a jury and arrive at a verdict with
respect to the many programs and items
included in the Department’s budget. We

#Includes §11,070,000 for family housing, Defense, under title VIll—Antiballistic missile

considered requests in this bill totaling
almost $80 billion. The recommendations
of the committee are for the most part
specific and precise.

REDUCTIONS

We have provided for the security of
the Nation. We have eliminated funds
whenever we found reductions could be
made without jeopardizing our national
defense and our national security. It is
never easy to make reductions. We re-
duced the programs by $5 billion, offset
by funding transfers of $650 million for
a net reduction of $4.4 billion. All pro-
grams, all expenditures have their ad-
vocates, but we have made decisions and
have made recommendations to the
House and they are documented in the
report that accompanies the bill.

The report itself, as I said, is over 250
pages with eight pages of index. I do
commend, not the hearings, because that
would be too time consuming, but the
report to all Members for their reading.
The report has been written with care
and great thought and the reasons for
the committee’s action are clearly stated
therein.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Mr. Chairman, it is always difficult to
criticize the Department of Defense.
There are so many fine people, both mili-
tary and civilian, associated with the
Department. Our former colleague, Mel
Laird, is a man who is tireless in his de-
votion to his country. He has done a su-
perb job as Secretary of Defense and I,
for one, am very sorry that he has made
an announcement that he is going to
leave this position sometime after the
first of the year. I understand that 4
years is long enough for any man in the
very difficult position of the Secretary of
Defense, a position second only to the
President of the United States in com-
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plexity and overall responsibility. I have
said to Mel Laird on more than one oc-
casion: “Mel, I do not envy your job one
bit but I am very glad you are where you
are.” I think every Member of this Con-
gress and every American should be
thankful that we have had such a great
Secretary of Defense.

COMPARISON
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CONGRESSIONAL CONTROL
Mr. Chairman, we have a fine Military
Establishment in this country, one for
which we all have great respect, but un-
der our form of government we have ci-
vilian control of the military, and we in
the Congress have to exercise that con-
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trol primarily through the power of the
purse. We listen to and evaluate the rec-
ommendations, but as I said we have the
responsibility of making the final and
ultimate decisions. We have a good rec-
ord of making reductions. We have cut
over $19 billion, as the following table
shows, in the last 5 fiscal years:

OF DOD BUDGET REQUESTS WITH CONGRESSIONAL ACTION—BASIC BUDGETS

[In thousands)

Difference
cols. 1 and 2

@)

HAC action
@)

DOD request
(¢))

Difference
cols, 1 and 2

)

House
enacted

)

Difference
cols. 1 and 6

[0}

Congress
enacted

(6)

76,174, 811
79,945, 200
78, 380, 285
71,582, 847
76,182, 986

74, 586, 042
74,551, 768
72,968, 862
69, 304, 325
73,443, 845

—1,588, 769

—2,739,141

74, 586, 042
74,551, 768
72,969, 862
59, 454, 325
73,443, 845

-1, 588, 769
~5, 393, 432
—5, 420, 423
—2,128, 522
—2,739, 141

74,152,312
74,322, 846
12, 667, 882
69, 243, 701
72,856, 995

—2,022, 499
—5,622,354
—5,722, 403
—2,339, 146
—3,325,991

In an establishment as large as the
Department of Defense which manages a
budget in the area of $75 billion a year,
even under the best and most responsible
management there will always be mis-
takes. There is bound to be some waste
and some extravagance. There will al-
ways be some programs which do not
turn out just right. There will always be
programs that are marginal in their use-
fulness. There will always be items that
would be nice to have but which are not
essential to our national defense. It is
these items that this subcommittee has
attempted to weed out. It is these items
which the committee has recommended
for deletion from the accompanying bill.

CHEYENNE HELICOPTER FROGRAM

The Cheyenne helicopter program is an
example of a program which has not
been well managed and I can think back
on other programs which have been
badly managed. I remember and also the

gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Froop) will remember back to the early
sixties when we were successful in termi-
nating the so-called BOMARC program.
That program went its merry way until
they had spent billions before deciding
the missile would not work. This kind of
waste and extravagance in the military
is absolute nonsense. The same is true
with the main battle tank program. It
started in the early sixties. They finally
gave up on that last year at the direc-
tion of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee.

The Cheyenne program started in the
Army back in March of 1963, as an
advanced aerial fire support system. The
Cheyenne was to be a “fighter-chopper,”
a helicopter gunship, a helicopter which
could defend transport helicopters from
groundfire and which could attack enemy
tanks and troop positions. Over the years
the Army spent $417,600,000 directly on
the Cheyenne. In addition, there were
other indirect costs, such as the cost of
military personnel involved in the ad-
ministration and management of the
program at all levels, and the cost of the
utilization of test ranges and other fa-
cilities of the Defense Department. I
think it would be a most conservative
estimate to say that at least $450 million
has been spent on this program.

The day before the commitiee met to
mark up this bill, the Army announced

the termination of the program. Nine
years of effort and $450 million of the
taxpayers’ money went down the drain.
The program had been in technical dif-
ficulty for some time. The Army had
terminated the procurement part of the
Cheyenne contract some years ago, and
substantially revised the program. Ap-
parently they just did not go far enough.
The early wind tunnel tests and the
flight tests should have convinced the
Army that the Cheyenne was not
practical.

Year after year the committee closely
questioned Army witnesses about this
program, and year after year we were
always assured that the program was ab-
solutely vital to the Army, and that it
would turn out all right; that no reduc-
tions could be made; and the technical
difficulties would be overcome,

Now we find out some 9 years later that
this was just not the case, and the Chey-
enne is added to the long list of pro-
grams, like the C-5A and the BOMARC
and the main battle tank program, and
others that I have mentioned earlier.
This committee determination to get to
the bottom of the close air support issue
and the assignment of the General
Accounting Office to review Army tests of
the Cheyenne were instrumental in can-
celing the Cheyenne.

PERSONNEL TURBULENCE

In the opinion of the committee one
of the reasons for the difficulties in these
military systems acquisition programs is
the military promotion system which re-
quires that a man change jobs fre-
quently in order to advance in rank. This
is generally ridiculous and utterly so
when applied to managers of complex
weapons systems.

We get a manager into a complex pro-
gram, and as soon as he understands the
program—in the case of the Navy he
wants to command a ship in order to be
advanced in rank. This is what has hap-
pened to the managers of these major
procurement programs. I think this tur-
bulence of personnel is often responsible
for the troubles that we have had with
these programs.

Year after year, the committee has
called on the military service to change
their personnel policies and leave men on
their jobs for longer periods of time so
that they can become more efficient and

acquainted with and adequately prepared
to perform them.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MINSHALL, Yes, I will yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. The gentle-
man pointed out that we have civilian
control of the military. How does this re-
late to all the frustration we have had
in trying to get the military to do what
everybody realizes is the sensible thing
to do? Year after year after year Con-
gress tells them to do something, asks
them to do it, pleads with them to do it,
and we do not get anywhere. How can
we call such inaction civilian control of
the military?

Mr. MINSHALL. I think the gentleman
already has the answer. He sits on the
Military Construction Subcommittee and
also sits on the parent Appropriations
Committee. He has been involved in these
mafters.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I must say I
do not think we have civilian control of
the military. It is my observation that the
military does pretty much what they
please, and we are to a very large extent
a front for it.

Mr. MINSHALIL. I believe that Mel
Laird has control of the military. He
takes a reasonable amount of advice from
the military. Why should he not? They
are experts in charge of these programs.
Mel Laird, I believe, has done an out-
standing job in this regard. He is the one
who has advocated and promoted the
fly-before-you-buy concept, rather than
the total package procurement concept
of previous years.

Mr. Chairman, a policy which has been
embraced by the Appropriations Com-
mittee, as well as by the Secretary
of Defense, as an answer to some of our
difficulties in military procurement is
the policy of fly-before-you-buy. Too
often we have bought paper airplanes
that existed on blueprints only that were
said to be able to do remarkable things
and which turned out to be both very
expensive and unremarkable. A number
of the actions taken by the committee
fall in this area. We are trying to insist
that procurement funds not be spent on
new hardware before that hardware is
thoroughly tested and evaluated and de-
termined to be ready for procurement.
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We deleted $101 million from the F-15
aireraft of the Air Force for this reason.
We believe the F-15 program to be a
good one and we believe that the Air
Force will ultimately have an outstand-
ing fighter as a result of this program,
but we know and have ample documen-
tation of the potential difficulties and
slippages in the engine program for the
F-15. We have the testimony of the Sec-
retary of Defense and th Secretary of the
Air Force to the fact that very little test-
ing of the F-15 was scheduled to take
place before the initiation of this major
procurement. What we have done in the
F-15 program is provide the funds for
a minimum buy under the contract of
15 aircraft in fiscal year 1973 rather than
the 30 aircraft requested in the budget.
This will mean that we will have pro-
duced fewer aircraft with the difficulties
inherent in any aircraft in the early
stages of production. After sufficient
testing has been under the contract, ad-
ditional aircraft over the presently pro-
gramed numbers can be undertaken in
subsequent years if it is felt that such
action is in the best interest.

Another program in which we are
practicing fly before you buy is in the
S-3A antisubmarine warfare aircraft of
the Navy. The S-3A aircraft is a very
complex aircraft with much electronic
gear required for the detection of sub-
marines. All of this gear has not been
fully tested and we call for a reduction
in procurement until further testing is
performed.

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle-
man for one guestion.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman tell
the House why we need the largest ap-
propriation bill in history if, in fact, we
have just concluded the SALT agreement
and the Department of Defense is being
run so excellently under the administra-
tion of Secretary Laird?

Mr. MINSHALL. If the gentleman will
be patient. we will bring out these points
in the course of the debate and also to-
morrow when we get into the amending
process.

Mr. YATES. That is not really an an-
sSwer.

Mr. MINSHALL. It is an answer, It is
my answer for now. We will answer fur-
ther in due course, but I do not want to
get into that question right now.

There are hundreds of millions of dol-
lars provided in this bill for things to
make life better for our military per-
sonnel so that service life will be more
attractive for our men so that they will
reenlist and recruiting will be more suc-
cessful. Yet, one of the major irritants
in the life of a military man is too fre-
quent moves from one location to an-
other, from one job to another. This is
an area in which there must be fur-
ther improvement, in the view of the
committee, without delay.

PERSONNEL COSTS

More and more of the funds appropri-
ated to the Department of Defense are
being taken up by personnel costs. If I
might, this will get to the question the
gentleman from Illinois asked me a mo-
ment ago, “Why is this bill so high?"” It
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is primarily because of personnel costs.
Depending upon how one computes it, we
are spending from 52 to 63 percent of our
total Defense budget on the pay and al-
lowances and support of personnel.

When one looks for reductions in De-
fense spending, one must look at the per-
sonnel area for some of the reductions,
since the lion's share of the money is in
this area.

The committee has recommended in
the bill now before us some personnel
reductions. They are minimal and are
not harmful to our Defense effort and are
generally specific in their application.

We recommend reductions in the num-
ber of personnel in the various head-
guarters of the military services.

We recommend reduction in the funds
requested for permanent change of sta-
tion, travel.

We have deleted funds budgeted to
pay transportation costs for bringing for-
eign purchased automobiles back to the
United States by individual servicemen.

We have cut the funds in this bill re-
quested for the recruiting of personnel.
We feel that the services have gone over-
board in requesting additional personnel
for recruiting for an all-volunteer force.

The costs of military manpower have
risen drastically in recent years. If the
gentleman from Illinois will listen to
these remarks, they will answer a part
of his question.

Since 1964 the cost of military man-
power, including basic pay and zllow-
ances and retirement pay and family
housing costs, have risen from $14.7 bil-
lion to over $30 billion, an increase of
100 percent.

I might point out also that as recently
as 1965 an E-1 in the military service
was getting approximately $60 a month.
Today an E-1 in the service gets a little
over $260 a month, an increase of four
times what he was getting about 7 years
ago.

If we can go back to World War II, I
remember full well from my own prac-
tical experience when I, and I know many
others in this room, got only $21 a month.

Basic military pay alone has risen from
$8.5 billion in fiscal year 1964 to $18.5
billion in fiscal year 1973.

Much of this increased cost is a result
of pay raises which have been granted
by this very Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

TTILIZATION OF MILITARY PERSONNEL

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself 5 additional minutes.

As I said, much of this increased cost
is as a result of pay raises passed by
Congress. Since all other costs were
rising, it was necessary to provide pay
increases for military personnel, but
personnel costs have risen to such an
extent that we must now carefully look
at the utilization of military personnel.

All of you who have been in the mili-
tary service know that there is very
often a great waste of people. This is
even less permissible now than it was in
the past when the people costs were
relatively low. Today people costs have
risen sharply, and we must be sure that
the military really needs the number of
personnel requested, and we must see
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that they perform military duties and
not civilian duties which could be per-
formed more cheaply and probably more
efficiently by civilian personnel.

We need to see, also, that the make-
work jobs which serve no useful pur-
poses are eliminated.

Because of the great rise in military
costs future management improvements
in the Department of Defense must be
directed more toward the personnel area
than ever before.

SUMMARY

Mr. Chairman, there are so many de-
fense programs and so many actions
have been taken by the committee with
regard to various programs that I am
not going to undertake to discuss them
all at this time. I have tried only to
highlight a few of the area.

I recommend this bill and urge that
the House pass it.

In summary I would like to point out
that the total reductions in this bill from
the budget request are $5.016 billion. Of
this reduction, $2.3 billion stems from
the authorization action. Included within
the $75.2 billion provided is $650 million
of prior year balances made available to
the Department of Defense to offset re-
ductions in new appropriations.

In summarizing the bill as best I can,
I can say that just to hold the budget at
an absolutely even level from fiscal 1972
to fiscal 1973, including the hiring of
exactly the same number of people and
purchasing exactly the same amounts of
goods and services, adding nothing—
adding nothing, mind you—we would
have to add $3.8 billion to this bill. We
are in fact only adding $1.8 billion. This
means in real terms that the defense
budget is down $2 billion.

I commend this bill to the House and
I urge its passage. I hope that the other
body ecan act expeditiously so that we
may resolve the differences in conference
this month. The end of this month will
mark the end of the first quarter of the
Government'’s fiscal year. The Depart-
ment of Defense as is true of the other
departments and agencies of the Gov-
ernment, needs to know what their fund-
ing programs are to be for this fiscal year
without additional delay. I am very
pleased that we have this bill on the floor
in the month of September rather than
later as has been the case in the past
few years. I would hope that next year
we could bring a bill to the floor even
earlier.

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides the
essentials for our Nation’s defense. This
bill provides for the exercise of congres-
sional control of the military through the
power of the purse. This bill cuts fat
where it has been found. It is a good
bill.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this very large and very
detailed appropriation package is not an
easy one to understand—not easy for the
Members of the House to understand;
not easy for the members of the com-
mittee to understand. There is no way
for any one individual to fully grasp all
that is contained and projected in a $74.6
billion bill. One point sticks in my mind.
Most of the bills that have been reported
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by the Committee on Appropriations are
at about the budget level or they are
above the budget level. The pressure to
cut always seems reserved for defense. I
am not sure this is a healthy situation. I
think the case for an increase in appro-
priations for defense is as good as that
made for most of the other agencies.
America needs real, not token, moderni-
zation. But in defense, instead of an in-
crease, we have a cut which, including
authorization and appropriation cuts, to-
tals about 6 percent. There have been
times when a 6-percent cut was not par-
ticularly alarming in the military budg-
et. But T happen to know that military
budgets now are much more tightly
screened than in prior years.

Nevertheless, the bill before you is
probably the best we can get under all
the circumstances. And the cuts have
been very carefully made. Obviously the
committee must consider both the
requirement for adequate defense and
mounting costs of defense in this country.
We live in a world which communism
seeks to dominate by whatever means
are required. In Indochina, and particu-
larly in Vietnam, the Communists are
seeking to establish control of more ter-
ritory, regardless of where it is or what it
is, so that they can go to the conference
table after a cease-fire saying, “This is
ours. Now we will negotiate for yours.”
In the Olympics, we have seen instance
after instance where Communist judges
voted blindly for Communist athletes—
never mind whether they were right or
wrong. In the SALT talks we yielded on
many points just to get an agreement and
hopefully to stop the military buildup. I
support what was done because we need
to reach understandings. Nevertheless,
that is the way the Communists always
operate and the one sure protection
America has is military strength.

Yet the committee must recognize
pressures for funds for domestic needs,
must look at the sad state of the budget.
There are some areas that permit a cut
in expenditures—involvement in South-
east Asia, apparent improvement in
world atmosphere, reduction in cost of
the ABM system. This is helpful.

Members of the House can learn a
great deal about the problems of a de-
fense budget by studying the report. It
comprises 254 pages and it is very prob-
ably the most detailed and complete one
ever submitted on a defense appropria-
tion bill. It explains every aspect of de-
fense. It tells of the manner in which we
are seeking to obtain modernization, but
it does not spell out the contrast of
numbers of weapons—many of them
new and modern—between our forces
and Communist forces. When someone
tells you we have a tank as good as the
Russian tank, he is not giving you the
whole story unless he says the Russians
have three times as many as we. Those
are not very good odds to send American
boys up against.

The budget estimate was $79.6 billion.
The recommended appropriation is $74.6
billion, a $5 billion reduction. It is $1.8
billion higher than last year’s bill. A very
big part of cost increases in the Depart-
ment of Defense is personnel. We have
the most highly paid personnel, civilian
and military, in the world. Over 60 per-
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cent of each defense dollar is for pay of
people in the U.S. military. This is double
the amount for the Soviets. Consequent-
ly they get more weapons, more modern-
ization, and the scale is tilting rapidly in
their favor in modernized weapons capa-
bility. In addition, by cutting force levels
we are taking unilateral disarmament.
This bill cuts force levels.

Cost of retired military personnel is
up roughly one-half billion dollars. This
will continue to increase. O. & M. is up
one-half billion dollars. This is primarily
personnel and it will be noted that the
committee cut this item nearly two-
thirds billion dollars below the budget.
Procurement, which is new weapons and
modernization, is up one-half billion dol-
lars, but it is $2.8 billion below the
budget. Research and development,
which means new and improved weapons
for tomorrow, is up one-third billion
dollars, b1t it is $900 million below the
budget. These are not optimistic figures.
And, of course, most of the problem is
the fact that manpower costs ‘associated
with all aspects of the U.S. defense pro-
gram are going right through the ceiling
and they will not get better.

I am told by defense officials that the
committee has cut too deeply into per-
sonnel funds. The committee has made
estimates of short falls in strength and
has cut appropriations accordingly. The
services insist the cuts are too severe and
they will cause serious funding prob-
lems. The committee attitude seems to
be to let the matter go to the Senate for
adjustment. I do not think this is proper.
The time is short for reconsideration
but we should make certain of our facts
and make corrections if they are needed.

Now, before I talk about specific items
in the defense program, let me discuss
the civilianization of kitchen police. This
program has been in progress for several
years in the Navy and in the Air Force.
It was done without specific committee
approval. The committee noted it but
took no action to stop it. Quite obvious-
ly the soldiers want the same benefits
that sailors and airmen have, so the
Army has been under pressure to elimi-
nate KP duties. The Army began the
program of civilianization on a modest
scale and now seeks to complete it. The
committee has looked at the cost figures
and proposes to require all the military
services to return to KP duty. This truly
would cause an uproar.

Kitchen police duty, as some people
here know, is an onerous task. Nobody
likes it. In the old days, enlisted men
simply had to do it. Now we live in a
different age. They object to such re-
quirements and the Department of De-
fense feels that in today’s more modern
and more sophisticated military services,
men should be permitted to specialize
and to train rather than be required to
do KP. The services feel so strongls
that civilianization of KP is essential to
a modern, all-volunteer force that they
have even offered to take cuts in other
activities in order to continue civiliani-
zation. In other words, they will take
the cost out of their hides.

So I will offer an amendment to the de-
fense appropriation bill to permit civil-
ianization of KP duties. The amendment
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will not provide additional money for
that purpose—repeat, will not provide
additional money. The amendment will
give the military service the alternative
of submitting reprograming proposals to
Congress. By this procedure, civilianiza-
tion of KP can be carried forward if the
services are willing to drop other activi-
ties of comparable cost. This the services
have indicated to me they are willing to
do. I do not think it be feasible to offer
an amendment to provide additional
funds to the bill in view of the present
tight budget situation.

The amendment which I shall offer is
as follows:

On page 48 of the bill, at line 9, in Sec.
735, delete “$650,000,000” and insert in lieu
thereof *“750,000,000”, and at line 20 change
the period to a colon (:) and insert the fol-
lowing:

“Provided further, That not less than $92,-
950,000 of the authority granted in this sec-
tion shall be avallable only for the
Civilianization of Kitchen Police program of
the Department of Defense.”

Section 735 of the bill gives transfer
authority to the Secretary of Defense.
Last year the amount of such authority
was $750,000,000. This year the bill, as
reported, would have reduced the
amount of transfer authority to $650,-
000,000. By adding $100,000,000 of trans-
fer authority, I restore the total amount
to that carried in the bill last year and
I provide more than enough for the $92,-
950,000 requested for civilianization of
the KP program servicewide.

The second section of the amendment
spells out specifically the authority for
eivilianization of KP to continue.

This procedure will insure civilianiza-
tion if the services so desire, but at no
additional cost to the taxpayer.

I think it well to bear in mind that
the civilians who fill the jobs we will pro-
vide are from the lowest level of employ-
ment skills. They are the people in whose
ranks are found the highest percentage
of unemployed. Many of them were on
welfare. In this program they can be
given jobs, they can receive training, they
can begin to build hopes for a better
future. It has been stated that elimina-
tion of civilian KP would cause approxi-
mately 70 small business firms to go out
of business. All of these are considera-
tions which should not be disregarded.
And it will cost less money to do KP by
contract. Assuming, of course, that the
number of military personnel is not
greater than those needed for actual
military duties.

Now let me talk about specific pro-
grams. We realize that all is not well in
the Department of Defense. Programs
such as the Cheyenne combat helicopter
run up the cost of defense and hurt the
credibility of the services. The decision
to drop the Cheyenne after spending $450
million was not an easy one and while
it is highly regrettable so much money
was spent on a busted program, we must
give credit for courage to face up to the
problem rather than attempting to go
through with it. The Cheyenne was de-
signed for more effective utilization of
battlefield airspace. The Army wanted a
faster attack helicopter with more fire-
power than the Cobra. Unfortunately de-
lays caused by technical problems and
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resultant cost escalations jumped the
price of the Cheyenne to $4 million per
copy. The Army simply decided it should
seek a smaller, more agile, less costly
helicopter to perform its firepower re-
quirements. It wants to get started on
the new program. It needs a chopper
with capabilities beyond those of the
Cobra, with built-in effectiveness against
tanks and other point fargets at ranges
of up to 3,000 meters and with night
vision.

Survival on the battlefield is the name
of the game and we know that the Soviets
do not spare the horses when it comes to
developing weapons for more effective
utilization of the battlefield. We have
learned a lot about this in Indochina. I
think we should have provided more
money for advanced attack helicopters.

The committee is postponing its deci-
sion on the F-14. We are funding the pro-
gram according to the budget request. I
do not quarrel with this. A decision is go-
ing to have to be made on the F-14 prob-
lem but the problem is not really ours.
The Department of Defense is the one
to decide whether to hold Grumman to a
contract which probably will bankrupt
the company. We need the aircraft be-
cause we need modern planes. The F-4,
the best we have, has been in inventory
more than a decade. The Soviets have
developed several advanced attack air-
craft in that time period. I think we are
doing the right thing in financing the
F-14 buy. We need the advanced ver-
sion of this aircraft even more than we
need the initial version. If there are
changes in the contract this point
should be emphasized.

The committee may have made a mis-
take in withholding part of the funds for
the F-15. Apparently this has been a
virtually trouble free advanced aircraft.
The Air Force is subjected to the same
problems of lack of modernization which
disturb the Navy. We know they are go-
ing to need the aircraft. The committee
has decided to postpone a part of this
vear’s buy without prejudice. If they
must be bought anyway, there really is
no point in postponing the buy except to
make this year's budget look a little
better.

One item which has been particularly
disturbing to me through the years has
been the lack of progress we have made
in meeting the cruise missile threat. The
Soviets developed the cruise missile ca-
pability more than a decade ago. We have
seen its effectiveness capably demon-
strated. We know it is a formidable
weapon but the sad fact is we have done
almost nothing about it. We have neither
an effective defense nor an effective
cruise missile of our own. This is one of
the truly weak points in today’s defense
program,

We are continuing to build one ABM
site under the SALT talks agreement. We
could have two. The second, which is the
National Capital site, has been rejected
in the authorization process. I do not
quarrel with that deeision. I do not think
it would be of great value. Nor do I think
the one ABM site which is under con-
struetion will be of much value. It will
give us the expertise and permit us to
continue and program for possible im-
provement and expansion in the future
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and that is about all. The Soviets have
developed an extensive ABM program
for the protection of Moscow and its en-
vironment. They have an obsession for
the protection of Moscow. This has been
true throughout their history. This they
have accomplished. If we were to start a
similar protection for our National Cap-
ital, it would be at least 5 years in the
making and of doubtful value because
of the threat from ballistic-missile-fir-
ing submarines.

We are still playing games in tank de-
velopment. After wasting 10 years and
a lot of money trying to build a main bat-
tle tank in a joint program with the
Germans we have scrapped that pro-
gram and now we are trying to pick up
the pieces and improve on what we al-
ready have. This is another area where
the Department of Defense has definitely
not distinguished itself.

I would like to stress, as I have done
before, the need for both Congress and
Government agencies to push weapons
sales abread. Many of our weapons are
too expensive or too complex for the
needs of other nations but not all of
them. There is a rich and for us largely
untapped market in these sales which
other nations exploit for the betterment
of their industries and their workmen.
France has built a tremendous foreign
weapons sales program largely in coun-
tries that sought to buy from us and for
one reason or another were not able to
do so. The opportunity remains but stum-
bling blocks imposed by Congress, the
State Department, and even the Depart-
ment of Defense will have to be removed.

We must begin to face up to the prob-
lem of maintaining strength levels par-
ticularly in Reserve components. The
threat of draft calls sent many young
men into Reserve components and into
some in the active services. That pres-
sure is off to a very great extent. The
strength 1levels in the Reserves are
dropping quite rapidly. It will be neces-
sary to build more charisma into Reserve
programs and very probably necessary
to increase financial benefits. The time
to face up to this problem is now. Next
year will find many of the units at
strength levels too low for effective
training.

The fact that I have been ecritical
should not be taken to mean that I am
completely unhappy with the defense
program and this bill. As I stated earlier,
I think this is the best bill we could get in
view of the attitude of Congress toward
defense expenses and the pressure for in-
creased spending for domestic programs.
The services do have new weapons sys-
tems, many of them. They represent
some very important improvements and
these are essential for there is no other
way to bridge the gap of Communist su-
periority of numbers in weapons and
manpower. Both the Communists and
ourselves are testing new weapons in
Indochina. This has been an important
proving ground for both. There are many
very dedicated personnel both military
and civilian who are striving to give
America a better defense. They are not
the ones whose names make the head-
lines. Headlines are usually reserved for
those who stumble or make mistakes
somewhere along the way. There should
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be appreciation for those who constantly
work for and produce improvements in
defense. This is an essential service. We
are not out of the woods on national se-
curity even though the international at-
mosphere has improved a little. The
Soviets are continuing to press for ad-
vantages all over the world and with
them everything is a team effort. Mer-
chant marine, Navy, diplomatic corps,
businessmen, everything is coordinated
for the advancement of the Communist
dream. By contrast we have never quite
been able to put it all together in this
country except in an all-out war. Too
often we pull each other apart instead of
pulling together. This carries a danger-
ous portent for the future. In today’s bill
we seek to keep America’s defense strong
enough to insure the survival of our
country but at minimum cost levels. Let
us hope the cost levels are not too low.

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

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Has the committee ever
gone into the question of comparative
costs as between the Soviets and the
United States for identical facilities?
For example, the Soviets have missile
destroyers. The United States is build-
ing the DD-963 which I assume is a com-
parable vessel. Has the committee gone
into the question as to the difference in
cost?

Mr. SIKES. Insofar as the committee
can with the knowledge we have of the
Soviet weapons systems—the charac-
teristics of their weapons are not as well
advertised as ours so it is not easy to
know what they are building into their
weapons systems—but insofar as we can
we have contrasted the costs. As I said
a few moments ago, by virtue of the fact
that the Soviet’s people costs are so much
lower than ours, they are able to get
about twice as much in new equipment
for weapons dollars as we can get,

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

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the gen-
tleman from Florida on his excellent
analysis of this legislation. And I com-
pliment him on his proposed amendment
to permit civilianization of KP duties to
continue if found to be fiscally a savings.
The amendment would not provide addi-
tional money for that purpose, but would
give the military services the alterna-
tive of submitting reprograming pro-
posals to Congress if they would be dol-
lar saving. By the procedure of dropping
other activities of comparable cost the
proposed Sikes amendment increases the
amount of money that can be trans-
ferred under transfer authority in order
to take care of this item, but does not in-
crease the amount of money in the bill,

At a time when we are seeking to have
our military men volunteer 100 percent
or as near as possible to that degree, it is
essential that we pursue every possible
helpful course toward this end, provid-
ing the cost to the Government is not
excessive. Since in this instance evidence
indicates that the cost would actually be
less, it makes good sense to allow the
services to pursue that course, not only
for cost savings, but also for increasing
i,he attractiveness of the military serv-
ce.
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Studies indicate that experience has
shown a saving where civilianization of
KP programs has been undertaken. For
instance, a study was made at Fort Hood,
Tex., showing that to do the same work
the cost of military KP's was $5,726,500,
while to do the same work by civilians
the figure reached was $2,288,000, bring-
ing about a savings of $3,438,500 by using
the civilian route.

Approximately 10,000 civilians, large-
ly from low-income and minority group
communities, have already been hired
for these nonmilitary jobs and will lose
their employment unless the program is
continued.

The House Armed Services Committee
Subcommittee on Recruiting and Reten-
tion has vigorously endorsed the civil-
ianization effort with the following com-
ment:

The hiring of civillan personnel for such
tasks as housekeeping, groundkeeping, and
KP has improved the life of junior enlisted
personnel who were previously required to
perform these functions. The removal of this
irritant has enabled the services to utilize
the time saved for required military train-
ing. We have been assured that the services
will not increase the numbers of civilians
hired for these purposes to the extent that
it creates a situation wherein military per-
sonnel will be unable or unwilling to per-
form these functions in the field.

Since civilianization of KP functions
has been a strong positive factor in mili-
tary morale, and has saved money for the
Government, and provides employment
for people who would have great diffi-
culty in finding employment otherwise,
I strongly hope that the Sikes amend-
ment will be approved.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. RHODES).

COST OF DEFENSE

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, this is
the most important appropriation bill
which we ever consider in any given
year. This year is certainly no exception.
It is an extremely important bill. As the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
full committee, the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas, said, “This is the larg-
est stggle bill ever brought before this

However, I think it is fair to point out
the fact that this is not the most money
we have ever projected to spend for de-
fense in any fiscal year. During World
War II there were two separate bills
voted on by the House and the Senate,
one for each of the two departments then
in existence. Therefore, the funds which
were actually appropriated in World
War II exceeded the magnitude of this
bill, but the statement is certainly cor-
rect that this is the largest single bill.

Also, during the height of the Vietnam
war, there were, of course, huge appro-
priation bills for the military, but there
was a deliberate policy on the part of the
Pentagon to underestimate the cost of
the Southeast Asian war during those
days, which resulted in the appropriation
bill for Vietnam not being as large as
this one is. However, when we consider
the amounts of the funds which were
later appropriated in those years as a
result of supplemental bills, they, of
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course, were close to the amount of this
bill.

The gentleman from Ohio, I think, did
an outstanding job in pointing out sev-
eral facts about this bill and the reason
that it appears to be rather large. One
of course is the high cost of hiring and
keeping personnel. We are working to-
ward an all-volunteer armed service and.
when we do that, we naturally try to
make the Armed Forces as attractive as
we possibly can so the young men of this
country will look upon the armed services
as a worthy career and will enlist in the
services and stay in them for the allotted
time which would be required before
they would be eligible for retirement. It
is very expensive to do this. We have to
offer higher pay, as has been mentioned
by the other members of the committee.
We have to have better living conditions,
and have to give the serviceman an in-
teresting job which presents a challenge
to his intellect. And, yes, we have to have
less “Mickey Mouse” involved as far as
the individual soldier is concerned.

HOUSEKEEPING CHORES

However, I do not intend to support
my good friend, the gentleman from
Florida, in the amendment he will offer
tomorrow. I choose not to support it for
a number of reasons. One is the budget
deficit, which is rather large.

To me, $300 million to go into a civil-
ianized KP program at such a time really
is not necessary nor desirable. Further-
more, I do not believe that serving on
KP has ever hurt a soldier—at least none
that I know of. It certainly did not hurt
this former soldier when he was on ac-
tive duty. Also, to me this is just not
the time nor the place to do away with
the necessity of the armed services to
be self-supporting. Certainly the fact
that we do not provide combat units
with civilian KP’s is interesting. It in-
dicates there is a need in the combat
unit for the skills which are required to
operate the kitchens of such units, and
the KP duties required to keep them
clean.

I just wonder where we intend to
train people to go into combat units for
kitchen duty if we do not do it while they
are in garrison duty.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Is there any particular
reason why housekeeping chores, as
they are called, whether KP or clean-
up details, should be considered beneath
the dignity of members of the Armed
Forces?

Mr. RHODES. None that I can under-
stand. As a matter of fact I certainly
think these duties are not beneath their
dignity. They were not considered so
in the past.

Mr. WYMAN., If the gentleman will
vield further, if a serviceman has these
types of details assigned for 30 days
during the year, then the detail would
not involve more than 2 or 3 days a
month, would it?

Mr. RHODES. Certainly it would not.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?
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Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. I want to be sure that we
have the facts on this matter of EKP.
It is a stated policy that the services
will continue kitchen police require-
ments for basic trainees and for field as-
signments. You do not carry a contract
crew around while you are out in the
field. I am told that the requirements
for KP duty are about 4 days a month,
not 2 or 3.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
for his great contribution.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield to me further?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. The gentleman has
spoken, as did the gentleman from Ohio,
about this large appropriation bill. In
terms of dollars, is not the present ap-
propriation bill the lowest level of con-
stant dollar spending that has been pro-
posed for defense since 19517

Mr. RHODES. The gentleman is cor-
rect. The gentleman from Ohio pointed
out the fact that if we were to buy just
the same goods and services for fiscal
1973 that we had for fiscal 1972, we would
have to increase the bill by $3.8 billion
over the expenditures of fiscal 1972, so
that actually this is a $2 billion cut. When
you compare the constant dollars of this
bill with the bill for 1964, which was the
year before the huge increase for the
Vietnam war, this is a smaller bill than
that one. So this is not a large bill

Mr. HICKS of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. HICKS of Washington. The gen-
tleman was speaking about when he
served and was doing KP. I was wonder-
ing what was his rate of pay at that time.

Mr. RHODES. My rate of pay at that
time as an ROTC Cadet was so small,
I do not think it is even worth mention-
ing. It would be de minimis.

Mr. HICKS of Washington. It would
seem to me that maybe the pay that the
gentleman was getting was about what
it was worth to do that KP, but we are
paying these fellows quite a bit more
these days.

Mr. RHODES. Well, I think the gen-
tleman from Washington would have to
agree with me, however, that if we hire
civilians to do this work, it is going to
cost us more in comparable figures, be-
cause a civilian can only work 8 hours a
day. It will cost about $13,000 a year to
hire civilians to do the same amount of
work that we can get a soldier to do for
$5,500 a year.

Mr. HICKS of Washington. Is that
what we are putting out on a cost basis?

Mr. RHODES. That is one of the fac-
tors that I think most people should con-
sider. I think the taxpayers will con-
sider it, and I hope the voters in your
district and mine will consider it when
they decide what to do with us in No-
vember.

Mr. HICKS of Washington. I would
agree with the gentleman, but I have
been led to believe that the cost ratio
went the other way. Are the gentleman’s
figures as given accurate?
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Mr. RHODES. The gentleman’s fig-
ures are accurate.

Mr. HICKS of Washington. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN, The gentleman's ques-
tion presupposes that those who are in
the military are so busy and so preoc-
cupied with their duties in a peacetime
military posture that they absolutely
cannot be taken from their military
duties to perform KP. I submit that that
is not a realistic position as it applies to
peacetime military life.

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

Mr. RHODES, I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. MINSHALL. I should like to point
out that if the gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. Hicks) would just look in the
middle of page 28 of the committer’s re-
port the comparative costs of civilian vis-
a-vis military personnel are summarized.

ALL VOLUNTEER FORCE

Mr. RHODES. I should like to go on, if
I may, and suggest some of thz difficul-
ties in an all-volunteer armed service. I
think probably we can with great pa-
tience and with the expenditure of great
sums get enough people for an all-vol-
unteer Army, Air Force, and Navy.

The main problem is going to be the
procuring of professional help; doctors,
dentists, and the like. I suggest to this
committee that this problem has certain-
ly not been solved as yet. I am told by
the people who are most knowledgeable
in the military that there is no solution
yet in sight. So the beautiful Utopian
idea of an all-volunteer armed service
may not be possible of achievement ir
all categories of endeavor.

So far as the Navy is concerned, it is
necessary, of course, for there to be some
time provided for a man who serves on
a ship to spend with his family. One of
the reasons why it is expensive to get an
all-volunteer Navy is because of the
necessity of rotating their duty from
time to time. One of the steps which has
been taken, which I believe may bear
some fruit, is providing home stations for
Navy people overseas. This, we hope, will
provide the Navy man with a means of
spending more time with his family than
he now can, therefore, to improve his
morale and hopefully to improve his de-
sire to stay in the Navy for a career.

The future of the armed services in
peacetime I believe is rather important
to contemplate. One of the more im-
portant things which Secretary Laird
has done is to declare that the organized
Reserves and the National Guard will be
treated as actual members of the armed
services. The old idea was that when we
needed more manpower in the armed
services, we drafted more people and
brought them in as draftees. That is not
the present idea in the Pentagon. The
idea is that we will train the Reserve
echelons as thoroughly as possible, will
provide them with the best equipment
we can get for them, and will bring them
to the highest state of readiness in
which we possibly can mairtain them. If
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indeed it is necessary for us to augment
any portion of the armed services at any
time, the present plans are to do this by
calling to active duty the members of
the National Guard, the Air National
Guard or of the Reserve echelons of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force.
WORLDWIDE THREAT

Now let us consider the worldwide
threat. What we are arming against, ac-
tually? Of course, I believe the first
thing one thinks of is the threat in the
Middle East.

Little Israel is doing its very best to
maintain its position as a nation, and
we are doing our very best to help Israel
maintain that position. One of the rea-
sons why she has been successful in
maintaining that position, other than
her own gallantry and the fact that we
have been selling her war materiel is
the presence of the 6th Fleet in the
Mediterranean. This is a very powerful
fighting force made up of at least two
aircraft carriers and supporting ships for
aircraft carrier flotillas.

Not too many months ago there were
rumblings of a war in the Middle East.
In fact, there were Syrian tanks which
were heading toward the border of Jor-
dan with the apparent purpose of cross-
ing that border and possibly overturning
the regime in Jordan and setting up the
Palestinian refugee regime as the ruling
power in Jordan. The .nere fact that the
6th Fleet was there left no doubt in the
mind of anybody that if it were neces-
sary to do so, the 6th Fleet could trans-
port Marines into Jordan to stabilize
that situation. The airplanes of the 6th
Fleet were ready, willing, and able to do
whatever was necessary to maintain air
superiority in that part of the world,
and I believe that is one of the main
reasons why Jordan has been able to re-
main viable, and we have been able to
keep the eastern flank of Israel from
being exposed.

So in the 6th Fleet area we certainly
have in the future a very definite need
for more and more support. I think it is
important to note in this bill we provide
one more nuclear aircraft carrier to go
with the Nimitz and the Eisenhower,
which hopefully will be sailing the seven
seas of the world before too many more
months have elapsed.

Also a part of the threat to this Nation
comes from the Pacific area and South-
east Asia. I do not think I need to dwell
on Southeast Asia other than to say that
since we last considered this bill the
winding down of our effort in Southeast
Asia has kept on a pace. We are in the
process now of removing the last of the
ground troops in southeast Asia. Hope-
fully we will be able to look forward to
some kind of a stable peace there before
too long.

However, on the borders of China and
Siberia we have another trouble spot
brewing. It is not a new one, but it is
being aggravated since the last time
that we presented this bill. Those of you
who read the papers recently are aware
of the fact that three new mechanized
Soviet divisions have been deployed on
the border of China.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.
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Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. RHODES. Nobody really knows
what the outcome of the bellicose atti-
tude of Soviet Russia toward China will
be, but there is very little doubt that the
decision as to whether to “go” or not will
be made very soon by the U.S.8.R.

The aim of this Nation, of course, is
to maintain stability in that part of the
world. We certainly cannot maintain
that type of stability if we cut the de-
fense budgets any more than this one is
cut. This budget is barely adequate, if it
is adequate.

Certainly hearing people talk about
cutting the defense budget $30 billion
frightens me. If such cuts were to be
made, we would not be able to fulfill the
aims which we have for stability around
the world. With such a cut in our Armed
Forces, we would find ourselves in a posi-
tion of isolation, because we could not
fulfill our responsibilities abroad. We
would not be able to defend ourselves in
any way except to withdraw to what we
call fortress America and hope that that
fortress can be held. That would be the
most foolish thing that this Congress
can contemplate. I trust we will not, and
the American people will continue to
insist on armed forces which can deter
or defeat any enemy.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HoSMER).

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, the
committee had denied the funds re-
quested to continue the development of
the airframe for the Air Force's medium
short takeoff and landing aircraft at
this time.

Since the release of the Committee on
Appropriations report on September 11,
1972, information has been made avail-
able to me which leads me to believe
that there has been a lack of communi-
cations between the Air Force and the
Appropriations Committee which has
led to a misunderstanding of the Air
Force’s position on the program. Fur-
ther, from its remarks found at page
225 I do not believe the committee has
been aware of the indepth studies con-
ducted by the Air Force over the past
few months covering the specific issues
the committee has cited in its report as
reasons for denying the program.

The Air Force has advised me that in
accordance with the instructions issued
by the committee last year, the program
is now structured so as to meet the true
competitive interest of the Congress.
There will be two airframe manufac-
tures selected. Each will build two pro-
totype aireraft.

Originally the Air Force testified that
it needed a new engine for the AMST
prototype. Upon completing the source
selection, it was determined that exist-
ing engines would suffice for both the
prototype and production airplanes.
Therefore, according to the Air Force
an immediate decision to proceed with a
new engine need not be addressed for as
long as 2 years after the start of the
prototype program. This delay still pro-
vides sufficient time to develop a new
engine for the production aircraft.

Chairman, will
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To preserve the new engine option, the
Air Force will use existing engines on
the prototypes which will directly simu-
late the thrust and by-pass ratios of
proposed new engines. However, the
largest technical unknowns of the pro-
gram are associated with the perform-
ance of the STOL lifting concept, not
the engine development. Since the pro-
totype airframe can be tested with
existing engines, I support the immedi-
ate initiation of airframe testing to ad-
dress the true technical unknowns and
defer the engine decision for a later
time. Judging the immediate mood of
this body I do not intend to offer an
amendment to this end but I trust that
should the other body, in its infinite
wisdom, restore AMST funding when it
later takes action on the Defense Ap-
propriation bill, that this body will then
concur in the action. It would well serve
the defense of this Nation to do so.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. ADDABEO) .

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr., Chairman, I rise
in general support of H.R. 16593 and to
announce that I plan to offer an amend-
ment to the bill to terminate the involve-
ment of U.S. troops in Indochina within
4 months pending the release of Ameri-
can prisoners and an accounting for
those missing in action.

I would like to commend the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee (Mr.
Manon) and the members of the commit-
tee and the -Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee for their tireless work on this
bill. The staff is also to be commended for
doing a yeoman’s job in preparing the
detailed report of the committee and in
their aid to the committee and often
working against a handicap of 30 Penta-
gon advisers to one staff.

While I do not agree with all the deci-
sions made with respect to military
spending under this legislation, I can
take satisfaction in knowing that our
committee had adopted my amendment
to cut $51 million from the antiballistic
missile NCA program and that the com-
mittee has prepared a bill which contains
some net reduction in proposed Depart-
ment of Defense spending of more than
$4.2 billion from the budget estimates for
this Department.

Mr. Chairman, I am most interested in
seeing that the Congress express itself in
definite terms concerning the continuing
role of our troops in Vietnam. For that
reason I plan to offer an amendment to
H.R. 16593 which would set a date for the
complete withdrawal of our forces from
Indochina.

My amendment would terminate U.S.
troop involvement in Indochina within
4 months, conditioned upon the release
of all American prisoners and a full ac-
counting of the missing in action. The
amendment is similar to one adopted by
the other body as part of the military
procurement bill.

When we debate the amendment, I
urge every Member of the House to keep
in mind the frustration and futility of
our past actions in Vietnam and the bal-
ance of Indochina. I ask every Member
of the House to rethink the Vietnam
problem and consult his conscience. I ask
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every Member of the House to remember
that it is the stated foreign policy of our
country to end the Vietnam war as soon
as possible. I ask every Member of the
House to consider how we can explain to
our constituents the continuation of this
tragic war in the face of repeated prom-
ises by our Nation's leaders that the war
would be ended long before this time.

I ask every Member of the House to
consider the lateness of the hour in terms
of lives lost and the opportunity for con-
gressional action to end the war. We have
voted on various so-called end-the-war
amendments before. Some votes have
been closer than others. Each year more
and more Members vote to bring the con-
flict to an end. This may be the last
chance for this Congress to speak out and
take affirmative action. Promises have
not ended the war. Party platform planks
have not ended the war. Congress can do
it by voting for my amendment to bring
all troops home within 4 months if our
prisoners are released and our missing in
action fully accounted for.

I ask every Member of the House to
consider the consequences if we fail to
act. The loss of one more life—be it
American or Vietnamese—cannot be
justified. We have already served what-
ever purpose our presence in Vietnam
was to accomplish. We have met what-
ever commitment was given. We have
achieved whatever the policy of “Viet-
namization” was to have achieved. We
must now get our prisoners back and
achieving that, there can be no logical,
legal, selfish, moral or any other rea-
son for staying in Indochina.

The testimony before our subcommit-
tee as to the bombing and when the
South Vietnamese would take over the
air war was, anywhere from 1 to 5 years,
More bombs have been dropped than in
World War II and Korea combined.

Now we have smart bombs but it is as
stupid and unending and uneffective in
ending this war as before.

How can you hope to have a total vol-
unteer army when they know they are to
serve in an unending and unwanted war.

Progress in Vietnam now appears in
reverse. Our position was to establish free
elections. Now President Thieu takes
away free elections in the provinces.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would
reestablish as national policy the termi-
nation of all U.S. military operations in
Indochina at the earliest practicable
date, and would allow the prompt with-
drawal of our military forces at an or-
derly rate by a date certain, subject to
the release of all American prisoners of
war and a full accounting for Americans
missing in action.

Passage of the amendment by the com-
mittee would provide the House of Rep-
resentatives an opportunity to join with
the Senate to provide congressional ini-
tiative to end the engagement and re-
turn our military forces and prisoners to
their homes by early next year.

A date must be set by Congress to end
the engagement and effect the with-
drawal of U.S. forces from Indochina.
Certainly, if those actions can be taken
sooner we would all rejoice for even 1
month is too long a deadline. If no dead-
line is set by Congress, we have seen how
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long withdrawal can be protracted. I
would hope, therefore, that all Members
will support the amendment I shall offer.

Mr. Chairman my amendment reads
as follows:

On page 52, after line 8, insert a new sec-
tion as follows:

“Spc. T45. None of the funds in this Act
for United States forces with respect to mili-
tary actions in Indochina may be used ex-
cept for the withdrawal within four months
after the date of the enactment of this Act
of all United States ground, naval, and air
forces from Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia:
Provided, That there 15 a release within the
four-month period of all Americans held as
prisoners of war by the Government of North
Vietnam and all forces allied with that Gov-
ernment: Provided further, That such with-
drawals shall not be completed until there
has been an accounting for United States
servicemen missing in action by the Gov-
ernment of North Vietnam or any govern-
ment allied therewith.”

Mr. RHODES, Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. Davis) .

Mr., DAVIS of Wisconsin., Mr. Chair-
man, I think that every member of this
subcommittee feels that he does have one
of the most challenging assignments that
could come to any Member of this House.
It is a challenge primarily because of the
great responsibility that it does entail to
attempt to pass judgment on the number
of dollars that we need to spend for the
defense of this country.

In many of the programs for which we
make appropriations, we can look to
other sources of assistance at other levels
of government to help to implement them
financially, but as we sit on this subcom-
mittee, we know that this is the sole
source of funding for the defense of this
country. We know, too, that if we do not
provide the funds for the defense of this
country, there is no one else that is going
to do so.

We know too that we could be consid-
ered as presumptuous to attempt to pass
as experts on defense requirements, but
in these lengthy deliberations which take
place each year we do attempt to balance
the demands which admittedly some-
times seem overwhelming on the part of
those who present the requests of funds
to us, and we need to balance that against
the risk of failing to meet the legitimate
requirements. If in many instances we do
agree with what the Department of De-
fense experts tell us are the requirements,
we are frequently accused of being rub-
ber stamps for the Pentagon. If we dis-
agree, if we do not provide the funds,
then we find ourselves beseiged and be-
leaguered by those in and out of uniform
from the Pentagon and from other peo-
ple throughout the country who insist
that we have gutted our national defense.

So it is a matter where men of judg-
ment, men of concern for the defense
of this country, men of concern for those
who must provide this money, attempt
to arrive at these decisions, and I sub-
mit that this bill, while I suspect that
no one of the 11 Members agrees with
everything in it, is a bill which meets
the responsibility which has been given
to this subcommittee.

This is a huge bill in terms of dol-
lars. Our distinguished chairman told
us that this is the largest defense bill
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in our history. But inflation has taken
its toll in paying for our defense, as it
has in paying for everything that the
Government buys and everything that
the individual buys. So it is a valid state-
ment that has been made that in terms
of constant dollars this has the least
real purchasing power for the defense
of this country of any in the past 20
years.

Those who are critical of the number
of dollars involved need to keep in mind,
too, that between 55 and 56 cents out of
every dollar in this bill will go to pay
personnel costs, and that of course
means a proportionately less amount
that is available for the actual hard-
ware of defense.

So this is true. These personnel costs
are so proportionately high, even though
the number of bodies, the number of
people in uniform and in civilian em-
ployment by the Defense Department
is substantially less. Our report, if you
will take the time to read it, points out
that the average cost of keeping a man
in uniform has more than doubled in
the past few years.

We have all supported substantial in-
creases in the pay, particularly of those
in the lower pay grades, but including all
levels and grades and pay rates in the
armed services these past 4 years.

Now in the days of lower pay—and I
listened to the colloquy that took place
between the gentleman from Washing-
ton and my fellow committee colleague,
the gentleman from Arizona—but during
these days we, as a Congress, have pretty
much closed our eyes to the fact that
people were being promoted—more of
them, and at a much more rapid rate. We
sort of justified this on the grounds—
well, their pay was so low in this lower
grade that it was not too bad a thing if
we let them be promoted rapidly so that
they could be entitled to more pay. But
now, there is no excuse for this. People
in all pay grades have substantially in-
creased pay, and so it is now, that our
report does in some detail indicate what
has happened in this area of what is gen-
erally referred to as the grade creep—
not only at the enlisted level where we
find the average pay rate or the average
pay grade among the enlisted men to
be constantly going up and up, with more
of the men and women in the higher en-
listed pay scales—and less and less in
the lower ones.

But I think what we need to be con-
cerned about too is that this grade creep
does not only apply in the enlisted
grades—it has been going on primarily
through what I consider to be the abuse
of the temporary promotion program
among the higher ranking officers of the
service as well.

This year, and for the past 2 years in
our committee report we have attempted
to insist that the Department of Defense
itself come up with some kind of a pro-
gram to assure us that the number of
high ranking officers would not continue
to go up and up while the total number
of officers and the total personnel, of-
ficers and enlisted men, have continued
to go down and down for the last several
Yyears.

I find it shocking to find more high
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ranking officers in the services today
than we had at the height of World War
II when we had about five times as many
people in the uniformed services of this
country.

I would call your attention to the addi-
tional views, which you will find near the
end of this report, in which I express my
support of what the commitiee report
says. But I have indicated, too, that I
could find no evidence that the Depart-
ment of Defense in the past 2 years had
paid one whit of attention fo what
our committee had said about this con-
stant creep, particularly among the
higher ranking officers of the services.

Oh, they attempt to justify it on the
basis of the greater sophistication of the
weapons and the necessity for more of
these skills. But, I suggest, inasmuch as
we substantially increased the pay, we
have a right to expect a greater skill
level in all officer ranks, and all enlisted
men ranks, at all levels. We ought not be
expected to deal with the problem of
the greater group of these officers and
these enlisted men at the higher level
simply by giving them the privilege of
being promoted or advanced that much
more rapidly.

It was 19 years ago when this problem
was apparent that I did succeed in hav-
ing attached to the defense appropria-
tion bill what was known as the Davis
rider, which put some definite numerical
limitations on the number of officers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. This applied
only to officers of the rank of major or
lieutenant commander and above. I re-
member at that time that we had as
the public relations director over at the
Pentagon a man who is now a columnist
for one of our Washington newspapers,
and he reported that there were men
over in Korea that were turning their
backs to the walls and dying because the
Davis rider had prevented them from
getting their just promotion.

It did not apply to any enlisted man.
It did not apply to any officer of the
lower ranks at all. So now again there
appears to be this determination, by fair
means or foul, to prevent Congress from
exercising the kind of control in this
matter that needs to be exercised. It had
been my intention to offer as an amend-
ment tomorrow specific numerical limi-
tations on these higher ranking officers,
but during the course of our meeting
here today it has become apparent that
there are going to be a great many other
amendments that will be offered, so I
have decided that perhaps there might
be one more chance, perhaps they might
listen to this language that appears in
our committee report this year, and if
the legislative history we are making
here today lets them know that we do
mean business in this area. I for one
want to serve notice that if by the time
of the markup of this Defense appro-
priation bill next year, there has not been
either by the proper function of respon-
sibility by the Armed Services Committee
of this body or of the other body or if
the Defense Department itself has not
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given us through definitive action assur-
ance that this problem is being dealt
with—it needs to be dealt with—then I
shall no longer defer the bringing into
the committee or onto the floor, if it is
necessary, some definite limitation on the
number of high ranking officers in the
armed services. We cannot justify the
number that we have at the present time
in comparison to the lower ranking offi-
cers ani in comparison to the total num-
ber of enlisted personnel.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. YATES).

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I want to
pay my tribute to the chairman and to
the members of this committee who are
among the ablest in the House. Theirs is
a most difficult task. Year after year they
bring in a bill that reflects a great
amount of work as they seek to fashion a
good defense bill.

I want too, to pay my tribute to the
four professional staff members of the
House Committee on Appropriations,
four outstanding individuals who face
the best the Pentagon has to offer, four
against hundreds who work on this $80
billion budget. I want their names to be
emblazoned in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
with pride because I think they do a re-
markable job: Samuel R. Preston, Peter
J. Murphy, Jr., John Garrity, and Derek
J. Vander Schaaf, who have done a tre-
mendous job in helping this committee
formulate and draft this bill. There ought
to be more such staff members. Their
numbers should be greatly augmented
because their task is so formidable.

I do not agree with many of the con-
clusions the members and the staff ar-
rived at, but that is something we will
take up when the bill is read for amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to state why I
voted against the rule for consideration
of this bill. When the bill was in the com-
mittee I offered an amendment to the
motion that was being made by one of
the Members to authorize the chairman
to seek a rule. At that time I sought to
limit the request for a rule only to one
point of order, to the point of order that
might be made in connection with the
nonenactment of the authorizing bill. I
thought this was the only waiver that
would be justified in connection with the
appropriation bill. I think the appropria-
tion bills should stand on their own two
feet and not contain legislation and
therefore there is no need to obtain the
rule that would permit the waiver of
points of order. Inasmuch as the Rules
Committee gave a rule waiving all points
of order save one, I voted against the rule.

This bill has been described as the
most expensive military appropriation
bill in history. What a paradox that we
have a bill of this magnitude when the
administration has just negotiated the
SALT agreement that was supposed to
limit arms spending. I agree that per-
sonnel costs have gone up and have gone
up substantially, as was so well pointed
out by my colleague, the gentleman from
Ohlo (Mr. MiNsHALL) . Our Armed Forces
are the best paid in the world but these
are not the only costs. There are costs in
this budget besides the personnel costs
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which can be deleted. It is amazing that
the committee should have permitted
itself to become bogged down in the F-14
program after threatening for several
years to cancel it because of the misman-
agement and cost overruns and because
of the fact the contractor had not ad-
hered to his requirements under the
contract. -

But the F-14 program goes on, the
funds continue to be included in a pro-
gram that, according to some, provides
for the manufacture of a plane that is
not greatly better than our present F—4.

In addition, there is the C-5A pro-
gram. There is $100 million in this bill to
continue procurement of the C-5A, and
here, too, is an airplane that cannot pos-
sibly perform the job for which it was
originally intended. In fact, on April T,
1972, a report by the General Accounting
Office indicated that of 15 typical C-5A’s,
there was an average of 251 major and
minor deficiencies involving key com-
ponents like wheels and the landing gear.
Major structural weaknesses showed col-
lapsing landing gears, and wings re-
peatedly failed fatigue tests.

I have wondered, Mr. Chairman, why
it would not have been much simpler and
much less expensive to shift over to a
plane like the 747, a plane that costs $24
million in contrast to the C-5A which has
a purchase price in the neighborhood of
$61 million.

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. The gentleman under-
stands. The gentleman put that ques-
tion to me earlier, and I went to the
gentleman with a rather substantial
documentation as to why the 747 is in-
adequate for the purposes of the C-5A.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman was kind
enough to furnish me with a document
that indicated that the C-5A had a task
to do that the military thought could
not be performed by the 747—the so-
called roll-on and rolloff capacity of
the C-5A, and it is understandable why
that is possible when landing gears col-
lapse. But the C-5A’s duties can, for the
most part, be handled by the 747, which
is a much less expensive plane and can
perform, as I understand it, approxi-
mately 75 or 80 percent of the tasks that
the C-5A can perform.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, the bill
before us provides for the B-1 bomber,
provides for the LHA program, provides
for the ABM at Grand Forks; I question
very seriously whether this one installa-
tion will protect against an all-out sat-
uration attack, if such attack were ever
made, as we hope it will not be.

At any rate, there are hundreds of
millions of dollars in this bill that could
be deleted.

In addition to that, if the House, in
its wisdom, accepted the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. AppaBeo) additional hundreds of
millions of dollars could be saved.

Mr. Chairman, one last point: Tomor-
row I will offer an amendment in con-
nection with 713(c) of the bill in order
to reestablish in the Congress the pow-
er that has been given by it to the Pres-
ident of the United States. I believe that
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if the President calls up Reserve Forces,
as he may do if he declares a national
emergency, he ought to be required to
return to the Congress for its consent at
the expiration of 60 days.

Mr, MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr, STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I very much appreciate the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman, tomorrow the House
will vote on an amendment by the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Sixes)—the dis-
tinguished majority member of the de-
fense appropriation's subcommittee—to
continue the civilianization of nonmili-
tary duties. The amendment is necessi-
tated by a committee action totally elimi-
nating the item from the budget.

The amendment entails no additional
cost to the committee bill, since it merely
provides language allowing DOD to re-
program funds from other areas of the
budget. Let me assess the impact of this
amendment:

First. Forty-five thousand lower rank-
ing enlisted men are currently engaged
in these nonmilitary duties every day.
The committee action will add thousands
more to these nonessential details.

Second. The Air Force has already
civilianized 99 percent of its KP function,
the Navy 60 percent, and the Army 46
percent. Failure to go forward will result
in severe discrimination among the serv-
ices, and total elimination of civilianiza-
tion will have a disastrous impact upon
the morale of those junior enlisted men
reassigned to these duties.

Third. Ten thousand civilians—largely
from low income and minority group
communities—have already been hired
through this program, and will be thrown
out of work unless the amendment is
approved.

Fourth. Under the amendment, GI's
will still perform KP in basic training
and in the field, thereby gaining what-
ever benefit might be derived from the
experience.

Fifth. The House Armed Services Com-
mittee, subcommittee on recruiting and
retention has strongly endorsed the very
item which the Appropriations Commit-
tee has chosen to delete:

The hiring of civilian personnel for such
tasks as housekeeping, groundskeeping, and
KP has improved the life of junior enlisted
personnel who were previously required to
perform these functions. The removal of this
irritant has enabled the services to utilize
the time saved for required military training.
We have been assured that the services will
not increase the numbers of civilians hired
for these purposes to the extent that it
creates a situation wherein military person-
nel will be unable or unwilling to perform
these functions in the field.

Mr. Chairman, I have tried to make a
thorough review of the hearings before
the Appropriations Committee, and con-
sent has been given to include this ma-
terial at the conclusion of my remarks.

In view of the compelling considera-
tions supporting the program—and the
unanimity of Army, Navy, Air Force, and
Marine Corps witnesses—I expected the
Appropriations Committee report to pro-
vide a substantial explanation for its dis-
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agreements with this important reform.
Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the report
is full of statements which are supported
neither in the hearings nor in the public
record.

After describing the expenditures thus
far, the report declares:

It appeared that performing KP duties was
below the dignity of the individual enlisted
man.

That statement is simply erroneous
and reflected nowhere in the hearings.
Defense Department officials and mili-
tary witnesses continually emphasized
that the purpose of the program was to
return the soldier to his unit for train-
ing and performance. In fact, the services
all declared their intention to continue
KP in basic training, hardly an indica-
tion that anyone believed these chores
were below the GI's dignity.

The report then stated:

It is noteworthy that the program is being
fully implemented without a review to deter-
mine its effectiveness in reducing AWOL's,
desertions, disturbances in the services, or
its overall effect on the “esprit de corps"
in the service which could encourage re-
enlistments.

What is noteworthy, Mr. Chairman, is
that the committee somehow chose to
ignore an Army study of these very fac-
tors, which was printed this spring in
House Armed Services Committee docu-
ment 92-42. It is highly significant that
this study—based upon last year’'s expe-
rience at VOLAR test posts—rated the
civilianization of nonmilitary duties as
the second most cost effective item in
increasing potential for reenlistment.

The report states that the average cost
of civilian KP’'s is $8,800. Yet testimony
by Army witnesses—uncontroverted in
the committee report—placed the esti-
mated cost at $6,300.

Mr. Chairman, I share the committee’s
concern that no offsetting reductions
were recommended in fiscal year 1973
military force levels—but what justifica-
tion does this provide for eliminating the
jobs of 10,000 civilians who have previ-
ously been hired? What reason can be
found here for reinstating KP for the
thousands of GI's who have been relieved
of the chore in past years?

If the committee had seriously been
concerned with the military/civilian
tradeoff in fiscal year 1973, they could
have made the funding contingent upon
the development of a civilian substitution
plan., The services would then have had
to make the hard choice between mili-
tary and strength and civilianization.
This is the approach taken by the Sikes
amendment. Unfortunately, the commit-
tee chose to ignore this logical and
readily available step for controlling the
civilianization program, In view of the
alternatives to the total eliminaton of the
program, the report’s professed concern
with force levels seems to be no more
than a rationalization for a requirement
that these duties be performed by GI’s
even after they complete basic training.

I am also baffiled, Mr. Chairman, by the
committee’s contention that the Armed
Forces violated the continuing resolution
of July 1, 1972, by continuing the expan-
sion of this program. Since the Air Force
had already civilianized 99 percent, the
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Navy 60 percent, and the Army 46 per-
cent, the committee can hardly contend
that this is a new program. While the re-
port notes that the KP program was dis-
cussed specifically with Army officials
during the testimony, a careful reading
of the hearings will reveal nothing that
meets the “strong criticism” test of the
continuing resolution. Indeed, one of the
most persistent “critics” during the hear-
ings was the gentleman from Florida
(Mr, Sxes), who will offer the motion to
continue the civilianization program.

Mr. Chairman, I find it almost incredi-
ble that immediately following the re-
port’s denunciation of the civilianization
of nonessential duties, is a section en-
titled “Civilianization: Converting Mili-
tary Positions to Civilian Positions in the
Department of Defense.” This portion of
the report, first, cites with approval DOD
policy of using civilians where military
incumbents are not required; second.
comments upon a GAO report calling for
improved implementation of this poliey;
and, third, states:

The Committee found a number of areas
where in its opinion significant military and
civillan job conversions would be appro-
priate.

* * » * *

The Committee wants and expects to see
milltary personnel out from behind desks
and back in alrcraft, ships, and troop units.

I wholeheartedly applaud the commit-
tee for its active support for the civiliani-
zation proposal which volunteer force
advocates have been pushing for years.
But what good will it do to get our soldiers
out from behind desks only to put them
in the garbage pile, behind the lawn-
mower, and over the potato peel? The
committee's deletion of the bulk of the
civilianization program will the adverse
affect of increasing the number of sol-
diers on nonmilitary details. It would
have been far preferable to have a posi-
tion-by-position analysis of the civiliani-
zation potential, which would provide
the most cost-effective approach.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should sim-
ply like to note the absence from the
committee report of any reference to the
tremendous support for the civilianiza-
tion effort shown by our major installa-
tion commanders. These views—which
represent the best opinions of those
closest to the men—should be studied by
every Member. I shall include them in
the RECORD.

In recent years, I have become deeply
interested in the effort to create an all-
volunteer force. To gain first-hand
knowledge of the issues, I have traveled
to a variety of military installations. Dur-
ing these visits, I have had the opportu-
nity for extended talks with enlisted men
and officers of all ranks; I have sought
spontaneous discussion as well as pre-
pared briefings. Also, to benefit from the
depth of knowledge possessed by com-
mittee members who have so ably stud-
ied these matters over the years, I have
tried to make a thorough reading of the
comprehensive hearings and reports
compiled by the Armed Services and De-
fense Appropriations Committees. This
memorandum incorporates the material
presented in those documents along with
my own observations.
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WHY ACT NOW TO ELIMINATE KP?

It is a rare GI who has not complained
of assignment to kitchen police, grass
cutting, or similar “household” details.
For years we have required such activi-
ties on the part of military personnel—
why then, do we wish to eliminate them
now?

The most obvious reason is the effort to
attract and retain a high quality volun-
teer force. Yet even if we were to con-
tinue inductions, I am convinced—based
upon intensive discussions with service-
men and my reading of this year’s hear-
ings—that is desirable to reduce the use
of servicemen in this area.

During the appropriations hearings,
Congressman FLYNT said:

In my lmited experience in uniform, I be-
came convinced that most soldiers, certainly
most good soldlers, did not complain so much
about KP as they did when they thought the
program of KP was being unfairly admin-
istered and being used as punishment.

I too found some GI's who complained
of disproportionate assignment to details.
But with all respect to Mr. FLyNnT—and
recognizing his outstanding military rec-
ord—I found that the majority of junior
enlisted men expressed dissatisfaction
simply over the fact of performing KP,
rather than the “equities” involved.

Why does today’s soldier so vigorously
reject what was accepted by his predeces-
sors?

When the Nation is fully mobilized
and a majority of young men are in the
military services, the use of the GI for
“household” functions may make sense
to the individual as part of a shared ex-
perience—he may not enjoy it, but it is
a routine shared by nearly all his con-
temporaries. But when only one young
man in four is needed to fulfill our mili-
tary manpower requirements—and less
than one in 20 is drafted—the experience
is unique rather than shared.

Thus, for the young man who involun-
tarily enters the service in response to
national security considerations—and
who willingly answers the call of his
country—it seems a cruel joke that he
must devote time to washing dishes and
mowing lawns, while the overwhelming
majority of his peers never enter the
service and remain free to pursue their
civilian careers. If the Army is compelled
to cut back its civilianization program—
thus increasing time spent on these func-
tions and decreasing time in training—
it will be awfully hard to explain to these
young men what it is their country is
asking of them.

MEETING NATIONAL SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

Of course, the mere fact that today’s
soldier feels that he is being asked to do
something different from his -civilian
peers would not be sufficient reason to
eliminate KP. We must also look at the
relationship of this question to the over-
riding consideration of sustaining our
national defense capability.

When I visited Fort Hood last year, 1
had the opportunity to talk to some of
the dynamic young field grade officers
who are running the MASSTER program.
I was most impressed with the new battle-
field concepts they are developing, and
the exciting new training programs they
have designed. At Fort Gordon, I was
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likewise impressed by the ingenuity with
which the Signal School was approaching
the problems of educating and motivating
the men in uniform: They were institut-
ing new techniques in the classroom,
utilizing “hands on” instruction, and de-
veloping individually paced programs.
Stress was also being placed on opportu-
nities for greater athletic participation,
small unit competition, and supplemen-
tary education.

Company commanders, however, re-
peatedly told me that their efforts were
often frustrated by less than full strength
in their units. The problem was partic-
ularly acute at Hood: during my visit, on
any given day, 1,709 men, out of a total
enlisted population of 31,049 were on
detail.

Secretary Laird addressed this prob-
lem in testimony earlier this year:

We must continue to view some of our
self-perpetuating practices with critical
eyes. For example, Kitchen Police (EFP) duty
and janitorial duties contribute little to the
individual's military skills; the time spent
on these tasks could better be devoted to
training and other primary dutles,

The magnitude of the Army’s problem
was noted by General Westmoreland:

Not only should our training be meaning-
ful and challenging, but the training should
be accomplished with full strength wunits.
Every single day, approximately 45,000 sol-
diers are drawn away from their primary
duties to perform administrative chores.
This confronts the soldier with tasks not di-
rectly related to his readiness mission, and
frustrates the efforts of his leaders to build
teamwork and a sense of professional excel-
lence in their units.

In an appearance before the House
Armed Services Subcommittee on Re-
cruiting and Retention, Lt. Gen. George
I. Forsythe—who headed the important
Combat Developments Command before
becoming General Westmoreland's spe-
cial assistant—gave a detailed analysis
of the benefits to be gained from elim-
inating KP:

I would like to return to Vince Lombardi
and take up the charge of permissiveness
sometimes assoclated with KP and purchas-
ing grass-cutting machinery towed by a
tractor driven by & $1.85 an hour civilian.
We have set out to do these things not as an
Army Initiative—to remove Irritants—al-
though it does, in fact, remove some Irri-
tants. Soldiers don't like EP even though
they will do 1t In the field. They don't like
to take their bayonets or old hand sickles
and go out and cut grass. They don't like to
do these sorts of things, but that isn't why
we did it. We did it to free soldlers from
these kinds of duty and put them back un-
der their sergeants, where those sergeants
can be the Vince Lombardis of thelir squad.
Every day when they turn out for training
they have elght men and 1t is the same eight
men—two are not off cutting grass and two
are not doing something else. They are free
to soldier. This has turned the sergeants on
where it has been done. Every morning at
drill call, the same soldlers are out there to
follow a sensible training schedule.

® * L L] -

What we are really trying to do is to free
the fewer soldlers we are going to have—
and they are expensive, I need not tell the
committee this. A soldier is an expensive
guy. We intend to free those men to get
them back under the sergeants and have the
means to follow a hard, tough training pro-
gram so that when it is over they will have
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developed the sense of confidence and com-
petence that I mentioned earlier so they
don't need to be told they are good, they
will know they are good.

In the context of military profession-
alism, it should be emphasized that KP
will be retained at basic training, so that
our troops will be able to perform these
functions in an emergency. As the House
Armed Services Subcommittee on Re-
cruiting and Retention declared in its
report:

The hiring of civillan personnel for such
tasks as housekeeping, groundskeeping, and
KP has improved the life of junior enlisted
personnel who were previously required to
perform these functions, The removal of this
irritant has enabled the services to utilize
the time saved for required military train-
ing. We have been assured that the services
will not increase the numbers of civilians
hired for these purposes to the extent that
it creates a situation wherein military per-
sonnel will be unable or unwilling to per-
form these functions in the field.

It is also important to note the atti-
tude of the Marines. The leathernecks
have repeatedly stressed their commit-
ment to toughten up training, and have
resisted any more toward “permissive-
ness.” Yet the Marines have asked for
fiscal year 1973 funding to substitute
civilian messmen for marines, and they
plan to civilianize all mess-attendant
functions at all Marine Corps facilities
within the United States during the next
5 years.

THE CONSEQUENCES OF ELIMINATING KP

Members have expressed a concern
about problems of discipline when sol-
diers are relieved from extra duties. As
I have tried to show, for the most part
they will not have “free time,” but will
be returned to their units for training.
Secretary Froehlke testified that—

If by relleving him of KP and menial
duties, we are just giving him unchallenging
work or just allowing him to loaf, then we
are creating problems for ourselves. However,
we have definite plans that will not create
problems for ourselves. We have programs
which we refer to as dynamic leadership. We
are decentralizing training to allow the com-
pany commander, within limits, to determine
what kind of tralning—adventure training
is necessary—to keep the soldier interested,
to keep him in good physical shape and men-
tally sharp, and prepared to perform his
mission.

A similar view was expressed by Gen-
eral Kerwin, Army’s DCSPER:

One of the biggest cries we have today
from the commander in the field is the lack
of personnel during training time. This
means at the level of the squad because a
man may be going on KP or some other
function. What we are attempting to do
with respect to civillan help for EP is to
release the soldier to the commander so he
does have him available during training time
to have more meaninful training.

I do not think this will make more free
time avallable to the individual in terms that
he will have nothing to do. Rather, the main
thrust is to make the individual available to
the commander for training during the
actual training day.

Moreover, since mess attendance is
quite low on weekends, substantially
fewer men are required to perform this
function during these periods. At Hood,
for example, most men pulled detail
only 1 weekend out of 6 or 7. Frankly,
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while a number of senior NCO’s and offi-
cers did express the attitude that KP
should be kept “because we did it and
it didn’t hurt us,” I do not recall any-
one telling me that it kept GI's out of
trouble. However, I distinctly recall
quite a few enlisted men simply wander-
ing around the base during duty hours.
When I asked for an explanation, I was
told that with such a large number of
men on detail, away from their training
units, it was next to impossible to keep
track of every man on base. I am sure
that the serious problems of crime and
violence that existed at Hood at that
time were related to this lack of mission-
related personnel control. In any case, if
a soldier is going to raise hell, there is
plenty of time for him to do so after he
gets off EP and during the 6 of 7 week-
ends when he is not on detail.
ATTITUDES TOWARD MILITARY SERVICE

Rather than provide a source of trou-
ble, the elimination of housekeeping
chores has been praised by most military
commanders as a positive factor in en-
haneing the soldier’s view of his role.

In an appearance before the Senate
Armed Services Subcommittee on the
Volunteer Force, the commanding gen-
eral of Fort Benning stated that:

I am convinced that the actions we have
taken have caused significant and positive
changes in attitudes toward the Army. We
don’'t have all the answers but are certainly
on the right road. These changes we have
made have not been accompanied by losses
in military discipline and order, or in reduced
mission capability, I would like to add at
this point that in 31 years of Army service
I have served at every command level from
platoon leader through division commander.
I can state without qualification that the
current state of discipline and morale in the
197th Infantry Brigade, because of the op-
portunity provided by the modern volunteer
army experiment, is as good as any and better
than most of all the units in which I have
ever served or commanded. The statistical
indicators on a.w.o.l. and reenlistments for
present duty assignment . . . which reflect
the soldier's morale, discipline, and enthusi-
asm are typical of the indicators of all kinds
of the Volar success in this unit.

These views have been enthusiastically
repeated by nearly every major com-
mander in the Army.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

General Westmoreland was quoted in
the Army Times as saying:

We will need money for civilian labor
contracts so that our helicopter mechanics
are not cutting grass and our radar tech-
nicians are not washing dishes.

This view goes beyond the need to have
men in training or manning their equip-
ment, to the question of obtaining the
skilled manpower to perform the fech-
nical functions in today’'s Army. We hear
so much these days that the problem
facing the Armed Forces is not quantity,
but quality. Standards have been raised,
and a variety of proposals have been put
forth to attract the bright young man
who can operate modern mechanized
military equipment.

If a young man is considering entering
the Armed Forces, because of its oppor-
tunities for technical education, will he
turn to other jobs which will not require
him to spend his training time in house-
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keeping chores? The Air Force recog-
nized this problem several years ago and
responded by almost completely elimi-
nating KP. As Assistant Secretary Borda
told the House Armed Services Recruit-
ing and Retention Subcommittee:

We have made every attempt we possibly
can to do away with menial make work
assignments. Our efforts have been to analyze
those jobs that are necessary to perform our
mission, train our people to perform those
jobs, and then get them in the job and get
them working at it. Menial jobs, this we
have attempted to eliimnate as best we can.

The Air Force's lead in atfracting men
with higher educational and mental
abilities shows the wisdom of this policy.

The Army is already faced by this
problem in today’s low draft environ-
ment. Occupational motivation must be
improved in the Army, regardless of
the move to a volunteer force, Failure to
do so can only adversely affect the job-
skill match, for as Secretary Froehlke
testified:

Job satisfaction also comes when soldlers
are permited to perform thelr primary duties
without diversion to non-military chores or
menial tasks. American youth has rated the
Army the lowest in potential for job satis-
faction and the least likely to provide inter-
esting and challenging work—another deter-
rent to enlistment.

The first major survey of Volar test
posts revealed that the elimination of de-
tails ranked No. 2 in effectiveness of 16
items funded. The commanding general
of Fort Carson reported that:

The utilization of civilian mess attendants
versus Military KP’s has been enthusiasti-
isfaction and readily appreciate not having
cally accepted by personnel concerned. En-
listed personnel interviewed expressed sat-
to perform mess attendant functions. This
is an incentive for personnel to continue on
in military service.

The impact upon initial enlistments is
just as great as the effect upon men
who are already in the service. As the
commanding general of Fort Benning
told the Senate Armed Services Subcom-
mittee on the Volunteer Force:

Without question the biggest recruiting
success by far were the young soldiers of the
197th themselves. They liked what they were
doing. They listed the way they were being
treated as men under Volar. They liked the
challenge of their duties sufficiently well to
talk their buddies and contemporaries into
enlisting in large numbers. It was the en-
thusiasm shown by these young soldiers that
resulted in 100 percent subscription to the
combat arms vacancies in the 187th by
December of last year.

The 197th Infantry Brigade, with its all
volunteer units, with its esprit de corps, and
its performance, is today our clearest testi-
mony to the success of the Volar program
at Fort Benning.

Many recruiters have told me that
their biggest problem is the dislike of
Army life expressed by recently dis-
charged servicemen to their contem-
poraries. It will be difficult for the re-
cruiting force to overcome descriptions
of drudgery, menial tasks, and “Mickey
Mouse” if the Army is not given the tools
to eliminate these unnecessary irritants.

Secretary Froehlke has testified on
the importance of a continued effort in
this area:
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We are not there yet and we cannot afford
to be complacent. At this point, any signif-
icant change or discontinuaticn of favorably
accepted MVA improvements could prove
extremely counterproductive to the program,
and that success which has been achieved
could be seriously jeopardized. Continued
success in reaching the goal demands that
the momentum attained thus far can be
maintained.

Former Secretary Chafee stressed the
significance of sustaining these programs
in terms of the vital issue of quality:

Approved fiscal year 1972 and reguested
fiscal year 1972 zero draft funds will assist
us in attracting and retaining quality per-
sonnel in sufficient numbers to meet our
needs but they should be considered as a
first step. Continued funding of programs
designed to attract and retain Marines and
Marine Reservists of high quality is absolute-
ly essential to achieve an all-volunteer force.

IMPACT OF ANY CHANGES

The Air Force has civilianized approx-
imately 99 percent of its KP functions,
the Navy has done so for 60 percent, and
the Army has civilianized 46 percent
through fiscal year 1972. If the program
does nnt go forward, serious morale prob-
lems may well arise where soldiers are
asked to continue KP, knowing that the
majority of those in other units and other
services do not face the requirement.
And to simply eliminate this impor-
tant reform would seriously jeopardize
the credibility of the modernization pro-
gram, which so far has proven most suc-
cessful in obtaining high quality enlist-
ments and reenlistments.

Fort Carson’s John Bennett was
quoted in the Army Times as saying:

I can't think of any major change to our
program that would lower the spirit of the
individual soldiers more than putting them
back on KP at Fort Carson. By using civilian
KPs, I am able to turn out the equivalent
of an extra battalion for meaningful training
each day.

Lt. Gen. John H. Hay, Jr., of Fort
Bragg, declared that ending the civil-
ianization program “would be a disaster
since the soldier believes that civilian
KP is an MVA promise that will be kept.”

These views have been repeatedly of-
fered by major installation commanders
in both the United States and overseas.
It is a reasonable conclusion that re-
quiring large numbers of lower grade
enlisted men to perform nonmilitary
tasks will lead to a deterioration in mo-
rale and effective status, a risk that
would outweigh possible advantages of
retaining these duties.

INSTALLATION COMMANDERS COMMENTS ON THE
ARMY KP PROGRAM
FORT HOOD, TEX.

Elimination of KP duties has been a
great morale factor and has contributed
greatly toward service attractiveness.
The civilian KP contracts have released
enlisted men for training and mission
accomplishment. This is particularly
noteworthy in that Fort Hood has many
units requiring training as a crew or
team. Weekends are not lost by last min-
ute substitution of KP’s due to unfore-
seen absenteeism and conflict in other
requirements. Civilianization of KP’s has
provided for consistency in food service
due to the permanent employees as com-
pared to the daily changes resulting from
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roster-type duty personnel. Civilian KP’s
generally work with pride as cohesive
team members of the dining facilities to
which assigned. This program has
opened employment opportunities in the
local communities.

FORT POLK, LA.

Civilian KP contracts provide employ-
ment for those who would either be un-
employed or receiving welfare. The work
force includes minority groups and stu-
dents—high school and college—on both
a full-time and part-time basis. Curtail-
ment of this program would result in a
credibility gap and negate much of the
effect of the modern volunteer Army pro-
gram.

FORT BENJAMIN HARRISON, IND.

Civilianizing KP duty has had a posi-
{ive effect on the morale of the individual
soldier. Courses of instruction have been
shortened, consistent with the average
time required for this detail. Close super-
vision required of roster-type duty per-
sonnel is not required of contract KP
personnel and supervisors are released fo
perform more essential food preparation
tasks. The civilian KP program provides
a continuous professional work force.
This work force is more proficient in the
care, operation, and maintenance of food
service equipment. A noticeable decrease
in breakage of dinnerware has been evi-
dent since inception of the program.

FORT SHERIDAN, ILL.

Prior to eivilian KP contracts at this
small installation, duty personnel were
removed from staff offices such as fi-
nance, personnel, administration, medi-
cal, transportation and supply. Due to
reductions in personnel strengths, eligi-

ble personnel were detailed more fre-
quently and work backlogs were created
in their primary activities. Alternative
to loss of contracts would be the levying
of the U.S. Army Veterinary School for
students during the course of instruc-
tion.
FORT LEAVENWORTH, KANS,

The small troop population requires a
civilian KP contract to release enlisted
men to priority staff and faculty assign-
ments, Alternative to loss of contract
would be closing the student officers field
ration mess.

FORT SILL, OKLA.

Civilianization of KP's rated third in a
group of 39 modern volunteer Army pro-
grams in a recent survey by the com-
mander of this installation. This program
is one of the strongest points in the MVA
program. Almost half of the civilian
work force comes from minority groups,
some of whom were on welfare prior to
the inception of the civilian KP con-
tracts.

FORT BAM HOUSTON, TEX.

Missed training has an adverse effect
on academic achievement at the U.S.
Army Medical Training Center. Since
initiation of civilian KP contracts in-
structors do not spend excessive periods
on makeup instruction and instruction
has been enhanced. Less supervision is
required of civilian KP’s and food service
personnel are able to devote more time
to improving the quality of the food.
Civilian KP’s are more effective and ef-
ficient because they are completely fa-
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miliar with their duties. They have pro-
vided a better atmosphere in the dining
facilities, improved the service and the
cleanliness.

FORT LEONARD WOOD, MO,

Supervision of KP’s by mess personnel
has been minimized. Cooks can devote
more time and attention to the prepara-
tion and serving of meals. The quality of
the finished product is improved with
more satisfied diners. Civilian KP’'s pro-
vide continuity from day to day with
pride and professionalism. The sanita-
tion of the dining hall is considerably im-
proved.

FORT BLISS, TEX.

Performance and efficiency of military
mess personnel have improved. Food
service personnel are freed from supervi-
sion of military KP's and have more time
to devote to food preparation. Food qual-
ity and sanitation of mess facilities have
improved. Military personnel have been
relieved from KP duties and returned to
full time training status. The use of din-
ing facilities by eligible personnel has in-
creased.

FORT BENNING, GA.

Surveys conducted by this installation
show that the civilianization of KP's is
the most favorable of all modern volun-
teer Army programs. The major selling
factor for recruiting personnel under the
unit of choice in the 197th Infantry
Brigade and 931st Engineer Group has
been this program.

FORT BRAGG, N.C.

Military personnel have been made
available for full time participation in
training and classroom instruction due
to the civilianization of KP's, reflecting
extremely high morale.

FORT CAMPBELL, KY.

This program is the most important
modern volunteer Army program on this
post. The loss of this program will seri-
ously degrade the air and unit training
at this installation. Reinstitution of KP
duty would be counterproductive to the
goal of achieving a modern, highly pro-
fessional all-volunteer 101st Airborne
Division—Airmobile. The loss of the ci-
vilian KP contracts would preclude the
accomplishment of a very challenging
training program soon to be initiated. A
basic principle of this training program
is that units train at 100 percent
strength. This is absolutely necessary to
provide realistic and meaningful train-
ing for combat units and leaders. The
loss of this program would quickly de-
stroy unit training integrity as well as
preclude many soldiers from participat-
ing in on-dvty educational and vocation-
al classes.

FORT GORDON, GA.

A definite improvement in the attitude
and morale of personnel interviewed for
possible reenlistment has been observed.
The men look upon civilization of KP’s
as a step toward allowing them to per-
form MOS oriented duties or attend
school. Mess stewards prefer civilian
KP’s, because it provides them with a
stable work force. Professionalism is re-
quired in the mess halls if we are to have
an all-volunteer Army. The prime factor
in improved morale is less student de-
tails during duty hours and more free
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time for those otherwise eligible for EP.
If the enlisted men were to re-
sume KP duty after having been relieved,
the image of the modern volunteer Army
would suffer.

FORT JACKSON, 5.C.

The operation of dining facilities be-
comes more efficient as civilian KP’s be-
come proficient in a relatively short pe-
riod of time and require little, if any,
supervision. This allows mess personnel
to devote more time to the preparation
of food. A noted improvement in morale
has been made by reducing individual
interruption of training and allowing the
soldier more free time.

FORT M'CLELLAN, ALA.

Results of local surveys indicate that
the civilian KP program is one of the
most favorable aspects of the modern
volunteer Army program.

FORT RUCKER, ALA.

The use of civilian KP's resulted in
more efficient utilization of personnel in
combat units and school support. The
release from KP duties is one of the most
significant contributions to improved
morale among a number of related items.
Stability of personnel performing EKP
services under contract has improved
the care and utility of equipment, add-
ing quality and quantity to services per-
formed.

FORT STEWART, GA.

Civilian KP services has resulted in
more efficient utilization of military per-
sonnel in their MOS in that this station
has a shortage of military personnel.
Stability of civilian personnel perform-
ing KP services has resulted in a marked
improvement in the sanitation of dining
facilities. The morale sof the enlisted
man has improved since the use of
civilian KP’s.

FORT DIX, N.J.

Civilianization of KP had the highest
positive influence in motivating soldiers
to reenlist.

CARLISLE BARRACKS, PA.

Carlisle Barracks has an unusually
high ratio of NCO's to lower ranking en-
listed men which caused the enlisted
men to be detailed for KP a dispropor-
tionate number of times. Civilianization
of KP's has eliminated this problem as
well as releasing critically short enlisted
medics back to their duties at the post
hospital.

FORT EUSTIS, VA.

Soldiers have been released from EKP
duty to attend scheduled training and
classes. The readiness posture of many
units has improved, especially in the
area of equipment maintenance.

FORT DEVENS, MASS.

KP civilianization is a big plus in deci-
sions affecting reenlistment. The civilian
KP contract was awarded to a minority
group contractor and gainful employ-
ment has been provided civilians in the
local area who might have not had the
opportunity to work.

THE SCHOOL BRIGADE, FORT MONMOUTH, N.J.

The quality of instruction has in-
creased significantly.

FORT MEADE, MD.

Since KP has been civilianized, en-
listed men have been returned to duty,
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administrative punishment for “failure
to repair” has decreased and courtesy
and dress in mess facilities have im-
proved.

FORT BELVOIR, VA,

Civilianization of KP's has resulted in
a significantly favorable impact on troop
morale and productivity within duty
sections.

FORT ENOX, KY.

Enlisted men have been returned to
their primary duties as a result of the
KP civilianization program.

CAMP DRUM, N.Y.

Military mess personnel have more
time to effect improvements in mess
services due to civilian KP’s not requir-
ing close supervision.

FORT ORD, CALIF.

Prior to civilian KP contracts, makeup
training was conducted to compensate
for lost time due to performing KP
duties. This duty seriously distracted
from career attractiveness and impacted
adversely on soldier morale.

FORT LEWIS, WASH.

The current recruiting objective for
unit-of-choice recruiting would be jeop-
ardized by not providing civilian KP’s.
Surveys revealed that the civilianization
of KP's would improve attitudes toward
the Army as a career and that KP was a
major negative factor in the achievement
of soldier job satisfaction. It is signifi-
cant that among soldiers unwilling to re-
enlist, there was a belief that the Army
might talk a lot about improving job sat-
isfaction, but would actually accomplish
very little. When a soldier pulls non-
mission details, equipment stands idle,
mission assignments fall behind and val-
uable training time is lost. If another
operator is placed on the piece of equip-
ment, the soldiers’ pride in “his” equip-
ment is lost. KP contracts would assist to
alleviate the unemployment rate in the
Tacoma, Wash., area. Failure on the part
of the Army to provide civilian KP’s will
generate skepticism concerning the cred-
ibility of the Army and detract from Fort
Lewis’ ability to recruit, train, and retain
young men.

PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.

Morale among enlisted personnel has
improved immeasurably. Motivation and
self-improvement are now a reality. More
effective NCO/enlisted relationships are
resulting in improved accomplishment of
mission tasks.

FORT MAC ARTHUR, CALIF.

The civilian KP contracts have resulted
in better service and less supervision, in-
creased morale, reduced sick call, and has
allowed the mess steward more time for
planning and supervising the preparation
of the meal.

FORT CARSON, COLO.

The elimination of military KP duty
is very appealing to the modern volunteer
soldier and has improved his effective-
ness and morale.

I include the following:

IMmPACT OF CIVILIANIZATION OF KP REDUCTION
PURPOSE

To provide comments of Commanding

General, Fort Carson, concerning the impact

of possible reductions in the FY 1973 EP
Civillanization Program.
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FACTS

1. By CGCONARC message dated 230045Z
August 1972, the comments of MG Bennett,
C.G. Ft. Carson were transmitted to this
Headquarters.

2. The following are extracts of the mes-
sage:

(a) “This program has received more spe-
cific soldler attention than any other indi-
vidual MVA project. It has come to be a
dramatic and practical milestone in our ef-
forts to create and maintain a Volunteer
Army. At the lower enlisted level virtually
every man is directly affected by this pro-
gram. Using almost any yardstick, civiliani-
gation of KPs must be labeled a complete
and distinet success., A curtailment or cut-
back now would place a severe strain on the
credibility of the Army in the mind of the
young soldier.”

(b) “The results of our periodic evalua-
tlons of MVA projects show that it has
ranked as either number 1 or number 2 in
importance by our junior enlisted men
among the 83 projects being evaluated. The
appeal of this project is widespread and not
limited to only those who pull the duty.”

(e) “"The alternative to KP civillanization,
under current operating conditions, is to take
over 500 troopers away from their jobs every
day to perform a duty which detracts from
thelr perception of the worth of their pri-
mary job and reduces, on a dally basis, their
unit's training capabilities.”

(d) *“It has certain coincidental benefits in
the surrounding communities. The employ-
ment of many people who might otherwise
be on the welfare rolls or unemployed is a
fact that cannot be ignored. Our KP con-
tractor has provided gainful employment for
local area residents, many of whom are not
qualified to perform more complex duties.
Cancellation of this contract will have un-
fortunate consequences on these people by
returning them to the civilian community to
seek employment elsewhere.”

(e) “In summary, a cut-back or elimina-
tion of the KP Civilianization program would
adversely effect the entire MVA program be-
cause of the symbolic nature of KP civiliani-
zatlon. Also, a lessening of Army credibility
and a decrease of soldier job satisfaction
could be expected, along with an appreciable
impact on the local employment situation.”

SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
CONSIDERATION OF THE CIVILIZATION OF
NoNMILITARY DETAILS

Secretary of the Army Froehlke (Vol. 1,
page 349) : Concurrently with increasing the
attractiveness of Army life, we must provide
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction comes when
units are well manned and equipped, when
equipment is properly maintained, and when
the people and the units have the time and
money to train. Job satisfaction also comes
when soldiers are permitted to perform their
primary duties without diversion to non-
military chores or menial tasks. American
youth has rated the Army the lowest in po-
tential for job satisfaction and the least
likely to provide interesting and challenging
work—another deterrent to enlistment.

The observations of our young people are,
for the most part, accurate. With the FY
1973 budget we have taken steps to reduce
irritants and to enhance job satisfaction.
This budget emphasizes improved living con-
ditions and services, and reduced diversions
to non-military tasks. Finally, this budget
emphasizes the need to modernize our mili-
tary personnel procurement system.

Secretary of the Army Froehlke (Vol. 1,
page 363): We emphasize five areas in FY
1973 that will reduce the main sources of
frustration among our soldiers and will im-
prove the chance that young Americans will
join the Army team. These areas are:

Freeing soldiers to concentrate on their
military duties through hiring civilians to
perform administrative support tasks such
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as kitchen police. On the average, four
civilians added to the payroll return five sol-
diers to their units.

Creating privacy in and accelerating the
repair and modernization of inadequate
barracks.

Construction of new barracks and family
housing units.

Leasing houses in locations where suffi-
clent family quarters are not avallable,

Increasing and improving recruiting ef-
forts.

Table 3 (not printed) displays the fund-
ing for our soldier oriented programs.

Former Army Chief of Staff Westmoreland
(Vol. 1, page 364): Of the three interrelated
and mutually dependent objectives, the first
is overriding. Achievement of the highest
standards of professionalism is' paramount.
This requires equally high standards of dis-
cipline—all else is secondary. As I have said
before, we are not condoning permissiveness,
compromising standards, or engaging in a
“giveaway" program.

Revitalization of Army training is one of
our highest priority projects in improving
professionalism. Last June, I established a
decentralizing training program whereby the
training management responsibility was
given over largely to those commanders most
intimately and directly involved in the day-
to-day training of their troops—commanders
of battalions and separate companies.

Not only should our training be meaning-
ful and challenging, but the training should
be accomplished with full strength units,
Every single day, approximately 45,000 sol-
dlers are drawn away from their primary
duties to perform administrative chores. This
confronts the soldier with tasks not directly
related to his readiness mission, and frus-
trates efforts of his leaders to bulld team-
work and a sense of professional excellence
to their units. Certaln FY 73 budget items
are designed to reduce diversions from unit
strength by:

Completing the worldwide to hire civilian
mess attendants.

Replacing soldiers performing base support
functions with civilians.

Secretary Froehlke (Vol. 1, page 421):

“NONMILITARY" DUTIES

Mr. S1kEs. Boldlers do not fight all the time
and they do not train all the time. Tradi-
tionally, soldiers perform *“nonmilitary” du-
ties between combat assignments or training
assignments. Such duties were considered
necessary so that soldiers in the Army during
peacetime could perform useful functions. It
may not be sound policy to relleve soldiers
from nonmilitary assignments, Excessive
spare time often results in disciplinary
problems. Now you are going to further
lessen the requirements on the man in uni-
form. Is that really good? These things have
helped to keep a man busy for a lot of years
and that has always been considered impor-
tant for a man in uniform when there is no
combat duty to perform.

What is he going to do with the free time
you are giving him? Isn't that going to lead
to problems rather than to improve the at-
tractiveness of the service?

Secretary ProeHLKE. I think it is good if
we pick up the slack. I agree with you
wholeheartedly. [If by relieving him of EP
and menial duties, we are just giving him
unchallenging work or just allowing him to
loaf, then we are creating problems for our-
selves. However, we have definite plans that
will create problems for ourselves. We have
programs which we refer to as dynamic
leadership. We are decentralizing training to
allow the company commander, within
limits, to determine what kind of training—
adventure training is necessary—to keep the
soldier interested, to keep him in good
physical shape and mentally sharp, and pre-
pared to perform his mission.]

Becretary Froehlke (Vol. 1, page 422):

Secretary FroEnLKE. I think I will accept it
will cost more money. We are not doing that
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for a dollars and cents reason. We are doing
that in an effort to give the soldier more job
satisfaction, and to return him to his squad
leader for tralning. The soldliers we are try-
ing to attract just are not turned on by
doing menial work. As a result, we are doing
these things even though it probably costs
more money.

Mr. Appaseo. I fully agree with you to a
certain extent. We were at a base in Europe
recently, and one of the complaints we re-
celved from a serviceman is that he was
called off an operating computer because we
were coming into the camp and he had to go
around picking up pieces of paper.

Secretary FroEHLKE. I have been told that
same thing.

Secretary Froehlke (Vol. 1, page 426) :

Mr. S1kes. There is one further question in
connection with the program to make life
easler for the soldiers. There is another side.
Are you making the Army soft? Is the Army
becoming too well fed, well paid, to retain
the toughness essential to successful combat?

Becretary FROEHLKE. I would say that the
objective, sir, is not to make the Army easier
for the soldier. The objective is to make the
Army more satisfying. I believe that is not
one of the ingredients that go into a satis-
fying job.

I think interest and challenge are the in-
gredients that go into a satisfying job. The
reason that I do not want our soldiers doing
KEP is not because I want to make it easier
for them, but because I know, having served
on EP that it is a boring job that did not
further my mission one little bit. Yet I did
it. But today the young people are not will-
ing to do it. The reason we do it is not be-
cause it is easier. The reason we do it is be-
cause we want our soldiers to have satisfy-
ing, interesting, and challenging jobs. You
also asked if we are paying too much money.
I think there is a danger of that, and as I
earlier indicated, I am not in favor of paying
more money than a comparable job in eivil-
ian soclety. Today I do not think we are pay-
ing more. Today I think we are in the ball
park, and I am satisfied with the present pay
scale,

Mr, Smxes. I think that Is a good answer.

Secretary Laird (Vol. 3, page 182):

We must continue to view some of our
self-perpetuating practices with critical eyes.
For example, Kitchen Police (KP) duty and
janitorial duties contribute little to the in-
dividual’s military skills; the time spent on
these tasks could better be devoted to train-
ing and other primary duties. The Services
have started contracting these services to
civilian organizations to release military per-
sonnel for military duties. We intend to con-
tinue efforts in this area to obtain better
utilization of personnel in their military
skills and to improve morale.

Secretary Laird (Vol. 3, page 514):

Mr, RHobpEs, There are also a number of
civillans hired by the Department of Defense
under personal services contracts, Included
in this category are "housekeeping” person-
nel. It is anticipated that more such per-
sonnel will be hired to support the all-vol-
unteer Army program. How many civilians
under personal services contracts are sup-
ported in the fiscal year 1073 budget and
how many are being supported in fiscal year
19727

(The information requested follows:)

Contracts for personal services (such as for
consultants and contractor technical repre-
sentatives) are limited to those identifiable
to a specific need, and have special qualifica-
tion provisions regarding education or expe-
rience. There are relatively few contracts of
this sort.

In the Department of Defense contracts
for housekeeping personnel are not personal
services contracts. We engage contractors to
perform services, such as kitchen police, and
stevedoring, rather than to furnish individ-
uals whose particular talents are required.
In a sense, we are not directly concerned
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with the number of people the contractors
use; our concern is that the contractors ac-
complish the work. Therefore, we do not
have .available the number of civilians em-
ployed by contractors who provide commer-
cial or Industrial-type services.

Although the specific numbers are not
available, the fiscal year 1973 budget does an-
ticlpate that more housekeeping personnel
will be hired to support the all-volunteer
Army. In the fiscal year 1973 O. & M. Army
budget there 15 an increase of approximately
$70.6 million over the fiscal year 1972 level
of $28.4 milllon to “eivilianize™ kitchen
police. There is also an increase of $32.7 mil-
lion above the fiscal vear 1972 level of $2.4
million to perform services previously ac-
complished by enlisted men on fatigue de-
tails. These housekeeping type contracts will
help achieve our goal of an all-volunteer
Army, but they do not reduce our military
manpower requirements. They relieve the
soldier of extra duty assignments that in-
terfere with training or operational readi-
ness or unreasonably lengthen his work week.
It should be pointed out that the budget as-
sumes that these services will be provided by
contract because that 1s our best judgment
&t present., We intend to make the substitu-
tion from mijlitary detail to civilian in the
most efficlent and effective manner. There
may be instances where the best method
proves to be a direct hire basls rather than
contract; 1f so, we will use direct hire. Some
of the funds may be utilized for labor-sav-
ing devices.

General Sears, Assistant Director of Army
Budget, O&M; General Kjellstrom, Director
of Army Budget; General Montague, Dep.
Special Assistant for the Modern Volunteer
Army; (Vol. V, pages 221-225):

CIVILIANIZATION OF KITCHEN POLICE

Mr, FLYNT. You mentioned civilianizing
KP activities. I gather that the question of
KP is still with us.

General SeArs. Yes, sir.

Mr. FLYNT. In my limited experlence in
uniform, I became convinced that most
soldiers, certainly most good soldiers, did
not complain sc much about KP as they did
when they thought the program of KP was
being unfairly administered and being used
as punishment. Would you comment on that
observation?

General KJELLsTROM. Mr. Chairman, the
civilianization of kitchen police is an ex-
tremely important program. Our surveys
have proven KP to be one of the most oner-
ous tasks that an enlisted man of today per-
forms.

I grant you that those of us with experi-
ence in World War II and the Korean days
looked upon KP as a routine type of duty,
and our people were always watching the
duty roster to assure that they did not come
up too often and that everyone else shared
this task.

This is not the situation today. The De-
partment of Defense has established a policy,
which the Army is implementing belatedly,
of civilianizing EP throughout the Army,
with the exception of basic training. We are
not going to keep our basic trainees off KP.
In other words, they will appreciate the fact
that they do not have to pull KP after they
leave basic training.

This Department of Defense directive is
some 3 years old, and the Army initiated
the program in fiscal year 1972, and is com-
pleting the program in 1973. We are the
last of the services, excluding the Marine
Corps, to implement this program worldwide.

Mr. FLYnT. If I may say so, I would re-
spectfully suggest that you have the priority
exactly backwards. I think in basic training
the time ought to be devoted to tralning,
even as compared with his later service, I
think the reason KP is considered onerous
is not that EP duty is considered onerous
per se, hut because many soldiers over the
years have belleved that It was unfalrly ad-




September 13, 1972

ministered. I am sure everyone in this room
has known instances where KP was used as
punishment, which should never be done.

It is the same old story of putting me-
chanics in the kitchen and cooks in the
motor pool.

If those things could be eliminated, I think
some Army problems might be solved a little
bit better.

- * - - -
COST OF CIVILIAN KP PROGRAM

Mr, FLYNT. In 1973, you expect to spend $99
million on the civilianization of kitchen
police. This is an increase of $70.6 million
over the estimate for this same project in
1972. Do you anticipate civilianizing all mess
operations at all posts, camps, and stations
throughout the world with these funds?

General Sears. No, sir. We intend to civil-
ianize KP operations in all posts, camps, and
stations throughout the world with the ex-
ception of those conducting basic combat
training.

Mr. FLYNT. How did you estimate a $99 mil-
Hon requirement for this program?

General Sears. Sir, last spring we went out
to all the fleld commands of the Army and
asked them for the numbers of people that
were required on KP in any one average day.
That number was estimated by all the major
commands of the world to be approximately
10,400 people. We estimate that it will take
1.5 civilian personnel to replace 1 military
KP because of the number of hours that a
military KP works now in his dally tour.
Thus, we will be required to have approxi-
mately 15,600 civillan KP’s at an average cost,
worldwide, of approximately $6,300 each, or
a total cost of $99 million,

Mr. FLy~nT. Do you think you will be able
to employ enough civilians to perform EP
duty?

General Sears, Yes; we do, sir. In 1972, we
requested $28.4 million and now intend to
spend $33.9 million on civilization of KP.
We have been able to accomplish it in Europe
and In Korea and in the test stations in the
United States.

In the United States it is done primarily by
contract. We contract out the function of
KP, rather than hire individual civilians
working directly for the Army.

General Sears. We do think so.

Mr. FLynT. If they are golng to be more
efficient, I think your comparison of 12 to 8
and 1.5 to 1 may be a little inaccurate.

General Sears. General Montague 1s with
us.
General MonTAGUE. I am Brigadier Gen-
eral Montague, Deputy Special Assistant for
the Modern Volunteer Army.

We went into the KP project quite scien-
tifically. We carried out & number of experi-
ments, particularly at Fort Benning, Fort
Carson, and Fort Ord. Here we found,
through experience over the last 17 months,
that we could generally get by with about
three-quarters as many civillan EKP's as
soldiers on any particular shift. But, as Gen-
eral Sears pointed ‘out, it was necessary to
have two shifts, since the first workers come
into the mess hall quite early in the morn-
ing preparatory to getting breakfast as early
as 6:00 o’clock. The first shift works on
through the noon meal, when you have the
largest number of soldiers in the mess hall.

The second shift comes on just before that
large noon meal and works on through the
evening hours until the latest people com-
ing in from training are fed and the mess
hall is cleaned preparatory to starting opera-
tions agaln the next day.

Mr. FLyYynT. You are going to have two
shifts of civillan EP workers?

General MoNTAGUE. That is the way it is
run, and it is run efficiently as far as the
personel in the kitchen are concerned.
They like it better.

Mr. FLYNT. Why don't you carry that one
step further and put civilians in the kitchen
as cooks and mess sergeants?
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General MonTaGUE. This, of course, 1s per-
haps desirable in the long run.

Mr. FLYNT. I did not say it was desirable,
but following that line of reasoning, why
don't you do 1t?

General MONTAGUE. At places like Fort
Myer, we are doing it on a test basis today.
This is particularly applicable to large, con-
solidated messes, headquarters-type opera-
tions. But there is a balance that you must
strike, of course, and that is that we must
have sufficient trained military cooks to sup-
port the Army in the field.

Mr. PLynT. I was going to ask you, who is
going to do the cooking when you go into
the field?

General MoNTAGUE. We have to have a bal-
ance to take care of large headquarters in-
stallations in the United States with ecivil-
lans.

Mr. FLynt. Who is going to do your EP
when you go into the field?

General MonTacUE. Obviously, sir, the
soldiers. They do that today everyplace where
we have civilian KP's in the mess hall. We
can never civilianize KP in the field, of
course.

Mr. FLYNT. If you contract this service, do
you expect to do it on the basis of competi-
tive bids?

General SEars. Yes, sir, we have in the past.

General MoNTAGUE. We have in the past
done that in every case, sir.

REPLACEMENT OF ENLISTED MEN ON
DETAILS

Mr. FLyYnT. You are requesting $35.1 mil-
lon for a project to replace enlisted men on
details. What type of details will the enlisted
men be relieved of performing?

General Sears. These details are the nor-
mal housekeeping chores that exist on a post.
They consist of maintenance of grounds,
grass-cutting, post garbage collection, guard-
ing post facilities, and other ancillary non-
military duties that do not require a soldier
to perform them. As long as we have Army
camps and installations, of course, we will
have to have this administrative support.

It is our idea here to get the soldier back
to soldiering and get him off the details of
ash and trash and grass-cutting.

Mr. FLYynT. What is your basis of estimat-
ing that this project will cost $35.1 million?

General Sears. Sir, we again went to the
field with a survey to determine how many
people are put on detail each day. We took
this data from a worldwide survey and deter-
mined that there are approximately 45,000
soldiers on detail each day in the Army. This
includes the 10,400 on KP and about 35,000
soldlers on other details.

This $35 million will enable us to hire ap-
proximately 6,000 civilian employees. We will
really be replacing at this point in time pro-
bably about 16,000 of the 45,000 military who
are on detail.

I believe the Chilef of Stafl in his opening
statement to this committee also highlighted
this 45,000 figure as the number of people on
detail in the Army on any one day.

Mr. Fuynt, Why is there a $32.7 million
increase over fiscal year 1972?

General Sears. The purpose of this in-
crease is to replace the soldiers who are on
detall now and get them back to training and
back to their unit. This is the first time we
have put in a major effort to relleve our
soldiers from details.

Mr. FLynNT. Are you golng to contract for
these services or employ additional civilian
personnel?

General Sears. Agaln, as far as possible, we
will contract for these services, and we have
been able to do this in the past.

Gen. Armstrong, Marine Corps, Assistant
Chief of Staff, (Vol. 5, pages T25-26) :

CiviLiaN EMPLOYEES
NEW EMPLOYEES FOR KITCHEN POLICE

Mr. FrynT. With regard to civilian em-
ployees, I note that you are requesting 1,184
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new clvililan employees. This will increase
your civilian employee end strength from 15,~
617 to 16,801 at June 30, 1973. I see where 650
of these new positions are for the DOD uni-
form food services program. Is that the pro-
gram for the civilianization of the kitchen
police?

General ARMSTRONG. Yes, sir

Mr. Fry~T. Do you plan to do this by con=-
tract or do you plan to do it by direct hire
of civilian employees?

General ARMSTRONG. The present plan is to
do it by competitive contract to the maxi-
mum extent possible. In other words, in areas
where this can be done this is the prefer-
able way. We are not sure as yet that this will
be applicable in all of our areas, and we may
have to go into local hire. We prefer not to.

Mr, FLYNT. You are programing 650 of these
new positions for uniform food service. What
function will these people perform?

General AeMsTRONG. Purely mess attendant
functions. They will not be cooking. They will
not be running our messes as such.

Mr. FLYNT. I understood you to say that
these personnel would be contract personnel
rather than direct hire.

General ArmsTrROoNG. We have one experi-
ence which we have had in Okinawa. Our
messes in Okinawa operate so that a mess
attendant is furnished by a contractor. He
does not run the mess and do the cooking,
et cetera—just provides the people to clean
up the mess and do the police work,

Mr. MINSHALL, Where is that?

General ARMSTRONG. Okinawa.

Mr. FLYNT. Would you call those civillan
employees if they are contractor employees?
The point I am getting at is this—do you
plan to hire 650 new civilian personnel in
addition to the contract personnel who
will perform the mess attendant functions?

General ARMsTRONG. No, sir; I am hedging
there a little bit because the manpower side
of our headquarters is not yet sure whether
or not they can contract for these. This is
the first step in a 5-year program, and defi-
nitely we will contract to the maximum ex-
tent. This is an estimate really. Whatever
contracts are done will be within this
amount of money, and this would equate to
650 employees if we hired them.

Mr. FLY~NT. I would like you to review that.
It occurs to me it would be very difficult to
provide a mess attendant function with 650
people. I have an idea that these 850, instead
of being mess attendants, may be supervi-
sory personnel overall. I am not sure about
that, but I would like you to supply the in-
formation for the record or respond now.

General ArmsTrRONG. I understand, sir.
These will be civil service hired. They will
be hired people and they will be the scullery
washers and that sort of thing if we can hire
them.

Mr. FLYNT. If you cannot hire them they
will be done by contract?

General ARMsTRONG. Yes, sir. We are really
hoping to get off on the right foot in 1873
and we don't know too much about the pro-
gram.

Mr, FLYNT. You say this is a 5-year pro-
gram?

General ArmMsSTRONG. That is right.

Mr. FLYNT. Am I to belleve from that that
your total hire over 5 years will be 3250
additional civillan employees, assuming that
your request for this year is for a one-fifth
increment?

General ARMsTRONG, Yes, sir, I believe the
total is just under 3,000 total for the 5-year
program.

Mr. FLYNT, How many thousand?

General ArMsTRONG. Just under 3,000. I
believe it is 2,900-plus.

Mr. FLYNT. Which would be the total
number of civilians associated with this pro-
gram over the 5-year development?

General ARMSTRONG. Yes, sir,

Mr. FuynTt, Will this increase result in the
civilianization of all Marine Corps mess fa-




30544

cilities, wherever located? I understand that
your cooks will still be primarily uniformed
personnel.

General ARMSTRONG. Yes, sir.

Mr. FLynT. Will this 3,000 increase over the
5-year period result in the civilianization of
all mess attendant functions at all Marine
Corps mess facilities?

General ArmMsTRONG. I do not belleve it
covers the entire gamut of the Marine Corps
duties. There are certain locations where
this would mot be a feasible program, such
as at some of our deployed locations.

I would say within the continental United
States it will be.

Col. Carey, AF Directorate of Personnel
Plans; Col. Posner, Directorate of Manpower
and Organization (Vol. V, pages 906-07):

CUSTODIAL SERVICES COST

Mr. FLyNT. Why does the Alr Force have
to increase its budget request by $10.2 mil-
lion to obtain additional custodial services
in order to relieve the airmen from menial
and unproductive tasks?

Colonel Carey. This is a case where one
of our main thrusts of Project Volunteer is
to encourage the highly trained technical
people to stay in the Air Force. We do not
think this purpose is served by having them
perform menial custodial work such as KP
and cleaning up their area.

Mr. FLynT. Would you give us a break-
down of the projections of the components
that make up the $10.2 million?

(The information follows:)

The $10.2 million in fiscal year 1973 funds
will provide for approximately 20.8 million
square feet of contract custodial services
broken down into 11.7 million square feet
for common use areas of ailrmen dormi-
tories, and 9.1 million for squadron level
and below administrative areas. Use of con-
tract custodial services is designed to re-
move irritants to service life and it provides
increased productivity for these technically
trained personnel.

CIVILIANIZATION OF KP

Mr, FLYNT. What programs are you initiat-
ing in order to keep the airmen fully occu-
pled since they presumably will no longer
be required to perform so-called menial and
unproductive tasks?

Colonel Carey. Sir, we believe we can keep
them fully occupied in their job speclalty
for which they have been procured and
trained,

Mr, FLYNT. How are you going to keep them
occupied and for how many hours a day and
how many days a week?

Colonel PosNer. We have a 40-hour work
week in the continental United States.

Mr. FLYNT. Is the Air Force initiating a
full scale civillanization program to relieve
sirmen from performing KP duties?

Colonel Carey. Sir, in the area of KP the
Air Force has essentially eliminated KP in all
except the basic training center at Lackland
AFB.

Mr. FrynT. Have you already done that?

Colonel CAREY. Yes, sir. KP has been essen-
tially eliminated in the Air Force except at
the basic training center at Lackland AFB,

Mr. FryNT. How much of this is being done
by direct hire and how much by contract
hire? I assume both.

Colonel PosNEr. Yes, sir. We have 5,200
civililan EP's at 256 installations, and there
are contract KP's at 46 installations.

Mr. FLyNT. Which has proved most effec-
tive, your direct hire or your contract hire?

Colonel PosNer. I do not think I can re-
spond directly to that, sir. It is a composite
of situations at each installation, and the
question of economy.

Mr. FLYNT. I do not mean between now and
this afternoon, but can you get some addi-
tional information on that and supply it for
the record because we are concerned wheth-
er you are finding it more effective with di-
rect hire or by contract?

{The information follows:)
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Generally speaking our evaluation of ef-
fectiveness is made against compliance with
established minimum standards of inservice
or contract performance. On this basis we
find that we get equal efflectiveness from both
direct hire and contract performance of KP.

To the extent standards of performance are
not met, under the contract or Inservice
mode, normal management action is taken
to obtain compliance.

General EKerwin, Army Deputy Chief of
Stafl for Personnel (Vol. VI, pages T6-77) :

The Army has taken steps to release men
to soldiering to the maximum extent possi-
ble by including funds within the budget
for:

Civillanization of EP,

Reducing the maintenance backlog for
troop barracks, This relieves the soldier to
some extent from self-help projects.

Hiring civillans to perform maintenance of
roads and grounds, refuse collection and jan-
itorial work in post administrative and rec-
reational facilities.

Exciting, meaningful training has been ad-
vanced by:

Revised basic and advanced individual
training. It incorporates individualized, self-
paced, hands-on instruction and perform-
ance-based assessment of specific skills of key
points in the instructional process.

Decentralizing the management and con-
duct of training by relying on the judgement
of the soldiers’ leaders in attuning individual
programs to the widely varying local eircum-
stances,

Establishing a Combat Arms Training
Board. It is tasked to develop new approaches
to training and to provide meaningful assist-
ance to small unit leaders. By evaluating al-
ternative trailning techniques, conducting
seminars in active and reserve component
units worldwide, and publishing current in-
formation on new training developments, the
board will give added support to the philoso-
phy of reposing full responsibility in each
small unit leader for the development of
exciting, meaningful, and imaginative unit
training.

Adventure training, The Army supports ad-
venture training because of its value In
bullding resourceful and self-reliant men.
Rock climbing, boating, survival and endur-
ance feats, and exploring are examples of
the sorts of activities which contribute to
developing self-reliance, morale and physical
courage, and mutual confidence among the
men in a unit.

A current educational project which is
growing rapidly and will replace, where pos-
sible, the high school GED program by June
30, 1972, 1s the preparatory education pro-
gram (PREP) sponsored by DA and funded
by the Veterans' Administration. Dependent
schools in USAREUR and Big Bend Com-
munity College offer instruction. The funds
generated by implementation of PREP will
be used for broader MOS programs and voca-
tional-technical training.

General Eerwin (Vol. VI, page 91):

Definition of Soldier Oriented Programs.
These soldier oriented programs are defined
as “those activities supported by Army funds
that are most evident to the soldier popula-
tion, and which have a distinct beneficial
impact on the majority.” These programs
reflect the Army's attempts to create an en-
vironment most conducive to ‘mproved sol-
dler attitudes and to achieve an all-volunteer
force. The entire Project Volunteer/Modern
Volunteer Army Program is included within
the soldier orlented programs.

Categories in Objective Terms. The soldier
oriented p are categorized in terms
of objectives such as to enhance professional-
ism, to improve service life and to modernize
the accession system.

To Strengthen Professionalism. To enhance
professionalism, the Army has budgeted $33
million for FY 72 and $139 million for FY 73.
Certain items are designed to improve train-
ing by reducing diversions from unit strength
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by completing the worldwide program to hire
civilian mess attendants (FY 72 $28 million
and FY 73 $99 million) and to replace soldiers
performing base support functions with ci-
vilians (FY 72 $2 million and FY 73 $35 mil-
lion). Closely allied to improved military
training is the budget item for educational
development of the noncommissioned officer
(FY 72 $1 million and F¥ 73 $5 million).
General Eerwin (Vol. VI, pages 108-109) :
FREE TIME RELIEVING SOLDIERS FROM EXTRA
DUTIES

Mr., FLYNT, The Army stresses that it is
making every attempt to free the soldiers
from extra duties such as KP, mowing lawns,
washing windows, et cetera, in order that the
soldier can receive more adequate training.
However, realistic tralning, especially combat
training, is very expensive in terms of ammo
and gas-consumed equipment maintenance,
et cetera. Are there extra funds in the O. &
M. and procurement budgets to pay for this
training?

General EKJELLsTROM. We have had ade-
quate funds included in the O. & M. budget
and the procurement accounts for support of
the Army forces and to provide the necessary
improvements in our training program.

Mr. FLYNT. An often heard complaint about
military life is that it is too boring—not
enough to do. Won't the removal of special
duties give the soldler more free time and in
turn increase his boredom and lower his
morale?

General EErwiN. Sir, one of the biggest
cries we have today from the commander in
the field is the lack of personnel during
training time. This means at the level of the
squad because a man may be going on KP
or some other function. What we are at-
tempting to do with respect to civilian help
for EP is to release the soldier to the com-
mander so he does have him available during
training time to have more meaningful
training.

I do not think this will make more free
time available to the individual in terms that
he will have nothing to do. Rather, the main
thrust is to make the individual available
to the commander for training during the
actual training day.

Mr. FLYNT. Is this going to mean that more
passes and free time are going to be given
to personnel in training without substan-
tially increasing their effectiveness.

General EErwIN. I would not say this is
going to make more free time available for
passes. Obviously the man who is on EKP
that night would not be avallable for a
pass. The main thrust of having the KP
supplanted by civilians is to make the in-
dividual avallable to the commander dur-
ing the training day so he has a larger per-
centage of his people at training.

If we can’' do that, then I think we can
increase the job satisfaction and have more
men available to the commander so we can
improve the rapport between the leader and
soldier.

(Discussion off the record.)

General KerwiN. The Army will provide
details for the record on the KP problem.

(The information follows:)

On February 28, 1968, Department of De-
fense provided for the civillanization of the
military services’ food program and specified
that civilians employed as EP's would be
paid from appropriated funds as of June 30,
1970. The Army requested and was granted
postponement of this date due to funding
constraints with the understanding that De-
partment of Army would request necessary
funding in the fiscal year 1972 budget to
implement total oversea conversion by July 1,
1971, with sufficient priority to reasonably
assure approval of such funds.

When the Army launched the modern
Volunteer Army program in October 1970,
General Westmoreland lald out a powerful
“plan of attack” to strengthen profes-
slonalism, improve Army life, and enhance
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the image of the Army. He stated positively
that “we will not achleve our goal without
the application of resources, and I mean
money.” Besides identifylng resource re-
quirements for better pay, additional hous-
ing, modern barracks, and maintenance of
houses and barracks, he stated that “‘we
will need money for civillan labor contracts
so that our helicopter mechanics are not
cutting grass and our radar technicians are
not washing dishes.” The Army developed
the detalls of the modern Volunteer Army
program based on General Westmoreland's
guidanece and on a “fily before you buy” con-
cept. One of the major points of his guidance
which received extensive test because of the
long-term costs involved was replacing scl-
diers on EP with civillans in order to return
soldiers to soldiering.

To provide for the financing of EP
clvilianization 1in oversea areas—EKorea,
Panamsa, Okinawa, GCGermany, Italy, and
Belgium—$10.9 million and 6,730 spaces were
placed in the fiscal year 1972 OMA budget.
CONARC commanders have spent approxi-
mately $4 million annually on civilian KP’s
during recent years. An additional $10.9 mil-
Hon has been provided in fiscal year 1972
through Project VOLAR to CONARC instal-
lations for this purpose. Alaska and Hawail
will have spent about $2.6 million. It is esti-
mated that the Army will spend a total of
$28.4 million on EP civilianization in fiscal
year 1972 as a result of these efforts.

A total conversion of all EP functions
within the Army to civillans, except for
those personnel in BCT units, Is contems-
plated in fiscal year 1973 in all commands
at an estimated cost of 809 million. It is estl-
mated that some 9,200 soldiers will be re-
turned to their primary military duty.

KP has traditionally been considered a ma~-
Jor irritant to the soldier due to the menial
tasks involved and the requirement to work
long hours. It is hoped that the civilianiza-
tion of the KP program will allow the Army
to provide for its soldiers a more normal
workweek schedule in consonance with the
civillan environment and return the soldier
to his unit for meaningful training. The
Army in achieving an all-volunteer force
must provide better working conditions in-
cluding a reduction of the present 60 to 756
hour workweek which exists In most troop
units.

Major commanders have periodically re-

d to General Westmoreland their per-
sonal evaluations on the modern Volunteer
Army programs. They adamantly favor em-
ploying civilians instead of soldlers for EKP.
Gen. Ralph Haines, CGCONARC, considers
“the institution of civillan KP to be the
principal measure for increasing the profes-
sionalism, teamwork, pride, and fighting
capability of our TOE units.” Gen. Michael
Davison, CINCUSAREUR, “totally support(s)
the KP clvillanization program and, in the
area of service attractiveness place(s) it
along with barracks improvement at the
highest level of fiscal priority.” He further
states that “clvilianization of EP's within
USAREUR has returned 8,500 soldiers to
their primary duty in the organization. This
equates to more than four mechanized in-
fantry battalions.” Lt. Gen. John H. Hay,
Jr,, CG XVIII Airborne Corps, says that the
1,000 soldiers released each day is more than
just a number. “These are trained soldiers
working to achleve standards of profession-
alism of the Nation's primary reaction force."
Maj. Gen. John C. Bennett, CG, 4th Infantry
Division, Fort Carson, also indicates that he
is “able to turn out the equivalent of an
extra battallon for meaningful training each
day.” Other commanders are equally strong
in their support of EP civillanization.

A multitude of reports and surveys have
provided convincing data about the value
of civilian EP. The independent research
agencles contracted by the Army to evaluate
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the MVA program conclude that substituting
civilian KPs for soldier EPs is generally the
most important MVA innovation in terms of
soldivr satisfaction. These conclusions are
fully substantiated by the Army installations’
evaluation. Not only is the opportunity to
perform his rightful job important to a per-
son already in the Army; it is also of con-
cern to young people outside the Army. Inde-
pendent research organization findings show
that half of enlistment candidates surveyed
belleve the Army offers interesting chal-
lenging work, and that the Army ranks low-
est of all services In “best chance to use
one’s skills or abilities.”

The field commanders’ comments and the
conclusions from evaluations of the modern
volunteer Army program make clear the im-
provements in training, eficiency, and soldier
morale that accrue from replacing soldiers
on KP with civillans. By carrylng out this
program in fiscal year 1973, the Army will
be able to catch up to the Air Force and
the Navy, which have already largely adopted
the civilian EP concept. It is the Army po-
sition that any retreat from the stated ob-
jective, now known Armywide, would seri-
ously degrade the modern volunteer Army
effort.

General Wheeler, Marine Corps Assistant
Chief of Staff, Manpower and Personnel
(Vol. VI, page 824) :

Furthermore, in fiscal 1973 we are asking
for funds to substitute some 650 civilian
messmen for Marines, which will vastly im-
prove our readiness as far as freeing Ma-
rines from mess duties is concerned.

In conclusion, sir, I would say that yes,
from the management standpoint, we would
welcome some flexibility along these lines.
It would make our job easler.

Secondly, we are pursuing the need for
civilianization but at the same time, within
our relatively small force, I am afraid the
process will necessarily be rather slow.

Mr. Davis. I suppose reticence at the in-
stallation is probably somewhat natural. I
suspect that the local commander might
feel that he has more effective control over
the man in uniform then he does over the
civilian who might be working for him.

General WHEELER. Yes, sir; and also he
can send him off to war.

If the gentleman from Ohio will yield
me additional time, I will be delighted to
yield to the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield the gentleman
1 additional minute.

Mr. WYMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Of course
I will yield.

Mr. WYMAN. The gentleman says that
he cannot understand the justification
for the committee’s action. I would sim-
ply like to observe a justification for that
action is money. This budget is said to be
high. It has actually been pointed out
that the budget for the military is the
lowest in actual constant dollars since
1951, As far as the gentleman’s reference
to cutting grass and doing dishes and
other things is concerned, I can think of
nothing that is more applicable to the
average duties on a day-to-day basis in
peacetime of these men than doing some
of the unpleasant chores that we think
ought to be done by them.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsir. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments, but I
must say that if the argument is money,
then clearly you ought to think of con-
tracting these chores out, because in
that way you will end up paying less
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money for contracting out the work
rather than having military personnel do
it.

Mr. WYMAN. If the gentleman will
yield further?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman,

Mr. WYMAN. I submit the gentleman’s
statement is almost totally inaccurate
and presupposes something referred to
earlier, that is, that the military are com-
pletely consumed, except for their leave
time, in military occupations in a peace-
time establishment, which is not so.

Mr. SIKES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I will be
happy to yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. I have listened to this dis-
cussion with a great deal of interest, for
I shall offer the amendment referred to,
but I would like for the members of the
committee to take into consideration that
reductions in Army strength are presup-
posed on the basis that they will be able
to use contract personnel to do KP duty.
If the military has to use armed services
personnel to do this work, it is going to
cost very substantially more money,
about twice as much money, to do it as
it would under contract.

Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin. I agree
with the gentleman, and I am grateful
for his leadership in this effort.

AIM—TF SPARROW AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the dis-
tinguished Whip of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEILL) .

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I would like
to direct a question to the gentleman
from Texas:

I note that the Sparrow III missiles’
latest version, the AIM-TF, is not put
into production but that the prior model,
the AIM-TE is continued for Navy and
Air Force use for another year. Since the
newer version will counter an expanded
threat with greater cost effectiveness
and, furthermore, provide significantly
improved performance in range, reliabil-
ity, guidance and countermeasures, I am
concerned that we are not taking advan-
tage of the development funds already
expended by moving into production of
the better, more cost effective AIM-TF
instead of the older AIM-TE. Would you
care to comment?

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is talk-
ing about the AIM-TF Sparrow missile.
The AIM refers to air intercept missile.
The Navy requested $77 million to buy
an initial production quantity of the
AIM-TF missile, and the Air Force re-
quested $19.5 million to add to the Navy
buy of the AIM-TF.

The committee recommended that the
$77 million not be appropriated for the
Navy, and we provided $9,750,000 to the
Air Force to buy AIM-TE missiles in-
stead of the new AIM-TF version.

Now, if the Navy does reclama this
reduction to the Senate, and I under-
stand that this is proposed, then the
House conferees, I can assure my friend
from Massachusetts, will certainly recon-
sider the recommended reductions in
this missile buy in the light of the most
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recent tests of the so-called AIM-TF
missile.

We do not have the very latest official
word with respect to the tests. I do un-
derstand unofficially that some of the
more recent tests have been more favor-
able than previous tests. This whole mat-
ter will receive the very best attention
of the Committee on Appropriations.

I am glad to note that the gentleman
from Massachusetts has been inquiring
into this matter and seeking to do what-
ever may be appropriate under the cir-
cumstances. The committee is glad to
hear from him.

Mr. WYMAN. Would the chairman
yield for an observation?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. The most recent tests
which have been completed, apparently
have been more successful than earlier
tests. The suggestion has been made by
the gentleman from Massachusetts, and
he is well known for his knowledge, that
had these most recent tests been com-
pleted at the time of our hearings per-
haps the same committee recommenda~-
tion would not have been made. If some
restoration is made by the Senate, at
the time of the conference, it will receive
very careful consideration by the House
conferees.

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, the leg-
islation under consideration this after-
noon does nothing more than perpetu-
ate the seriously contorted national
goals and priorities which we have en-
dured for the past several years and
continues programs and policies which
are questionable at best and undermine
some of the most basic foundations of
our country at worst. While we must
clearly have an adequate military capa-
bility and force to properly protect and
defend the United States, there is sim-
ply no justification for the excessive
spending and unnecessary weapons pro-
grams which this legislation funds. I
find it inconceivable that, at a time when
the war in Southeast Asia is supposed
to be deescalated, when U.S. troops are
supposed to be withdrawn, when some
meaningful conversations have been
held with Communist China and when
an agreement on strategic arms limita-
tions has been reached with the Soviet
Union, that we should be acting on the
largest peacetime defense money bill in
the history of our Nation. The excuse
that the size of the bill—including the
$4.2 billion reduction—is due to higher
prices and inflationary pressures is
specious as it includes funds for weap-
ons systems whbse necessity is highly
questionable, both fiscally and militar-
ily. Even more repugnant is the fact that
this measure will provide the where-
withal to enable the United States to
continue its illegal, immoral, grossly ex-
pensive, and bloody military misadven-
ture in Southeast Asia.

The bill contains numerous inconsis-
tencies and countless examples of the
basically unrealistic priorities assigned
by the Appropriations Committee. For
example, the committee refused to allow
either the Army or the Air Force to ex-
pand their Project Transition programs
and decreed that they should be held to
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the fiscal year 1972 levels. Thus, count-
less young men who are seeking some
usable skills or trades to enable them to
properly return to civilian life will be
denied this training and guidance. I have
received a large number of letters and
have spoken with many veterans who
are desperately searching for employ-
ment but have been hampered by lack
of appropriate training and basic edu-
cations. While the Project Transition
training is no guarantee that a service-
man will be able to locate employment
when he returns to civilian life, it at least
furnishes him with a headstart and some
useful tools and training.

Although this essential educational
and skill training will not be expanded,
the committee has recommended that
the ill-fated F-14 aircraft program be
funded at the full amount requested,
even though $2.5 billion has already been
invested in its development and procure-
ment of some production aircraft and
the crashes of two F-14 test aircraft have
raised some serious questions as to the
plane’s capabilities. The present acquisi-
tion costs for 313 aircraft are estimated
to be approximately $16.7 million each.
However, it is essential that we include
the cost of helping to bail Grumman air-
craft out of its finaneial difficulties, the
expenses related to including advanced
technology engines in a portion of the
force and the large operating costs as-
sociated with the F-14 program. The
realistic per plane figure then becomes
$20 million and the 10-year F-14 systems
expense is raised to a $60 million level.

These are just two isolated examples of
the many ill-considered programs funded
under this measure. Of equal importance
is the fact that the vast sums appropri-
ated by this legislation will not only
plunge us ever deeper into debt but will
also prohibit the long-overdue imple-
mentation of desperately required do-
mestic programs. Certainly the greater
portion of these defense moneys could be
more wisely and effectively used in meet-
ing our urban crises in providing in-
creased and improved health-care pro-
grams, educational projects, housing and
the myriad of other essential domestic
needs. This is not neoisolationism but
simply commonsense. Since 1946 the
military has devoured more than $1 tril-
lion of our resources and is currently op-
erating at the rate of approximately $200
million daily. It has been aptly noted
that our national priorities are weighted
on the side of inhumanity and death.
Clearly we must drastically curtail mili-
tary spending to at least manageable and
more reasonable proportions if we are to
experience restoration of health and vi-
tality to the Nation.

The Congress must take the initiative
and we cannot be intimidated by Mr.
Laird and his military cronies. We must
take affirmative action to bring military
spending into line and, especially, to
bring a halt to this agonizing war in
Southeast Asia. We will again be afforded
the opportunity to exercise our constitu-
tionally guaranteed prerogative and
cease funding the military machine in
Vietnam and elsewhere in that troubled
area of the world. I urge our colleagues
not to let this opportunity again slip from
our hands. We must halt this irrespon-
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sible spending and take positive action to
redirect the course of this Nation before
we are allowed to plunge further into one
military fiasco after another. Our Na-
tion cannot tolerate any further division
or any additional delays in resolving
those many domestic problems which are
tearing at the very fabric of the repub-
lic. Our only moral choice is to reject this
legislation and work for a more just and
rational structuring of our national ob-
jectives and priorities.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, speaking at
a local college last week, I was chal-
lenged by students who insisted we
needed a large military budget in order
to provide jobs in the private sector.

Frankly, I was appalled that these stu-
dents have been taken in by the myth
that our chemists would rather be using
their microscopes to invent new systems
of death than uncovering the secrets of
cancer, I am equally positive that fac-
tory workers would far prefer building
desks for our Nation’s classrooms than
warheads for our rockets.

Rather than multiplying our powers
of “over-kill,” let us direct our great
human and natural resources toward
the truly noble adventures of mankind.
Let us relieve the suffering from dis-
ease; banish forever the filth in our wa-
ter and in our skies; obliterate the pain
of hunger and destroy the fear created
by ignorance.

Maybe then we will have the talent
and resources available to pursue the
more mundane problems such as an
urban transportation system that
works—or a postal system that delivers
mail on time.

Yet we sit here today and talk about
superweapons—such as the B-1 bomb-
er—$444 million; the Trident subma-
rine—$311 million—and the ABM sys-
tem—$935.6 million. And the list of ex-
traneous and wasteful systems of death
and destruction goes on.

I am voting against this bill.

I am voting not because someday I
hope to be part of a majority of the
Members of this House who refuse to be
caught up in the momentum of the de-
fense bureaucracy, who refuse to pander
to the military shibboleths which
frighten us into buying more weapons
than we need.

Of course our Nation must maintain
a strong and steady military posture.
Nevertheless, the amount and kind of
war material contained in this bill is
entirely beyond the realm of reason.

Our President says we are winding
down the war and that we are moving
toward peace with the Russian adversary.
Why does he ask us to pass now the
highest military appropriation since the
height of World War II—and it is even
$1.72 billion above the 1972 appropria-
tion.

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, because
of a commitment in California that I
am unable to cancel, I am unable to be
present for the vote on the Military Ap-
propriations bill. Had I been present, I
would vote against the bill.

I oppose the measure for two basic
reasons: One, my only opportunity to
meaningfully express my opposition to
the endless and tragic policy of our Na-
tion in Indochina is to vote against the
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moneys that permit the President to im-
plement that wrongful policy. Two: I am
not content that sufficient economies in
our defense program have been repre-
sented in this massive expenditure and
I have no opportunity to obtain selec-
tive reduction in excessive expenditures
because of the fact that proper programs
and expenses ares lumped together in
this one massive bill with improper pro-
grams. As one example, but only one, I
cite the ABM program which I believe to
provide only very marginal security at
€Nnormous expense,

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the follow-
ing sums are appropriated, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, for
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense, and for other purposes,
namely:

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express ap-
preciation for the fine cooperation
which the committee has had from the
Members of the House during the dis-
cussion this afternoon of the defense
bill. I wish to applaud the members
of our staff who have worked on the
preparation of the report and who have
worked with the Committee on Appro-
priations through many months of hear-
ings.

I wish to state that all 11 members of
the subcommitte, the 10 members in
addition to myself, have worked diligent-
ly and attended the hearings regularly
and participated extensively in seeking to
bring to the House the very best defense
appropriation bill that could be worked
out after long months of hearings and
discussion.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENKOWsSKI, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 16593) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

GLADDING INTERNATIONAL SPORT
FISHING MUSEUM

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

Mr. HANLEY, Mr. Speaker, I suppose
there are as many “fish” stories as there
are fishermen. But I have a fish story
today which needs no embellishment to
make it significant.

Fishing, whether it be to a youngster
on a quiet summer pond or to an experi-
enced deep sea fisherman, has a romantic
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and spellbinding appeal that is hard to
put into words. Well, this Saturday,
September 16, 1972, officials of the Glad-
ding Corp. in South Otselic, N.Y., are
going to do more than put fishing’s ap-
peal into words. They are going to open
the first international sport fishing
museum—a true three-dimensional trib-
ute to the sport of fishing.

The Gladding International Sport
Fishing Museum, Inc. at South Otselic,
N.Y., will be publicly dedicated at 3 p.m.
Saturday, September 16.

The Nation’s first sport fishing mu-
seum was chartered as a nonprofit
corporation to preserve, restore, and con-
serve the relics and historical objects of
recreational and sport fishing and to
promote the need for heightened con-
servation efforts.

The 156-year-old Gladding Corp.,
oldest manufacturer of sporting goods
continuously in business since its 1816
Chenango County founding, is sponsor-
ing the museum. Mr. J. Gerald Gladding,
president, explained that:

The museum will have no commercial
connection with the corporation. However,
Gladding employees share our pride and ex-
citement In being able to sponsor it.

The museum building is a 142-year-old
eight-sided mansion which has long been
a South Otselic landmark. The building
was restored and renovated by Gladding
Corp. especially for the exhibits which
were donated and collected over several
years under the direction of Mrs. James
W. Coleman of South Otselic, former vice
president of Gladding.

The exhibits follow the entire circum-
ference of the Octagon House. On the
walls are original water colors of New
York State fish on loan from the State
Environmental Conservation Depart-
ment; early steel engravings of famous
fishing scenes and, in the Salt Water
Room, hanging mounted fish and world-
famous deep sea rods.

The tackle and equipment exhibits
feature early creels, tailer and landing
nets dating back to 1889: 1840 salmon
rods; an 1884 Hardy's Gold Medal Fly
Rod with pieces of ebony inlaid between
can sections and a silver engraved
handle.

Three items with particular historical
significance are: an 1819 9-foot bamboo
rod with inlaid handle taken from the
cabin of Robert Fulton’s steamboat
Clermont; an unusual fly rod used by
Col. Theodore Lyman—1833-97—first
Massachusetts Commissioner of Fish-
eries; and a marble top table which be-
longed to Henry Clay around 1806.

Other cases show famous Thomas and
Leonard fly rods and trail rods, all of can
wound, cork and wood handles.

In the Salt Water Room, Lou Marron's
huge rod on which he caught the world’s
record—1,182 pounds—broadbill sword-
fish is featured along with United States,
British, and Russian equipment.

Hundreds of lures are displayed. One
is a polished stone and handerafted
trolling rig used by Greenland Eskimos
and predating similar modern lures by
hundreds of years.

The library features rare editions of
famous books. Included are an
edition of the 1496 A.D. “Fysshe and
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Fysshynge"” written by a nun, Dame
Julian Berners and three editions of
Izaak Walton's “The Compleat Angler.”

Sister Juliana describes how to tie 13
flies in her book, believed to be the first
ever published on sport fishing. Several
of those flies are still in use today, al-
though made with different materials.

South Otselic was a natural choice for
the museum. Governor Rockefeller offi-
cially named it “Fishing Line Capital of
the World” in 1966 on Gladding's 150th
birthday.

Mr. Speaker, I salute the Gladding
Corp. on this public-minded endeavor.
The company was founded 156 years ago
as a ropemaker, by John Gladding of
South Otselic. Eventually a fishing line
business was added, and today the Glad-
ding Corp. has expanded to an interna-
tional leisure products giant with sales
of $50 million annually.

LET US NOT DELAY IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF 1975 AUTO EXHAUST
STANDARDS

(Mr. REES 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. REES. Mr. Speaker, just this week
the National Research Council issued a
lengthy report linking the rise in lung
cancer in the United States with air pol-
lution. If air pollution were reduced in
and around U.S. cities by 50 percent, the
NRC concluded, the lung cancer rates
might be reduced as much as 20 percent
in the United States.

I note that a spokesman for our larg-
est auto company indicates that once
again a request will be made to the En-
vironmental Protection Agency for a 1-
year delay in the 1975 auto exhaust emis-
sion standards. And the same spokesman
says the company will make a strong
pitch for modification of the Clean Air
Amendments of 1970 which mandate
these standards. These statements are
accompanied by the usual self-serving
pleas of how much work and money has
been put into research and how tech-
nically difficult it is to meet these
standards.

Here in the Congress we have become
accustomed to this song of woe over the
past 3 years. In my own State of Cali-
fornia, where we have been trying to per-
suade, cajole, and regulate the auto com-
panies into abating their poisonous
fumes since the early 1960’s, we have
been hearing it for a decade.

There is a difference this time, how-
ever.

As the Members of this body will re-
call, the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1970, enacted so overwhelmingly by both
Houses of the Congress, gave the auto
companies 5 years to reduce their emis-
sions of carbon monoxide and unburned
hydrocarbons 90 percent and 6 years to
reduce their emissions of oxides of nitro-
gen 90 percent. These percentages were
calculated as the reduction required to
obtain the improvement in air guality
required for the health and welfare of
the citizens of this country. ;

However, recognizing the magnitude
of the task, the legislation permitted the
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Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to postpone full imple-
mentation of these standards for 1 year
and to impose interim standards for that
year.

However, in order to grant this 1-year
suspension, the Administrator of the
EPA was required to make four findings:

First, such suspension is essential to
the public health and welfare;

Second, all good faith efforts have been
made to meet the standards;

Third, the applicant for the suspension
has established that effective control
technology, operating methods or other
technology is not available; and

Fourth, that a study by the National
Academy of Sciences has not indicated
that technology, processes, or other al-
ternatives are available to meet the
standards.

Let me emphasize that the Adminis-
trator had to make all four of these
determinations before granting the sus-
pension.

Predictably, the auto companies ap-
plied for the l-year suspension of the
1975 hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide
standards at almost the earliest date per-
mitted under the law. The EPA held ex-
haustive hearings and took more than
2,000 pages of written and statistical tes-
timony. Much of this testimony centered
around a device called a catalytic con-
verter, which the Administrator indi-
cated at the close of the hearings, would
be the key element in emission control
systems to meet the 1975 standards.

After analysis of this testimony, the
Administrator rendered a decision deny-
ing the application of the auto companies
for the 1-year suspension. He said in his
ruling that the auto companies had not
proved that the technology does not ex-
ist or has not existed long enough for
them to put it into use in 1975.

I quote from his written decision:

Based on an analysis of the entire record,
I conclude that the emission reduction re-
quired to meet the 1975 standards can prob-
ably be achieved in a number of current en-
gines suitable for use in most popular varie-
ties of automobiles. My best analysis of the
available data Indicates that maximum re-
ductions can be achieved by modifications
and Improvements to the engine itself and
by use of noble metal catalysts in the ex-
haust system.

Addressing the question of good faith,
though not ruling on it, the Administra-
tor said:

Although nearly all automobile manufac-
turers have claimed that commitments to
catalyst suppliers were required during the
early months of 1872, only Ford has made
financial arrangements with catalyst sup-
pliers to enable them to commence plant
construction.

On the question of timing, the Admin-
istrator had this to say:

The record in the proceeding before me in-
dicates that adequate lead time presently
remains for automobile manufacturers to as-
sure the avallability of an adequate supply
of catalytic converters for normal 1975 model
yedr introduction dates. An adequate supply
can be guaranteed if manufacturers make
financial commitments to catalyst suppliers
during the period May-July of this year.

At the press conference at which he
announced his decision, the question of
reapplication for the 1-year suspension
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was raised. The Administrator had this
tosay:

They can contract with the catalyst manu-
facturers to make avallable by 1975, or the
1975-model automobiles, the catalytic sys-
tems. They can continue to test the com-
ponents of the best system that they have
and continue to test other potential com-
ponents, and if at the end of this kind of
good-faith effort they can come in and say,
based on much more careful proof in a new
application, we now believe that the tech-
nology is not available; as I read the statute,
I have to take a look at that new applica-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, only one auto company
has made the kind of commitment to a
catalyst supplier which the Adminis-
trator clearly believes to be an essential
element of a “good faith” effort to meet
the 1975 standard. But that is not the
largest auto company, the one which
says it is coming back to the Congress
seeking to weaken the automotive provi-
sions of the Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1970 and is going to reapply to EPA
for the l-year suspension of the 1975
standards.

This is outrageous. Let us do away
with euphemisms. General Motors is our
largest auto company. Indeed, it is the
largest industrial organization in the
world. It may also be the most arrogant.
From the days when it put detectives on
Ralph Nader’s trail and tried to entice
him with hired women, it has been clear
that this corporate giant would stop at
nothing to avoid fulfilling its safety and
environmental obligations to the Ameri-
can people.

We in southern California know it
well—and to our sorrow. We have seen
General Motors—and the auto industry
in general, it must be said—progress
from a position of claiming there was no
air pollution problem in southern Cali-
fornia, to claiming that there was an air
pollution problem, but it was not their
fault, to their present position of claim-
ing, against all the evidence of the eyes
and nose that the pollution problem is
getting better. Throughout this changing
litany, there has been one constant
theme: Nothing more needs to be done
other than what is already being done.

I say to General Motors and to the
auto industry: Something needs to be
done, something beyond what is already
being done. To come before this Congress
to weaken the Clean Air Act amendments
while children cannot play out of doors
because of automotive air pollution is
foolish. This Congress should not listen.

To come before the EPA asking again
for suspension of the 1975 standards
while they have not made the commit-
ment which the Administrator of EPA
has clearly indicated is essential to dem-
onstrating good faith is unsurpassed ar-
rogance. The EPA should not listen.

THE NEED TO PROTECT PRISONERS’
RIGHTS

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BapiLro) is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the passing of the first year after
the fragic and bloody disturbance at the
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Attica Prison in New York. Twelve
months ago this morning 43 men—opris-
oners and guards, black and white—were
cruelly gunned down. These men were
not only the needless victims of unre-
strained and savage police power but of
an archaic, repressive, and unproduc-
tive penal system as well.

This morning we read accounts of the
report issued by the distinguished panel,
headed by New York University Law
School Dean Robert McKay, which was
appointed to investigate the Attica re-
volt. I am not at all surprised by the
findings of the McKay Commission as
they simply confirm what I and several
other members of the Observers Com-
mittee have said over the past year about
the basic factors underlying the uprising
and the tragic events of those terrible 5
days. Among other determinations the
commission found that conditions in-
side the Attica Prison which lead to the
prisoners’ revolt were dehumanizing, de-
basing, and volatile almost to the point
of inevitable conflict.

As the McKay Commission so correct-
ly observed, prisoners must have all the
rights of other citizens except those
which are specifically taken away by
court order. Clearly the rights of the
prisoners at Attica were ignored—prior
to, during, and after the disturbances.
Unfortunately, the denial of rights to
prisoners is not confined to Attica or to
other New York State facilities but
exists in the majority of other State
correctional institutions and Federal
prisons.

The disturbance at Attica was not a
race riot or an effort by prisoners to stage
an escape. Rather, it represented a
desperate attempt by some 1,209 men to
achieve a decent standard of survival, to
secure those basic rights of human dig-
nity and just treatment. The 28 demands
made by the Attica inmates—demands
which were accepted but have yet to be
implemented by New York State offi-
cials—sought to obtain a modicum of
civil and humane treatment such as ade-
quate food and water for all inmates,
true religious freedom, the ability to cor-
respond freely with family and friends,
and other areas which affect the daily
lives of the prisoners. The inmates felt,
and properly so, that their rights were
being violated. Only in a few instances
would any of their demands necessitate
the enactment of new laws or programs,
some of which had already been proposed
but had been stalled for one reason or
another. Basically, what the Attica in-
cident was all about was the crimes those
prisoners felt were being committed and
had been committed against them, in
violation of their rights.

The 43 deaths and more than 80 seri-
ous woundings at Attica could and should
have been avoided had affirmative action
been taken by legislators and corrections
officials on the myriad of proposals and
recommendations which have been issued
by countless commissions and panels—
the Kerner Commission, the U.N. Con-
gress on the Prevention of Crime and the
Treatment of Criminal Offenders, the
President’s Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and the Administration of Justice,
among others. The incidents of that
bloody Monday need never have occurred
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had elected and appointed officials ac-
cepted the sad fact that our prisons are
punitive, not rehabilitative, and come to
the full realization that the rights of
prisoners must be observed and protected.

Serious and constructive attention
must be given to prisoner grievances and
responsible authorities—including Fed-
eral and State legislative bodies—must be
fully responsive to prisoner efforts to seek
redress in positive ways. If we do other-
wise we will witness more, and perhaps
bloodier, Atticas.

We can no longer afford to ignore the
demands of and the variety of problems
confronted by the approximately 400,000
persons now housed in the more than
4,000 jails throughout the country. We
have an obligation to acknowledge the
applicability of basic human and civil
rights to prisoners and we must develop
some type of bill of rights for the inhab-
itants of our jails and prisons. We must
also establish a mechanism to assure the
fair and equal application of those rights.
As Milton Rector, executive director of
the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency, has so aptly observed:

The entire community is better served by
trea.tlng prlsoners humanely than by ulti-
mately releasing persons who are more em-
bittered and callous than when they were
committed.

The central core of any bill of rights
for prison inmates is the right to the full
protection of our laws and legal proc-
esses. Even though a man may be found
guilty and sent to prison, he does not be-
come a nonperson for whom the law and
the legal process no longer apply. He still
maintains certain basic rights which
cannot be stripped from him and the
prison inmate must be afforded the full
protection of and access to our laws and
legal system. Respect for the law can
never be achieved if the law stops at the
prison walls.

In protecting the rights of prisoners we
must undertake meaningful efforts to in-
sure that they are not degraded or treat-
ed like animals and are not abused in
any way. Even though they are confined
to a penal institution, a person must not
be the victim of physical or verbal abuse;
he has a right to be properly clothed and
fed, afforded adequate and necessary
medical care; and imprisoned in facilities
which meet certain basic, minimum
standards of human decency.

Mr. Speaker, in an effort to correct
some of the gross inecuities and unspeak-
able conditions which now exist in our
penal institutions and to implement one
of the basic recommendations of the Mec-
Kay Commission, I am today introducing
legislation which will provide certain
basic principles for the treatment of
prisoners in Federal correctional institu-
tions. Although this measure—the Pris-
oner Rights Act—will apply to only those
22,000 persons confined to the 51 Fed-
eral correctional facilities, I am hopeful
that it will serve as a model for the State
legislatures. The Prisoner Rights Act is
based on a draft proposal—a model act
for the protection of rights of prisoners—
of the National Council on Crime and De-
linquency. It is ironic that New York
State Corrections Commissioner Russell
G. Oswald, who must bear a great share
of the responsibility for the tragic events
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at Attica, serves on the NCCD's executive
committee.

This legislation recognizes the rights of
prisoners as persons and citizens and is
aimed at halting a number of abuses
against them. It affirms the fact that
prisoners retain all of the rights and
privileges of the ordinary citizen, except
for those expressly withdrawn by law,
and stipulates that this prineiple must
underlie all rules, regulations, procedures
and practices which relate to Federal
prisoners. In addition to declaring that
prisoners’ rights include such things as
the right to adequate meals, medical care,
an acceptable level of sanitation, proper
housing and protection against physical
or psychological mistreatment, it also
stipulates that Federal penal and correc-
tions officials will be held responsible for
maintaining these minimum standards
and taking steps to prevent the inhumane
treatment of inmates.

If a prisoner believes these or other
rights are being denied to him, he is en-
titled to report a grievance directly to
the Attorney General. A full investiga-
tion will then be conducted by inde-
pendent investigators appointed by the
Attorney General and a written report
of the findings are to be made to the
Bureau of Prisons and to the inmate.
Another important feature of this bill
is the provision that if anyone who makes
proper application to visit an inmate is
prevented from doing so—such as the
prisoner’s attorney, a relative, a friend
or even a Member of Congress—a civil
action can be instituted against the
authority barring the visit.

The issues covered by this legislation
have been the subject of numerous law
suits and I believe this bill will help to
clarify the courts’ intent in many in-
stances. Furthermore, my bill encour-
ages the courts to reject a “hands off”
policy and permit them to supervise
prison administration in order to pro-
tect prisoners against abuse and to de-
fend their basic rights.

Mr. Speaker, the bill I am introducing
today is certainly no panacea. How-
ever, we must learn the tragic lessons of
Attica and begin to take positive steps to
remove the basic causes of unrest in our
prisons, at all levels. My experiences at
Attica last year, and in a similar capacity
during the disturbances at the Queens
House of Detention in 1970, have con-
vinced me that the vast majority of
prisoners fully realize their positions and
obligations to society and that they will
abide by the rules governing them if
they are treated with respect, some de-
gree of understanding and compassion
and are permited to freely exercise those
basic rights which must be guaranteed to
them. The time of appointing further
commissions and calling for additional
studies is long past and we must now take
affirmative action on this most pressing
issue. While we in the Congress are only
able to legislate as far as Federal fa-
cilities are concerned, I call upon our
fellow legislators in the State capitols
throughout the country to join with us
in this important undertaking and to
enact these urgently needed, long overdue
reforms and affirmation of prisoners’
rights.
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The bill and related articles follow:
[From the Washington Post, Sept. 15, 1972]
ArtIicA REPORT; WHOSE CREDIBILITY
Is IN QUESTION?

(By Stephen D, Isaacs)

New YoRrx, September 12.—In an era when
the government is so ready to castigate the
press for supposed irresponsibility, for lack-
ing credibility, for its effete intellectualism
and for who knows what else, along comes
the officlal New York State report on the
Attica prison uprising, which leaves you
wondering whose credibility, whose respon-
sibility is in question.

That Iimposing document, called The
Official Report of the New York State Spe-
clal Commission “on Attica, is being made
public today—the anniversary of the bloody
day one year ago when State Policemen
lberated the hostages and the prison from
the inmates.

Three days after the police attack on
Attica, I heard that one of the guards who
had been held hostage by the rebelling in-
mates had been hit with a “dumdum”—an
expanding bullet considered so maiming that
the 1906 Geneva Convention banned them
from use in international warfare.

The guard, Michael Smith, had allegedly
been hit in the abdomen. The bullet had
expanded on entry, ripping out large por-
tions of his lower intestine. The bullet had
splintered “well,” according to my source.
50 many fragments were in young Smith’'s
body that only about half of them could be
removed by surgeons, and the other half
(about 30) were left in his body.

As reporters do in such cases, I proceeded
to try to “check out” the report. It checked
out.

I then called the office of Robert Fischer,
the deputy attorney general of New York
State, to get the “state’s” side of the story.
Gov. Nelson Rockefeller had assigned Fischer,
the job of investigating any possible law
violations in the whole Attica incident.

Fischer’'s press spokesman, Emerson
Moran, said he doubted that what I told
him was true, and demanded the source of
my information. “I can't and won't tell you,
but it is, in fact, true,” I sald. “The man is
lying there in St. Jerome’s Hospital with 30
shell fragments still in him.”

Moran said he would check out the report
and get back to me. Several hours later, he
called and sald:

“To our knowledge, it's about as erroneous
as it can be. We are aware of the facts of
the type of ammunition provided, the type
of weapons used. To our knowledge, all used
standard weaponry.”

Moran read a statement from Pischer, say-
ing, In effect, that all facts would be in-
vestigated in due time.

Moran also asked me not to report the
story. The Washington Post, he said, would
be “acting irresponsibly” to publish such
unconfirmed, inflammatory material. He sald
he could not urge me strongly enough to
quash the article—it just was not true.

The decision was put to The Post's
national affalrs editor, who decided to go
ahead. The state’s denials were Included, as
we say, “high up” in the story.

The New York Times, the following day,
in a story on Attica carried a mention of the
dumdum report “well down" im its story. In
it, the state absolutely denied that its troop-
ers fired any such bullets on Sept. 13.

End of incident. Dumdum report white-
washed.

Now comes The Official Report by the com-
mission headed by New York University Law
School Dean Robert B. McKay.

On pages 353-356, the McEay commission
calmly reports that every trooper on those
walls a year ago who was equipped with a
270 caliber rifle that day was firing expand-
ing bullets—dumdums.

The type of ammunition used by the troop-
ers, sald the commission, was tipped “with
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the unprotected soft lead nose . . . and tends
to expand greatly upon impact."” The com-
mission even quotes the advertising brochure
for such bullets called Silvertips:

*. . . Its special alloy jacket prevents pre-
mature expansion while the bullet penetrates
through thick hide and tissue in deep and
vital areas. Silvertip mushrooms perfectly and
releases tremendous energy that stops them
cold.”

Moran, queried by thls reporter yesterday,
said he sat through the commission’s hearing,
and still isn't sure whether the bullets used
were dumdums. .

Smith, the injured guard, is. Reached at
his home near Attica, where he has been for
the last year, he said:

“They might say it was an expanding type
bullet, but they don’'t want to call it a dum-
dum, and what the hell's the difference?"

Smith has undergone two operations so far,
and hopes his last will be in December, when
surgeons try to repalr his lower Intestines so
the colostomy can be removed. Some bullet
fragments will be left in permanently.

Moran still sticks to his impression that
The Post ought not to have printed that story
last September.

“On the basis of the Information I had at
the time,” he says, "it did appear to be irre-
sponsible . . . to reach back into that time
and attempt to make judgments on a ques-
tion like that now is difficult, especially when
you consider the nature of the information
which was avallable to those who sought it
at the time, and I think you know the prob-
lems that existed there, at least on your part,
on the outside.”

From all of this, i1t perhaps is no small won-
der that the press is somewhat skeptical when
government questions the media's credibility.

The McKay commission, in other segments
of its report, tells how state troopers encour-
aged other troopers to lle about what they
had done, to cover up. One of my original
sources on the Smith shooting confided then
that state officials had ordered him to keep
his mouth shut about the dumdum.

Crities far and wide have chastised the
press for its initial reports out of Attica a
year ago, for reporting erroneously that in-
mates had slashed guards' throats, that one
guard had been castrated.

True, many of the press reports of that in-
cident, including one paragraph in this news-
paper, failed to attribute such statements to
state officials. The missing attribution is
hardly excusable.

But perhaps the press can go too far in
self-flagellation. It was Russell G. Oswald, the
state's corrections commissioner who—stand-
ing over a poal of blood where the main cat-
walks intersect inside Attica, at 4:30 p.m. last
Sept. 13—slowly moving his head from side
to side as if in mourning, and pointing to the
prison yard below, told me that, yes, & hos-
tage had been castrated “right down there,”
and that, yes, three of his own guards’ throats
had been slashed “from ear to ear" right
where we were standing.

“Are you sure?” I asked.

“Absolutely,” he sald. “Absolutely.”

The next day, when the truth came out
about how the guards had died—at the hands
of the state's own men—Oswald told the press
according to the McEKay commission:

“There may have been unauthorized reports
of slashed throats. But you know I never told
you that.”

|From the Washington Post, Sept. 13, 1872]
ArricA POLICE ACTION ASSAILED
(By Stephen Isaacs)

NEw Yorx, September 12.—New York
State's official investigation of the revolt at
Attica prison has concluded that the state
almost callously disregarded human life in
its handling of the uprising.

The investigating commission, appointed
at the request of Gov. Nelson Rockefeller two
weeks after he had approved using state
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troopers' firepower to reclaim the prison—one
year ago Wednesday—also criticized Rocke-
feller's role in the events.

The report’s most chilling section is on the
police action in reclaiming the prison from
the rebellious inmates.

In 15 minutes of wild shooting, 39 persons
were killed by the troopers, 10 of them state
employees who had been held hostage by the
Inmates.

The report describes mass chaos in the at-
tack, including no communication between
squad leaders and commanders, no way to tell
men to stop firing, and no clear directions
on when to fire.

In the prison yard, says the commission's
report, “troopers shot into tents, trenches,
and barricades without looking first. In ad-
dition, even where the firing may have been
justified . . . the use of shotguns loaded with
buckshot in the heavily populated spaces of
D Yard led to the killing and wounding of
hostages and of inmates who were not en-
gaged in any hostile activity.”

The nine-member investigating commis-
sion which was headed by Dean Robert B.
McEay of New York University Law School,
said that “the major significance of this re-
port may lie in the fact that it documents
in considerable detall every aspect of the life
and structure of a major prison, based upon
more precise information than has ever be-
fore been assembled about any single institu-
tion. ..."”

The commission Interviewed about 1,600
inmates, 400 prison guards, 270 state troop-
ers, 200 National Guardsmen and hundreds
of others involved.

It found that the inmates' grievances were
legitimate, in the main, and that the inmates
had tried to work within the system to cor-
rect them to no avall. It found pervasive in-
stitutional and personal racism within the
prison.

“That the explosion occurred first at At-
tica,” said the report, “was probably chance,
But the elements for replication are all
around us. Attica is every prison; and every
prison is Attica.”

Before its detailed description and analy-
sis of what happened at Attica between Sept.
9 and 13, 1971, when a total of 43 persons
lost their lives, the commission expressed
despair with the entire American system of
dealing with lawbreakers, saying:

“Prison is the end of the criminal justice
line—for inmates, for supervisory personnel,
and for members of the public who have
convenlently forgotten the institutions to
which they abandon thelr most difficult fel-
low citizens.”

The commission found that:

Conditions inside Attica leading up to the
inmates’ takeover were dehumanizing, debas-
ing and volatile almost to the point of in-
evitable warfare.

No plot or organized rebellion existed—the
takeover was spontaneous, disorganized,
badly managed by the inmates.

The negotiating procedure between the
state and the inmates evolved haphazardly
and was misunderstood by almost all the par-
ties involved.

The retaking of the occupled prison yards
was, as the commission vividly describes it,
almost Kafka-esque in its disorganization
and in its disregard for human life.

The assault involved about 300 troopers
armed with shotguns and high-powered
enipers’ rifles, using ammunition that ap-
parently helped increase loss of life, the
report said.

OTHER FINDINGS

The report said:

", .. There was no procedure established
for instructing the individual troopers of the
assault forces on the action and behavior ex-
pected of them during the assult.

“In a closed session before the commission,
one trooper described the confusion during
the first alert . . . when he was suddenly
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told, ‘We are going now.’ He testified that the
troopers had no idea who their leaders were
or what their objectives were to be. “"We were
just going to storm the prison,” he said.”

On the assault day, the report sald, “‘some
of the commanders did not even know who
was in their details.”

. « . The police commanders expected
their men to fire only at inmates engaged in
overt, hostile acts against hostages and troop-
ers. But there was no discussion or explana-
tion of what constituted an overt, hostile
act. That decision, too, was left to the indi-
vidual trooper..."

ONE CLEAR ORDER

The report sald that troopers did get one
clear order: to avolid hand-to-hand combat.
“The necessary implication of that order was
that physical restraint short of firepower was
not avallable,'” the commission sald.

The commission tested the shotgun ame-
munition used by the troopers and found
that “at distances of 40 and 650 yards . . .
the actual pattern (of the spray of the pel-
lets) spread at those distances is larger than
4 feet In diameter . . .” The high-powered
rifie bullets fired by troopers on the roofs,
sald the commission, were expanding bullets
that have been prohibited by international
treaty from use in war.

In addition, the commission said, the state
had falled to call in medical help in advance
of the attack.

“The story cf the medical treatment of
the wounded inmates . . . Is a study in total
lack of planning and concern,” says the re-
port. “And If no additional llves were lost
in spite of these circumstances, It is largely
due to the efforts of unsung heroes—volun-
teer doctors and young National Guardsmen
on weekend duty—who brought one of the
few rays of humanity into that inhuman
day.”

FOUR HOURS AFTERWARD

The commission said the first surgery on
a wounded Iinmate began four hours after
the shooting stopped, and the first Inmate
evacuated to a hospital emergency room was
taken there Tl hours after he was shot.
“Many operations for gunshot wounds were
not performed until the next day,” sald the
report.

And the next day, the commission said,
troopers and guards beat and harassed in-
mates unmercifully.

The commission described buckpassing by
various state officials about responsibility for
the reprisals, and their virtual ignoring of
it as it was going on.

This lack of control was evident during
the attack, the report sald, in that a number
of correctional officers participated in the
shooting, even though Governor Rockefeller
and other state officials had specifically in-
sisted that they be prohibited from doing
so, lest they be too emotionally involved to
control themselves.

The commission's criticism of Rockefeller
lies in his refusal to come to the prison, de-
spite Implorings from an observers' commit-
tee to do so, and from his own Commissioner
of Corrections, Russell G. Oswald.

REASON UNDERSTOOD

“The commission can readily understand
why the governor was unwilling to go to
Attica prior to Commissioner Oswald’s re-
quest on Sunday evening,” says the report.

“The governor's presence could have under~
mined Oswald’s authority in dealing with
the observers and inmates.

*. . . In such circumstances, where state
neglect was a major contributing factor to
the uprising, the commission feels that the
governor should not have committed the
state’'s armed forces against the rebels with-
out first appearing on the scene and satisfy-
ing himself that there was no other alterna-
tive and that all precautions against exces=
sive force had been taken."

Perhaps the key portion of the report, in
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regard to the governor's and Oswald’s decl-
sion to go in shooting, is:

“The decision was based upon the belief
that basic principles—not just llves—were
at stake in the uprising, from the outset the
governor perceived the Attica uprising as
moure than a prison riot. The uprising con-
stituted an insurrection against the very au-
thority of the state, and to tolerate it was
to concede a loss of sovereignty over the
rebels...

STATE REASSERTION

“The decision to retake the prison was not
a quixotic effort to rescue hostages In the
midst of 1,200 inmates; it was a decisive re-
assertion of the state of its sovereignty and
power. While all state officials were con-
cerned about the safety of the hostages, they
had finally reached the conclusion that, after
four days of negotiations, the need to reas-
sert the authority of the state over the rebels
outweighed the risks of an assault.

“Many inmates still believed, when (the
attack commenced), that the balance of
power was controlled by hostages, not guns.
They failed to realize that once the state
decided that the rebellion was no longer
tolerable, the lives of the hostages were ex-
pendable.”

The commission sald that when it last
visited Attica—last month—improvements
had begun. Some black and Spanish-speak-
ing guards had been recruited, more liberal
visiting rules instituted, restrictions on cor--
respondence and literature eased, new uni-
forms had been distributed, nutrition had
been improved—and two showers a week per
inmate instead of one were now allowed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

But, it says, unless far more drastic steps
are taken, Attica and other prisons like it
are likely to explode again. It recommends
seven principles of penology that ought to be
followed if there is to be any hope of prevent-
ing further Atticas:

1. Prisoners must have all the rights of
other citizens except those specifically taken
awayv by court order.

2. Confinement should be the least that is
administratively necessary.

3. Confinement should be directed at ele-
vating and enhancing the dignity, worth
and self-confidence of the inmates, not at
debasing and dehumanizing them.

4. Community groups and outside profes-
sionals should be allowed and encouraged to
participate regularly in the life of each cor-
rectional facility.

5. Correctional officers must be trained and
must be persons motivated to help inmates.

6. Training programs should be conducted
in accordance with the preceding principles.

7. Parole procedures must be measured by
clear standards and prisoners told how to get
it and, if they cannot be paroled, why not.

Gov. Rockefeller and Correction Commis-
sioner Oswald both declined to comment di-
rectly on the report.

Rockefeller issued a three-paragraph state-
ment thanking the commission for its work.
He sald an understanding of what happened
at Attica was “essentlal to carrying out our
programs for improving our system of crimi-
nal justice.”

A spokesman sald it was unlikely the gov-
ernor would have further comment.

H.R. 16632

A bill to amend title 18 of the United States
Code to provide rules for the treatment
of prisoners iIn Federal correctional
institutions
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That this

Act may be cited as the “Prisoner Rights
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Sec. 2. Title 18 of the United States Code
is amended by adding at the end of chapter
301 the following new sections:

“§ 4012. Inhumane treatment of prisoners.

“(a) The Congress declares that—

*“(1) The central principle underlying all
rules, regulations, procedures, and practices
relating to persons imprisoned in accordance
with Federal law is that such persons shall
retain all rights of an ordinary citizen, except
those expressly or by necessary implication
taken by law.

*“{(2) Buch rights include the rights to
nutritious food in adequate quantities; med-
ical care; an acceptable level of sanitation,
ventilation, light, and a generally healthful
environment; housing containing not less
than fifty square feet of floor space in any
confined sleeping area; reasonable oppor-
tunities for physical exercise and recrea-
tional activities; and protection against any
physical or psychological abuse or unneces-
sary indignity.

“(3) Persons in control of Federal penal
and correctional institutions shall be held
responsible for maintaining minimum stand-
ards and shall use every resource available
to them to prevent inhumane treatment of
prisoners by any person.

“{b) The inhumane treatment of any per-
son held under authority of any enactment
of Congress 1s prohibited and whoever, being
an officer or employee of the United States,
shall knowingly and willfully engage in such
treatment, or knowingly and willfully permit
it, shall be immediately discharged from his
office or employment.

*“{e) For the purposes of this section, the
term ‘inhumane treatment’ means—

“(1) striking, whipping, or otherwise im-
posing physical pain upon a prisoner as a
measure of punishment;

*“(2) any use of physical force by an em-
ployee except that which may be necessary
for self defense, to prevent or stop assault
by one prisoner upon another person, and for
prevention of riot or escape;

**(3) sexual or other assaults;

“(4) any punitive or restrictive measures
taken in retaliation for the assertion of
rights;

“{5) any measure intended to degrade such
person, including insults and verbal abuse;
and

“(6) any invidiously discriminatory treat-
ment based upon race, religion, nationality,
or political beliefs.

“§ 4013. Minimum rules for the treatment of
persons held under authority of
any enactment of Congress.

“(a) No person held under authority of any
enactment of Congress may be placed in soli-
tary confilnement (segregation in & special
cell or room) unless—

*(1) such person receives daily during such
confinement at least 2,600 calories of food in
the normal diet of persons otherwise con-
fined in that penal institution as prisoners;

“{2) the cell in which such person is so
confined shall be at least as large as other
cells in tHe institution, shall be adequately
lighted during daylight hours, shall be pro-
vided with all the necessities of ecivilized ex-
istence, such as a tollet, bedding, and water
for drinking and washing, and shall be main-
talned at normal room temperatures for coms-
fortable living, except that any of these nec-
essities may be removed temporarily for the
sole purpose of preventing sulcide or self-
destructive acts, or damage to the cell and its
equipment;

“(3) such person is allowed normal prison
clothing except for that person’s own pro-
tection, and in all cases is allowed body
clothing and bedding adequate to protect
that person’'s health;

‘*(4) such confinement is solely intended to
protect such person under emergency con-
ditions or to protect others, does not con-
tinue beyond the duration of such emergency,
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and does not interfere with such person’s
rights to communicate with his attorney or
to avail himself of the grievance procedure
established under subsection (b) of this
section;

*“(5) the highest officer on duty at
the time at the institution of such confine-
ment approves, if such confinement con-
tinues more than one hour;

“(6) such confinement is terminated in
any case within forty-eight hours, except as
authorized by & medical doctor who has
examined such person regularly during such
confinement; and

“(7) such confinement is recorded in a
log book maintained near the cell where it
takes place along with all admissions and
releases from such cell, visits to it, and other
events except those of the most routine
nature.

“(b) The Attorney General shall establish
a grievance procedure to which all persons
held under authority of any enactment of
Congress shall have access. Each such per-
son shall be entitled to report any grievance,
whether or not a violation of the rules made
under this section or section 4012 of this
title, and to make such report by mail to the
Attorney General. The grievance procedure
established under this section shall provide
for an investigation (aside from any in-
vestigation made by the penal institution
involved or by the Director of Prisons or his
delegate) of all alleged grievances by inde-
pendent investigators appointed by the At-
torney General, and for a written report of
the findings of any such investigation to be
submitted to the Bureau of Prisons and to
such person,

“(c) The Director of the Bureau of Prisons
shall establish rules permitting attorneys of
record, relatives, and friends to visit and talk
in private with any person held under au-
thority of any enactment of Congress, at
reasonable times and under reasonable
limitations. Any penal institution or facllity
may be visited at any time by any Member
of Congress or Delegate or Resident Commis-
sioner to Congress. Any person having been
prevented, upon making application to the
appropriate authority, from making any
visit permitted under this subsection shall
have a civil action against such authority in
which such authority shall be enjoined from
further interference with such visit.”

Sec. 3. The table of sections of chapter 301
of title 18 of the United States Code is
amended by adding at the end thereof:

“4012. Inhumane treatment of prisoners.

“4013. Minimum rules for the treatment of
persons held under authority of
any enactment of Congress.”

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, it has been
exactly a year since the terrible events
at Attica Prison roused the Nation to
the unspeakable situation in our jails.
The front page of this morning’s New
York Times includes three stories which
tell us a great deal about the system
of criminal justice in the United States
of America.

The first of these items, of course, is
the story on the McKay Commission’s
report on the Attica tragedy. Here are
two examples of what that report had
to say:

In prison, inmates found the same depri-
vation that they found on the street: Meals
were unappetizing and not up to nutritional
standards. Clothing was old, ill-fitting, and
inadequate.

L - - - -

Above all, for both inmates and officers,
“correction” meant an atmosphere charged
with racism.

The other two articles to which I refer
are those on General Lavelle's statement
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that Gen. Creighton Abrams approved
his raids in violation of Presidential or-
ders and on the indictment of four New
York area bakeries on price-fixing
charges. General Lavelle has already re-
ceived, instead of a court-martial, retire-
ment with 70-percent disability pay, most
of which is tax exempt; General Abrams
has been nominated to be Chief of Staff
of the Army. I await with much inter-
est the outcome of these two cases, and
I frankly doubt very much whether
either the lawless generals or, if they
are found guilty, the executives of the
baking companies, will ever be sentenced
to jail.

This is where any consideration of
America's prison system must begin: by
and large, this country’s prisons are not
for all criminals, but only for criminals
who are poor, or criminals who are black,
Chicano, or Puerto Rican. The condi-
tions which spawned Attica and other
uprisings like it are relatively unchanged
from what they were 1 year ago. We have
taken no meaningful steps to reform a
“correctional” system which is based
upon degrading and capricious treat-
ment of those incarcerated.

The existing prison system represents
cruel and unusual punishment, denial of
due process of law, rampant racism, and
the failure of our system of criminal just-
ice to achieve its stated ends. In few
prisons is even the pretense of “rehabili-
tative treatment” made. One-half of all
inmates return, and 80 percent of serious
crime in our Nation is committed by in-
dividuals who have spent time in prison.
What kind of rehabilitation is that?

It is a common public attitude that
conviets, no matter what their offenses,
deserve whatever ill treatment they suf-
fer in prison. It is a bit difficult to recon-
cile this attitude with the finding of the
President's Crime Commission that 91
percent of all adult Americans “ad-
mitted that they had committed acts for
which they might have received jail or
prison sentences.”

Does the alcoholic, imprisoned for
being sick, deserve incarceration in
filthy, overcrowded, rodent-infested con-
ditions, with inadequate food and medi-
cal care, and without even a chance to
attend religious services?

Should an individual awaiting trial for
a crime he is presumed not to have com-
mitted be held in prison for over a year,
in constant terror of beatings, knifings,
and homosexual rape, and subject to the
arbitrary discretion of guards to have
him consigned to ‘“the hole,” a tiny, air-
less cubicle with only a bucket or a hole
in the floor for a toilet?

Over 2 million people pass through
our penal institutions each year. Many
of these inmates have had only a mini-
mal opportunity to exercise their rights
prior to their sentencing and confine-
ment. Furthermore, as I noted earlier,
prosecution and punishment are grossly
one-sided. As Ramsey Clark noted in his
book, “Crime in America’:

One corporate price fixing conspliracy
criminally converted more money each year
it continued than all of the hundreds of
thousands of burglarles, larcenies, or thefts
in the entire nation during those same years.

Reported bank embezzlements cost 10
times as much as reported bank rob-
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beries. Nevertheless, “white collar” crimes
rarely result in prison sentences. As Eu-
gene O’'Neill wrote in “The Emperor
Jones':

If you steals a dollar, you goes to jail; if
you steals a million, they makes you
emperor.

Prisoners are continually subjected to
degradations and violence which destroy
any self-pride they have and foster an
extreme bitterness against “the system.”
It is difficult to deny that the real price
they pay as convicts far outweighs, in
most instances, any abstract “debt” they
own to society.

It is our responsibility to make a be-
ginning in prison reform if we are ever
to solve the problem of crime in the
United States. I congratulate my col-
league, Mr. Bapirro, who was one of the
negotiators at Attica, for taking this spe-
cial order and for proposing the legisla-
tion he is introducing today. If enacted,
this bill would lead to the alleviation of
some of the serious faults that have long
plagued our prisons. It recognizes pris-
oners’ rights as American citizens to ade-
quate provision of the necessities of life
and provides protection from physical
and psychological abuse. It establishes a
rigid code governing the specifications
and use of solitary confinement, and it
authorizes grievance procedures by which
those who are unjustly treated may ob-
tain redress without being forced to re-
sort to violent and destructive measures.

I think that the enactment of this bill,
or legislation like it, is long overdue and
would constitute a fitting memorial to all
of those—inmates and guards—who died
a year ago at Attica, and I hope that we
can enact it at this session of Congress.

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, the facts con-
cerning Attica have been discussed on
a number of occasions on this floor and
I will not use this time to restate them.
The action by the State of New York
in indiscriminately and unwarrantably
shooting down hostages and prisoners
when there were other possible means
of ending the prison riot cannot be ex-
cused. The report of the McKay Com-
mission is must reading for all. I am hon-
ored to be asked by that Commission to
distribute a copy of “Attica: The Official
Report of the New York State Commis-
sion” to each Member of the House and
that will be done this week.

I would like to use this time to make
special mention of a friend and an ex-
traordinary individual, Arthur Liman,
who was counsel to the Commission. I
could not add to the profile of him which
appeared in the New York Times today,
which I would like to insert in the Recorp
at this time. As a practicing lawyer for 22
years, I have met many attorneys. I have
never met one who surpassed him in
courage, integrity, and brilliance. I am
proud to be his friend. The profile follows:

CoUNSEL To ATTICA BTUDY GROUP:
ARTHUR LAWRENCE LIMAN
(By Laurie Johnston)

For Arthur L. Liman, general counsel to the
New York State Special Commission on
Attica which released its report yesterday,
the personal sense of a job well done is
shadowed by a mood of doubt.

“This was to be the time our work was
done, & time of relief if not of honors—no
one can take honors out of Attica,” he sald.
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“Instead, here I am, reacting with the most
emotion of my life and confronting myself
with a troubling thought: Public service may
not be a place for a man of consclence.”

Mr. Liman has called it “an incredible be-
trayal” that the special state prosecutor pre-
paring criminal cases stemming from the up-
rising has subpoenaed the records of 3,000
confidential interviews conducted by the
commission.

“I have not slept well since the state pro-
pused to use this commission as a Trojan
horse, to get at 3,000 people to whom I'm
responsible for giving the commission's
word,” he said yesterday in his law office 32
svories above Park Avenue.

CONFIDENCE IS WON

“I looked into the eyes of a lot of prison-
ers,” he added, in his rather soft, light voice.
“They are saying to the Establishment, ‘How
can you understand us? How can we trust
you?' There is little for them to identify with
in my background. But we won them over.”

Now 39 years old, Mr. Liman is a partner
in the law firm of Paul, Welss, Rifkind,
Wharton & Garrison, which he joined im-
mediately after graduating magna cum laude
from Yale Law School in 1957.

He 1is credited with being the individual
most responsible for the research and the
written report of the commission, which was
headed by Robert B. McKay, dean of the
New York University Law School.

A tall, trim man in a sober gray suit, Mr.
Liman has a serlous, generous-featured face
that breaks up in a broad, warm but slightly
diffident; smile.

“I have a love affair with the law. The law
is my life,” he said. “The state, even beyond
the commission, was my client and one can
only operate on a basis of trust with a
client.”

Mr. Liman has reportedly said he would
destroy the records of the confidential inter-
views, or even go to jail, before he would
turn them over to anyone outside the com-
mission. He declined to speculate on future
legal developments, saying only, “I don't
think it will come to the point where the
state will require this commission to dis-
honor its reputation.”

“He just might go all the way with it,”
sald Amos Henix, a black member of the com-
mission who is a former convict and now di-
rector of Reality House, a drug rehabilitation
center in Harlem.

‘““He's & beautiful person—that's right up
front when you know him,” Mr, Henix sald.
“It hurt me that Governor Rockefeller, in his
response to our questions, was disrespectful
to Mr. Liman and his position as counsel.”

Born Nov. 5, 1932, and brought up in
Lawrence, L.I., Arthur Lawrence Liman was
graduated magna cum laude from Harvard
College, where he was elected to Phl Beta
Kappa.

He and his wife, the former Ellen Fogelson,
live with their two sons and a daughter, aged
T to 11, at 135 Central Park West in a turn-
of-the-century apartment house.

“I'm addicted to the architecture, the
moldings—and the noise from the pipes that
goes with it,” he said.

Mrs. Liman, a Barnard College graduate
and interlor designer, is the author of “The
Money-Saver's Guide to Decorating” (Mac-
millan) and is working under contract on
two more books.

The long hours required for the commis-
sion's work, Mr. Liman said, have cut into his
time for family bicyciing, fishing and tennis,
as well as opera and theater.

Describing the commission's staff as “re-
markable young men and women,” Mr, Liman
said he hoped the report would not be “one
of those that changes nothing.”

“Besldes the direct victims of crime, every
person who feels himself a prisoner in his
own apartment has a self.interest in chang-
ing the system,” he sald. “And not just the
prison system—which is the end of the line
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and just a sample of these caught up in the
cycle.”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the subject of
my special order today.

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

There was no objection.

JUSTICE OR INJUSTICE IN TEXAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF), is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr, WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, for 10 weeks
five men have languished in a Texas jail.
These five men, all Irish-Americans, have
not been formally charged with any
crime, nor accused of any wrongdoing,
yet they remain in bondage without re-
course to bail. Taken from their families,
kept from their livelihoods, denied their
freedom, they suffer in a manner not un-
like that of their countrymen in Northern
Ireland jailed by the British.

I know something about those condi-
tions in Northern Ireland. The conditions
that prevail at Long Kesh, the British
internment camp where hundreds of
Irishmen are held without charge and
without bail. I know about Long Kesh be-
cause I was there and saw firsthand what
those conditions are. When I came back
I reported to the Congress on my find-
ings, I expressed my great concern for
the continuing tragedy of that torn and
divided land. I was saddened by what I
saw, deeply moved by the people I spoke
to, ultimately wiser for having gone, but
uncertain as to what the future course of
events will hold for the North and her
people.

When I came home to America, Mr.
Speaker, I discovered that one of my own
constituents, along with four other men,
was being held in the Tarrant County
Jail in Fort Worth, Tex., under condi-
tions similar to those in force in Northern
Ireland: Which is to say, that not having
been charged with any crime, they are
held without bail, with no indication as
to when, or if, freedom will come.

I sought then from the Justice Depart-
ment an explanation as to why these men
were being held? None was forthcoming.
I knew, of course, they had been jailed
under the Organized Crime Control Act
of 1970 for declining to answer allega-
tions concerning gun running to North-
ern Ireland, but I also know allegations
do not constitute a crime. I asked the
Justice Department to charge these men
with something or let them go. They de-
clined to do either.

At this point, I requested that Mr. A.
William Olson, head of the Justice De-
partment’s Internal Security Division,
meet with Members of Congress, to brief
us on a background basis the reasons
behind the 10-week internment of these
five Irish-Americans. Mr. Olson reluc-
tantly agreed and a meeting was set up
in my office for last Thursday afternoon.
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Twelve minutes before that meeting was
to take place, Mr. Olson’s secretary
called to say that he would not be able
to attend. Eighteen Members of the
House and Senate, representing both
political parties, had firmly indicated
their intentions to be present. Mr. Ol-
son obviously did not feel that standing
up Members of Congress constituted any
serious breech of courtesy between the
legislative and executive branches of the
Government. Due to the last-minute na-
ture of the cancellation, my office was un-
able to notify every Member that the
meeting was off. Consequently, many of
them came fully expecting to meet with
Mr. Olson, to hear from him the Justice
Department’s explanation for the con-
tinued confinement of these five men.
Those who came went away quite angry
that a high official of the Justice Depart-
ment could be so insensitive to Members
of Congress, to our rights and responsi-
bilities.

I immediately sent a telegram to At-
torney General Richard Kleindienst,
asking, in the light of Mr. Olson’s action,
to meet with us at his earliest possible
convenience. To this moment the At-

torney General of the United States has °

felt no apparent need to respond to my
request.

This morning, 6 days after the fact,
Mr. Olson called my office to say that he
was quite willing to meet with me alone.
I told Mr. Olson that I would only meet
with him in the company of those other
Members who, like me, want nothing
more than to find out why five men can
be held for 10 weeks without having
been charged with violating one criminal
act? I asked Mr. Olson why he canceled
last Thursday’s meeting? He answered
by saying something “important came up
and besides,” he said, he understood only
six Members were to be present. I told
Mr. Olson I did not think it mattered if
there were six or 60 who planned to be
present, he should have been at that
meeting, having agreed to it in the first
place, if only one of us was to have been
present.

I wish I could say in the wake of all
that has happened, that Mr. Olson got
the message, but I am not sure he has
yet.

The intramural difficulties between the
legislative and the executive departments
that this matter represents are serious
indeed, for they suggest on the part of
the executive a most cavalier attitude
toward those in the Congress. We have
a right to represent our constituents, to
protect them against the unwarranted
intrusions of the State, but this cannot
be done so long as we face a hostile ex-
ecutive branch. Not one Member involved
in trying to ascertain whether the con-
stitutional rights of these filve men are
being violated, would attempt in any way
to impede the cause of justice, where
that cause is clearly at stake.

But deprived as we now are of knowing
the full facts, we can only judge that in-
justice, not justice, is being served; to
say the constitutional rights of these
men are being violated, that they are be-
ing denied due process, that the Justice
Department is abusing the intent of the
Congress as that intent relates to the
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Organized Crime Control Act of.1970. I
supported that act and voted for it be-
cause I believed its intent would be fol-
lowed. We gave them a tool to use against
organized crime, but they obviously in-
tend to use it as a club for other devices.
The Justice Department now runs the
additional risk of being accused of poli-
tical witch hunting as long as they con-
fine citizens without charge or explana-
tion.

I am opposed to violence in any form.
I equally oppose that violence which de-
stroys the spirit of man in the name of
the letter of the law. I do not know what
information the Justice Department may
or may not have regarding these five
men, I only know that those responsible
for their confinement have yet to bring
forth one shred of public evidence
against them. Are we asking for too much
when we seek only to know what is the
nature of the crime they are alleged fo
have committed? Have we gone so far in
this country that we can lock men up,
never bothering to file charges against
them? Do we honor the law by violating
the freedom of man?

Mr. Speaker, the plight of five men
may seem to some like a small matter,
indeed, but that view must not be allowed
to gain acceptance, not if we really care
about the structure of our freedom.
When we permit the rights of one man
to be trampled upon, our own rights as
free men are placed in great jeopardy.

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

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

Mr. DOW. Does the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York in this case and
others detect an inclination on the part
of the Justice Department to focus its
efforts considerably on political matters
and that sort of activity and at the same
time notice any diminution in the efforts
to suppress crime?

Mr. WOLFF. Well, I think the facts
speak for themselves. I think if you look
at the crime records of this country over
recent years you will see that crime has
increased greatly despite the efforts of
the Justice Department to halt its rise.

Mr. DOW. It does seem to me that the
efforts of the Justice Department in the
political sphere that might influence the
thinking of citizens and even might cause
them to withhold dissent detracts from
the full attention that they ought to
focus on the terrible and appalling crime
situation in this country.

Would the gentleman allow me to make
a statement at this point?

Mr. WOLFF. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, while walking
to work today, I noticed how the sum-
mer is fading as the leaves commence
their change to the magnificent autumn
hues. I suppose most of us here will re-
member summer as a time when we
gathered with our children or grandchil-
dren around a backyard barbecue, at the
beach or at a ballgame.

Yet I know five men who will have no
pleasant memories of their families when
they reflect upon the past summer—be-
cause they are squandering their days in
jail in Fort Worth, Tex. All these men
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will know is the bitter taste of confine-
ment and the heartache of loneliness.

Nearly 3 months ago five New Yorkers,
Kenneth Tierney, Matthias Reilly, Pas-
chal Morahan, Daniel Crawford, and
Thomas Laffey were sent to prison on
contempt of court charges when they
refused to testify before a Federal grand
jury investigation of alleged arms run-
ning to Northern Ireland. They were
sent 1,500 miles by the Justice Depart-
ment to participate in this probe. There
is no legal preventative for holding
them in jail for the term of the grand
jury—a possible 18 months—unless the
Supreme Court should decide for them
on a pending appeal.

None of the men held at Fort Worth
have criminal records. They are all good
family men and responsible members of
their respective communities. I have met
some of their families. They are law-
abiding working people.

The crime of the Fort Worth Five,
like that of the martyr, Thomas More, is
that they wish to remain silent. Surely,
no justice-loving nation can take away
a man'’s freedom for that.

Years ago, when the British sought to
take a man from the Colonies to be
brought before a court in England,
Thomas Jefferson had this to say.

Ah, the cowards who would suffer a man to
be torn from the bowels of his society in or-
der to be offered a sacrifice to Parliamentary
tyranny, would merit that everlasting infamy
now fixed on the authors of the Act.

Upon learning the plight of the Fort
Worth Five, I, and many of my colleagues
from the New York delegation, worked
with great vigor to gain the release for
these men. We sent telegrams, wrote let-
ters, held meetings and virtually begged
the Justice Department, at its highest
levels, to reconsider the case.

The Justice Department has repeatedly
turned a deaf ear to our pleas. Even At-
torney General Kleindienst has refused
to answer our telegrams.

I do not think I am being overly harsh
to say that the Justice Department is
using the freedom of five men as a tool
of political harassment. This is a tech-
nique we usually associate only with the
most cruel and totalitarian governments.

I am offering a resolution that calls
for Judiciary Committee hearings into
the actions of the Justice Department in
matters such as this, to examine grand
jury practices of the type so forcefully
exemplified by the fate of the Fort Worth
Five, I do not want to offer false opti-
mism, but I hope hearings will shed
light on the unfortunate decisions of this
Federal Department.

The course of action is clear. We as a
Congress must move immediately to con-
demn a system that sentences men to
indefinite prison terms—although none
has been indicted, tried or offered bail.
By constitutional right felons must be
indicted, tried and offered bail. Evidently
this right is not extended to witnesses
who elect to stay silent.

Here is an outrage to morality, decency
and justice.

Here is a fundamental question of
civil rights.

I hope it is obvious that I am not
judging the guilt or innocence of these
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men. I sincerely hope the charges of arms
smuggling are throughly investigated,
and, if such exists, the responsible per-
sons should be tried in a court of law.
men with crime. Unless, of course, we
Yet, I know of no evidence linking these
consider silence a crime.

Yes, the grand jury system musi be
reformed. Yes, the Justice Department
must guide itself by law and not politics.
Yes, laws which have been misinter-
preted to place the innocent in jail must
be revised.

But I am most concerned about five
men who will not see their children
next summer either, unless we can effect
some change in the law or in the policies
of the Justice Department.

Mr. WOLFF. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

Mr. ADDABBO. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WOLFF. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr, Speaker, I wish to
commend my colleague from New York,
Congressman WoLrr, for his endeavors
on behalf of the five men being held in
the Tarrant County jail, Tex.

It has been my privilege to have met
with their wives and I can fully appre-
ciate and understand the pathos and
anxiety these families are suffering be-
cause of the unjust manner in which
this case is being handled. One can
readily understand the humiliation and
frustration these families are undergo-
ing.

Without going into the merits of the
case it is difficult to understand in this
day and age that men could be held so
long uncharged without bail by our Gov-
ernment.

Further, it is difficult for me to believe
that there are those within our Govern-
ment who would refuse to meet with
Members of Congress, to apprise us of
the full details of the case.

I believe that the full impact of this
case can best be described by a letter I
received today from the men incarcer-
ated in the Tarrant County jail. The con-
tents of the letter follows:

TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort Worth, Tezx.
Congressman JosgrH P. ADDABBO.

DeArR CONGRESSMAN: We are grateful for all
you have done for our case, while we are
detained without charge, trial or balil, as

the Department of Justice has just admitted
to Senator Eennedy.

Studying Thomas Jefferson we are struck
about how he too felt about people who
were to experience our predictment by be-
ing torn from wives, children and friends.

Claude C. Bowers, in his book, “The Young
Jefferson' pages 89 & 90 published by Hough-
ton and Wiflin Co. tells, that Jefferson
strongly opposed the English idea of moving
people from their home area to be tried in
another area (or questioned). This was a
strong point he raised before the revolution.

When the English demanded that a man
in Boston be tried in England before a Mid-
dlesex Jury, before whom witnesses were to
be forced, Jefferson exploded in anger; al-
though as he sald the expenses were to be
pald, who would feed the wives and children
left behind?

Jefferson points out that the wvictims
stripped of trlal by his peers in his area,
without counsel (we were denied ours here)
without exculpatory proof and brought be-
fore Judges pre-determined to condemn (as
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Judge Brewster showed) “All the cowards
would suffer. A man to be torn from the
bowells of his society in order to be offered
a sacrifice to Parlimentary tyranny would
merit that everlasting infamy now fixed on
the authors of the act.”

There is no doubt that as other gallant
Senators and Congressmen are doing, Thomas
Jefferson too would do, on our behalf.

Yet what Thomas Jefferson condemned, is
being bestowed by his successor, Richard
Nixon on behalf of England, in our case we
are torn from our wives, children, neighbors,
peers and livelthoods to Texas and the strange
ways of the Department of Justice, which
finally admits it has no charges against us.

Mr. Olson cancels his appointment with
Senators and Congressmen minutes before
he was due to discuss our strange case with
them.

The people of U.S. are being deprived of
thelr freedom by the new Archie Bunkers in
Washington.

Mr. Nixon refutes the principles of Presi-
dents Jefferson, Linecoln, Eisenhower, Ken-
nedy and Johnson.

Sincerely,
PascHAL MORAHAN,
THoOMAS LAFFEY,
MaTTHIAS REILLY,
KeNNETH TIERNEY,
DANIEL CRAWFORD.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly thank the gentleman for his kind
words and for his concern with this
problem.

I yield to the gentlewoman from New
York.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the Fort
Worth Five are a group of Irish-Ameri-
can residents of New York City and its
environs who were hailed before a grand
jury in Forth Worth, Tex., a few months
ago and slapped in jail without bail
when they sought to assert their con-
stitutional rights under the fifth amend-
ment. It has apparently been alleged
that these individuals were involved with,
or known something about, the procure~
ment of weapons for the Irish Republi-
can Army. None of these five individuals
has any prior criminal record. All are
extremely well regarded in their home
communities, and three are the fathers
of families and own their own homes;
they have ties in their home communi-
ties which make it most unlikely that
they would ever jump bail in a case such
as this one. The five men involved—
Thomas Laffey, Matthias Reilly, Ken-
neth Tierney, Daniel Crawford, and
Paschal Morahan—have presently been
in jail for over 2 months, though each
denies any knowledge of any gun-
runnings operation of any kind. I re-
cently received a copy of a very fine let-
ter which Mr. Reilly’s parish priest wrote
to the President about his parishioner,
and I am including it at the conclusion
of my remarks so that all of my col-
leagues can read it.

The first question here is why this in-
vestigation is being carried on in Fort
Worth, Tex., when the witnesses are
from New York and the alleged gun
traffic was to Northern Ireland. This
venue, which is incompatible with the
rights of witnesses and prospective de-
fendants, was selected, according to the
New York Times, “because of reports
that some of the weapons supplied the
IRA were purchased in north-central
Texas and because of the high regard in
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which Attorney General Kleindienst
holds the local U.S. attorney and district
judge.‘l

This latter rationale is certainly not
a proper basis for locating a grand
jury investigation, and it leads me to
wonder whether the investigation is in
fact just another administration use of
the grand jury for political harassment.
In order to rectify abuses such as this,
I have introduced H.R. 16056, which
would provide for the transfer of grand
jury and special grand jury proceedings
“for the convenience of parties or wit-
nesses, where the interests of justice so
require.” I include the text of that bill in
the Recorb at this point:

H.R. 16056
A bill to amend the Judicial Code to provide
for the transfer of grand jury proceedings
where the convenience or partles or wit-
nesses and the Interests of justice so
require

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That chapter
215 of title 18, United States Code, is hereby
amended by adding thereto the following
new section:

‘*§ 3329. Change of venue

*{a) For the convenlence of parties or wit-
nesses, where the Interests of justice so re-
quire, a district court shall transfer any
grand jury proceeding or investigation to
any other district where it might properly
have been convened.

“{b) As used In this section, "district
court” includes the United States District
Court for the District of the Canal Zone;
and “distriet” includes the territorial juris-
diction of that court.”

Sec. 2. Chapter 216 of title 18, United States
Code, is hereby amended by adding thereto
the following new section:

*§ 3335. Change of venue

“(a) For the convenience of parties or wit-
nesses, where the interests of justice so re-
quire, a district court shall transfer any
special grand jury proceeding or investigation
to any other district where it might properly
have been convened.

“(b) As used In' this section, “district
court” includes the United States District
Court for the District of the Canal Zone; and
“district” includes the territorial jurisdiction
of that court.”

One further evidence that the venue
of this investigation is improper is the
fact that one Edward Agramonte, a New
York gun dealer whose name has been
mentioned in connection with the Fort
Worth proceedings, was recently in-
dicted in New York on a charge of selling
guns to the Irish Republican Army. I
think that the fact that this indictment
was brought in New York conclusively
proves that the Justice Department has
not a scrap of evidence or justification
for dragging these five men 1,400 miles
from their homes, families, and jobs.

In addition to the obviously mislaid
venue of this case, there are a number of
other issues. The fifth amendment to the
Constitution protects every citizen
against being compelled to give testimony
which will ineriminate him. Congress has
created an exception to this privilege in
the form of grants of immunity from
prosecution, under the theory that if the
witness is no longer subject to prosecu-
tion for what he says, he has no need of
the self-inerimination right. I have seri-
ous doubts about the whole business of
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immunity of this sort, but the courts
have upheld its constitutionality and it is
therefor a fact of life for the present.
The courts have also held that a grant of
immunity by the Federal Government
also creates immunity from a State pros-
ecution based upon the same testimony,
on the theory that immunity is pretty
useless with regard to the Federal au-
thorities if they can simply hand one’s
testimony over to the State authorities
for prosecution.

In this case, however, there arises a
very different problem. The Fort Worth
Five have been offered immunity under
Federal law and, under the court deci-
sion noted above, this would also immu-
nize them from State prosecution. How-
ever, it would not immunize them from
prosecution by the authorities of a for-
eign government, and the U.S. Govern-
ment could not grant such immunity
even if it desired to. My point here is not
that our courts must of necessity decide
this issue in the Five's favor, though I
think that their point is a good one,
but that at the very least, they should
not be required to choose between en-
dangering themselves by testifying and
languishing in jail during the time that
this very complex and novel question is
being decided by the courts.

A further question in this case which
has also arisen recently in the Ellsberg
case and the case of the Vietnam veter-
ans is that of Government wiretapping
and bugging of these men and their
attorneys. A recent decision of the U.S.
Supreme Court, Alderman against
United States, required the Government
to disclose to defendants and other op-
posing parties whether they had been the
subject of wiretapping and, if so, the logs
of the wiretaps. The Justice Department,
after considerable hedging, has finally
admitted that they did overhear a tele-
phone conversation which included
either one of these men or his attorney.
However, they claim that it was unre-
lated to this case and that they there-
fore need not disclose the subject indi-
vidual or the contents of the conversation
overheard. Under the Alderman decision,
it would appear that these men are en-
titled to this information and that it
might well indicate illegal behavior on
the part of the Justice Department.

We have, then, a number of issues in
this case which have never been consid-
ered by the courts. Until they are fully
considered by all of the courts involved,
these men will not know exactly what
their rights are. Keeping in mind the fact
tha: they are not even accused of a crime,
they should be released on their own
recognizance or admitted to reasonable
bail until the appeals of their cases have
been decided. However, the district
judge, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Fifth Circuit, and Associate Justice
Powell have all refused to grant bail; the
district judge claims, though he has
nothing but his own imagination to sup-
port it, that the men may either abscond
or be killed by unnamed and unknown
enemies if they are allowed to go free.
The appeal is now pending before Mr.
Justice Douglas.

I think that the Justice Department
knows full well that these men have com-
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mitted no erime and have no knowledge
of the commission of any crime, and
that they are being persecuted for their
political beliefs. We have seen that kind
of thing before in this country, but I had
hoped that we were beyond it now. I
should have realized that Richard Nixon
would not hesitate to employ today the
kind of tactics that first brought him
prominence 25 years ago.

The Fort Worth Five should be freed
until their case is decided, the Justice
Department should be made to explain
to Congress and the people this abuse of
the grand jury, and legislation such as
H.R. 16056, providing for change of
venue in grand jury proceedings where
the interests of justice so require, should
be enacted at the earliest possible time.

I include two letters from these brave
men at the conclusion of my remarks:

ST. CATHERINE'S RECTORY,
Blauvelt, N.Y., August 31, 1972.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Sir: I am writing to you about a parish=-
ioner of mine, Matthias Reilly, presently a
prisoner in Tarrant County Jail, Fort Worth,
Texas. I am sure that you are familiar with
the generalities of this case,

I wish to voice three thoughts.

First of all, I am sure that Mr. Reilly and
the others of the “Fort Worth Five” were
treated strictly according to law. What is dis-
turbing to me and to other members of this
basically politically conservative community
is that Mr. Reilly may stay in jail until late
1973 without a trial. We have all heard
charges in the media by people we consid-
ered “radicals” that the United States was
turning into a police state, that people were
being oppressed, etc., and usually said to our-
selves “Well, they probably deserved it—
served the weirdos right.” But Mr. Reilly is
not a welirdo, or a hippy, or a “fringe per-
son.” He is a hard working, middle-class
husband and father, a responsible and re-
spected neighbor, and an active member of
his church; and when we buried his infant
son a few months ago the whole community
shared his grief. Mr. Reilly may very well be
gullty of breaking the law—I don't know. If
he broke our laws, he should be prosecuted
for it. But when a man of Matt's reputation
in the community is put in jail without trial
or the prospect of it, when ball is denied, I,
and I think others, begin to wonder if some
of the “radicals" are really radical at all—
maybe Injustices are being done in this
country, maybe everything isn't as fair as we
have thought they were. Matt Reilly is not a
dangerous criminal—he is a man with a
family, and with roots in this country—he
should be tried, or granted bail.

Secondly, Mr. Reilly was not allowed to
have an attorney with him at the Grand
Jury hearing. Once again, I suppose this is
legal, or it would not have been done. But in
a country where the commonest criminal is
guaranteed counsel before questioning for
the most heinous crimes, it doesn't seem
quite right. The presiding Justice, Judge
Brewster, is quoted as having said, “Only
people in serious trouble would bring a bat-
tery of expensive lawyers from New York.”
He is quoted as having saild, “You won't
make an Angela Davis courtroom out of
this,” and, “You people are a bunch of ob-
structionists,” and “I canmot give these men
bail because either the terrorists group will
kill them, or they will flee the country."”

Mr. President, if the judge says that he
did not say these things, all well and good—
perhaps Mr. Reilly is & llar. But if he did
make remarks like that—if he did say that
the last person he denied bail to was a gang
leader 11 years ago—then something is ter-
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ribly wrong somewhere. This is not justice
but prejudgment.

Finally, according to my parishioner, as of
August 27th, they had seen a priest once, on
July 19th. At that time, a guard was sta-
tioned within easy hearing distance. I know
that you are familiar with the practice of
Confession and the relationshlp between
Catholics and priests, and realize that this is
not proper. Since the priest’s name was also
Reilly, and presumably Irish, perhaps the
officials felt there was a plot afoot. If, in
fact, these men are not allowed the Bacra-
ments of the Church—which I know Matt
Reilly received weekly here in Blauvelt—I
am sure you will agree these men being
treated with undue harshness.

I am ashamed to say that this is only the
second time I have ever written a real letter
to my government; like most others, I've al~
ways been reasonably pleased with the way
things are going. But my own personal
knowledge of Mr. Reilly and his family, my
own instinects as an American about justice,
impel me to say that something is terribly
wrong here.

Perhaps I have all the facts wrong, or
have missed some important ones; in that
case, I will be delighted and relieved to write
back a sincere apology. But right now, I know
that & man is in jail a thousand miles from
his home, without a criminal charge agalnst
him, and I don't think this should be.

I would appreciate it if someone could
answer my letter, for I am very disturbed.

Very respectfully yours,
Rev. JoHN J. KEAVENEY.
TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort Worth, Tez.

CONGRESSWOMAN BeLLA ApzvG: Dear Con-
gresswoman, we the (Fort Worth Five), im-
prisoned political Irishmen, wish to thank
you for having expressed concern on our fate
here in the Confederate South. No doubt you
are aware of the unscrupulous rallroad job

imposed upon us by the current U.S. ad-
ministration on behalf of the government
of Great Britain.

The allegations made against us are the
most negative suppositions. We assure you
that not one of us five have ever been to

Texas before now, or have we had any
contact in any way shape or form with any-
one in this state, the police-state tactics used
against us must cause grave concern 1o
every U.S. citizen, should this trend be al-
lowed to continue we shall have entered the
1984-35 era of Hitler's Germany.

The so-called Grand Jury meant to protect
the individual's rights was in our case used
as an instrument of intimidation.

The Grand Jury is merely the captive audi-
ence of four U.S. attorneys who play the role
of Grand Inquisitors who between them
have 80 to 100 years legal experience against
the victim who is denied having his attorney
by his side in that secret investigation. The
judge showed his animosity and bias toward
us from the very beginning.

All of us have flawless characters, but we
are denied bail at any price. Separated from
our wives, children, families and livelihoods,
we are dependent upon the good-will of con-
cerned people who have contributed to de-
fense funds to insure their survival.

The nightmare which we have experienced
clearly illustrates that the most un-Ameri-
can methods can be used to frame people
by simply rail-roading them into an area
where their ethnic background E.C.T. is con-
sidered unpopular and where no local pres-
sure can be exercised against the
government's actions. This was clearly il-
lustrated when a small group of nurses
picketed on our behalf. They were threatened
by not only U.S. Marshals, but by Judge
Brewster himself.

Having had the courage to , these
fine women were dismissed from their jobs
by the Harrls Hospital administration which
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gave way to political pressure. They were
even threatened with deportation, The local
Civll Rights groups came to their rescue,
and they now have jobs In Peter Smith
Hospital here.

We know that you are a great humani-
tarian and the champion of human rights
for all people. We thank you for your in-
terest in our case. You can be sure that the
Prish community will always remember your
response, and it will be borne in mind for
future reference,

Sincerely yours,
DANNY CRAWFORD,
THOMAS LAFFEY,
EENNETH TIERNEY,
MaTTHIAS REILLY,
PasCHAL MORAHAN,
TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort Worth, Tex., September 10, 1972.
Congresswoman BELLA ABZUG.

Dear Ms Aszvuc: Again we thank you for
your persistent efforts on behalf of *“The
Fort Worth Five” here In Texas. Studying
the great Thomas Jefferson we are struck
about how he too felt about people who
were to experience our predicament, by
being torn from their wives, children, neigh-
borhoods, and livelihoods.

Claude G. Bowens, In his book, “The
Young Jefferson” pages 89-80 (published by
Houghton, Mifflin Co.) tell us that Jefferson
strongly opposed the English idea of mov-
ing people from their home area, to be tried,
or questioned in another area. This was a
point he raised before the revolution.

When the English demanded that a man
in the city of Boston be tried in England,
before a Middlesex jury, before whom wit-
nesses were to * * * although, as he said,
their expenses were to be paid, who would
feed the wives and children left behind? Jef-
ferson points out, that the victim, stripped of
trial by his peers in his own area, without
counsel, (we were denied ours in the grand
jury room) without friends, without money
(ours giving their services free) and with-
out exculpatory proof, and brought before
judges pre-determined to condemn (as
Judge Brewster showed) “Ah! the cowards
who would suffer & man to be torn from the
bowels of his soclety in order to be offered
a sacrifice to Parliamentary tyranny, would
merit that infamy now fixed on the authors
of the act.”

There is no doubt that as you and other
gallant Congressmen and Senators are do-
ing, Thomas Jefferson too, would do, on our
behalf.

Yet what Thomas Jefferson condemned, is
being restored by his successor Richard
Nixon, and on behalf of England, in our
case. We were torn from our wives, children,
neighborhoods, peers and livelihoods to
Texas, and the strange ways the Dept. of
Justice admit they have no charges against
us. Mr. Olson cancelled his appointment
with Senators and Congressmen, 12 minutes
before he was to discuss our case with them.

The people of the U.S. are being deprived
of their freedoms by the New Archie Bunk-
ers in Washington.

Mr. Nixon refutes the principles of Presi-
dents Jefferson, Lincoln, Elsenhower, EKen-
nedy and Johnson.

There is a song, “If I Had a Hammer I'd
Ring Out & Warning"—*"“all over this land.”

Very sincerely,
THOMAS LAFFEY.
MATTHIAS REILLY,
DANIEL CRAWFORD.
PascHAL MORAHAN.
EKeNNETH TIERNEY.

Mr. WOLFF. I thank the gentlewoman
from New York for her contribution. I
know that she has been someone who
has always stoed in the forefront of civil
liberties activity, and certainly this is a
further indication of her dedication.

September 13, 1972

Mr. Speaker, I have stood in this
well many times and deplored the dis-
crimination that takes place in the Soviet
Union against the Jewish people, and I
have deplored the type of activity that
has taken place in South Africa.

I am not an Irish American. I felt duty-
bound, and I feel that the Members of
this body are dutybound to stand against
discrimination wherever found. This is
why I originally went to Ireland; why I
originally went to Britain, to ask permis-
sion to visit the detention camp at Song
Kesh.

This was not readily granted to me. I
was told that I could visit this detention
camp in Britain if a family gave me its
visiting rights. Therefore, instead of
doing it in that fashion, through con-
tacts which I made I was able to get a
family to get me into the prison camp
under the cover of another name and
without my identity as a U.S. Congress-
man, so that I could see for myself the
conditions under which some of these
people are being detained by Great
Britain.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to read into
the Recorp a letter that was sent to me,
and to other Members who have been in-
terested in this case:

TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,
Fort Worth, Tex., September 10, 1972,

Dear MR. Worrr: Although we wrote you
a few days ago, we feel we should write again
to let you know of our findings, from the
words of Thomas Jefferson.

From studying this great man, we struck
upon how he too felt about people who were
to experience our predicament, by being torn
from wives, children and livelithoods.

Thomas Laffey has three children, no
other visible means of support, and a
mortgage to pay, and he is paying that
only through the charity that is being
given to his family.

Claude G. Bowens, in his book, “The
Young Jefferson,” pages 89-90, (published by
Houghton, Mifflin Co.), tells us that Jeffer-
son strongly opposed the English idea of
moving people from their home area, to be
tried, or questioned in another area.

Is it that the Justice Department
moved this trial to Texas because of the
fact that there are so few Catholics in
Texas? And that is my interpolation,
and not the statement of Tom Laffey.

This was a point he raised before the reso-
Iution.

When the English demanded that a man in
the city of Boston be tried in England, before
& Middlesex jury, before whom witnesses
were to be forced, Jefferson exploded in
wrath, although, as he said, their expenses
were to be paid, who would feed the wives
and children left behind?

Who feeds the wives and families of
these people who are being held in Fort
Worth, Tex., now?

Jefferson points out, that the victim,
stripped of trial by his peers in his own
area, without counsel (in the grand jury
room we were denied ours) without friends,
without money (ours giving their services
free) and without exculpatory proof, and
brought before judges predetermined to con-
demn (as Judge Brewster showed) “Ah! the
cowards who would suffer a man to be torn
from the bowels of his socliety in order to be
offered a sacrifice to Parllamentary tyranny,
would merit that everlasting infamy now
fixed on the authors of the act.”

There 18 no doubt that as you and other
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gallant Congressmen and Senators are doing,
Thomas Jefferson too, would do, on our be-
half.

Yet, what Thomas Jefferson condemned is
being restored by his successor Richard
Nixon, and on behalf of England, in our case.
We were torn from our wives, children,
nelghbors, peers, and livelihoods to Texas,
and the strange ways of Dept. of Justice
finally admit they have no charges
us. Mr. Olson cancels his appointment with
Senators and Congressmen, 12 minutes be-
fore he was to discuss our case with them.

The people of the U.S. are being deprived
of their freedoms by the New Archie Bunkers
in Washington.

Mr. Nixon refutes the principles of Presi-
dents Jefferson, Lincoln, Eisenhower, EKen-
nedy and Johnson. There is a song, “If I Had
& Hammer I'd Ring out a Warning"—*“All
over this Land.”

Bincerely,
THOMAS LAFFEY,
PaAsCHAL MORAHAN,
KENNETH TIERNEY,
MATTHIAS REILLY,
DANIEL CRAWFORD.

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

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

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from New York for
taking this special order, and for bring-
ing to the attention of this body this
matter which is fully documented as to
its validity. The gentleman from New
York is one who has attempted to ad-
dress the attention of America to these
matters. The gentleman’s concern clear-
ly lights up the fact that we have seen
over a period of years so much interest
engendered on questions of various na-
tures, presented by various groups in this
country, groups that run the gamut of
age, groups that run the gamut of eco-
nomic status on gquestions that often-
times have been less worthy than this.

And yet we have today in America a
demonstration of an assault on some-
thing fundamental, that should arouse
the curiosity and the ire of all Americans.
Yet, we have five men in Fort Worth
and they have been there for several
months, with no prospect of release and
they are treated in a worse fashion than
hardened criminals—men who are fight-
ing for a cause that is very much parallel
:.;) that of the early American Revolu-

on.

What they have done really is to seek
to assist their brethren in a foreign land.
We have had cause after cause, and cru-
sade after crusade, and drive after drive
participated in by people across the
board—and no one has been curious and
no one has attacked. But simply because
the emissaries or the voices of Great
Britain feel the pinch, we find America
responding as a lackey would. It is a posi-
tion that America does not deserve and
should not be put in and Americans
should not tolerate.

The British have their own conscience
to look at. They are talking in terms of
Ireland—mow Northern Ireland. The
yvoke of colonialism has been lifted from
many countries throughout the world—
British colonialism that is. Even the
great Nation of India was finally freed
after demonstrations and after famine
and after the outery of all of those people
and others who shared in that desire for
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freedom. They were freed by the United
Kingdom.

We have 14 colonies in the northern
part of Ireland that seek similar action.
You know, to speak about it from here
is one thing—but go there and see it.

Mr. WOLFF. I know, I have been there.

Mr. BIAGGI. I know you have and
you are to be commended for it. X

I have been there time and time again.
I have been there at points of confronta-
tion. But imagining it is inconceivable.
To know that the United Kingdom, the
home of democracy so-called, still re-
mains an oppressor and despite sugges-
tion after suggestion that could serve as
a perfect solution to the problem—a
plebiscite for one—there is nothing
strange about that—that simply calls for
human beings in a country to make their
own determination and they will stand
or fall on the basis of that determina-
tion. But, no—that will not happen. They
say, “We will give you the plebiscite, but
in a certain area.”

It resembles so much a type of reap-
portionment that we have in some por-
tions of our country. You just cut it out
the way you like it—with the outcome
pretty much——

Mr. WOLFF. Predetermined.

Mr. BIAGGI. Predetermined—the
gentleman is right.

Then you travel—and you visit the
place. What are these people asking for?
They are asking for justice in the truest
sense—not a position better than their
brothers—not something to compensate
for the years of deprivation which would
only burden those who are there now.
They are willing to start fresh from now,
for an opportunity to live, for an oppor-
tunity to work.

It has been clearly documented and
the Recorp contains it in statement after
statement that I have inserted on about
40 or 50 different occasions—the illus-
trations of injustices being heaped on a
people. When you talk to those advocates
who remain in power, you know you are
talking to an extremist who would be
run out of this country—despite the ele-
ment of extremism that we have in this
country.

Mr. WOLFF. I was told by Lord Wool-
sey who is second in command to Mr.
Whitehall that the reason there is 47
percent unemployment in Bally Murphy
is that the people do not want to work.
It is inconceivable to me and I am sure
to you that half of the people in that
Catholic enclave just do not want to
work.

Mr. BIAGGI. That is not a fact. What
he stated, of course, as you and I agree
is not a fact. I thought it was better than
that. You say 47 percent. I was there in
Bally Murphy—they live in hovels. But
let us turn to the other side of the coin.
I think in the shipyard, Halley Wolf,
they have 9,000 employees and less than
200 are of the Catholic faith. That is a
figure that tells its own story. The people
who work in and who are employed in
Bally Murphy are the ladies—when they
can get employment, in the most menial
type of jobs. They are not complaining—
they are grateful for the employment.
This is discrimination of the worst type
because it appears subtly. There is no
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question about its existence, and how it
has occurred over the years and has
existed over the years.

Now, that is one thing. Ireland is one
thing. I would suggest very strongly that
members of the United Kingdom recog-
nize once and for all the nature of the
Irishman. If the British think they are
going to still the spirit of freedom that
has existed in the Irish boson for cen-
turies either by oppression or by force
or by other means, the British are greatly
mistaken. It is this bad judgment that
will continue the fight. It is this bad
judgment that will prevent a solution.

They are not dealing with the funda-
mental concept of an individual. The
Irishman fights for freedom. He is happy
to die. The British do not realize that.
They do not understand that. Any hu-
man being wants to live of course, but
the Irishman is happy to die in this
fight. There is a state of mind there that
brings this about. They will keep dying
but they will take other people with
them.

The morality of the cause will con-~
tinue. We as Americans should not be
engaged in any skulduggery or any col-
lusion with any other country, as we are
in this instance in relation to the Fort
Worth Five. Frankly I am disappointed
that we are talking in terms of the five
people who were never in Texas, who
have not been charged, and who have
been housed in a building which provides
less accommodation than they would
have given hardened criminals. It is just
the most intolerably repugnant situation
I have been confronted with in my time.

Somehow or other we have not been
able to awaken the masses to the call for
justice in this instance. I do not under-
stand Americans, They respond to so
many less worthy causes. Where are all
the young civil righters? Where are all
the civil rights throughout this coun-
try? I ask that question and I look about
and I get no answer and I hear nothing.
It is selective. It is not fashionable to
fight for Irishmen. Perhaps it is figured
the Irishmen can fight for themselves.
Yes, they can, but they cannot fight
alone. They have been doing that fight
for centuries. Finally the Irishman him-
self has recognized that and he has held
out his arms to his fellow man and said,
“Please help me.” That is where we are
today.

All of us should be trying to help, re-
gardless of origin. Someone has said to
me: “You are not of Irish extraction.”
So what? We do not simply respond to
that. There is an old Jewish rabbi, and
this is related in the Torah about Rabbi
Hillel, who said:

What am I if I do not speak up for my
people?

Do Members know why he said that?
He said that because too many are relue-
tant to stand up and expose themselves
to the possibility of criticism or of re-
taliation when something or somebody
that concerns them is assaulted.

On the other side of that coin the
rabbi went further and said:

And if I speak only for my people or my-
self, then what am I? :

That is why we speak. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. WoLrr) is of the
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Jewish faith and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Biacer) is of Italian ori-
gin and we speak up as well as many
others. What are we if we do not speak
up for our fellow man irrespective of race
or religion or ethnic background? That
is what we have been doing and what oth-
ers have been doing.

I suggest very strongly that the ad-
ministration, who I am confident are
sympathetic, exercise a little persuasion
on the United Kingdom. There should be
pointed out to the United Kingdom the
error of their ways because Ulster is not
going away. The 13 counties will be there.
Those Irishmen are fighting for their
lives and their freedom. They will fight
for eternity. They have done it for hun-
dreds of years. Who is to anticipate that
something will change the makeup of
man or his mind or his heritage or his
tradition?

We do it for everyone else. We get in-
volved in other nations throughout the
world where more material things are
involved or where military strategy is
involved, but not any more where moral-
ity is involved. Why not do it for those
people in Northern Ireland? We have
done it elsewhere. And in doing it for
them we will be taking care of the Fort
Worth Five.

Mr. Speaker, I join with my other col-
leagues here today in the hope that
through our efforts we can focus some
attention on and invoke a sense of na-
tional shame and outrage at the unjust
interment of five Americans in Fort
Worth, Tex.

Just today, I received a letter from the
group, which I would like to read at this
point. It gets to the guts of the problem
in the most succinet way:

TARRANT COUNTY GAOL,
Fort Worth, Tez., September 11, 1972,
Congressman Marro BIAGGI.

DEeAr Mar1o: Again, we thank you for your
peristent efforts on behalf of the ‘Fort Worth
Five' here in Texas.

Studying the great Thomas Jefferson, we
are struck about how he too felt about peo-
ple who were to experience our predicament,
by being torn from our wives, children, and
friends,

Claude G. Bowers, in his book, “The Young
Jefferson,” Pages 89 & 00, (published by
Houghton, Miffiin Co.) tells us that Jefferson
strongly opposed the English idea of moving
people from their home area, to be tried or
questioned in another area. This was an im-
Pportant point he raised before the Revolu-
tlon. When the English demanded that a
man from Boston be tried in England, be-
fore a Middlesex jury, before whom witnesses
were forced, Jefferson was wrathful., Al-
though, as he sald, their expenses were to
be paid, who would feed the wives and chil-
dren left behind?

He goes on, that the victim, stripped of
trial by his peers In his own area, without
counsel, (we were denled ours in Grand
Jury room) without friends, without money
(our lawyers are free), and without exallpa-
tory proof, and brought before judges pre-
determined to condemn, (as Judge Brewster
showed). “Ah, the cowards who would suffer
& man to be torn from the bowels of his so-
«<iety In order to be offered a sacrifice to
Parllamentary tyranny, would merit that
everlasting infamy now fixed on the authors
of the act.” There is no doubt that as you
and other gallant Congressmen, Senators, are
doing, Thomas Jeflferson, too, would be on
pur behalf.

Yeot, what Thomas Jefferson condemned is
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being restored by his successor Richard
Nixon and on behalf of England, in our case.
We are torn from our wives, children, peers
and livelihood to Texas, and the strange ways
of the Department of Justice finally admit
they have no charges against us. Mr. Olsen
cancels his appointment with Congressmen
and Senators, 12 minutes before he was to
discuss our case with them.

The people of the U.B. are being deprived
of their freedom by the New Archie Bunkers
in Washington. Mr. Nixon refutes the prin-
ciples of Presidents Jefferson, Lincoln, Eisen~
hower, Kennedy and Johnson. There Is a
song says “If I had a hammer, I'd ring out
a warning, all over this land.”

Very sincerely,
EKENNETH TIERNEY,
MATTHEW REILLY,
DANIEL CRAWFORD,
THOMAS LAFFEY,
PASCHAL MORAHAN.

Ah, the words of Thomas Jefferson,
author of the Declaration of Independ-
ence and guardian of personal liberties
in the early days of the Republic. Have
the ideals of Jefferson and Washington
and Hamilton tarnished so with the pas-
sage of time? How can we as Americans
with a heritage of freedom and liberty
allow the internment without trial of five
citizens to go on month after month?
How can we ignore the fact that an
agency of the Federal Government—
the Justice Department—slapped togeth-
er a grand jury thousands of miles away
from the homes of these five men in an
apparent attempt to avoid public scrutiny
of their actions? How can we, in a selfish
sense, be so sure of our own freedoms if
the Justice Department can violate the
rights of these men with impunity?

I remember the words of the German
who said:

They came for the Jews, but I was not a
Jew so I did not protest. And they came for
the Catholics, but I was not a Catholic, so
I did not protest. And they came for the
clergy and the writers, but I was neither, so
I did not protest. And then they came for
me, but there was no one left to protest.

The Fort Worth five are examples of
what will happen unless unbridled Gov-
ernment power to lock up citizens is not
checked. There was no trial, no charges:
and no bail has been set. Their refusal to
testify before a grand jury on moral and
ethical grounds is the “crime” they are
accused of. No one should be forced to
participate in a Justice Department fish-
ing expedition and witchhunt. If they are
guilty, let it be proven in a court of law.
But until then, they should be free and
considered innocent.

It is sad to think that an accused
murderer or rapist or dope pusher would
have more rights and protections than
are being afforded these men. In New
York City, they cannot return the
criminals to the streets fast enough.
Some even beat the policemen out of
the courthouse; free on bail.

What we have here is another case of
the executive branch rewriting the Con-
stitution to suit its own political ends.
Pressure from Great Britain has driven
the Attorney General to trump up these
charges and develop this non-case. Un-
less we here in Congress begin to exercise
our moral and constitutional obligation
to defend the law of the land, we may
find our own institution taken away—
and then who will protest?
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Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues now
to examine their conscience and con-
sider the moral and legal questions
raised by this bizarre care. I hope they
will all conclude as I have that this rape
of the constitutional rights of the five
men in the Fort Worth jail must be
brought to an end.

Mr. WOLFF, Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New York for his com-
ments.

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

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for yield-
ing to me because I join him on the floor
at this time to, I suppose, extend the con-
cepts that have been so eloguently ex-
pressed by the previous speaker, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BI1ageI).

I, too, am outraged that five men
would be taken across the country to
answer to a special grand jury and
denied bail. I do not know what has hap-
pened to the writ of habeas corpus. I do
not know why we should have legislation
that would prevent a person from com-
ing to a hearing certainly closer than it
turned out in this case, for answers
sought to questions to be asked by the
grand jury.

But may I reflect on the gentleman
from New York’s (Mr, B1ager) remarks,
because along with the Irish—and that
is a struggle that is amazingly ignored
in this country—we have one for which
we are more responsible, and that is the
Vietnamese. I raise that question because
not only are Vietnamese being killed, but
they are being killed by American bombs,
American bullets, and mercenaries hired
by our country. It seems to me that that
inhumanity that spreads and poisons
that part of the world is really coming
back home to this country. We cannot
escape it.

The apathy that we refiect toward the
struggle in Europe is the result of the
failure of the Government of the United
States, and this Congress in particular,
to act in a resolute manner toward end-
ing the war of which we are the largest
participants.

I think that this question that has
been raised by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WoLFF) is an important con-
sideration. These five men have come to
the attention of an alert Congressman
and a few other Members on both sides of
the aisle, incidentally, who were willing
to meet with representatives of the Jus-
tice Department. There are many Ameri-
cans behind bars about to be brought to
trial who are prosecuted in a very similar.
unfair, unjust way.

I want to ask the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WoLFF) is there not a legisla-
tive remedy that we who are concerned
can effectively bring to bear to close the
loophole in the Organized Crime Control
Act, which has apparently permitted this
very grave miscarriage of justice?

Mr. WOLFF. I think the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan, who again has
helped lead the fight for civil liberties
for all people, for his contributions here.
I say to him that, yes, I think there is a
legislative remedy. I do believe that we
have to accept, perhaps, the suggestion
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of the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Dow) and call for hearings by the Judi-
ciary Committee to amend this act so
that it is not as onerous as it is today,
and to amend the errors that have been
made in the act and not to protect us
from our sins.

Mr. CONYERS. I want to indicate that
I, as a member of the Judiciary Commit-
tee, will support such hearings and will
also join with those who will offer legis-
lation to make this correction.

Might I point out to the gentleman
from New York that his concern for civil
rights for all Americans did nof begin
with this precise matter he has brought
to the attention of the Congress. As
freshman Members of the 89th Congress
he worked with some 13 Members of
Zongress in this regard. I see another
Member, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Dow) is now present, who joined
with me in a rather historie trip to Selma,
Ala., at the request of the late Dr. Martin
Luther King.

It seems that out of these continuing
concerns we are here again for five Irish-
Americans.

The cause and the point of travel in
1965 and the reason for this special order
in 1972 brings us all together again on
the same question of justice for all Amer-
icans. This is an important matter. I only
wish that all those who should receive
the support of Members of Congress be-
cause of other transgressions of the law
could have that help. But, because the
gentleman brought this matter before us,
I feel that I can do no less than join
him here and offer the support of myself
and those who are continually concerned
with civil rights, to see that this matter
has some final, fair conclusion.

Again, I compliment the gentleman
for bringing this matter to the attention
of this body.

Mr. WOLFF. I thank the gentleman
for being in a leadership position, as he
always has been, not only on the question
of civil rights but also as to the workings
of this House.

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

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

Mr. DOW. To respond fto the sugges-
tion of the distinguished champion of
civil rights from Michigan (Mr. Con-
vERS) as to whether there are legislative
remedies, I should like to offer for the
record the text of a resolution I am
about to introduce here in the House,
which calls for the Judiciary Committee
to conduct a full and complete investiga-
tion and study of the conduct and prac-
tice of the U.S. Department of
Justice and the Federal Judiciary with
respect to grand jury investigations.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of this resolution be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

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

There was no objection.

The matter referred to follows:

Resolved, That the Judiciary Committee,
acting as a whole or by subcommittee, is au-
thorized and directed to conduct a full and
complete investigation and study of the con-
duct and practices of the United States De-
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partment of Justice and the Federal judiciary
with respect to grand jury investigations.
Such investigation and study shall be com-
pleted and reported to the House as soon as
practicable, and shall include findings on the
following matters:

(1) Whether there is reason for the Gov-
ernment to believe in all cases where wit-
nesses are. called before grand juries that
each such witness has significant informa-
tion on the subject of the investigation belng
made.

(2) Whether the questions asked of each
such witness have a close nexus with the
criminal activity under investigation.

{(3) Whether the criteria employed by the
Justice Department in selecting a site for
each grand jury investigation are appropri-
ate, especially in cases where such site Is
distant from the principal residences of a
substantial number of prospective witnesses.

(4) The extent to which witnesses sub-
penaed are not asked any questions before
the grand jury.

(6) The Instances in which a grand jury
was convened in order to Investigate lawful
demonstrations or other lawful political
events, and the instances in which a grand
jury was convened simultaneously with law-
ful events in which the witnesses were to
participate.

(6) Whether the questioning of grand jury
witnesses has been used, or is capable of
being used, to gather personal information
about such witnesses for the purpose of do-
mestic intelligence.

(7) Whether the use of grand juries has
been made by the Government, or can be
made by the Government, to harass or in-
timidate persons who advocate controversial
policies or disagree with the Administration.

(8) Whether there is sufficlent assurance
under present law that the compelled testi-
mony of grand jury witnesses cannot subse-
quently be used to incriminate them.

(9) Whether grand jury witnesses should
have the privilege of legal counsel during
grand jury questioning.

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

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

Mr. PEYSER. I should like to join with
my other colleagues in thanking the gen-
tleman for setting up this special order
and for giving us the opportunity to
talk very briefly on the problem of the
five Irish-Americans who are now being
held in Fort Worth.

I believe my colleague from New York
(Mr. Biacaer) well expressed my feelings
so far as the situation in North Ireland
is concerned. I would rather not direct
my remarks to that area but, briefly, to
the specifics I believe the gentleman
called the special order for.

Two weeks ago I visited Fort Worth
and spent approximately a little over 2
hours with the five prisoners who were
being held down there: Ken Tierney,
Tom Laffey, Matt Reilly, Paschal Mor-
ahan, and Dan Crawford.

I had the opportunity of talking with
them individually, and I talked with
them as a group.

My visit, incidentally, was arranged
through the Justice Department, in co-
operation with them. The men were
brought to the Federal courthouse at
Fort Worth where we had this meeting.
I went down to this meeting to talk with
these men, to get a firsthand impres-
sion from them. I had not known these
men before, had never seen them before,
and wanted to get as close a relationship
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as I could, to make some judgments of
my own.

Mr. WOLFF. Did you see them at that
time?

Mr. PEYSER. No, I did not, because
they were there when I arrived in the
courthouse. They were sitting in a room.
They were sitting in an ordinary room
like across the table.

Mr. WOLFF. You know they were
brought in in handcuffs and manacled?

Mr. PEYSER. I did not see them arrive
at the courthouse in that way. They had
no equipment of that nature on when I
saw them. I had a separate office that
they came into, and they simply walked
in and I met with them there.

After talking with these men and hav-
ing done some research on this partic-
ular case I am personally convinced that
these men have had absolutely nothing
to do with any affair dealing with guns
or have had any relationship with any-
one in Texas or have been in communi-
cation with anyone in Texas or have ever
been there.

_As one of the men, Ken Tierney, in-
dicated, the only time he wrote to anyone
in Texas was to then President Johnson,
to which he got a response. That is the
only time he ever had any communica-
tion with anyone there.

I feel, in my opinion, that these men
are being unjustly held. I believe they
are caught in a sort of legal trap here be-
tween the Government and their own
situation, trying to find a way in which
they can get out of this trap. Frankly,
they would like to get back home to their
families.

I have talked to their families and
talked with their friends, and based on
the type of exposure I have had and con-
v‘ersa.t.tons I have had, there is no ques-
tion in my mind of the innocence of these
men.

When I say “innocence,” I mean they
have been charged with nothing, so it is
not a question of innocence. The sense I
am using it in is, if they are being held
there because of a presumed gun-run-
ning situation as between Texas and Ire-
land, I say these men have had nothing
to do with it, in my opinion.

Mr. WOLFF, Has the gentleman at all
interceded with the Department of Jus-
tice, which is one of the things I wanted
to speak to them about, on the idea of
transferring these people from Texas to
some place near their home in a Federal
facility? They are being held in a coun-
ty jail under Federal charges or whatever
it is, or Federal authority, and yet they
are being held in a county jail. They
have five men in three cells. They have
exercise space of 6 by 16 feet for those
five people. Criminals and convicted
murderers in the United States have
greater facilities afforded to them.

Mr. PEYSER. I agree with what the
gentleman is saying. I wanted you to
know, because of your interest and that
of the other gentlemen here, that my
aim in this is to get these men out and
get them out either under bail, which as
the situation presently stands is not a
very possible situation, but perhaps a
compromise might be reached. It is my
feeling after talking with these men and
their attorneys that there is grounds for
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a compromise situation that will return
them to their homes. At this time I am
trying to work within the administration
and the Department of Justice to reach
some sort of decision on this. Nothing
would please me more than to have some-
thing positive to report, but I do not have
it. Nor am I convinced that the issue is
simply a dead issue and that they are
there to be forgotten. I certainly am not
going to forget them any more than you
are. I think we can win the battle.

This type of meeting will perhaps help
to highlight the situation existing for
these men and for their families. I think
these men have to come back home. I
think these men are willing to testify
in certain areas in court as to their own
absolute lack of involvement in anything
to do with the situation.

I think they want to be home. They
are average men, bus drivers, a super-
intendent of an apartment building, and
there is one carpenter and there is a real
estate salesman and there is a registered
nurse.

For goodness’ sake, these are ordinary,
normal people who have never com-
mitted a crime in their lives. I believe
they are going to have to be returned

» home. I believe we can make the Gov-
ernment here see what is happening and
can create the forces necessary to bring
them home.

Mr. WOLFF. Tom Laffey, my constit-
uent, is an ex-GI. I do not know
whether any of the others are, but he
served in the Armed Forces of this
Nation.

I thank the gentleman for his con-
tribution and for his comments.

Mr. Speaker, we are the Representa-
tives of the people. The Justice Depart-
ment is answerable to the people of this
Nation, and the Justice Department is
answerable to the Representatives of the
people of this Nation.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to join with my
distinguished colleagues from New York,
two good friends and concernec men who
whatever else they are, cannot be ac-
cused of being Irish Americans. Con-
gressman JoHN G. Dow and Congressman
Lester L. WoLFF who have requested a
special order this afternoon to bring to
the attention of this House and hopefully
the people of this country a situation
which has so many disturbing implica-
tions, it is difficult to know where to

" begin.

Some weeks ago, five men of Irish
American extraction were imprisoned
in the Tarrant County jail in Fort
Worth, Tex., after having been sub-
penaed through the curious device
of blank subpenas in mid-June and
told to be in Fort Worth, Tex., for
a grand jury investigation within
5 days. It was alleged the five men
knew something about a “gunrunning
effort.” After being questioned without
the benefit of attorney, found guilty, and
refused bail the men have literally been
cut off from the outside world and be-
come the subjects of such intense specu-
lation that the situation has all the ear-
marks of international intrigue at its
worst.

Now, it is not for a Member of Con-
gress to get involved with passing judg-
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ment on the merits of a particular case
pending before our courts. That is why
we have courtrooms and judges. How-
ever, when five American citizens are
hurried to a State far away from home
for their first visit to testify before a
grand jury there, far from their friends
and relatives—and incidentally the Irish
American community—denied bail,
denied the presence of an attorney,
whisked away to prison—then it seems to
me that their friends and relatives have
every right to contact their Congressman
and ask them just what is going on.

And now, I come to the part which
bothers me most about this whole situa-
tion. Apart from a disclaimer by the at-
torney general of Texas that he has any
knowledge of the particulars of this case,
even though it is taking place in his
State, the Justice Department of the
United States has refused to even so
much as acknowledge any of my inquiries
to date about this matter.

Yesterday, giving just 12 minutes’
notice a functionary of the Justice De-
partment canceled out a meeting with
concerned Congressmen without any ex-
planation. To date all attempts to gain an
explanation for the mysterious behavior
of the designated Justice Department of-
ficials, as well as the more important is-
sue of just what is going on in Fort Worth
have met with no success. I think that
whatever the merits of the case before
the grand jury in question, that the Con-
stitution of this country is designed to
guarantee basic freedoms. I think it is
important for elected officials to focus all
the attention they can muster on Gov-
ernment departments who violate or ap-
pear to violate these freedoms.

This is certainly the case in a situation
such as this which is so heavily wrought
with all kinds of political overtones and
is naturally a matter of the most im-
mediate concern to millions of Irish
Americans who have already suffered
enough agony over the fate of their an-
cestral homeland, during this tragedy
that is Ulster. At a very minimum the
Justice Department owes us a complete
explanation. It would indeed be worse
than irony if this country has to resort to
the denial of basic civil liberties in order
to discourage American involvement in
the Ulster situation which has at its root
the fundamental issue of the denial of
civil liberties to the Catholic minority.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, civil
libertarians everywhere are disturbed
over the case of the five Irish-Americans
being held in prison in Fort Worth, Tex,

These men, subpenaed in New York,
were asked to appear before a Federal
grand jury in Fort Worth investigating
possible gunrunning to Northern Ireland.
The change of venue from New York to
Texas was made on the specious grounds
that calls were made from a New York
group to Dallas and Fort Worth.

It is obvious that the grand jury was
impaneled—and the presiding judge se-
lected—in Fort Worth because it is an
area totally unfamiliar to the cause of
the Irish Americans.

Promised immunity, the five men re-
jected it, refused to answer questions
and were held in contempt by U.S. Dis-
trict Judge Leo Brewster.
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Mr. Speaker, these men have yet to be
tried for any crime and they are being
asked to place themselves in double jeop-
ardy by abridging their constitutional
safeguards against self-incrimination. If
they agree to testify under the promised
immunity, it is still possible that they can
be tried again with self-incriminating
evidence because of the flukes in the law,
as well as prosecution by the British
Government. Truly, no wise man would
place himself in this situation.

The illegal incarceration of these men
is reminiscent of the discredited intern-
ment policy being used by the British
in Northern Ireland.

Not having been tried or convicted of
any crime, these five men are being de-
nied bail, which is most unusual and a
violation of eivil liberties.

When civil liberties are abridged in
such a high-handed fashion by a State
which seems to be saying that we are a
Nation of men rather than of laws, free-
dom-loving Americans everywhere
should be alarmed because John Locke
stated in 1960 that wherever law ends,
tyranny begins.

Certainly, the worst tyranny occurs
whenever government officials them-
selves violate the laws they are com-
mitted to uphold. This is especially so
when the laws are concerned with civil
liberties and judicial procedures.

Mr. Speaker, this whole matter should
be investigated by the Congress because
there are serious questions raised in my
mind concerning the denial of bail and
the denial of a writ of habeas corpus ad
subjiciendum, as well as other possible
violations of the law.

If these men are guilty of a crime,
let the Government so state its case. The
Government cannot arbitrarily tear
away a man from his wife and children,
and the means with which to provide a
livelihood without showing just cause for
such capricious action.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, I add my
protest to that of my colleagues over the
intolerable, inhuman, and probably il-
legal incarceration of five residents of
New York in a prison in the State of
Texas.

On June 19, almost 3 months ago, they
were subpenaed to testify before a grand
jury allegedly investigating the smug-
gling of small arms to insurgents in Ire-
land. When they refused to answer ques-
tions until the constitutional questions
of immunity which they raised were re-
solved by the courts, the Fort Worth
Five were cited with contempt and have
been in prison since that time.

Though granted immunity by a grand
jury in the United States, even American
citizens can be extradited to England
and tried for the same alleged crimes
there. Extradition treaties between the
two nations permit that.

And so, we have the Department of
Justice using the immunity to testify
given a witness as a big club, as an in-
strument of torture. The Justice Depart-
ment took these five men, transported
them some 1,800 miles from their homes
in New York, put them in prison with-
out ever charging them with a crime and
could keep them there for as long as 18
months. Meanwhile, these men, all with
young families and no means to support
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them while they are languishing in
prison in Texas, are suffering the tor-
tures of the damned simply because they
exercised their constitutional rights.

Mr. Speaker, I say it is tantamount to
suspending habeas corpus. That is a
crime far worse in itself than anything
these men might be charged with. And
worse, the entire investigation seems
more a diplomatic accommodation to
England, hard pressed fo settle its co-
lonial problems with Ireland, than it is
an attempt to settle any outrage against
law and order in America.

It smacks of terror, a knock on the
door in the dead of night. It was never
the intent of Congress that any law be
unreasonably applied.

I believe, in this case, the Department
of Justice is misapplying the law. It is
unreasonable for the Department of Jus-
tice to take a man half way across the
country to testify before a grand jury.

It is unreasonable to ask a man to tes-
tify under a grant of immunity when
the immunity granted him is not com-
plete. e

It is unreasonable for the Department
of Justice to hold that man in prison, to
deny him bail, to deny him access to
friends and family, to deny him means
for providing for his family while his ap-
peal is being decided.

Justice is not justice when it is not
reasonable, and fair and swift. Because
that is true, I ask the Justice Depart-
ment, and the courts to get on with it, to
do the right thing and free these men
and their families from the burden of
imprisonment. I ask that they be charged
or released.

It is time to do the decent thing.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, five
Irish Americans are being held in the
Tarrant County Jail in Fort Worth, Tex.,
on orders of the Department of Justice.
These men are not charged with any
crime and have been refused bail.

Along with a number of my colleagues
from both Houses, I planned to meet
with A. William Olson of the Justice De-
partment to discuss this case. Mr. Wilson
unilaterally and totally without explana-
tion canceled that meeting only 12 min-
utes before it was to begin. The Depart-
ment simply refuses to discuss the mat-
ter with the Congress.

The five men are being held more than
1,400 miles from their homes in a locale
with only the most remote connection to
the case involved. The prisoners were
subpenaed to testify in a Federal grand
jury investigation of supposedly illegal
arms shipments to Northern Ireland.
All five are New Yorkers who had never
been to Texas before they were sub-
penaed.

Their incarceration smacks of being an
adjunct to the British interment policy
in Northern Ireland. The Nixon admin-
istration is apparently willing to stop at
nothing to please the British Govern-
ment. Even if this means handing over
the Fort Worth Five for extradition by
the British.

Today I received a letter from the pris-
oners and am inserteing it in the Recorn
at this point:
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TARRANT COUNTY JAIL,

Fort Worth, Tez., September 10, 1970.
Congressman BENJAMIN 8. ROSENTHAL,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: Again we thank you for your

Presisent (sic) efforts on behalf of “the
Fort Worth Five' here in Texas, studylng the
great Thomas Jefferson, we are struck about
how he too felt about people who were to
experience our Predicament by being torn
from wives children & friends.
# Claude G. Bowers in his book “The Young
Jefferson” Page 89 - 80 (Published by
Houghton Miffiin Co) tells that Jefferson
strongly opposed the English idea of moving
People from their home area, to be tried or
questioned in Another area, This was a Point
(sic) he raised before the Revolution,

When the English demanded that a man
in Boston be trled in England, before a
middlesex Jury before whom witnesses were
to be forced, Jefferson exploded in wrath,
although, as he saild there expenses (slc)
were to be Paid (sic), who would feed the
wives & children left behind? Jefferson Points
out that the Victim, stripped of trial by his
Peers in his own area, without counsel (we
were denied ours) without exculpatory Proof
& brought before Judges Pre-determined to
condemn (as Judge Brewster showed) “Ah
the cowards who would suffer a man to be
torn from the bowels of his soclety in order
to be offened (sic) a sacrifice to Parlia-
mentary (sic) tyranny, would merit that
everlasting infamy now fixed on the authors
of the act.

There is no doubt that as you & other gal-
lant Senators & Congressmen are doing
Thomas Jefferson too, would do on our be-
half.

Yet what Thomas Jefferson condemed (sic)
is being restored by his successor Richard
Nixon, on behalf of England, in our case, we
are torn from our wives, children, neighbors,
Peers & livelihoods, to Texas, and the strange
ways of they Dept. (sic) of Justice finally
admit they have no charges against us.

Mr Olson cancels his appointment with
Senators & Congressmen 12 minutes before
he was to discuss our case with them

The People of the U.S. are being deprived
of their freedom, by the new Archie Bunkers
in Washington

Mr Nixon refutes the Principals of Presi-
dents, Jefferson, Lincoln, Eisenhower, Een-
nedy, Johnson,

There a song says “If I had a hammer, “Id
ring out a warning” All over this land

Very sincerely
MATTHIAS REILLY,
THOMAs LAFFEY,
DANIEL CRAWFORD,
KENNETH TIERNEY,
PascHAL MORAHAN,

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
to join my colleagues in protesting the
disdain shown to Members of Congress
by high-ranking administration officials,
in connection with our inquiries con-
cerning the unusual imprisonment pro-
cedures imposed on five New York area
Irish Americans now jailed in Texas.

I personally asked the Attorney Gen-
eral, Mr. Kleindienst, to furnish me all
the background details on this situation
over a month ago, and have received no
reply.

My inquiry to the President along the
same lines has been acknowledged, but
no further information has been received
as yet.

Last Thursday, like a number of other
Members, I took time out to attend a
meeting with Mr. A. William Olson, Chief
of the Justice Department’s Internal
Security Division, which had been ar-
ranged by our colleague from New York
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(Mr. WorrF), only to find the meeting
had been canceled with virtually no
notice as I was proceeding on my way
to the meeting.

The high-handed manner in which
this entire situation has been handled
not only demeans Congress, but raises
the frightening specter of totalitarianism
that is revolting to our sense of justice.

The information available to me in-
dicates that these New York area resi-
dents have been thrown into jail in Fort
Worth, Tex., without bail, on suspicion
of having been involved in furnishing
arms to certain factions in Northern
Ireland.

Surely, in the 10 weeks these men have
been in jail, the Government has had
time to make a case. If available evidence
will not support an indictment, they
should be freed immediately. If evidence
is sufficient to hold them, they have a
right to a reasonable amount of bail.

If the rights of these men cannot be
protected, it will not be long before the
rights of all may be in jeopardy.

We must do everything possible to re-
direct this course the Government now
seems to be taking.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, my concern
for the Fort Worth Five is that they
receive their constitutional rights and all
due process. I am not in any way com-
menting on the merits of the matter in
that I simply do not have the facts to
do so. But I believe that the constitu-
tional defenses which they have raised
must ultimately be resolved by the Su-
preme Court and pending that resolu-
tion, I believe they are entitled to bail.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend my colleague from New York
(Mr. Worrr) for organizing this special
order on the imprisonment of five Irish-
Americans in Fort Worth, Tex., and I
want to again express my concern over
this situation, along with my other col-
leagues who are participating in this dis-
cussion.

Just today, Mr. Speaker, I happen to
have received a handwritten letter from
thesg imprisoned men—the second I have
received in recent weeks. This letter is
most interesting in that it comments on
some recent efforts by Members of Con-
gress, myself included, to learn more
about this case, and it contains some
historical perspective in the form of a
description of Thomas Jefferson’s views
of the kind of outrageous procedures to
x_vhich these five men have been sub-
jected. I wish to include the text of the
letter at this point in my statement:

DaNIEL CRAWFORD,
Tarrant County Jail,
Fort Worth, Tez., September 10, 1972.
Congressman BINGHAM,

Dear CONGRESSMAN: Again we thank you
for your persistent efforts on behalf of the
“Fort Worth Five”, here in Texas. Studying
the great Thomas Jefferson, we are struck
about how he too felt about people who were
to experience our predicament, by being torn
from our wives, children and friends.

Claude G. Bowers, in his book, “The Young
Jefferson,” pages 89 & 00, published by
Houghton, Miffiin Co., tells us that Jefferson
strongly opposed the English idea of moving
people from their home area, to be tried, or
questioned in another area. This was a point
he raised before the Revolution when the
English demanded that a man (in the City of
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Boston) be tried in England, before a Middle-
sex Jury, before whom witnesses were to be
forced. Jefferson exploded in a wrath. Al-
though, as he sald, their expenses were to
be paid, who would feed the wives and chil-
dren left behind? Jefferson points out, that
the victim, stripped of trial by his peers in
his own area, without counsel (we were
denied ours), without {riends, without
money (our counsel giving their services free)
and without excalpatory proof and brought
before judges pre-determined to condemn
(as Judge Brewster showed): “Ah, the
cowards who would suffer a man to be torn
from the bowels of his society in order to be
offered a sacrifice to parliamentary tyranny,
would merit that everlasting infamy now
fixed on the authors of the Act.”

There is no doubt that as you and other
gallant Senators and Congressmen are doing,
Thomas Jefferson, too, would do on our be-
half.

Yet, what Thomas Jefferson condemned 18
being restored by his successor Richard
Nixon, and on behalf of England, in our
case. We are torn from our wives, children,
neighbors, peers, and livelihoods, to Texas,
and the strange ways of the Department of
Justice finally admit they have no charges
against us. Mr. Olsen cancelled his appoint-
ment with Senators and Congressmen, 12
minutes before he was to discuss our case
with them.

The people of the U.S. are being deprived
of their freedom by the new Archie Bunkers
{n Washington. President Nixon refuies the
principals of President Jefferson, Lincoln,
Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnston (sic).

There is a song says “If I had a hammer,
I'd ring out a warning"—*"All over the land.”

Yours sincerely,
DanNY CRAWFORD,
MATTHIAS REILLY,
KENNETH TIERNEY,
PascHAL MORAHAN,
THOMAS LAFFEY.

Mr. Speaker, I have said from the‘be-
ginning that the treatment being given
these men constitutes harassment by the

administration which ought fo be
promptly ended by releasing them from
prison and enabling them to return to
their families. I strongly suspect tha]; our
government has been put up to this by
Britain, which is only another example
of what I have frequently called the
“pussyfooting” with which our Govern-
ment deals with the British on the mat-
ter of the future of Northern Ireland.

Mr. Speaker, I voted against the act
of Congress under which these men
have been forced to travel to a city they
have never even visited and have been
imprisoned without bail and without
charges for an indefinite period. That law
permits the Government to offer immu-
nity from prosecution to witnesses be-
fore Federal grand juries, and to jail
them for the life of the grand jury if
they refuse, despite the offer of immu-
nity, to testify. That is part of the 1970
Organized Crime Control Act. It was pre-
sented to the Congress as a tool for crack-
ing down on organized crime. Instead, it
is being used as a tool with which to
stifle political views that may be unpopu-
lar or embarrassing to our own or friend-
ly governments, and to harass political
groups.

There is evidence that the use of this
law for political harassment is not con-
fined to the example of the case of the
“Fort Worth Five.” I noted in the Sep-
temper 2, 1972, issue of the New York
Times an article by Alexander C. Hoff-
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man, vice president of Doubleday pub-
lishers. In that article, Mr. Hoffman de-
scribes how the Federal Government has
used the grand jury to harass and intim-
idate those associated with the circu-
lation of the Pentagon papers, and I wish
to include that article at this point in
my statement:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 2, 1972]

Harpy BIRTHDAY, Bi¢ BROTHER
(By Alexander C. Hoffman)

It is hard to believe that as we approach
the 200th anniversary of this country’s
founding the F.B.I. and the Justice Depart-
ment are compiling lists of contributors to
a church and it is again necessary to worry
about religious freedom, freedom of associa-
tion and freedom of the press. However,
when one considers the actions of the Jus-
tice Department against the Unitarian
Church and its small book-publishing arm,
The Beacon Press, one feels both dismay
and outrage. Briefly, this is what has hap-
pened.

In June 1971, after gxcerpts from the Pen-
tagon Papers appeared in The New York
Times and other newspapers, Senator Mike
Gravel of Alaska placed the complete papers
in the public record before his Senate sub-
committee and released coples to the press.
In July 1971, Senator Gravel approached the
Unitarian Universalist Association and its
publishing arm, The Beacon Press, concern-
ing their willingness to publish the papers
in book form in order to make the com-
plete record avallable to the public in
schools and libraries. The same month
Bantam Books published a single volume
condensation.

In August, Beacon agreed to proceed with
the project and announced their intention
to publish, On Oect. 10, 1971, the Govern=-
ment published its own edited twelve-vol-
ume version. Finally, on Oect. 22, 1971,
Beacon published its four-volume edition
which was drawn entirely from the public
record established and furnished by Sena-
tor Gravel. What followed 1is frightening.

On Oct. 27, F.B.I. agents appeared at the
bank of the Unitarians and Beacon in Bos-
ton and demanded copies of all records of
both organizations for the period June 1 to
Oct. 1, including sources of contributions and
income to the Unitarian Church and Beacon
as well as disbursements. The bank did not
comply until Federal marshalls presented a
grand jury subpoena on Oct. 29, but then did
so without notifying the church or Beacon
of what was going on. They were notified by
an officlal of the bank informally about a
week later. Later, Gobin Stair, director of
Beacon Press, and another Unitarian church
officlal, were subpoenaed to appear before a
Federal grand jury considering criminal
charges against them.

On Nov. 5, 1971, with the help of Senator
Gravel's attorneys, the Unitarians and Beacon
were able to obtain a temporary court stay
of the F.B.1.'s activities at the bank pending
resolution of Senator Gravel's appeal to the
Supreme Court that concerned both his Con-
gressional immunity and the extension of
this immunity to Beacon. The grand jury
subpoenas were also withdrawn pending out-
come of this case. On June 29, 1972, the Su-
preme Court ruled 5 to 4 agailnst Senator
Gravel, and on July 24, 1972, the last of the
temporary injunctions ran out. The Justice
Department is now free to resume its pursuit
of the case, and it appears it intends to do so.

Two things are important to understand
about this case. First, what is at stake here
transcends party politics (I happen to be a
lifelong Republican) and does not involve
the difficult judgment concerning the propri-
ety of the original release of the Pentagon
Papers. For better or worse, the papers were
in the public domain from the outset of Bea-
con’s involvement in the project. They view
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putting this information in book form as a
public service, and they will undoubtedly
lose money on it.

Second, it follows that what the Govern-
ment is doing in this case is using the grand
Jury process to harass, intimidate and there-
by restrict the broader dissemination of in-
farmation already In the public domain
which the Government does not want to have
broader circulation. There are already a num-
ber of indications it is succeeding:

Many inquiries from Unitarians who are
aware of the situation as to whether one's
name will appear on an F.B.I. list if he pur-
chases the books;

Almost complete lack of coverage of this
case in other media, particularly broadecast
media, although it has been brought to their
attention through the Association of Amer-
ican Publishers;

Reluctance of people to apply for jobs with
the Unitarians and Beacon;

Potentially disastrous legal costs.

This case is a threat to the entire publish-
ing industry because it provides a chilling
example of how the Government can make
any publisher, large or small but particularly
small, hesitate to publish controversial ma-
terial even after it is in the public domain
if they can be subjected to the harassment
and cost of grand-jury investigation and the
sweeping stigma of “possible criminal activ-
ity.” (In this case the Justice Department
will apparently claim that Beacon was guilty
of criminal activity in acquiring and not re-
turning stolen Government documents, even
though the entire contents of their books
were already part of the public record—a
line of reasoning that suggests either Lewlis
Carroll or Joseph Goebbels.)

I believe that we can ignore this as some-
one else’s problem only at our own great
peril. A precedent like this must not go un-
challenged, and perhaps the best challenge
is the strong expression of public opinion.

Mr. Speaker, I have recently joined
with a number of other Members of the
House in urging our colleague from New
York, the distinguished dean of the House
and chairman of the Judiciary Commit-
tee (Mr. CELLER) to convene hearings at
the earliest possible date to look into the
use and apparent misuse of this statute
as illustrated by the Fort Worth Five and
other cases, and I shall continue to press
for such hearings and revision of this ill-
conceived law so as to prevent such out-
rageous action as has befallen Kenneth
Tierney, Thomas Laffey, Matthias Reilly,
Paschal Morahan, and Daniel Crawford.
I have had an opportunity to meet the
wives of a number of these men and to
hear firsi-hand from them what their
husbands are undergoing, and I join with
them in a renewed appeal for the release
and return of these men.

Mr. Speaker, political internment by
the British is a reprehensible practice
which should be promptly ended. Here,
now the British Government has appar-
ently prompted our own Government to
engage in internment, and that should
not and cannot be allowed to continue.
As I stated in my original telegram to
Attorney General Kleindienst upon
learning of this matter on June 30, 1972:

. wind up this apparently trumped up
proceeding promptly and allow these wit-
nesses to return to their homes and families.

When that is done, it is incumbent
upon this Congress to revise the laws
relating to immunity before grand juries
to prevent any further use of this author-
ity for such intimidation and stifling of
political opinion.
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FUTURE OF ALABAMA RECREATION
CASES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, my na-
tive State of Alabama is two-thirds
woodlands—thousands upon thousands
of acres of forests that abound with wild-
life of all types and that are traversed
by countless rivers and streams that
largely have remained pure and un-
polluted. We take great pride in these
natural resources, Mr. Speaker, and we
want to do everything we can to retain
them for the enjoyment of all Ala-
bamians in future years.

Among the valued resources in Ala-
bama are four national forests—William
B. Bankhead National Forest, Talladega
National Forest—two divisions—Tuske-
gee National Forest and Conecuh Na-
tional Forest. Conecuh National Forest
is located in my congressional district,
and it was my privilege recently to tour
the forest and become familiar with some
of the problems associated with it. By
taking some time on the floor of the
House today, I hope to call the attention
of the Congress to some of these prob-
lems so, hopefully, steps can be taken to
correct them.

Mr. Speaker, one of the major prob-
lems facing Conecuh National Forest is
neglect, While the U.S. Forest Service
personnel assigned to the forest are
among the most dedicated and competent
I have ever met, they need more money
and more help if we are to bring Conecuh
National Forest up to the standard it
should be.

Specifically, Mr. Speaker, the Forest
Service needs funds to complete develop-
ment of the recreation area. Work was
begun several years ago, and several
thousands of dollars have already
been spent under the accelerated public
works for paving roads and preliminary
work on preparing camp sites at the rec-
reation area. However, the area is under
utilized because it is not finished—it is
false economy for us to refuse to spend
money to add much-needed bathhouse
and toilet facilities to benefit the people
of south Alabama.

Of even more importance is the dire
need for the Forest Service to fully im-
plement its multiple-use concept which
was adopted over 12 years ago. As origi-
nally conceived multiple-use practices
include timber, wildlife, water, range,
and recreation. However, I am informed
that only one wildlife technician is em-
ployed by the Forest Service in the State
of Alabama. Less than $20,000 is allotted
for fish and wildlife purposes; yet, over
four times as much money will be spent
in the State for forestry practices than
will be spent on all other multiple-use
practices combined. This must be re-
versed, Mr. Speaker.

The U.S. Forest Service has advised me
that a wildlife and fish habitat survey of
Conecuh National Forest has recently
been completed. That survey reveals that,
to fully develop habitat potential, in-
cluding full implementation of coordina-
tion opportunities during the course of
timber, road building and other activi-
ties, $60,000 per year will be required for
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the next 10 years. That is a small sum,
Mr. Speaker, to maintain one of our most
precious assets in south Alabama—
Conecuh National Forest and its wild-
life—but it should be emphasized that a
“single shot” amount will not suffice. If
we are to have a meaningful program, it
must be on a sustaining basis. Managers
of the forest should know that funds will
be forthcoming to keep the program go-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Appropriations
Committee to appropriate adequate funds
for the U.S. Forest Service to fully im-
plements its multiple-use concept. I also
urge the Forest Service to take another
look at the Conecuh National Forest and
keep its commitment to the people of
Alabama.

URBAN MASS TRANSIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, today the
Banking and Currency Committee, which
has targeted September 14 as the date of
passing an omnibus housing bill, took ac-
tion on chapter VII which deals with
urban mass transit. The chapter, as
written, provides for an authorization of
$400 million subsidy over the next 2 years,
as well as an increase in the contract
grant authority from $3 billion to $6.1
billion and an increase in the Federal
grant share from 6624 to 80 percent.

The increase in grant authority and in
the Federal share for capital grants is
welcome news indeed. This conforms
closely to the language of the Senate bill
and bodes well for future transit develop-
ment. I support this section of the bill
enthusiastically.

However, the operating subsidy of $400
million is, in my judgment, a dreadful
error.

In the first place Secretary Volpe op-
poses it very strongly as not being con-
sistent with priorities established by his
Department. Secretary Romney reaffirms
that position. Secretary Romney quotes
the Office of Management and Budget
and the administration as holding similar
feelings.

The Department of Transportation in-
dicates that its primary priority is on
capital grants. It sees its responsibility as
extending new and improved transit
services, routes, and equipment wherever
it can do so. Its second priority is on re-
search, development, and demonstration
projects which will provide, or prove the
new technologies that will make transit
popular and provide alternate transpor-
tation options to the people of this
country.

Personally, my top priority would be
research, development, and demonstra-
tion, but I must agree that capital grants
are terribly important also. The last
priority, of course, would be direct fund-
ing of operating expenses.

DOT has attempted to help local gov-
ernments in this respect by suggesting,
first, a single transportation fund; sec-
ond, a special transportation revenue
sharing program; third, the use of the
highway trust fund for transit purposes;
and fourth, the possibility of a new
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transit trust fund. At this time none of
these seem to be politically acceptable.

Under the $400 million expense for op-
erating expenses, there will be no exten-
sion of services nor any new routes and
no improvement of equipment. The only
beneficiaries of this expense will be those
people who are already riding existing
transit systems. Those who are already
riding transit systems clearly are bear-
ing less of a burden than those who have
no systems and need them badly, and
who will profit most by the development
of transit through capital grants.

The formula, based on ridership,
favors the big urban centers, and in fact,
more than one-third of the money in
the House bill would go to New York
City. Because the formula is based on
ridership, those cities with large exist-
ing systems will always get the lion’s
share of the money, and our small urban
centers and rural areas will be cut out.

In addition, the operating subsidies of
$400 million subsidizes ohsolete transit
;ystems. If the money, on the contrary,
is used for capital grants, it will be used
to develop newer systems and modern
systems far more attractive to new rid-
ers and which may lure American com-
muters from their second or third cars.

Since the Appropriations Committee
has limited the total expenses of UMTA
to $1 billion, any funding of operating
subsidies must be deducted either from
the overhead expenses of UMTA, its
R.D. & T. program or its capital grants.
Obviously the operating subsidy should
have lowest priority and should not be
accepted at this time.

When this bill appears before the
House, it will be my intention to offer an
amendment to strike the operating sub-
sidy section from the bill,

SOCIAL SECURITY PASS-ALONG
BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. BraDEMAS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress, on June 30, voted a 20-percent
across-the-board increase in social secu-
rity benefits. The principal beneficiaries
of this increase, which is to be effective
October 1, will be our older Americans.

In recent years, the cost of housing,
food, and other consumer goods and serv-
ices has risen dramatically. The 20-per-
cent increase was intended simply to as-
sure that social security benefits keep
pace with inflation and the rapidly ris-
ing cost of living that continue to erode
the fixed incomes on which many older
Americans must live.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Select
Subcommittee on Education, which has
jurisdiction over Older Americans Act
programs and as sponsor of the compre-
hensive older services bill, which the
House passed earlier this year, I am par-
ticularly concerned about the plight of
many of our older citizens who are living
at or near poverty level, and I was there-
fore greatly encouraged by the social
security increase.

Mr. Speaker, I regret, however, that
the full social security increase may not
be realized by a large number of older
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Americans. Many older, blind and dis-
abled Americans will find, in fact, that,
although social security benefits have
been increased, other forms of public as-
sistance for which they had gualified will
be cut or withdrawn.

Among the hardest hit will be social
security beneficiaries who also qualify
for medicaid. A slight increase in social
security benefits, for example, may cause
an individual's income to exceed the
minimum standards for medicaid eligi-
bility and, thereby, disqualify him from
any participation in the program.

Mr, Speaker, the impact for many of
the recently enacted social security in-
creases will, therefore, be a reduction in
the total sum of benefits now received
under related public assistance pro-
grams.

Mr. Speaker, Congress must act im-
mediately to avoid the extreme hard-
ship which will befall many of our older,
blind, and disabled citizens. Congress
must act to assure that the full increase
be passed along to all social security
beneficiaries and guarantee that the
elderly, blind, and disabled continue to
receive all the benefits under related
public assistance programs for which
they qualified prior to the implementa-
tion of the social security increase.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation which I
am introducing today is intended to
guarantee that the full benefits of the
social security increase will be realized.
I urge the Ways and Means Committee
to give this bill the highest priority and
expedite its consideration so that Con-
gress can approve this measure before it
adjourns this fall.

COMMUNITY DISASTER GRANTS
PROGRAM NEEDS SOME IM-
PROVEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylavnia (Mr. FLoop) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am infro-
ducing today an amendment to the Dis-
aster Relief Act of 1970 which is neither
exceedingly lengthy nor particularly
sweeping. It has merely been shown to be
quite necessary. Section 241 of the Dis-
aster Act of 1970 directs itself to pro-
viding grants to communities which lose
property tax revenues as a result of a
Presidentially declared disaster. Such
grants are to be provided in an amount
equal to the difference between a 3-year
average of property taxes collected in
that municipality and the disaster year
collections.

Sounds good on paper, does it not? You
have a disaster, you average your prop-
erty taxes for 3 years, and you get a nice
check from the Federal Government.
Speaking from direct and indelible ex-
perience, it does not work. Plain and
simple, it does not work. Da Vinci de-
signed the helicopter in Renaissance
days—good idea, but it did not work.

Briefly, the problem is this. Local serv-
ices by local governments have never
been in higher demand—you know the
list, garbage, sewers, police, firemen, ad
infinitum. Purthermore, with inflation
and rising wages, these services cost
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more. The result is a constantly and
sharply rising tax bill on the part of the
local governments, and the experts tell
us this will continue to be the case. A 3-
year average of such a rising curve re-
sults in a deceptively low figure.

In the Wilkes-Barre disaster area not
one single municipality was eligible for a
grant under the program for more than
a mere pittance. And I can virtually
guarantee that should this happen again
elsewhere—should there be a major
disaster in your district—you will find
the same case with each and every com-
munity in your district. Wilkes-Barre,
Pa., is now a great laboratory—not by
choice mind you, but nevertheless it is.
The results of what is going on in that
laboratory are pouring out faster than
anyone can document; however, one of
the first and most obvious and most
painful realizations was that the commu-
nity disaster grant program was basically
unworkable.

That it is unworkable is no one’s fault,
for the intent of Congress is made
absolutely clear; that is, to provide for
the shoring up of local tax bases which
have been seriously eroded as a result of
a major disaster. The intent of the Con-
gress was to provide short-term Federal
aid to replace temporarily lost revenues
which had been generated at the local
level. The intent of my amendment is
exactly the same thing—shore up the tax
base, make short-term Federal aid a
realistic expectation, and finally to make
it possible for the local governments to
“take a deep breath” and recover
quickly.

One last point, I have included all lo-
cally generated revenues as part of my
amendment to the Disaster Act commu-
nity grant program. I have done this for
two reasons. First, property taxation has
become controversial and litigation is
pending concerning its use for education
funds from the county courts to the Su-
preme Court. It does not require any
extraordinary powers of prophesy to
foretell that the property tax may not be
a viable source of income for local gov-
ernments in the years to come. Second,
and more importantly, the property tax
is but a mere portion of taxes and other
revenues collected and generated at the
local level. The devastation which occurs
in a major disaster does not discriminate
between which portion of the tax base it
erodes, nor does it strike at this revenue
source here and miss that revenue source
there—the erosion is complete. Parking
meters and parking fines as sources of
revenue become nonexistent because
there is no downtown parking area. Sales
taxes go to near zero, and any wage tax
suffers from the extreme unemployment
problems which follow any major disas-
ter. Permit and license fees are drasti-
cally reduced to a point where antici-
pated collections become totally illusory.
In short, all locally generated revenues
are affected by such sweeping tragedies
as this amendment would encompass.

Mr. Speaker, it is not often that the
opportunity to correct a law is based on
such immutable and irrefutable evidence
as has been demonstrated with the com-
munity disaster grant program. This ex-
perience has been hard and the evidence
won by that suffering cannot go ignored
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and unheeded. Passage of this amend-
ment will seize such an opportunity.

A bill to amend the Disaster Relief Act of
1970 to provide that community disaster
grants be based upon loss of budgeted reve-
nue.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Eepresentatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 241 of the Disaster Relief Act of 1970
(42 U.S.C. 4460) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“COMMUNITY DISASTER GRANTS

“BEC. 241. (a) The President is authorized
to make grants to any local government
which, as the result of a major disaster, has
suffered a substantial loss of revenue. Grants
made under this section may be made for
the tax year in which the disaster occurred
and for each of the following two tax years.
A grant under this section for the tax year
in which the major disaster occurred shall
not exceed the difference between the total
revenue received by the local government
for such year and the total revenue provided
for in the budget of the local government
which was in effect for such year. For each
of the two tax years following the major
disaster, a grant under this section shall
not exceed the difference between the total
revenue received by the local government for
the tax year for which the grant is made
and the total revenue provided for in the
budget of the local government which was in
effect for such year,

"In no case shall a grant for the tax year
following a major disaster exceed the differ-
ence between the total. revenue received
by the local government for the tax year for
which the grant is made and an amount
equal to 110 per centum of the total revenue
provided for in the budget of the local gov-
ernment which was in effect for the tax year
in which the major disaster occurred. In no
case shall a grant for the second tax year
following a major disaster exceed the differ-
ence between the total revenue received by
the local governments for the tax year for
which the grant is made and an amount
equal to 120 per centum of the total revenue
provided for in the budget of the local gov-
ernment which was in effect for the tax year
in which the major disaster occurred.

“(b) For purposes of this section, the
term ‘revenue’ includes revenue generated
by the local government derived from prop-
erty taxes (both real and personal) and
other taxes, permits, licenses, fines and costs,
departmental earnings, refunds, and reim-
bursements.”

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall take effect with re-
spect to grants to local governments for
losses resulting from major disasters which
occur after June 1, 1972.

MATSUNAGA PROPOSES AID TO RE-
BUILD FLOOD-RAVAGED PHILIP-
PINES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Hawaii (Mr. MaTsunNAca) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, at the
same time hurricane Agnes was winding
her destructive way up the eastern coast
of the United States, the Republic of the
Philippines was suffering from severe
flooding of its own, brought on by 2 full
months of steady rain.

Some villages in the flood areas, in the
central part of Luzon, are still under-
water. A fourth of the country’'s rice
crop was wiped out. Four hundred lives
were lost. The rains wreaked more de-
struction through steady, day-after-day
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showers, than had any typhoon or tidal
wave in Philippine history.

Although the United States has al-
ready responded splendidly to humani-
tarian appeals for assistance to flood vic-
tims, much more needs to be done. The
immediate effort was to distribute food
and other disaster relief supplies to in-
dividuals and families victimized by the
floods. Now, however, attention needs to
be directed to repairing the damage done
to the country’s economic infrastructure.

That is why I am introducing today a
bill which would authorize the appropri-
ation of $30 million for the repair and
replacement of roads, bridges, and build-
ings ravaged by the floods. These vital
public facilities must be put into opera-
tion again if the Philippines are to recov-
er anytime soon. The $30 million repre-
sents only a fraction of the total need,
but it will help the Filipinos to get start-
ed on a massive task of reconstruction
which confronts them.

Economists have estimated that the
Philippine economy has been set back
several years by the floods, and there
unquestionably is an urgent need for
immediate assistance. The United States
and the Philippines have long had a
special relationship with each other. In
fact, we Americans helped to bring them
into the world as a new nation. While
American interests, as well as general
humanitarian goals, would be served by
the enactment of my proposed legisla-
tion, there is the deeper emotional tie
akin to foster parent and child relation-
ship, We have gone to the immediate as-
sistance of peoples with lesser ties. We
must not fail our dear friends and allies
Of)ictmtiis standing, the Philippines.

point I submit the te
bill for the REcorp: il
H.R. 16637
A bill to amend the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 to provide for assistance to refugees
and other flood victims in the Republic of
the Philippines

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Repre:ventatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 9 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, relating to refugee relief assistance,
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“Sec. 482, Philippine Flood Rellef Assist-
ance.—There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the President for the fiscal year 1873,
in addition to funds otherwise available for
such purposes, not to exceed £30,000,000, to
remain available until expended, for use by
the President in providing assistance for re-
building, repairing and replacing of public
roads, bridges and buil or de-
stroyed in the 1972 floods in the Republic of
the Philippines."

LET US MAKE CITIZENSHIP SOME-
THING TO RESPECT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. PopELL) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, every citi-
zen is guaranteed the -constitutional
right against self-incrimination. Every
citizen is also protected from the un-
warranted intrusion and snooping by
governments into his personal life.

But if you are not a citizen and want
to become one, these rights and protec-
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tions do not apply. Indeed, in order to
become an American citizen, you are
called upon to incriminate yourself and
to make public the full details of your
personal life.

Current procedures for naturalization,
which are sanctioned by law, are sum-
marized in form N-400, “Application To
File Petition for Naturalization.” Form
N-400 is a 4-page personal questionnaire
which is used in open court for all to
hear and question. The form asks, among
other questions, whether you have ever
been a drunkard, whether you have ever
made a bet, whether you have ever even
advorated the possibility of polygamy,
whether you have ever committed any in-
fraction of the law of any country you
have lived in, including traffic violations
or any violation of the repressive laws of
Communist countries. You must list in-
fractions of the law for which you were
not arrested and you must also show that
you have never acted in any way that
could be questioned by almost anyone
else’s moral standards. You can be denied
citizenship if you answer yes to these sort
of questions or if you answer no, and are
even slightly incorrect.

Mr. Speaker, the American people are
not an immoral people, but I suspect that
if all Americans had to apply for citizen-
ship this way, there would be very few
citizens—even among immigration offi-
cials.

This insulting and, perhaps, uncon-
stititional procedure for naturalization
is the reason why nearly 4 million reg-
istered aliens live in the United States
on a permanent basis, but do not apply
for citizenship. They would like to be-
come citizens—they surely pay taxes,
contribute to America, and face the same
everyday problems of Americans—but
they will not submit to form N-400.

Form N-400, which is based upon sec-
tion 101(f) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act of 1952, is a throwback to
an earlier self-righteous and diserimina-
tory era. It must be changed.

I am, today, introducing legislation to
amend section 101(f). The new 101(f)
will provide just three grounds for ques-
tioning a person’s moral character: A
conviction of murder, trafficking in dan-
gerous narcotics, and willful, knowing
violation of the immigration laws. The
new section 101(f) would provide ample

rotection for our country, without the
present humiliating citizenship proce-
dure.

This is not the first time I have made
this issue public. A few weeks ago, when
I brought form N-400 to the public’s at-
tention, great interest was shown in the
newspapers, for example the New York
Times, and the electronic media, like
WCBS radio. I would hope my colleagues
show as strong an interest in my legis-
lation to correct this situation.

After all, citizenship hearings should
be an event to look forward to, and re-
member with pleasure, not something
reminiscent of the Inquisition.

PENTAGON AUDITORS QUESTION
$445 MILLION PAYMENT TO
LOCKHEED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Wisconsin (Mr. AsPIN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, the Navy is
paying costs totaling $44.5 million for
13 antisub aiprcraft that the Defense
Contract Audit Agency has “questioned”
and, in part, considers “unsupported.”

I am today publicly releasing the
DCAA report which asserts that more
than $44.5 million sought by Lockheed,
the builder of the S-3A antisub jet,
does not appear justified.

I am also calling upon Navy Secretary
John Warner to publicly explain why
Lockheed has been given an extra $40
million despite the Defense Contract
Audit Agency’s report. It appears that
Lockheed is receiving a huge and un-
justified gift for its work on a program
that is already deeply in trouble.

My colleagues should know that Lock-
heed officials have already told the Navy
informally that they hope to seek relief
on the S-3A contract within the next
several years. But, because it is an elec-
tion year, Lockheed refuses to put any-
thing in writing.

The DCAA, which is the Pentagon's
Audit Agency, was checking on a Lock-
heed proposal to build 13 of the S-3A air-
craft at a proposed cost of $244.5 million.
The Navy has decided to pay $227.3 mil-
lion for the planes, $44.5 million of which
was questioned by DCAA. But the Agency
found that Lockheed had no auditable
data supporting the contractor’s pro-
posed target cost.

The DCAA also criticized Lockheed for
denying DCAA access to all of Lockheed’s
books.

DCAA said:

The contractor has consistently denied us
access to budgets. It is the opinion of this
office that this budgetary information is re-s
quired to effectively discharge our audit mis-
sion . . , Accordingly, the results of this
audit qualify to the extent that audit rates
or findings would be altered if access to the
budgets were granted.

I hope that the Lockheed Corp. will
grant the Pentagon's audit agency com-
plete access to books and records. The
result of Lockheed’s refusal is only to
cast a serious shadow of doubt about
legitimacy of their claims for costs on
the S—3A aircraft.

Overall, the entire S-3A program of
199 aircraft is expected to cost $3.1 bil-
lion. Total cost overruns on the pro-
gram are now estimated at $260 million.

AMERICAN LEGION'S 54TH ANNUAL
NATIONAL CONVENTION

(Mr. ICHORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extrane-
ous matter.)

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, a great
civic-minded organization, whose very
existence is looked on with pride and
appreciation for the wonderful service
done on behalf of every American, held
its 54th annual National Convention in
Chicago, Ill.,, August 22-24, 1972, I have
reference to the American Legion which
over the years has served admirably in
its dedication to the preservation of our
liberty and our cherished institutions of
freedom.

At a period of time when it seems that
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we are continually confronted with tur-
moil and strife from within our borders,
it is indeed heartening to find an organi-
zation which is totally dedicated to our
country and which holds true to the
guiding principles upon which our Na-
tion was founded. In keeping with the
historic role of the American Legion,
the National Convention announced its
support of programs which assure an
adequate defense for the Nation.

The Legion has traditionally made
great efforts to inform its close to three
million members as well as the Congress
of all aspects of issues important to our
national welfare. In its continuing goal
to keep America forever free, several im-
portant resolutions were adopted by the
Legion’s National Convention within the
sphere of interest of the House Commit-
tee on Internal Security. These include
Resolution 171—Subversive Activities
Control Board—which calls on the Sen-
ate to act favorably and promptly on
H.R. 9669—reported out by the Commit-
tee on Internal Security and overwhelm-
ingly passed by the House; Resolution
405—Support of the House Committee on
Internal Security and the Senate Inter-
nal Security Subcommittee; and Resolu-
tion 499—Aid and Comfort to the
Enemy—which is designed to cope with
the activities in North Vietnam of indi-
viduals, such as Miss Jane Fonda. I am
most appreciative of the Legion’s com-
mitment to the national security and its
active support of the work of the Com-
mittee on Internal Security. I commend
my colleagues’ attention to the texts of
these resolutions which follow:
RESOLUTION No. 171—SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES

CONTROL BOARD

Whereas, The Subversive Activities Con-
trol Board can be an effective force in com-
batting internal subversion within the United
States; and

Whereas, The United States adopted
an amendment of the Appropriations Bill
cutting off all funds for the Subversive
Actlvities Control Board; and

Whereas, the House of Representatives has
overwhelmingly passed H.R. 9669, which
grants legislative approval to the Executive
Order enlarging the jurisdiction of the Sub-
versive Activities Control Board to cover in-
vestigation of communist, fascist, totalitar-
ian, subversive and violence-oriented groups;
now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by the American Leglon in Na-
tional Convention assembled in Chiecago, Illi-
nois, August 22, 23, 24, 1972, that The Amer-
ican Legion memorialize the Senate of the
United States to act favorably and promptly
on H.R. 9669; and, be it further

Resolved, that copies of this resolution be
dispatched to the United States Senators and
to the President of the United States.

ResoLUuTiION No. 406—8UPPORT THE HOUSE
COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL SECURITY AND THE
SENATE INTERNAL SECURITY SUBCOMMITTEE

Whereas, The House Committee on In-
ternal Security and the Senate Internal Secu-
rity Subcommittee have clearly proved their
worth to the Natlon and its security by ex-

posing, through their investigations, the
working of the Communist conspiracy with-
in the United States; and

Whereas, the current expansion of activi-
ties on the part of the Communist Party,
USA, recent revelations by the Director of
the FBI, and the decisions of the Supreme
Court, which emasculated the internal secu-
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rity legislation of the United States, have
made even more clear the necessity for con-
tinued action on the part of these Con-
gressional Committees; now, therefore be it

Resolved, by the American Legion in Na-
tional Convention assembled in Chicago, Illi-
nois, August 22, 23, 24, 1972, that The Amer-
fcan Legion again express its confidence in
the work of the House Committee on In-
ternal Becurity and the Senate Internal
Becurity Subcommittee as important instru-
ments for the exposure and eradication of
the Communist menace within our borders;
and, be it further

Resolved, That this organization does urge
the said committees to continue vigorously
in the work which they have so well under-
taken In the years past; and, be it further

Resolved, That the American Legion peti-
tion the Congress to appropriate sufficient
funds to enable these committees to extend
and expand their activities.

RESOLUTION No. 409—A1D AND COMFORT TO THE
ENEMY

Whereas, These United States have been
engaged In an armed conflict with the armies
of North Vietnam for the purpose of pre-
serving the right of the people of South
Vietnam to govern themselves; and

Whereas, A substantial portion of our
forces so engaged have now been withdrawn
by the President, thus greatly increasing the
vulnerability of the remalning forces to
enemy action; and

Whereas, Certain individuals are reported
to have been engaged In activities in North
Vietnam that are detrimental to the safety
of our remaining forces and to the inter-
ests of the United States; i.e., giving aild and
encouragement to the forces of North Viet-
nam; and

Whereas, Such activity not only weakens
the morale of our armed forces, but seeks
to destroy thelr effectiveness as fighting or
supporting units and causes a lengthening
of the conflict; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by The American Leglon In Na-
tional Convention assembled in Chicago, Il-
linols, August 22, 23, 24, 1972, that The
American Legion call upon the President of
the United States and the Department of
Justice to make a complete and detailed in-
vestigation of such individual activities and,
if the law of the land has been violated, to
cause each indiivdual who has been so en-
gaged to be prosecuted In accordance there-
with.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. CELLER, for 1 hour, tomorrow, and
to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HansEn of Idaho) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. Dickinson, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FrenzeL, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoL1) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. Brapemas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Froop, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. MaTsUNAGA, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. PopeLL, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. DenT, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Aspin, for 10 minutes, today.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. Jacoss, and to include extrane-
ous matter, notwithstanding the fact
that it exceeds two pages of the RECORD
and is estimated by the Public Printer to
cost $595.

Mr. Fountain, and fo include ex-
traneous matter, notwithstanding the
fact that it is estimated to cost $425, his
special order of September 12.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hansen of Idaho) and to in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr, McCLOSKEY,

Mr. FRENZEL.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. HosMmer in two instances.

Mr. KeaTInG in two instances.

Mrs. HeEckrLEr of Massachusetts.

Mr. StEicer of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr. VEYSEY.

Mr, WHITEHURST.

Mr. HaLPERN in five instances.

Mr. MaTtH1As of California.

Mr. GOLDWATER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoL1) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Giammo in two instances.

Mr. CORMAN.

Mr. GoNzALEZ in three instances.

Mr, Rarick in three instances.

Mr. ECKHARDT.

Mr. FLoob.

Mr. DRINAN.

Mr. DOWNING.

Mr. LEGGETT.

Mr. WiLLiam D. Forbp.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in two instances.

Mr. FLYNT.

Mr. Jacoss.

Mr. Van DEERLIN.

Mr. BorLuinGg in two instances.

Mr. Lone of Maryland.

Mr. MATSUNAGA.

Mr. Brasco in two instances.

Mr. WALDIE.

Mr. WoLFrF in two instances.

Mr. ASHLEY.

Mr. PICKLE in six instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON in two instances.

Mr. DanieLs of New Jersey.

Mr. KocH in three instances.

Mr. Hanna in two instances.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 3822. An act authorizing the City of
Clinton Bridge Commission to convey its
bridge structures and other assets to the
Btate of Jowa and to provide for the com-
pletion of a partially constructed bridge
across the Mississippi River at or near Clin-
ton, Iowa, by the State highway commission
of the State of Iowa, to the committee on
public works.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr., HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
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that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 7875. An act to amend the statutory
ceiling on salaries payable to U.S. magis-
trates;

H.R. 0222. An act to correct deficlencies "2
the law relating to the crimes of counter-
feiting and forgery;

H.R. 10670. An act to amend chapter T3
of title 10, United States Code, to establish
a survivor benefit plan, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 12638. An act for the rellef of Sgt.
Gary L. Rivers, U.8. Marine Corps, retired.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee did on September 12,
1972 present to the President, for his
approval, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles: .

H.R. 1860. An act for the rellef of David
Capps, formerly a corporal in the ..8. Marine
Corps;

HR. 5299. An act for the relief of Maj.
Henry C. Mitchell, retired;

H.R. 5315. An act for the relief of Gary R.
Uttech; and

H.R. 10635. An act for the relief of Willlam
E. Baker.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 51 minutes p.m.), the

House adjourned until Thursday, Sep-
tember 14, 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:

2326. A letter from the Becretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a report on a violation
of section 3879 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended, by an officer of the Forest Service,
Department of Agriculture, pursuant to sec-
tion 3679(1) (2); to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

2327. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Becretary of Defense (Installations and Hous-
ing) transmitting notice of the location, na-
ture, and estimated cost of a facilities project
proposed to be undertaken for the Army Na-
tional Guard, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2233(a)
(1); to the Committee on Armed Services.

2328. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting 8 semiannual report of third coun-
try transfers of U.B. origin defense articles
granted under section 3(a) (2) of the Foreign
Military Sales Act during the period January
1 through June 30, 1972; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

2329. A letter from the Comptroller, Defense
SBecurity Assistance Agency, transmitting a
report covering the period April 14 through
June 30, 1972, on excess defense articles to be
furnished to foreign governments under the
military assistance program, pursuant to sec-
tion 8(d) of Public Law 91-672; to the Com-~
mittee on Forelgn Affalirs.

2330. A letter from the Chairman, Indlan
Claims Commission, transmitting a report of
the final determination of the Commission
in dockets Nos. 282-A through 282-L, The
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, Plaintiff,
v. The United States of America, Defendant,
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pursuant to 25 U.8.C. 70(t); to the Commit~
tee on Interior and Insular Affalrs,

Receivep FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
2331. A letter from the Acting Comptroller

General of the United States, transmitting a .

report on the need for a national earth-
quake research program; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

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. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 4865. A bill to declare
that certain federally owned land is held by
the United States in trust for the Stock-
bridge-Munsee community, and to make such
lands parts of the reservation involved; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 92-13088) . Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1116. A resolution providing for
the consideration of HR. 15003. A bill to pro-
tect consumers against unreasonable prod-
uct hazards. (Rept. No. 92-1399). Referred
to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BADILLO:

H.R. 16632. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide rules for the
treatment of prisoners in Federal correctional
institutions; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. COLLIER:

H.R.16633. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for a job placement
index in the Civil Service Commission; to the
Committee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mrs.
ABzUG, Mr. Aopasepo, Mr. ALEXANDER,
Mr. BapiLro, Mr. BecicH, Mr. BEVILL,
Mr. BLanTON, Mr, BoLAND, Mr. Bras-
co, Mr. Burxe of Massachusetts,
Mr. Crark, Mr. CoNyYERs, Mr. Dan-
1eLs of New Jersey, Mr. DrINAN, Mr.
EscH, Mr. Wirtam D. Forp, Mr.
FORSYTHE, Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr. HAr-
RINGTON, Mr. HELsTOSKI, Mr. HICKS
of Washington, Mr. MEeebps, Mr.
MrircHELL, and Mr. KARTH) :

H.R. 16634. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to make certain that recipients of
ald or assistance under the various Federal-
State public assistance and mediecald pro-
grams (and recipients of assistance under
the veterans’' pension and compensation
programs or any other Federal or federally-
assisted program) will not have the amount
of such ald or assistance reduced because of
increases in monthly social security benefits;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr.
Moss, Mr. Nepzi, Mr. RarICK, Mr.
Rees, Mr. Rem, Mr. Reuss, Mr.
RosSENTHAL, Mr. Smxes, Mr. THONE,
Mr., Warpie, Mr. Yates, Mr. Den-
HOLM, Mr. Guoe, Mr. Myers Mr.
O'NEiLL, Mr. CHArLEs H. Wison,
Mr. SarBanEes, and Mr. Ror) :

H.R.16635. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to make certaln that recipients of
ald or assistance under the varcious Federal-
State public assistance and medicald pro-
grams (and reciplents of assistance under
the veterans' pension and compensation pro-
grams or any other Federal or federally as-
sisted program) will no% have the amount of
such aid or assistance reduced because of
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increases in monthly soclal security benefits;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts:

H.R.16636. A bill to protect the mainte-
nance and operation of community schools,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R.16637. A bill to amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 to provide for assist-
ance to refugees and other flood victims in
the Republic of the Philippines; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

HR. 16638. A bill to assure the free flow
of information to the public; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 16630. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act of 1952; to the Com-
mittee on Judiciary.

By Mr. ROY:

H.R. 16640. A bill to provide for disciplined
and responsible action in the consideration
and execution of the Federal budget; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. SISK:

H.R. 16641. A bill to provide for the reim-
bursement of medical treatment facilities for
emergency medical treatment given to aliens
unlawfully in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WYMAN:

HR. 16642. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to liberalize the provi-
sions relating to payment of disability and
death pension; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BERGLAND:

HR. 16643. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to
amend certain administrative provisions
especially burdensome on small business; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GRAY (for himself, Mr. Hor~
ToN, Mr, ERLENBORN, Mr. ForEY, Mr,
HaMmMERSCHMIDT, and Mr. COrnovaA) :

H.R.16644. A bill to amend the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended, to provide
for the construction of a civic center in the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. GRAY (for himself, Mr. BLAT-
NI, Mr. KLUCzYNSKI, Mr. CLARK,
Mr. WricHT, Mr. JornsoN of Califor-
nia, Mr. DorN, Mr. Grover, Mr. KEE,
Mr, HowArp, Mr. MiLLER of Ohio, Mr.
MmzELL, Mrs, Apzuc, Mr. BEGICH, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. RopiNo, Mr. BROYHILL
of Virginia, Mr. Bos WisoN, Mr.
Youwne of Texas, Mr. WHALLEY, Mr.
Awnperson of Illinois, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. QuiLLew, and
Mr, VANDER JAGT) :

HR.16645. A bill to amend the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended, to provide
for the construction of a civic center in the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. EEMPF:

H.R.16646. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addition-
al personal exemption for taxpayers who rent
thelr principal residence, to provide a tax
credit for real property taxes and mortgage
{nterest on the taxpayer’s principal residence;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

HR.16647. A bill to authorize a program
for the improvement and restoration of the
Buffalo River Basin, N.Y.; to the Committee
on Public Works.

By Mr. McCLORY:

H.R. 16648, A bill to amend title 23 of the
United States Code to authorize construc-
tion of exclusive or preferential bicycle lanes,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Public Works.

By Mr. MALLARY (for himself, Mr.
ALEXANDER, Mr. AnpersoN of Ten-
nessee, Mr. Baxer, Mr. BeviLL, Mr.
BiesTER, Mr. CoNOVER, Mr. DENT, Mr.




DerwINSKI, Mr, FORSYTHE, Mr, Fre-
LINGHUYSEN, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GUB-
SER, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mrs. Hicks of
Massachusetts, Mr. HocAN, Mr. EEaT-

NG, Mr. JowNEs of North Caroclina,

Mr. Kyros, Mr. McCLosgE¥, Mr,
Mixva, Mr. REUss, Mr. ROBINSON of
Virginia, Mr. Stoxes, and Mr.
THONE) :

H.R. 16649. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that one-half
of any social security benefit increases pro-
vided for by Public Law 92-336 be disre-
garded in determining eligibility for pension
or compensation under such title; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MALLARY (for himself, Mr.
ALEXANDER, Mr, AxNpErRsoN of Ten-
nessee, Mr. Baxer, Mr, BeviLy, Mr,
BIESTER, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. CONOVER,
Mr, DenT, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. For-
SYTHE, Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr,
FrenzeL, Mr. Gusser, Mr. HARRING-
ToN, Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts,
Mr. HocaN, Mr. EeaTING, Mr. JoNES
of North Carolina, Mr. Eyros, Mr.
McCLosgEY, Mr. Miva, Mr. RoBIN-
soN of Virginla, Mr. Stoxes, and Mr.
THONE) :

H.R. 16650. A bill to require States to pass
along to public assistance recipients who are
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entitled to social security beneflts at least
half of the 1972 increase in such benefits,
elther by disregarding it in determining their
need for assistance or otherwise; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LUJAN:

H. Con. Res. 703. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
the Soviet Union should be condemned for
its policy of demanding a ransom from edu-
cated Jews who want to emigrate to Israel;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, WYDLER:

H. Res. 1117. Resolution expressing the
support of the House of Representatives for
the veto by the United States of the United
Nations resclution on military operations in
the Middle East; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr. DOW:

H. Res. 1118. Resolution to authorize the
Judiciary Committee to conduct an investi-
gation and study of Federal grand jury prac-
tices; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

September 13, 1972

By Mr. FISHER:

H.R. 166851. A rill for the relief of M. Sgt.
Ronald J. Hodgkinson, U.S. Army (retired);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HICES of Washington:

HR. 166562. A bill for the rellef of Rene
Huhr Allen, Roger Huhr Allen, and Chong
Suk Kim; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LUJAN:

H.R. 16653. A bill for the relief of Samuel T.

Ansley; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. BRASCO:

H. Con. Res. 704. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that the
Soviet Union should permit Gavriel Yako-
vievitch Shapiro to travel to the United
States to be with his wife, the former Judith
Beth Silver; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

282. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Military Order of the World Wars, Wash-
ington, D.C., relative to summer encamp-
ments for qualified Junior ROTC cadets,
which was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.
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REFUGEE PROBLEMS INTENSIFY
IN CAMBODIA

HON. DONALD M. FRASER

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, September 12, 1972

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the plight
of refugees in Cambodia has concerned,
a number of us in Congress for some time.

This concern has persisted despite ef-
forts by executive branch officials, par-
ticularly in the Department of State, to
play down the refugee situation in war-
torn Cambodia and to disavow any re-
sponsibility on the part of the United
States to assist directly Khmer war vic-
tims.

Reports on the situation have been de-
veloped by the Government Accounting
Office, by the Senate Judiciary Subcom-
mittee on Refugees and Escapees, and by
investigators for the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs. These reports por-
tray a different picture of the Cambodian
refugee situation than that described by
U.S. officials.

These congressionally sponsored
studies have indicated that large num-
bers of refugees in Cambodia are living in
extremely undesirable circumstances and
are suffering, because of inadequate nu-
trition, miserable living quarters, and in-
sufficient medical attention.

Believing that the United States bears
some responsibility for the plight of these
war victims, I sponsored an amendment
to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1972 ear-
marking $2 million for their assistance.
The amendment was accepted by the
committee and ultimately passed by the
House. On the Senate side, Senator Een-
nedy was successful in having a similar
amendment adopted as part of the Sen-
ate foreign aid measure which ultimately
was defeated.

The necessity of aiding these refugees

recently has been emphasized by the
Cambodian Government itself after a
long period of relative silence by them
on the subject. Following these remarks
I will insert several recent statements by
the Cambodian Government on the sub-
ject.

The clear indication is that the situa-
tion of the refugees and other war vic-
tims in Cambodia has deteriorated con-
siderably in recent weeks and that the
need for assistance has intensified.

It is my hope that the U.S. Govern-
ment, heeding the will of Congress, will
provide direct aid to Cambodian refugees
despite the delay in enacting the foreign
aid bill with its $2 million fund for Cam-
bodian refugees.

The items follow:

LonN NoL DiscUssSEs PROBLEMS OF WAR
REFUGEES [EDITED]

At the Chamcarmon Republican City Hall
at 1000 hours on 10 August, Marshal Lon Nol
opened an important work session to discuss
war refugee problems, land on which to con-
struct refugees camps, and construction of a
new road from Stung Meanchey to Prey Sor.
Present were high-ranking ministers, govern=-
ment functionaries and officers from all de-
partments. . . .

The president briefed the meeting on ref-
ugee problems, especially those concerning
refugees from Svay Rieng town, whose
evacuation to Phnom Penh will be immedi-
ately entrusted to Lt. Gen. Mao Sikhem. The
president then drew the attention of the au-
thorities in charge of the refugees and gov=-
ernors of each zone to the necessity for hous-
ing, feeding and clothing these brothers. The
president also raised the issue of rice, a prob-
lem which he has taken necessary measures,
including the founding of a committee to im-
port rice.

Following the discussion, the president and
all participants visited construction sites of
refugees camps located west of Stung Mean-
chey. At the bullding sites, the president
showed his colleagues the projects drawn on
& map and explained various plans of the re-
sponsible authorities. A high-ranking engi-
neering officer constructing the camps gave a
detailed report on the materialization of the
projects. . . .

DepuTY HIGHE COMMAND SPOKESMAN ON
MILITARY SITUATION [EDITED]

Deputy High Command spokesman Mal.
Chhang Song stated this that at
0230 hours this morning the Viet Cong-North
Vietnamese attacked our position at Phnom
Bakheng hill, northwest of Angkor Wat tem-
ple, where furious combat between our troops
and the communist attackers took place.
Communist pressure forced our forces to
withdraw from the position at 0600 hours.

. . . Cambodian nationals forced to serve
the enemy continued to rally our authorities.
Recently three Ehmer nationals were report-
ed to have joined the national community in
the Rumduol town of Svay Rieng Frovince,
bringing with them a Chinese-made PM
machinepistol. An increasing number of ref-
ugees has fled to Svay Rieng town to escape
communist barbarism. On 9 August, several
refugee familles—six men, six women and 18
children—arrived in Svay Rieng town for help
and protection from our authorities. On 27
July several familles from Svay Donkeo town
in Parsat Province staged a demonstration
against the communists for kidnaping an ab-
bot and forcing the inhabitants to fly the
communist red fiag.

CAMBODIAN GOVERNMENT ON REFUGEES, ENEMY
Use oF TANKS [EpITED]

(Statement of the Government of the
EKhmer Republic)

The Government of the Ehmer Republic
would like to draw the attention of the gov-
ernments of friendly countries and world
public opinion to two serious developments
in the current war imposed by North Viet-
nam on the Ehmer Republic, an independent
and peace-loving country.

Recently we have been faced with a grow=-
ing number of refugees who have escaped
from the enemy-controlled regions. At the
same time, we have been witnessing the ex-
tensive use of sophisticated weapons and
heavy tanks by the invading forces of North
Vietnam in their aggression against our na-
tional defense forces. These two new develop-
ments in the flagrant war of aggression per-
petrated by North Vietnam against the
Khmer Republic are the reasons for this
statement. The Cambodian Government be-
lieves it 1s imperative to inform world public
opinion about a situation that is no longer
tolerable.
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