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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, February 3, 1972

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
G. Latch, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Not by might, nor by power but by my
spirit, saith the Lord of hosts.—Zach-
ariah 4: 6.

Almighty God, in the quiet of this
moment we turn to Thee ere we face the
responsibilities of this day. Give wisdom
to our minds, courage to our hearts, faith
to our spirits that we may lead our Na-
tion in right paths and along ways that
lead to peace and justice for all.

Grant that our greatness may be in
our goodness, our strength in our spirit,
and our faith bear the fruit of righteous-
ness and good will: to the glory of Thy
holy name. 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.

VICTOR SHOULD REBUILD AND RE-
FINANCE THE LOSER

(Mrs. GRIFFITHS asked and was
given permission to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend her re-
marks, and include extraneous matter.)

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
ceived this interesting suggestion from
one of my constituents this morning, and
I would like for all the Members to know
it:

P.S.—Please tell the President that he has
lost the war in Vietnam and that the winner
has the right to dictate the terms, and so he
might as well knuckle under. Also, let me
remind him, if he has forgotten the postwar
period after the wars that we won, that the
victor has the exclusive right to rebulld and
refinance the losers.

Personally, I feel the President ought
to make this offer. Among others as a
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, when I look at that terrible def-
icit I think this might be the way out.

PROTECTING PUBLIC AGAINST
CRIPPLING STRIKES IN TRANS-
PORTATION INDUSTRY

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr, Speaker, on
December 2, 1971, I stood before this
body and pointed to the necessity for ef-
fective legislation to protect the public
interest against crippling strikes in the
transportation industry. Today, I again
urge this Congress to act without delay
on the problems of transportation
strikes.
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The west coast dock strike is having a
devastating effect on the economy and is
particularly harmful to our Nation's ag-
ricultural sector. Accordingly, I urge im-
mediate passage of House Joint Resolu-
tion 1025 to deal with the west coast
strike and prompt consideration of H.R.
3596, or similar bills, to deal in a positive,
equitable, and sensible way with the
threat—or reality—of national emer-
gency strikes that arise in the transpor-
tation industry.

Mr. Speaker, I urge immediate action
to remedy this situation.

AGNEW'S INTERFERENCE WITH
LEGAL SERVICES

(Mrs. ABZUG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend her re-
marks, and include extraneous matter.)

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
closure that Vice President AcwEw has
interfered with a lawsuit brought by the
Camden Regional Legal Services Office is
a perfect illustration of why we must
have a National Legal Services Corpora-
tion which is not vulnerable to political
pressure.

Since the establishment of the OEO
legal services program, its attorneys
have combined quality representation for
tens of thousands of individual clients
with vigorous litigation of test cases in
the areas of welfare, housing, education,
and consumer affairs.

The enemies this program has made
constitute a veritable “Who’s Who” of the
most backward and conservative Govern-
ment officials. Mr. AGNEW’'s opposition
to its representation of the urban poor in
New Jersey places him in the same class
as Ronald Reagan, who opposes its repre-
sentation of the rural poor in California.

The opponents of Legal Services cus-
tomarily overlook the fact that it is not a
political action program. It is designed
to carry out the principle that a poor
person should have legal counsel as good
as that available to a rich one. The at-
torneys who prosecute lawsuits such as
these so assiduously are not acting for
themselves, but on behalf of clients who
are entitled to the protection of the laws
as are Mr. AcNEw’s big business cam-
paign contributors. I doubt that he would
squawk as loudly if Bebe Rebozo brought
a successful lawsuit against a Govern-
ment official to enforce his rights under
the law.

Political interference in lawyer-client
relationships is iniquitous and unethical,
whether the clients involved are rich or
poor; the fact that Legal Services attor-
neys are paid out of Government funds
makes no difference. These attorneys are
employed to represent not the interests
of the governmental structure, but the
interests of their clients.

A nonpolitical, independent National
Legal Services Corporation must be es-
tablished, and I hope that this will occur
in the near future.

RESTORING CONGRESSIONAL PRE-
g.OGATIVES OVER NATION'S REV-

(Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
lt::s remarks and include extraneous mat-

r,)

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday I introduced, with
cosponsors, my bill requiring that Con-
gress be notified by the President when-
ever he impounds or authorizes the im-
poundment, withholding, or deferring of
appropriated funds. The measure has 55
cosponsors thus far, and I am most en-
couraged by my colleagues’ interest and
support.

In my statement of January 19, I re-
ferred to $3.5 billion being withheld by
this administration from programs with-
in the Departments of Housing and Ur-
ban Development and Agriculture. In the
interim, I have received an up-to-date
report from the Office of Management
and Budget entitled “Budgetary Reserves
and ‘Impoundment’.” I refer my col-
leagues to my statement of February 1 on
page 2047 of the RECORD.

The OMB report is similar to the re-
plies my staff received when researching
impounded funds—inconsistent and
clouded. But despite the rhetoric, billions
are being withheld for needed projects
such as water and sewer in both urban
and rural communities.

Impoundment has been practiced by
both Republican and Democratic ad-
ministrations. It has reached a high
point, however, under the present admin-
istration to the degree where the lives of
many citizens are unduly affected. Yet,
the practice of impoundment is contra-
dictory to our constitutional provisions
and traditional concepts of government.

Passage of this legislation, I believe,
would restore congressional prerogatives
over our Nation’s revenue. It will make
the Executive responsive to the will of
Congress and to the people. And it will
restore the traditional concept of the
separation-of-powers doctrine.

I will continue to reintroduce this bill
as long as Members express the desire
to cosponsor,

The cosponsors are as follows:

LisT oF COSPONSORS

Mr. Perkins, Mr. O'Neill, Mrs. Abzug, Mr.
Ahourezk, Mr, Badillo, Mr. Begich, Mr. Berg-
land, Mr, Bingham.

Mr, Burke of Massachusetts, Mr. Burton,
Mr. Clark, Mr. Danielson, Mr. Dellums, Mr,
Dent, Mr, Dorn, Mr. Eilberg.

Mr. Flowers, Mr, William Ford, Mr. Fraser,
Mr. Fuqua, Mr. Gallagher, Mr. Gonzalez, Mr.
Qriffin, Mr. Halpern.

Mr. Harrington, Mr, Hathaway, Mr, Hech-
ler of West Virginia, Mr. Helstoski, Mrs. Hicks
of Massachusetts, Mr. Jones of North Caro=
lina, Mr. Kee.

Mr. Koch, Mr, Kyros, Mr, Leggett, Mr. Link,
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts, Mr. Mat-
sunaga, Mr. McCloskey, Mr. Metcalfe.

Mr. Mikva, Mr. Mitchell, Mr. Montgomery,
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas, Mr. Randall, Mr,
Rangel, Mr. Roe, Mr. Roncalio, Mr., Stokes.
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Mr, Sarbanes, Mr. Scheuer, Mr. Schwengel,
Mr, Seiberling, Mr. Thompson of New Jersey,
Mr. Charles Wilson, Mr. Ullman.

VICE PRESIDENT AGNEW INDICATES
ACTION TO CUT FUNDS FOR
CAMDEN LEGAL SERVICES

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

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, if further
proof were needed for an independent
legal services corporation, that proof was
furnished recently by the Vice President
of the United States in the State of New
Jersey.

I was shocked and dismayed that the
Vice President is exerting pressure with
regard to a specific lawsuit in a specific
legal action brought by the Camden Re-
gional Legal Services Office.

Fred Speaker, the former Republican
attorney general of the State of Penn-
sylvania and the present Director of the
Legal Services accused the Vice President
of bringing pressure on that program
which he termed “raises substantial
questions of legal ethies.”

The Philadelphia Inquirer on Monday,
January 10, 1972, says:

Vice President Spiro T. Agnew indicated
strongly Sunday that he would act to cut
off funds for the Camden Legal Services as
soon as he returned to Washington.

Mr. Speaker, this type of action, not
only raises questions with regard to the
specifics of this matter but also, I believe,
further demonstrates the insensitivity of
this administration to the judiciary and

the judicial process.

Vice President AcNew, a lawyer, now
joins President Nixon, also a lawyer, in
the commission of legal ethical bloopers
which any freshman law student would
avoid.

CALL: OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 21]
Gallagher
Gray

Hagan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harvey

Hays

Hébert
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz

Alexander
Aspinall
Bell
Blatnik
Byrnes, Wis.
Celler
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Corman

McKinney
Mann
Miller, Calif,
Mills, Ark.
O'Hara
O'Konski
Passman
Pelly
Powell
Pryor, Ark.
Horton Rees
Jarman Scheuer
Johnson, Pa. Selberling
Jonas Smith, Iowa
Koch Smith, N.Y.
Lennon Teague, Calif.
MecCloskey Thompson, N.J.
MeClure Udall
MeCormack Wolft
McDonald,

Mich,

Dellums
Diggs

Dwyer
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Evins, Tenn.
Findley
Foley

Fraser
Fulton
Galiflanakis
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The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 371
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

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

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS TO FILE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 12910, RELATING TO
THE CEILING ON THE PUBLIC
DEBT

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Ways and Means may have until mid-
night tonight, February 3, 1972 to file
a report on the bill H.R. 12910, relating
to the ceiling on the public debt, along
with any separate or supplemental views.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ore-
gon?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISH-
ERIES TO FILE REPORTS ON H.R.
7088, H.R. 12186, AND H.R. 12143
UNTIL MIDNIGHT SATURDAY

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries may
have until midnight Saturday night to
file reports on the following bills:

H.R. 7088, to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Tinicum Environmental
Center in the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, and for other purposes;

H.R. 12186, to strengthen the penalties
imposed for violations of the Bald Eagle
Protection Act, and for other purposes;
and

H.R. 12143, to provide for the estab-
lishment of the San Francisco Bay Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR THE CONSIDERA-
TION OF H.R. 12089, SPECIAL AC-
TION OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE
PREVENTION

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 792 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 792

Resolved, That upon the adoptlon of this
resolution it shall be in order to 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.
12089) to establish a Speclal Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention and to concentrate
the resources of the Natlon against the prob-
lem of drug abuse. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule by titles instead
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of by sections. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except ome motion to
recommit. After the passage of H.R. 12089,
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce shall be discharged from the fur-
ther consideration of the bill, 8. 2097, and
it shall then be In order in the House ta
move to strike out all after the enacting
clause of the said Benate blll and insert in
lieu thereof the provisions contained in H.R.
12089 as passed by the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Florida is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the able gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. LatTa) and to myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 792
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
12089 to establish a Special Action Office
for Drug Abuse Prevention and to con-
centrate the resources of the Nation
against the problem of drug abuse. The
resolution further provides that the bill
shall be read for amendment by titles
instead of by sections and that, after the
passage of H.R. 12089, the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce shall
be discharged from further consideration
of 8. 2097 and it shall be in order to move
to strike all after the enacting clause of
the Senate bill and amend it with the
House-passed language.

H.R. 12089 would create a Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse prevention,
headed by a Director with broad powers
over the conduct of treatment, rehabili-
tation, education and research programs
and activities throughout the Govern-
ment. The office would be in the executive
branch and would coordinate the many
independent programs which are pres-
ently provided.

A 15-member National Advisory Coun-
cil would be established to make recom-
mendations to the Director of the Spe-
cial Action Office.

The legislation amends the Com-
munity Mental Health Centers Act and
the Public Health Service Act to assure
that the drug abuse problem is recog-
nized and dealt with under their pro-
grams and additional appropriations are
authorized therefor. Planning grants are
authorized for the States.

The total appropriations authorized
are $12 million for fiscal year 1972 and
$181 million for fiscal year 1973 and
$228 million for fiscal year 1974.

This money falls into two general
categories, Mr. Speaker. One is the area
of research where there is such a great
need to find an effective drug to block
heroin addiction. In that category, as
will be brought out in more detail dur-
ing the consideration of the bill here,
$20 million is provided to support sec-
tion 224, which authorizes by grant, con-
tract and otherwise programs to provide
research in this area.

Then there is an additional $49 mil-
lion in the President’s budget that is
also in the general category of narcotic
research including research to find an
effective antagonist or blockage drug to
heroin additions. That is a continuing
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authorization for this kind of research
for National Institute of Mental Health.
That makes a total of $69 million in
present authorizations and in the au-
thorization provided here in section 224
of this bill which may be devoted, if
the executive branch finds it is wise to
do so, to find an effective blockage or
counteracting drug that will either
counteract the craving in the body of
the addict for heroin or counteract and
prevent the euphoria which is the rea-
son why the addict takes the drug, that
is, because of the sense of good feeling
that he has and that all is well with the
world when he takes it.

So that is basically what would be
available for narcotic research if the
House adopts this bill or, at least, if it
authorizes the funds in the general area
of research.

In the area of treatment and rehabil-
itation the total amount available is
$289.2 million, broken down into the
sums of $164.2 million in the President’s
budget and $40 million in section 223 of
this bill and $60 million in section 301
of H.R. 12089.

Section 223 is what they call a special
fund. That is made available to the Drug
Abuse Prevention Office headed by the
very able and outstanding Dr. Jaffe, one
of the outstanding authorities in the nar-
cotics field. He will have control over
that $40 million and distribute it among
the Federal agencies dealing with this
subject.

Then, for section 301, $60 million is
available for use through the community
mental health centers of the country.
Then, there is $25 million that is avail-
able to the States and to the general
programs that are engaged in the treat-
ment and rehabilitation of drug addicts.

May I add one thing further, Mr.
Speaker, I, in the warmest way, com-
mend the able chairman of the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Commitiee
of the House, the Honorable HarLEY O.
StacceERrs, and the able chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health and Environ-
ment, the Honorable Paur G. ROGERS,
which has had special jurisdiction of this
bill, for their diligent and dedicated ef-
fort to bring forth legislation which will
adequately deal, through research, treat-
ment, and rehabilitation, with the curse
of heroin addiction in our country. But
I do hope these distinguished gentlemen
and friends and the members of their
committee will regard this bill which we
consider today as but the foundation for
future legislation and effort in respect to
heroin addiction. Aware as these distin-
guished members are of the menace of
heroin addiction to our country, I am
sure we may confidently expert that they
are going to keep in close touch with
what is done under this bill and are going
to call upon their colleagues in the Con-
gress and the executive branch to take
such additional future action as the pub-
lic interest may require in meeting the
heroin menace and to take such action
promptly when it is required in the pub-
lic interest. Only that confidence on my
part in my distinguished colleagues and
friends prevents my offering amend-
ments which would attempt to put into
this bill much larger sums in dealing
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with the heroin problem which are con-
tained in the Senate bill than are found
in this measure.

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

Mr. PEPPER. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr, ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to speak today in support of
H.R. 12089 to establish a Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. The
time has long since passed when we can
afford to treat the national drug abuse
crisis in a half-hearted and unsystematic
way. Concerted professional action is re-
quired. The effects of drug abuse on the
users themselves, on their families, and
on the rest of our social system can no
longer be tolerated.

I have long been a proponent of more
effective and active Federal action to
combat drug abuse. I have cosponsored
H.R. 6732, which encompasses many of
the preventive provisions of the bill be-
fore the House today. In addition, several
of the enforcement procedures I have ad-
vocated in the past have been incor-
porated by the President in the newly
created Office of Drug Abuse Law En-
forcement. I commend the President’s ac-
tion, and sincerely hope that he, and
Mr. Ambrose in particular, live up to
their responsibility. Stamping out the
international sources of the narcotics
that wind in our streets, and apprehend-
ing and deterring domestic traffic, is an
essential part of any serious effort to
erase this blight. I have introduced leg-
islation in this regard in the past, and
hope that Mr. Ambrose and his agency
profit from these efforts.

As important as the law enforcements
attempt, however, is the second prong
of this attack on drug abuse—the pre-
ventive effort that H.R. 12089 creates.
The Director of the Special Action Office
for Drug Abuse Prevention will have
wide and important authority to coordi-
nate a comprehensive, interagency attack
on drug abuse. His responsibility for
drug abuse treatment, rehabilitation,
education and training is tremendous,
but so is his opportunity.

The necessity for such an effort is
stark and overwhelming. An estimated
200,000 to 300,000 U.S. citizens are ad-
dicts. The mayor of New York City has
estimated that 50 percent of the prison-
ers in New York City jails are addicts;
and, it is altogether likely that an even
greater percentage of crimes are drug-
connected. It is evident that massive Fed-
eral effort is long overdue.

It would be my hope that the Direc-
tor will follow an aggressive, yet humane,
course in fulfilling his mandate. A crueial
part of any effort in this area is educat-
ing all our citizens, but especially our
young, about the hazards of drug abuse.
This deserves our fullest attention and
support. The level to start at is the ele-
mentary school—not with older children
who too often find about drugs through
firsthand experience on the street. The
specter of 12-year-olds, black and white,
poor and rich, dead from overdoses
should be evidence enough for the im-
portance of early education about drug
abuse. When drug addiction has become
the greatest single killer of young peo-
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ple between the ages of 18 and 35, when
an estimated 25 percent of the Nation's
addicts are teenagers, early educational
efforts are mandatory.

In connection with this, I would like to
express my disappointment with a New
York budgetary action which mandates
that funds for drug programs can only be
used for treatment and not for education
and prevention. I support the statewide
citizens’ lobby being organized to insure
continuation of educational programs,
and I will investigate the possibilities of
Federal action on this problem.

The State has allocated $23 million for
the present school year for drug edu-
cation and prevention programs. But un-
der the Governor’s recent budget restric-
tion, funds for drug programs after June
30 can be used only for treatment and not
education and prevention. This strikes
me as not only an unbalanced, but an
unwise decision, especially in light of the
evidence of success school officials report
for current drug education programs. It
seems to me, if I may quote an old cliché,
that an ounce of prevention is worth a
pound of cure.

I would like to call attention once again
to an area of drug abuse in which I re-
cently introduced legislation. We must
insure the most humane and helpful
treatment for drug-addicted servicemen,
many of whom are Vietnam veterans or
are still there. We must insure confiden-
tiality between doctor and patients in
the Armed Forces. We must provide for
honorable discharges for GI drug abusers,
not only in the future but retroactively
and for their civil commitment to Pub-
lic Health Service drug treatment facil-
ities. Of the 16,000 U.S. servicemen dis-
charged for drug related reasons, an
astounding 11,000 have received less than
honorable discharges. This cruel practice
makes them ineligible for the slim Vet-
erans’ Administration drug treatment
facilities and closes them off from future
jobs. Such a situation must be prevented
for the estimated 20,000 to 30,000 service-
men in Vietnam alone who are using
drugs today. To my mind, our treatment
of GI drug users has been an unbearable
national disgrace. I urgently hope that
the Director of the Special Action Office
shares that view and will use his wide
powers to extend all the aid he can to
these men.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
repeat a point I have made on this floor
in the past. We must, once and for all,
recognize and treat drug abuse as an ill-
ness, not a crime. Acting as though these
people are lawbreakers only creates a
self-reinforcing cycle that forces addicts
farther out of society.

If there is an illness, if there is a germ
that must be combated and eradicated,
it must be in our social body. The disease
is national. If conditions of poverty, de-
spair, alienation and war were not prev-
alent then drug abuse would largely be
a problem of the past. Priorities in this
Nation must be reversed so that people,
not things, so that earth, not space, so
that peace, not war become paramount,
In this way, will we reseach the ultimate
cure for drug addiction.

Mr. GROSS, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield:
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Mr. PEPPER. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman spoke of
$49 million being budgeted but he did
not apply the same criteria to the other
sums, Are all sums in this bill budg-
eted—to be found in the budget? Does
the gentleman know?

Mr. PEPPER. No, not all of the funds
in the bill, However, that will be ex-
plained in more detail by the able chair-
man of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. StacGERS). The $49
million is budgeted pursuant to a pre-
vious authorization and a continuing au-
thorization for the National Institute on
Mental Health. But I do not think all
of the items in the bill are yet budgeted.
I think, however, that this bill has been
prepared in the closest cooperation with
the parties connected with drug preven-
tion and abuse. I will anticipate that
there will be a subsequent or a supple-
mental budget request to embody what
is proposed in this bill.

Mr. GROSS. With respect to the rule
is there some reason other than expedi-
tion that the rule provides the bill be
read by titles instead of sections?

Mr. PEPPER. That is all, according to
my understanding.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the gentleman
irom Texas (Mr. TEAGUE).

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to ask the gentleman at the
appropriate time, and I suppose this
would be the appropriate time, I would
like to know why the gentleman has
chosen this language which appears on
page 11 of the report:

The Director may prescribe any require-
ments, limitations, or criteria that he deems
appropriate with respect to the expenditure
of funds in any manner for drug abuse pre-
vention function, as long as those which he

prescribes do not confliet with statutory pro-
visions.

I would like to know whether the gen-
tleman construes this language as giving
the Director of the Special Action Office
authority to regulate the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration budget request or to with-
hold money appropriated?

Mr. PEPPER. I will say to the gentle-
man that the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. STAGGERS), chairman of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, will speak on this as we make
the legislative history here.

However, my understanding is that the
prerogative of the Director, Dr. Jaffe and
his able staff is that he is the principal
maker of drug policy. If he cannot get an
agreement on the part of the Federal
agencies and the programs and the pro-
grams he recommended, he can make a
recommendation to the President to ex-
ercise this authority.

I yield to the gentleman from West
Virginia for a further explanation.

Mr. STAGGERS. Insofar as drug pre-
vention is concerned, the answer is “Yes.”

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I would like to
ask one other question and that is
whether he has authority to transfer
money available to the Agency from one
funection to another,

Mr. PEPPER. To refer it to one agency
from another?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Yes.
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Mr. PEPPER. That would be with re-
spect to his agency dealing with drug
abuse prevention, but as I stated earlier,
I think it is the intention of the Pres-
ident and the intent of this law that
Dr. Jaffe is to have overall policymaking
prerogative in the drug abuse area.

Mr. STAGGERS. The answer is “No.”
Each group has a line item and they
must stay by that.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. But the an-
swer to the first question is “Yes.”

Mr. STAGGERS. That is correct.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. But he would
have authority to regulate the Veterans’
Administration budget request and to
withhold money appropriated or order
the transfer of money available to the
agency from one function to another?

Mr, STAGGERS. Only insofar as drug
abuse prevention is concerned.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. As far as drug
abuse is concerned with reference to the
Veterans’' Administration he has author-
ity to do this under this bill?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. However, he
does not have the authority to transfer
money from one agency to another?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield further?

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I am abundantly opposed to giving this
man the authority to withhold veterans’
money that has been appropriated or to
regulate the Veterans’ Administration
request.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 22]
Galifianakis
Gray
Griffiths
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash,
Harvey
Hays
Hébert
Heinz
Horton
Jarman
Johnson, Pa,
King
Koch
Lezgett
Lennon

Abourezk Murphy, N.Y.
Alexander O'Hara
O'Eonskl
Passman
Patman
Pelly
Powell
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Rees
Reid
Roy
Scheuer
Schwengel
Selberling
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Towa
Springer
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Udall
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolft

Anderson, Il
Aspinall
Bell
Blanton
Blatnik
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler

Clark

Clay
Corman
Dellums
Diggs
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, La.
Erlenborm
Evins, Tenn.
Findley
Fisher Michel
Fulton Mills, Ark.

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 357
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-

ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

MeCloskey
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McEinney
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mann
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 12089, SPECIAL ACTION
OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE PRE-
VENTION

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to add briefly that this may well be one
of the most important pieces of legisla-
tion that this House will consider either
now or in the immediate future, be-
cause it has tried to make a comprehen-
sive approach to one of the worst, one of
the most serious curses facing this coun-
try today and that is the problem of
heroin addiction.

Mr. Speaker, we have testimony that
there are between 250,000 and 300,000
heroin addicts in this country today, most
of them young people.

In the city of New York alone, three
people a day on an average, will die from
heroin addiction.

In my county of Dade in Florida where
Miami is the principal city, 48, mostly
young people, died last year from heroin
addiction.

The head of the Bureau of Narcotics
and Dangerous Drugs, Mr. Ingersol, an
able man in this field, testified before
our Crime Committee that it is his esti-
mate that drug addiction, particularly
heroin, was costing this country between
$2.5 billion to $3 billion a year. I think
that estimate is very low.

In addition to that, the authorities tell
us that about 50 percent of the violent
street crime in this country is attribu-
table to heroin addiction, to the addicts
going out and committing crime in order
to get the money with which to buy
heroin at the price of $50 or $75 a day in
order to support their addiction to this

We had a hearing in New York a little
while ago where the prosecuting attor-
neys for New York County and the
Bronx testified that 48 percent of the
cases in their respective counties—the
largest counties in that complex—were
attributable to heroin addiction and that
another 25 percent were crimes com-
mitted by heroin addicts to get the money
to buy heroin.

So, Mr. Speaker, we are dealing with
something that is responsible for 50
percent of the violent crimes in this
country, something that is taking the
lives of so many of our youth and ruin-
ing the lives of so many more, some-
thing that is congesting many of our
courts and costing our country many mil-
lions of dollars a year.

It has now permeated the Armed
Forces, particularly those of our young
men who are serving and have served
in Southeast Asia.

So, it is a very challenging job. This
bill which has been given very careful
thought is designed to provide the money
and the means for the research pro-
grams through which it is hoped that
something better than methadone or
better than the other treatments that
we are now employing as counteraction
drugs can be found and the bill is de-
signed for treatment and rehabilitation
programs that will reach into every
community in America in order to give
them an opportunity to try to do some-
thing for these people who have fallen
victim to heroin addiction.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks.
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Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I hope that
this rule will be adopted in order that
this important legislation may be con-
sidered by the House.

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

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the state-
ments just made by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Pepper). This resolution
calls for an open rule with 1 hour of
debate. The purpose of H.R. 12089 is to
bring about the most effective deploy-
ment of Federal resources against the
growth of drug abuse in the United
States by providing for the creation of
a Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention under a Director having
broad powers over the conduct of drug
abuse treatment, rehabilitation, educa-
tion, and research programs and activi-
ties throughout the Federal Government.
In his message of June 17, 1971, the
President called for the establishment of
such an office, and while H.R. 12089 con-
fers less sweeping powers on the Direc-
tor than would the original administra-
tion proposal, he nevertheless is given
substantial authority.

Although policymaking powers of the
Director extend only to the so-called de-
mand side of the drug abuse problem,
the bill makes clear that in the exercise
of his responsibilities he is to maintain
communication and liaison with govern-
mental officials concerned with the “sup-
ply side,” that is, illicit trafficking both
domestic and foreign.

The bill also amends the Community
Mental Health Centers Act and the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to assure that
there is recognition of the drug problem
in the conduct of programs carried out
under those acts, and additional appro-
priations are authorized for planning
and evaluation and for the support of
special projects in areas where the need
is greatest.

Cost: This bill will authorize $12,000,-
000 for fiscal 1972, $171,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1973, and $228,000,000 for fiscal
year 1974.

The major amendment added by the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce provides:

The establishment of the Office in the
Executive Office of the President shall not be
construed as affecting access by the Congress
or committees of either House (1) to infor-
mation, documents, and studies in the pos-
session of or conducted by the Office, or (2)
to personnel of the Office.

Mr. Speaker, there may be some
amendments necessary to page 13, as the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Teacue), has
already indicated.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to point out
to the House that the President has rec-
ognized the need for this legislation and
in his message on June 17 to this Con-
gress he requested it. The next day, on
June 18, 1971, the legislation was intro-
duced, and here we are on February 3,
1972, just debating it on the floor of the
House. In my humble judgment, Mr,
Speaker, with the crisis we are facing
in this Nation in the area of drug abuse
it is high time that this Congress acts
and that it act today without further
delay, and I hope we can pass this rule
and eliminate some of the objections
that might be raised to the bill and
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get the bill passed because, as I say, I
think the country needs it and it needs
it now.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for

e.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RESIGNATION FROM THE COMMIT-
TEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL
SERVICE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service:

WasHINGTON, D.C,,
February 3, 1972.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SPEAKER: It is with a great deal
of regret that I must ask you to accept my
resignation as a member of the House Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

For some time there has been a confiict in
duties between my two Committees and the
situation has recently become more strained
by my assignment to the Research and De-
velopment Subcommittee of the House
Committee on Armed BServices. I have at-
tempted to give full and good service on
both my Committees and when I began to
feel that one duty might suffer because of
the other, I reached the decision that in all
good conscience I would have to relinquish
my assignment to the Committee on Post
Office and Ctivil Service.

I have greatly enjoyed my service on this
Committee and am very sorry that it must
come to an end. It is requested that my
service with this Committee be terminated
as of February 3, 1872.

Sincerely,
C. W. Bou. YounG,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection,

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. STEELE, Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Connecticut will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Speaker, my parlia-
mentary inquiry is this, on last Thursday
several bills which I had been working
on for months, but had not yet intro-
duced, were dropped in the hopper with
the names of Members on them who had
no knowledge of the contents of the bills
or that they were sponsoring the legisla-
tion. The bills dealt with the improve-
ment of firefighting and the reduction
of the casualties of fire in America. I be-
lieve this incident points out a serious
hole in the House's procedures which
could work to the detriment of all Mem-
bers of the House. I believe it is essen-
tial that we take immediate steps to cor-
rect this situation. My inquiry is whether
steps are being taken to prevent such a
recurrence for the protection of all of us.

The SPEAKER. In response to the in-
quiry made by the gentleman from Con-
necticut, the Chair desires to make a
stta.tement concerning the introduction
of bills.
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It has come to the attention of the
Chair that several bills have been in-
troduced recently in the names of Mem-
bers who have no knowledge of or respon-
sibility for their introduciton.

Rule XXII of the rules of this House
makes it clear that Members, and Mem-
bers alone, have the right to introduce
bills—that is, to cause them to be placed
in the hopper here at the Clerk’s desk.
‘When a hill is found in the hopper, it has
been assumed to be authentic.

The Chair has observed, and knows it
has become common practice, that Mem-
bers’ offices often send bills to the floor
by messenger or page and ask that they
be dropped in the hopper by a page or a
doorman. The pages and doormen, of
course, have no way of knowing the
authenticity of bills which they receive
by messenger or otherwise,

It would seem to the Chair that it
would be a much safer practice if Mem-
bers, in addition to having their names
typed or printed on the bills, would also
affix their signatures thereon. Members
would also be protecting their own inter-
ests if they would personally place their
bills in the hopper.

The Chalir feels that the right to intro-
duce legislation is one of the most im-
portant and fundamental rights of the
Members of this House, It should not be
a slipshod or casual practice. In the in-
terest of safeguarding the integrity of
this process, and to protect Members
against future instances where bills are
introduced without their authorization,
the Chair is issuing instructions that the
pages, their overseers, and other em-
ployees in the Chamber shall have no
authority to place any bill, memorial,
petition, or other material in the hopper
unless it bears the original signature of
a Member thereon. In the case of a bill
or resolution which is jointly sponsored,
the signature must be that of the Member
first named thereon. The bill clerk is in-
structed to return to the Member any bill
which appears in the hopper without an
original signature of the Member,

Finally, the Chair suggests that the
Clerk of the House notify all Members
of this statement so that they will be
aware of this new policy and procedure
for the introduction of legislation.

SPECTAL ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUG
ABUSE PREVENTION

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12089) to establish a
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Pre-
vention and to concentrate the resources
of the Nation against the problem of
drug abuse.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) .

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 consid-
eration of the bill HR. 12089, with Mr.
Fraser in the chair.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
StacceErs) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. NeLsen) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Chairman, you heard the two
members of the Committee on Rules, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PEPPER)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Larra) explain the bill and say that it
was a very important bill. In fact, both
of them agreed that it may be one of the
most important bills being considered by
this session of the Congress. This is a bill
affecting human beings and the health of
the land.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to compli-
ment my colleague, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Rocers) and the ranking
minority Member, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. NeLsEeN) and all the
members of the Subcommittee on Public
Health and the Environment for the
lengthy hearings that they had on the
bill. They held hearings for 20 days and
took 4 days for the markup. They heard
110 witnesses. So you know the bill was
not just summarily put together and
brought to this House in a hasty fashion.

When you hold 20 days of hearings and
hear 110 witnesses, you know a lot of
time has been put in working on the bill.
So I would like to compliment the sub-
committee for all the work they have
done. I think they have done an excel-
lent job.

The bill came out of the subcommittee
unanimously. It came out of the full
committee unanimously. A similar bill
has been passed by the other body and it
was passed unanimously.

The bill which came out of the Sen-
ate authorized an appropriation of ap-
proximately $1,800,000,000. The House
bill which we are now considering au-
thorizes $411,000,000 over 3 years, and
is one that will do the job. It will bring
the many different agencies handling
this matter together.

As was stated by the two gentlemen
who appeared for the Rules Committee,
one of the purposes of the bill is to com-
bat crime in this country and to prevent
the degradation of the human being. An
example of such degradation was de-
picted in a picture in & magazine the
other day. It showed a boy hanging on
a rope, and the statement accompanying
the picture was, “This is the kick that
most of these boys get.” We know our
young people are really hanging them-
selves when they get hooked on the dif-
ferent drugs. That is what we are trying
to prevent, and where prevention fails,
we hope to provide a cure.

We are trying to combat drug abuse
not only by prosecuting those who man-
ufacture drugs, and those who peddle
and sell them, but also through research
into blocking agents, and through treat-
ment and education, and helping those
who have been addicted, in an attempt
to keep youngsters and older people from
getting hooked on drugs.
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I think it is essential now that the
Congress have the vision to look ahead
and do something about this problem.

We have provided for a combined ap-
proach by all of the agencies that have
anything to do with drug research, re-
habilitation, correction, treatment, and
so forth. We wanted to bring them all
up to date and to provide that they have
a unified approach so that they might
have the best program that could be de-
vised. If we would leave one agency out,
we know we would have a weakness in
the chain. So we have taken in every
one of them and have said, “We want to
make the program strong, as strong as
we possibly can, by placing them under
the umbrella.” That is the reason for
several of the agencies being brought
into the scope of the hill.

Mr. Chairman, this bill incorporates
recommendations made by the admin-
istration to provide for the establish-
ment of a Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention in the Executive Office
of the President. The principal purpose
of this Office is stated in section 221(a)
of the bill, which states that—

The Director shall provide overall plan-
ning and policy and establish objectives and
priorities for all federal drug abuse preven-
tion functions.

The term ‘‘drug abuse prevention
functions” means any program Or ac-
tivity relating to drug abuse training,
treatment, rehabilitation, or research.

There are a number of Federal pro-
grams dealing with the overall subject
of education, training, treatment, reha-
bilitation, and research in the field of
drug abuse. These programs are carried
out by a variety of agencies, whose roles
and missions differ. This means, as a
practical matter, that the programs of
these agencies are not necessarily consis-
tent with each other as they relate to
drug abuse prevention. Among the pro-
grams and activities of the Federal
Government in this field are the Narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966, which
is administered by the Department of
Justice, as well as the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The
Department of Labor has a drug abuse
program under the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act of 1962. The Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health con-
ducts a number of programs relating to
drug abuse, both under the Public Health
Service Act and the Community Mental
Health Centers Act. The Office of Edu-
cation in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare administers the
Drug Abuse Education Act of 1970. The
Office of Economic Opportunity has pro-
grams in this fields, and two of the larg-
est programs in the Federal Government
are run, respectively, by the Department
of Defense and the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration.

The function of the Director of the
Special Action Office will be to see that
all these various programs are carried
out in a consistent manner.

The Director is given the same author-
ity over projects and expenditures in the
field of drug abuse prevention as is pres-
ently exercised by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, but the bill specifically
prohibits the Director from waiving or
disregarding any limitation or require-
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ment prescribed by law with respect to
any Federal program or activity. The ad-
ministration proposed even more far-
reaching authority which the committee
was unwilling to provide, under which the
Director could have transferred funds
from one agency to another. We have
limited the Director’s authority to grant
him the same, but no more, authority as
is exercised by OMB.

Some concern was expressed that the
Director, in exercising his authority un-
der this bill, might limit or restrict other
agencies from carrying out their primary
mission. For that reason, the bill was
amended to make it clear that the Direc-
tor’s authority is limited to the conduct
of drug abuse prevention functions, and
does not extend to other programs or ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense or
the Veterans' Administration.

The bill is a 3-year bill, with the au-
thority of the Director terminating June
30, 1974. The Special Action Office is au-
thorized appropriations totaling $200
million, for the purpose of establishing
new programs of drug abuse prevention,
research into drugs for treatment of drug
abuse, and for training.

In addition, another $211 million in
new funds is authorized for programs un-
der the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters Act, and for grants to the States for
planning and evaluation of more effective
drug abuse prevention programs.

The bill is designed to insure that, in
the fleld of drug abuse prevention, the
Federal Government will begin to speak
with one voice, instead of a multitude. We
feel that this bill will make a significant
contribution to more effectively meet the
problem of drug abuse in the Nation, and
I think the bill should pass the House
unanimously.

If there are any questions about the
bill, I shall be glad to answer them, or I
am sure the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, Mr, PAuL ROGERS, or Mr. NELSEN, the
ranking member on the other side, would
be glad to answer any questions at all.

The bill is one should have been passed
a few years ago. The time is now late.
The time has come when we must pass
this bill.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, I think any
Member of this body who would read
the hearings that the gentleman’s sub-
committee had, and particularly when
it had Dr. Jaffe before it, could not come
to any conclusion except that he was
arrogant and egotistical. He came from
Chicago to be God over the drug abuse
prevention program.

As the gentleman knows, I am inter-
ested in the veterans program. I think
the Veterans’ Administration has done
a good job in drug abuse prevention, and
they are now doing a good job. It is my
understanding that there is a stay or-
der on the VA hiring any new person-
nel for its 32 centers. This causes me to
fear this bill as far as the VA is con-
cerned.

I think Dr, Jaffe is going to set him-
self on a pedestal over everyone, and
eventually we will wish we had never
heard of him.
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I should like to ask the gentleman
this question: On page 11 of the report
the committee has included language
which makes clear that the Director of
the Special Action Office may not inter-
fere with the basic mission of the Vet-
erans’ Administration and the Depart-
ment of Defense, On the other hand, the
repert contains this language on page 11:

The Director may prescribe any require-
ments, limitations, or criteria that he deems
appropriate with respect to the expenditure
of funds in any manner for drug abuse pre-
vention functions as long as those which he
prescribes do not conflict with statutory
provisions.

I should like to ask the genileman
whether he construes that language as
giving the Special Action Office the au-
thority to regulate the Veterans’ Admin-
istration budget request or to withhold
money appropriated.

Mr. STAGGERS. I did not catch the
gentleman’s question. I am sorry.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The question
is whether Dr. Jaffe will have the au-
thority to regulate the Veterans’ Admin-
istration budget request or withhold
services out of money appropriated?

Mr. STAGGERS. Only insofar as it
has to do with drug abuse prevention
functions.

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. Of course, drug
abuse is what the bill is all about.

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. But he does
have the authority to withhold money?

Mr. STAGGERS. No, I would say not.
Let me put it this way, that if this ever
happened and was brought to the atten-
tion of this Congress, certainly action
would be taken immediately. But I would
say to the gentleman, Dr. Jaffe has no
jurisdiction to withhold funds, except
where drug abuse prevention is con-
cerned.

We want veterans to have the same
treatment as the armed services people.
We say to every man in the armed serv-
ices that he will be brought under this
protection of rehabilitation and treat-
ment and counseling. We say the men
who are veterans now, or in the VA hos-
pitals, should be entitled to the same
thing.

We are not giving the Director any
more authority than the OMB has to-
day. We want this to be a uniform bill
to take care of our veterans, and our
servicemen, and those in the ghettos, as
well as those who live in the country 20
miles from anywhere.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Someone may
correct me if I am wrong, but I think
if the gentleman will read the hearings,
he will find that Dr. Jaffe testified be-
fore the gentleman’s committee that Dr.
Jaffe had authority to do this under the
bill,

Mr. STAGGERS. No more than OMB
has.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If OMB has
authority to do this, why does the gen-
tleman want to give this to Dr. Jaffe?

Mr. STAGGERS. There was very
broad authority in the original bill, and
Dr. Jaffe testified to that, but this bill
changed that authority to limit it to the
same as OMB has. The Director of Vet-
erans’ Affairs, Donald Johnson, came up
and testified on this, and testified they
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were for it wholeheartedly. They thought
it would be a good thing for the veteran.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The gentle-
man knows that Don Johnson is given
his orders in the Office of Budget and
Management, so his testimony is not so
important. But I have much fear of
turning this over to Dr. Jaffe, and from
reading his testimony and hearing what
he said, I do not trust him.

Mr. STAGGERS. This committee will
keep watch, I assure the gentleman
from Texas, over what is going on, and
if there is any protest, I hope the gentle-
man from Texas would let me know.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma,.

Mr. EDMONDSON, Mr. Chairman, let
me say I appreciate the assurance given
by the gentleman from West Virginia to
the chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, The committee is con-
cerned about having an effective con-
tinuation of the VA program on this
problem, and it is reassuring to know
that there is going to be some oversight
on the operation of this program.

We have in Oklahoma, of course, two
major VA hospitals, and we do not want
to see those hospitals handicapped or
crippled in any way in the overall prob-
lem they have in dealing with the drug
situation in connection with the return-
ing veterans.

I note in the gentleman’'s report that
the Director of this new agency is going
to have a considerable amount, of leeway
in the exercise of his responsibilities for
communication and liaison with govern-
ment officials concerned with the supply
and sale of the drugs, concerned in the
problem of illicit traffic, both domestic
and foreign.

I wonder if the committee in its in-
quiries found out anything from the ad-
ministration about why they have de-
layed so long in pufting additional avail-
able Federal manpower on this law en-
forcement problem? Some of us on both
sides of the aisle have been urging the
administration for 2 years to give some
added authority and responsibility to the
FBI and U.S. marshals and other Federal
law enforcement officials to beef up this
slender narcotics force we have on this
problem. The Federal Narcotics agents
are doing a great job, within their slen-
der manpower capability, but we could
add 10,000 men overnight by giving some
concurrent jurisdiction to these other
Federal law enforcement agencies. Why
it has not been done, I do not know. If
the gentleman has an answer, I would
like to hear what it is.

Mr. STAGGERS. First, I would like
to take up the question of the veterans.
If this legislation does not improve drug
abuse treatment in the veterans’ hospi-
tals of this Nation, certainly this com-
mittee is going to be very directly
concerned.

We are going to try to see that it is
done not only for them but also for every
other human being in the Nation.

In relation to the enforcement part,
this bill has nothing to do with it, except
we want to keep liaison. Last year we
passed a bill authorizing 300 additional
personnel on the enforcement side.
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There should be close liaison between
those dealing with demand and those
dealing with supply. This bill only has
to do with demand, not the supply. The
gentleman is talking about something
else. As I said, we passed a bill last year
authorizing 300 additional personnel.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Three hundred
additional personnel would not begin to
meet the problem in the State of New
York alone, much less nationwide. I have
a district attorney in my district, repre-
senting several counties in my State, who
spent months trying to get a Federal
agent into the area to investigate a drug
ring which was operating there. They
said, “We just do not have the manpower
to doit.”

Let me tell the gentleman that we are
going to have to couple this treatment
program, which I thoroughly support,
with a strong, beefed-up law enforcement
effort in this field. I believe if we do
not have both of them we are not going
to succeed with either one of them.

Mr. STAGGERS. I will say to the gen-
tleman that we are the authorizing com-
mittee. Of course, we have an Appropri-
ations Committee, to make the appro-
priations. The gentleman might have a
little quarrel with some of the appropri-
ations membe s and I would ask him to
check into soiae of those items,

I would say our great faith in this is
that we are going to make available to
the people of America the very best
methods we can to keep drug abuse from
spreading, and to stop it, and to get rid
of the problem.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for his assurance and for the
leadership which his commiftee has
provided in this treatment program.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. RoceErs) the chairman of
the subcommittee.

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation. It is needed. It
will do the job, I believe, because it is
targeted to hit the significant problems
of drug abuse in this Nation.

In recent years, drug abuse has become
virtually an epidemic in the United
States with very serious consequences to
the health and welfare of the American
people. Last spring we were all greatly
disturbed by reports in the press and
other sources relative to the use of drugs
by members of our Armed Forces par-
ticularly those stationed in Southeast
Asia., We have all been concerned by
the great increases in the amounts and
availability of illicit drugs, particularly
heroin, here at home.

In March 1971 our colleague Mr.
ScHEUER and over 60 of his colleagues
introduced H.R. 6732, which called for
coordination of drug treatment pro-
grams within the executive branch. On
June 17, 1971, President Nixon in his
message to Congress on Drug Abuse, an-
nounced his proposal to set up a Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention.
This proposal was introduced on June
18, 1971, by Chairman STAGGERS and Mr.
SPRINGER as H.R. 9264. Shortly prior to
this action, on June 10, 1971, I joined
with eight members of the Subcommittee
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on Public Health and Environment to
introduce H.R. 9059 which provides
vastly expanded drug abuse prevention
efforts in conjunction with community
mental health centers.

Because of the extent of this drug
abuse epidemic and the need for swift
congressional action, the Public Health
and Environment Subcommittee began
hearings on June 28, 1971. In all, the
subcommittee held 21 days of public
hearings in Washington, D.C.,, and
throughout the country, and it heard
testimony from 110 witnesses. I want to
compliment all members of the subcom-
mittee—Mr. SATTERFIELD; Mr. KYROS;
Mr. PreYER of North Carolina; Mr. Sym-
INGTON; Mr. Roy; Mr. NELSEN, the rank-
ing minority member; Mr. CARTER, Mr,
HasTtings, and Mr. Scamrrz—ior their ef-
forts in what was a very difficult job.

During August of 1971, I and several
members of the subcommittee made an
official visit to the Far East. The princi-
pal purpose of this visit was to investi-
gate the sources of traffic in illicit drugs
and to determine the extent of drug abuse
among U.S. servicemen in Southeast
Asia,

The end product of this exhaustive
study is before you now in the provisions
of the bill (H.R, 12089) which was re-
ported unanimously by the interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee on
January 25, 1972.

The major provisions of the bill are
as follows: Title I of the bill sets out the
congressional findings which support the
legislation and a number of important
definitions. The bill sets forth that—

It 1s the policy of the United States and
the purpose of this Act to focus the resources
of the Federal Government and bring them to
bear on drug abuse to significantly reduce
the incidence of drug addiction and drug
abuse in the U.S, within the shortest practi-
cable period of time and to develop & compre-
hensive coordinated long-term Federal
strategy to combat drug abuse.

Title IT establishes the Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention as a
component of the Executixe Office of the
President, and prescribes the functions
of the office and the character of its re-
lationships with other agencies. The of-
fice shall be under a presidentially ap-
pointed Director and Deputy Director
and up to six Assistant Directors ap-
pointed by the Director.

The key provision in the bill is the
mandate that the Director “shall provide
overall planning and policy and establish
objectives and priorities for all Federal
drug abuse prevention functions.” In this
capacity the Director is empowered fo re-
view the drug abuse functions of all Fed-
eral entities, recommend changes to
correct inconsistencies with his policies,
and review related Federal legislation and
recommend changes to Congress where
necessary.

He is also empowered to make studies
of the performance of Federal drug abuse
functions and potential alternatives.

The Director is further authorized to
review and if necessary, modify imple-
mentation plans and budget requests for
any Federal drug abuse function.

A Special Fund is authorized from
which the Director may fund promising
new concepts or methods as well as ex-
panding existing activities for which
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there is a particularly acute need or one
which has been exceptionally effective.
The bill authorizes $80 million over a
2-year period for this fund.

The bill also authorizes $45 million over
2 years to encourage and promote
research especially in the areas of
nonaddictive synthetic analgesics, long-
lasting nonaddictive blocking or antago-
nistic drugs for treatment of heroin
addiction, and better detoxification
agents., This section also provides for
establishing clinical research facilities.

A National Drug Abuse Training Cen-
ter would also be established.

A 15-member National Advisory Coun-
cil for Drug Abuse Prevention would be
established by the bill. It would be the
function of the Council to advise the
Director with respect to planning and
policy objectives and make recommenda-
tions concerning drug abuse prevention
functions which are or should be con-
ducted by the Federal Government.

In order to supplement the present
Federal programs dealing with drug
abuse, the bill expands the authorizations
and operations of a number of Federal
agencies. The sum of $120 million is pro-
vided over 2 years to initiate drug treat-
ment and rehabilitation programs in
community mental health centers.

The sum of $31 million is provided
over 3 years for planning grants to States
and local units of government. This is
coupled with a requirement that State
plans submitted under section 314 of the
Public Health Service Act—the partner-
ship for health amendments—include
provisions for licensing treatment facili-
ties and expansion of State drug abuse
treatment programs.

Authorizations for appropriations
under section 256(e) of the Community
Mental Health Centers Act are increased
by $100 million to a 2-year total of $135
million for fiscal 1973 and 1974. These
grants are meant to be used for grants to
States and localities for special projects
in areas having the higher percentage of
narcotic addicts. This presents a tar-
geted approach designed to serve areas
where the need is greatest.

The bill would also provide for the
establishment of drug treatment and re-
habilitation programs in the hospitals
and clinics of the Public Health Service.

Mr. Chairman, this bill represents the
first real effort by the Federal Govern-
ment to mount a comprehensive co-
ordinated attack on drug abuse. It au-
thorizes a total of $411 million in addi-
tional moneys for drug abuse prevention
at the Federal level. At present we have
at least nine different Federal agencies
and departments conducting drug abuse
functions, with little or no effort at co-
ordinating their functions into an all
out attack on this problem. In speaking
for the administration, Dr. Jerome Jaffe,
the President’s choice to head this new
office, stated:

We can no longer afford the luxury of hav-
ing each Federal agency respond to one part
of the drug problem without linking its
efforts to others underway.

Mr. Chairman, I would certainly concur
with the thinking of Dr. Jaffe that we
cannot afford this luxury, a luxury the
cost of which can be counted in the lives
of the many thousands of its victims and
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the monumental human suffering it
causes. I would urge support of this
vitally important piece of legislation.

We have not come in just with a big
money bill, saying we will dump in a lot
of money to try to make people believe
we can solve the problem overnight. We
have tried to be realistic.

We have put in enough authorization
for adequate moneys to meet the prob-
lems that exist. We have provided for
$411 million over 3 years. We have tried
to protect the administrative agencies
like the Veterans’ Administration and the
Department of Defense, by clearly stat-
ing in the bill that the bill's provisions
will only affect the drug abuse programs
of these agencies.

We worked out the language of the
bill in conjunetion with the staff of other
committees, including the Veterans' Af-
fairs Committee.

The Special Action Office in the White
House has authority primarily over re-
habilitation, treatment, and education,
and we have also established in the bill
a liaison between this office and law en-
forcement groups, so that there is a
feed-in and a conscious knowledge of
what is going on in the law enforcement
field. If those programs of law enforce-
ment are acting contrary to what is in
the national interest, then Dr. Jaffe is
directed to go to the President and raise
this issue.

I believe Members will find this is a
well-thought out bill with a proper
approach.

Also, I should like to assure the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs that we did work close-
ly with his staff in developing this legis-
lation. One of the most distinguished
members of the VA Committee, who is a
very active and distinguished member of
our committee, was satisfied with the
language with respect to the Veterans’
Administration which I believe he has
been concerned about.

We will assure that the authority of
the Special Action Office with respect to
the VA is limited to its drug abuse treat-
ment programs and the authority is no
greater than that which OMB presently
has.

There is another point I believe will re-
assure the gentleman. We have said we
are not going to allow Dr. Jaffe to go
off on his own. We have established an
advisory council to help him and his staff
make policy, and have placed on that
advisory council the Administrator of
the Veterans’ Administration. So we want
the VA to have an input along with the
Department of Defense and the State De-
partment as well, to try to make sure we
are getting input from everyone who
should be concerned with this problem.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. ROGERS. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Will the gentle-
man tell the Members of the House his
opinion and interpretation of Dr. Jaffe's
testimony before your committee?

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. I would be glad to
respond to that.

As a matter of fact, when Dr. Jaffe
first came up he was testifying on a bill
that the administration had submitted
which gave broad and sweeping powers
and where functions of one agency could
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be transferred to another. He testifled in
that hearing on that legislation.

But the committee did not accept that.
The committee changed the whole thrust
of it. The committee rewrote the ad-
ministration bill and introduced a clean
bill. This is all changed, and I think you
will find that Dr. Jaffe understands the
functions and limitations on his office.
We put in the advisory council and the
protective language.

So I think I can reassure the gentle-
man from Texas that this committee will
watch very carefully and keep the Special
Action Office’s functions within the lim-
itations set forth in this legislation.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. How would the
gentleman interpret the fact that this
Congress appropriated money this year
for drug centers and there has been a
stay-over placed on the Veferans' Ad-
ministration for hiring people to staff
those drug centers?

Mr. ROGERS. I do not have all of the
details, but I understand they have in-
creased the number of drug clinics in the
Veterans’ Administration from five to 32.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS. I also understand all of
those are not even presently used. The
armed services have not perfected their
program yet to refer people to the Vet-
erans’ Administration so that they are
not even adequately using the facilities
they presently have, This causes us some
concern, too, and I am sure it does the
gentleman from Texas. I think we need
to go into this whole problem, and I am
sure the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SaTTERFIELD) who is your chairman on
hospitals is very cognizant of this situa-
tion and is looking into it.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it has been mentioned
by other Members that this is perhaps
one of the most important pieces of legis-
lation that this House has handled in a
long time. Those of us who serve on the
committee do not necessarily set our-
selves up as experts, but we listened to
the problem and tried to come up with
some sensible answers to meet the prob-
lem.

Those of us in the House who were at
the White House when Art Linkletter
appeared and the President asked us to
proceed with legislation dealing with
the terrific problem of drug abuse I think
were all frightened and impressed and
became dedicated to trying to do the
best we could to meet all of the prob-
lems.

In this bill a Special Action Office
would be set up which would attempt
to coordinate a special fund, incentive
programs, and will establish a national
drug abuse training center. It will also
provide technical assistance to Ilocal
agencies and establish a national ad-
visory council. It would also set up funds
to run the office for the special fund, for
research and training centers in the
amount of $160 million,

The chairman of our subcommittee
(Mr. Rocers) has insisted that we make
use of what we already have in the com-
munity health centers, feeling that they
could perform a function and we would
not have overlapping functions in this

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

effort of ours. Therefore, we would har-
ness already existing facilities to help
on the total job.

This is provided for in here with a
grant of $60 million for the community
mental health centers that we have all
over the United States. In addition to
this, we have our Public Health Service
hospitals and there will be money here
for treatment in the Public Health Serv-
ice hospitals.

We have State plans for mental health
activities and they will get some help.
Overall, the total dollars involved is $411
million.

Now, I want to point out, as has been
mentioned already, that in the State of
New York there were 1,000 addict deaths
in the city of New York. Two hundred
and fifteen were teenagers.

We learned in our hearings in the
committee that 90 percent of the inmates
at the Women’s Detention Center here
in Washington were hard narcotic ad-
dicts.

This, of course, presents a frightening
problem, a part of which is going to have
to be education. Some will be in the area
of law enforcement. But, certainly, one
of the crying needs will be the coordina-
tion of the many, many programs that
we have going at the present time.

So, our committee, recognizing that
we had about 24 or 25 different pro-
grams in various agencies and all of them
going in different directions with differ-
ent methods, there was apparently little
coordination among them.

Therefore, our committee has done
something that very few committees do,
in my opinion, and that is when we sit
down for the final draft of a piece of
legislation, we do not go on our own and
forget about the agencies involved. We
have, time after time, called people in
from the Department of Justice, the
Veterans’ Administration, and other
agencies for their recommendations and
advice with the idea that when we got
through the legislation ought to be ac-
ceptable to the extent possible.

In the committee, of course, we have to
consider the ongoing programs. One that
we gave the most attention to was the
Veterans’ Administration. The gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. SATTERFIELD),
one of our very competent members of
the committee, is guarding carefully an
agency that is near and dear to him. We
had representatives from the Veterans’
Administration sit down with us in the
drafting of this bill,

I think it must be said that all pro-
grams ought to be coordinated. If the
Veterans’ Administration program is the
better one, we ought to buy it nation-
wide and we ought to build on it and use
it. However, I do believe there is need to
have all involved. I have faith that our
committee, in the event that there is any
arbitrary attitudes on the part of those
in charge, to see to it that they square
away a bit and follow the mandate of
or the intention of the legislative process.

So, Mr. Chairman, I say now I believe
that this is one of the most important
efforts that we have ever attempted and
I hope that this bill will pass. I believe
it is a good bill.

Mr. Chairman, I must also compliment
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my good friend, the gentleman from Tex~
as (Mr, TeagUE), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, because I do
believe the gentleman has done an out-
standingly good job and guards the in-
terest of the veterans for which he should
be complimented. However, we took all of
that into account.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr, Sat-
TERFIELD), 8 member of our committee,
did a careful job trying to convey the
feelings of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TeAGUE) in which I think we all
believe.

Mr, Chairman, I hope this bill passes.
I believe it is one of the most important
pieces of legislation which we will be
called upon to consider during this ses-
sion of the Congress.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr., ZWACH. I must compliment the
gentleman in the well and the committee
for the work they have done. However, I
share very much the concern of the
chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee with regard to the powers that
we are prescribing here for this so-called
Director. I am referring to page 11 of
the report, near the bottom of the page,
where I find there the language that
such functions are to be carried out in
such manner as the Director may pre-
secribe,

It seems to me that this represents the
imposition of a complete direction over
the Veterans’ Administration. We think
the Veterans’ Administration’s experi-
ence in Vietnam in dealing with drugs is
very, very knowledgeable in this field.

This language concerns me, I am won-
dering if we ought not to get some clari-
fication.

Mr. NELSEN. My only answer would
be that it has already been answered by
the other members of the committee. I
believe that we attempted to carefully
guard the Veterans’ Administration and
their budgets and also sought to soften
the enforcement language that was in
the original bill. Much of the testimony
speaks to the original version of the bill,
I think that perhaps the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SATTER-
FIELD) could better answer the question
than I, and I will now yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia for an answer if he
wishes fo do so.

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

I think this is indeed an important
question. It is one that has concerned
me from the beginning and I know it has
concerned the whole subcommittee.
After Dr. Jaffe testified we did, as our
chairman has indicated, amend the bill.
We were then careful to make it abun-
dantly clear that neither Dr. Jaffe or
anyone else who occupied this special
office would be able to exercise the kind
of control that he felt he would have and
should have. I think we have succeeded
in that objective.

With respect to the question the gen-
tleman has raised, I would point out the
fact that we have written this bill with-
out limiting the basic function of the
Veterans’ Administration in terms of
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rendering care and medical service to
veterans. I would point out three other
statements on page 11 which I think
bear upon this point. One of them is that
this office will not unilaterally have any
authority to prescribe the personnel or
the type of treatment that will be pro-
vided by the veterans hospitals.

The second states that the Director of
the Special Action Office shall not inject
himself into the management of Vet-
erans’ Administration hospitals.

Lastly, it states that insofar as imple-
mentation of policy directives which he
lays down he shall look to the agencies
themselves and the people in charge of
those agencies for that implementation.

I think this in and of itself spells out
the fact that the Director of this Special
Action Office will not interfere with the
operations of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion hospitals, their management or con-
trol in the delivering of medical services
to veterans.

Mr. ZWACH. If the gentleman will
yield further, was there a feeling, or did
this gentleman, the Director, have the
feeling that he ought to have this ex-
clusive authority and that you have sort
of circumscribed it? Is that what is in-
volved here?

Mr. SATTERFIELD. I think that was
the authority he was seeking. I think
we have effectively prohibited him from
having exclusive authority, and I think
we have prohibited him from injecting
himself into the affairs and the manage-
ment of the Veterans' Administration
hospitals or the Veterans’ Administra-
tion medical program.

Mr. ZWACH. I certainly know of the
concern of the gentleman from Virginia
for the veterans, the gentleman serves
on that committee with us.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I will yield to the gentle-
man from Texas in just one moment, but
first I would like to point out that when
Dr. Jaffe appeared he was testifying on
the earlier bill that had been introduced
and on the powers granted to him in
that bill that went far beyond, as has
been mentioned, where our committee
wished to go. We then changed the bill
and changed the language of the com-
mittee report.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TEAGUE).

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I was with the gentleman at the White
House and I think the gentleman will
agree with me that in response to ques-
tions asked by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services that this Dr.
Jaffe did not have any more informa-
tion about veterans than the man on the
moon. He just knew nothing. Then he
came and testified on this first bill, and
anybody who will read his answers to
the questions, and from what he had to
say, will know that there is not any mis-
take about his attitude toward the Vet-
erans’ Administration. He is going to take
over everything.

Now they have come along and there
is this great increase in use of drugs by
the veterans, and yet they still will not
put into effect the 32 drug centers that
we have already provided money for.

So again I say that I am afraid of Dr.
Jaffe.
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Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, it is
with great satisfaction that I speak to-
day on behalf of legislation to combat
the progressively worsening problem in
this country of illicit drug use and de-
pendence. It is estimated that there are
now approximately 250,000 heroin addicts
in America. In 1970, in New York City
alone, drugs killed more than 1,000 per-
sons of which 215 were teenagers. Inas-
much as this affliction knows no social,
economic or geographic boundaries all
segments of the population are affected.
It is past the time when we should make
a concerted effort to stem the devastat-
ing growth of drug abuse in the United
States.

In hearings before the Subcommittee
on Public Health and Environment, testi-
mony indicated that there were approxi-
mately 100 separate drug abuse programs
within the Federal Government. It is
apparent that the resources provided for
these are being inefficiently channeled
and that duplications of drug control ef-
forts are creating waste in the absence
of a central coordinating authority.

Our bill attempts to deal with this sit-
uation by providing for the creation of a
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Pre-
vention under a Director having broad
powers to coordinate a national effort
against drug abuse. How does this Direc-
tor accomplish all this coordination? How
does he get a hundred separate programs
going in the same direction? We hope
and intend that the bill will give the nec-
essary authority and clout to force the
many agencies of Government to make
changes where necessary in their drug
abuse programs. The Director speaks for
the President in this field and the agen-
cies had better listen. He can suggest sub-
stantive changes in policies and in prior-
ities. He can suggest changes in rules and
regulations. But the best persuader of
all will be his authority to review and
modify budget requests of the depart-
ments and agencies as they relate to drug
abuse activities.

In addition to these direct interven-
tions in the affairs of the agencies, the
Director will have available a fund which
can be used to support and exploit prom-
ising approaches and new concepts in
dealing with drug problems. He has a
Jjuicy carrot as well as a stick to help get
enthusiastic cooperation and forward
thinking by the people working on the
drug problem throughout the Federal Es-
tablishment.

If and when the Director finds some
part of the Federal Government not
charging ahead as fast as necessary or
charging in the wrong direction he has
the ear of the President and the support
of the President to bring the wayward
agency into line. This same close rela-
tionship will make it possible for the Di-
rector to have great influence upon in-
ternational aspects of drug abuse and
illicit drug traffic.

Another very promising aspect of this
new office is the fact that State and local
governments will have one place to go in
the Federal Establishment to get assist-
ance, information and advice. These gov-
ernmental units have the drug problem
on their doorsteps and need unified
rather than diversified help from Uncle
Sam.
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Besides creating this new coordinating
entity the bill also tries to capitalize upon
the existence of present programs which
can have significant bearing on the drug
problem at the local level. For example,
we have had for some time now a pro-
gram to help create community mental
health centers. Many have been estab-
lished and many more are in progress.
Rather than superimpose upon this idea
a whole new set of institutions to be
planned and built, this bill provides that
funds be made available to extend, ex-
pand, and adapt community mental
health centers to the further purpose of
providing treatment for drug abusers.
Some communities may find this imprac-
tical, but many may decide that it is
compatible and certainly quicker and
easier than starting from scratch to pro-
vide separate space, separate staff and
separate support facilities,

Federal facilities such as Public Health
Service hospitals may also be used and
adapted to drug abuse activities. In short,
this bill tries to capitalize on everything
we presently have that might be useful
in fighting the drug problem and bring
it all together. We have been thrashing
around up to this point trying desparate-
ly to get hold of the drug problem. Too
often we have been going at cross pur-
poses. With the best of intentions we
have been wasting manpower and money.
This legislation should give all of our ac-
tivity the direction it sorely needs.

In order to fund the programs provided
by the bill, appropriations are authorized
in the amounts of $12 million for fiseal
yvear 1972, $171 million for fiscal year
1973, and $228 million for fiscal year
1974,

It is my sincere judgment that this leg-
islation wili help curb the growth of il-
licit drug use and dependence in our
country and I strongly urge the unani-
mous passage of this bill.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr, HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
think it is important that we look at this
legislation to understand the reason why,
in fact, any bill had to be written. We
talk of the concerns of certain existing
agencies and their respective drug re-
habilitation programs, but I think it has
become rather evident te us in fact that
the hundreds of millions of dollars that
we spend in the rehabilitation of drug
abusers in this country have been an ab-
ject failure.

To be completely honest with ourselves,
if we had to estimate the present rate of
success with drug abusers, we would be
fortunate if we could reach a percentage
of 10 percent.

‘We have throughout the Federal Gov-
ernment a proliferation of programs in,
I believe, nine different Federal agencies
that take at least nine different ap-
proaches to the problem of rehabilitation
of drug abusers.

I think then when we look at this legis-
lation, we should look at it in the light
of the fact that in fact we do not have
the answers on how best to provide a
system of rehabilitation of the drug abus-
ers in this country.

The additional questions of research
and education that are included in this
bill have received attention from various
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agencies, without any unanimity or sug-
gestion as to what is the best approach to
take in the interest of this country. This
is what this bill tries to do. It tries to set
up an agency, and I certainly concur
with the gentleman from Texas—I am
always concerned about putting that
kind of power into the hands of one man
whoever that man might be—but I will
say that this problem of drug abuse and
rehabilitation is serious enough in this
country and in 2% years that the Special
Action Office will be in effect, we would
have to come to some common under-
standing on how best to approach the
problem of rehabilitation, because we
had better admit, as I have mentioned,
that we have failed up to this point—and
that is what this bill is all about.

The bill says—yes, the Director shall
have authority to also try to make a de-
termination as to what is the best direc-
tion to go in and then to say—every Fed-
eral agency that is participating in drug
abusers rehabilitation shall receive the
leadership of that action office.

I will say this. If Dr. Jaffe is not the
man who does pull it all together, then
we should look for another man. But the
system, I believe, proposed by the Pres-
ident in this bill is right to try to deter-
mine what we should do and how best to
proceed.

I want to add this note of pessimism,
I do not believe this bill or any piece of
legislation we can write is going to solve
the problems of drug abusers. But I can
say that this is the best effort and the
best direction we can take. But then when
you look at the supply, I am not satisfied
that we will ever stop over 30 or 40 per-
cent of the supply of illegal narcotics in
this country.

I will say, I do not believe it is going to
be totally successful, but we have to go
as far as we can and that is what we
accomplish by this legislation.

Again I join with my colleague, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE) fo
express my sincere concern as to the
Veterans’ Administration, and I along
with everybody else on the subcommittee
will be watching carefully to make sure
that the veterans, and I am one, I am
concerned and I know the problem—to
make sure that they receive the type of
concern that you have expressed here
today. I can pledge that to you on the part
of myself and certainly we have heard
that pledge expressed by every member
of this subcommittee and, in fact, the
full committee.

Mr, Chairman, it is with a special
sense of urgency that I join with my
colleagues on the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee in bring-
ing to the floor HR. 12089, a measure
which provides for the establishment of
a Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention.

The legislation represents weeks of
work by the full committee and its Sub-
committee on Public Health and Envi-
ronment and to my way of thinking it is
the most workable machinery yet devised
to combat an epidemic which is increas-
ingly infecting every region in America.

What was once a problem of major
cities has now become the concern of
every suburb and rural hamlet in the
country. The drug peddler no longer re-
stricts his operation to a comer in a
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shady section of the big city. He has ex-
tended his sales territory to the quiet
neighborhood streets of suburbia and
unfortunately has found a ready market
for his product.

The cost in human misery and suffer-
ing to victims of drugs and their families
can never be measured. For society as a
whole it has meant an incalculable loss
in youth and their talents. Drug abuse
has become an evil catalysis which
yearly not only robs us all of billions of
dollars in drug-related crime but could
destroy an entire generation of young
people.

H.R. 12089, which we take up today,
will marshal the most effective tools we
have available to us at this time to de-
liver a coordinated attack against these
dangers posed by drug addiction.

Under the roof of the Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, poli-
cies, programs, and priorities will be es-
tablished and channeled so there will be
a minimum of duplication and a maxi-
mum of utilization of Federal energies,
talent, and funds.

There are two sections of H.R. 12089
in which I have a special interest. One
creates a National Drug Abuse Training
Center. The other provides for grants to
States for program planning and proj-
ects to meet their special needs.

The National Training Center will de-
velop and conduet training sessions for
people at the State and local level, mak-
ing available information sorely lacking
now in individual community efforts to
combat drug abuse.

The State grants section is particu-
larly important, In my own State of New
York, where the majority of narcotic
addicts reside, we are spending millions
of dollars and still lack the necessary
resources to achieve any kind of encour-
?iglng headway in the curing of addic-

on.

A recent report by the New York State
Narcotics Addiction Control Commis-
sion showed that between 1966 and 1970,
New York State spent $123.8 million for
treatment and yet 81 percent of the ad-
dicts dropped out of the commission’s
aftercare program when they were re-
leased from treatment facilities in 1970.

There is no simple solution to the drug
plague. Education and therapeutic ap-
proaches must be coupled with law en-
forcement programs. H.R. 12089 recog-
nizes this multipronged need and deploys
the Nation’s treatment, rehabilitation,
education, and research efforts to form
a single, impact-producing response to
}:he Nation’s increasing drug abuse prob-

em.

I should also like to commend Dr.
Jerome H. Jaffe, Director of the Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention
and his staff for their assistance in the
drafting of this legislation. They have
been most cooperative and understand-
ing. I strongly urge quick and favorable
action on H.R. 12089.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I must say 1
cannot agree with the gentleman as to
the work of the Veterans’ Administration
being a failure.
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In the first place, I think the drug
abuse among veterans has been exag-
gerated. I just came back from visiting
veterans hospitals and if the reports I
got are true from the officer in the Vet~
erans’ Administration hospital in Salt
Lake City, Utah, for example, and con-
sidering the number of hospitals here
in Washington I do not agree that it has
been g failure. I think the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration is doing well. Of course,
there is plenty to do on drugs.

Mr. HASTINGS. I do not say that the
Veterans’ Administration drug program
is a failure in itself. I think we do not
have a total answer in any drug re-
habilitation program in this country to
guarantee to us that we are going to
rehabilitate anywhere near a majority or
50 percent of the drug addicts. I wish it
were otherwise.

I do not say that critically of any pro-
gram. Too many people are agonizing
over the proposed solution even though
up to this time I might add, the proposed
solution is what we hope to accomplish
through this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. SATTERFIELD) & member
of the committee.

Mr. SATTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
can think of no problem of more im-
portance to the people of this Nation
than the rising incidence of drug addic-
tion and drug abuse. One thing which
has become apparent in the long succes-
sion of hearings held by the Subcom-
mittee on Health and Environment deal-
ing with matters relating to this subject
is that there is a need for a comprehensive
coordination between the many pro-
grams dealing with drugs and a long-
term strategy which will bring together
for a common purpose and objective all
of the Federal, State and other private
programs now attempting to deal with
this problem.

In my view, HR. 12089 constitutes a
welcome effort to fill this need in that
it will provide the means for needed
planning and coordination in the areas
of drug abuse education, training, treat-
ment, rehabilitation and research.

The measure will create a Special Ac-
tion Office in the Executive Office of the
President headed by a Director to be ap-
pointed by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate and a
staff consisting of a Deputy Director, also
appointed by the President by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate,
six assistants appointed by the Director,
and other employees, including attor-
neys, necessary to enable the Director to
perform the functions of his office. The
bill would also provide for the employ-
ment of experts and consultants not to
exceed a total number of 15 at any given
time.

The bill will authorize and direct the
Special Action Office Director to provide
overall planning and policy and to estab-
lish objectives and priorities for all Fed-
eral drug abuse programs dealing with
drug abuse education, training, treat-
ment, rehabilitation, and research after
consultation with the National Advisory
Council for Drug Abuse Prevention au-
thorized by this bill. In order to insure
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the implementation of planning and pol-
icy, the Director would have the power to
review regulations, guidelines, require-
ments, and criteria dealing with drug
abuse, to recommend changes in the or-
ganization and management of specific
programs and to evaluate and study the
performance of the various drug abuse
functions within his jurisdiction. In this
regard, he would have the right to per-
form direct oversight in any department
or program for a period up to 30 days
and further to make such recommenda-
tions to the President as he deems will
improve the effectiveness and the func-
tions of programs falling within the pur-
view of his office.

Recognizing the need for research, the
bill not only specifically directs special
attention to improved methods of treat-
ment and a determination of the extent
of the drug problem in this country, but
it also places special emphasis upon re-
search for a long-lasting nonaddictive
blocking or antagonistic drug for use in
treating drug addicts.

Recognizing the shortage of qualified
personnel in the drug abuse treatment
and rehabilitation field, the bill will au-
thorize the Director to establish a Na-
tional Drug Abuse Training Center in
order to develop, conduct and support a
full range of training programs relating
to drugs and drug abuse. Obviously, this
function belongs more properly to the
National Institutes of Health. However,
it is equally obvious that the Special Ac-
tion Office would be in an excellent posi-
tion to establish the center. Accordingly,
the Committee elected to assign respon-
sibility for its first 2 years of operation
to the Director of the Special Action
Office and thereafter to provide that it
will be taken over by the National Insti-
tute of Mental Health to become a part
thereof.

The Director is given further author-
ity to review and modify implementa-
tion plans as well as budget requests and
to an extent not inconsistent with ap-
propriations acts to make appropriated
funds available to Federal departments
and agencies dealing with drug abuse
programs. In order to insure that the
exercise of this right will be limited to
drug programs the bill provides that re-
quests for appropriations by the depart-
ment or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment submitted after the date of this
act, shall break down funds to be used in
specific areas of activity on a line item
basis

By this device, it is intended that those
agencies and departments will thus
identify, as a separate item, those funds
requested for use in drug programs for
education, training, treatment, rehabili-
tation and research. The underlying pur-
pose of this provision is to enable the
Director to identify in the appropriations
bills the specific funds intended for drug
abuse programs, to provide the bases for
an overall assessment of national effort,
and to prohibit unwarranted intrusion by
the Director into appropriations for gen-
eral medical treatment and services
which do not specify funds for drug
abuse programs. ]

An indispensable part of the Director’s
duties is coordinating Federal drug abuse
prevention functions with similar func-
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tions of State and local government and
to provide to States and localities tech-
nical assistance and suggested model
legislation. To further that cooperation
authorization is provided for State plan-
ning funds and the convening of con-
ferences. Furthermore, the Director is
authorized to promulgate uniform cri-
teria and procedures for drug abuse con-
trol and treatment and to provide an all
important central clearing house for
Federal, State and local governments and
for public and private agencies or indi-
viduals seeking drug abuse information
4nd assistance.

HR. 12089 will provide a vehicle
whereby experts in the field, including
persons in charge of State or local drug
functions can communicate their views
and recommendations to the Director. To
assure this, the bill will establish a Na-
tional Advisory Council consisting of a
total of 15 members, three of which, the
Secretary of HEW, the Secretary of De-
fense and the Administrator of the Vet-
erans’ Administration, would be ex of-
ficio officers with the full right of par-
ticipation. The remaining 12 would be
appointed by the President with the re-
quirement that at least four of them shall
be officials of State and local govern-
mental agencies.

The Advisory Council in addition to
conferring with the Director with respect
to overall planning and policy including
the objectives and priorities which are
his duty to establish, is empowered to
make recommendations to him with re-
spect to the conduct of, or need for, drug
abuse prevention functions which are,
or in its judgment should be, conducted
by or with support from the Federal
Government.

The bill contains authorization for
additional funds to establish treatment
and rehabilitation programs in commu-
nity mental health centers and author-
izes similar programs in facilities oper-
ated by the Public Health Service, except
in those facilities which the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare has de-
termined there is not a sufficient need
therefor.

Finally, as I mentioned, the bill will
authorize a total of $31 million over the
next 3 years for the purpose of aiding
and assisting the States in effecting the
planning of their drug abuse functions
for the purpose of assisting them in plan-
ning projects for the development of
more effective drug abuse functions and
for evaluating the conduct of those func-
tions within the several States.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that H.R. 12089
is a good bill which will provide for the
type of central coordination so obviously
needed for making more effective our
total drug program. I respectfully urge
my colleagues to support it.

I would like to address myself now to
the second point which the chairman of
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee has
raised, a point which I consider to
be very important, and that is the
question of the Director of the Special
Action Office having the right to with-
hold funds in all drug programs, includ-
ing the Veterans' Administration.

I am as concerned, as he is, that not-
withstanding the fact that Congress has
determined that ti=re shall be 32 drug
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treatment centers in Veterans’ Adminis-
tration hospitals, we do not have them.
Obviously someone downtown has
blocked the release of these funds—the
Office of Management and Budget.

What this bill does is to put in the
place of the Office of Management and
Budget, insofar as the release of funds for
drug abuse programs is concerned, the
Director of the proposed Special Action
Office. I do not like the idea of anyone
downtown arbitrarily blocking funds,
but it does seem to me to be the better
part of judgment to place that decision
in the hands of the person on whom the
full light of public opinion and pressure
will shine. I feel that we stand a better
chance to have these funds released by
someone with a specific plan in mind and
a responsibility to act affirmatively rath-
er than the Office of Management and
Budget, which has an entirely different
objective.

I would like to take this opportunity to
assure the House that our subcommittee
did what it could to proscribe the author-
ity of the Special Action Office Director
insofar as the Department of Defense and
the Veterans' Administration are con-
cerned. We did this by including section
304 in the bill, which provides unequiv-
ocally that budget requests for drug
abuse functions, and this includes the
VA budget requests, shall be by line item.
We are thus limiting the area in which
the Director of the Special Action Office
can manipulate funds, that is, to limit or
deny their release by way of denying
their use, and we are requiring—and I
hope that this will be followed by the Ap-
propriations Committee—that funds in-
tended to be used for drug treatment pro-
grams, or, for example, drug treatment
centers as separate from the request for
funds for the overall hospital and med-
ical care program of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration. By this requirement we
limit the authority of the Special Office
Director to drug programs.

I can assure the House and the chair-
man of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee that our subcommittee felt strong-
ly about this and that we are go-
ing to watch very carefully what hap-
pens if this bill becomes law. Should it
develop that the Director of the Special
Action Office goes beyond what we think
he should do and what we have said in
this bill that he can do, I assure the
House we will consider action without
delay to correct the situation,

Mr. NELSEN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER, Mr. Chairman, we face
8 crisis in our Nation today with the
ever-increasing use of harmful drugs.
There has been a rate of recidivisim
of 90 percent of heroin users freated at
our best hospitals. Today we have an
opportunity to continue our efforts to
reduce the terrifying spread of drug
abuse by the passage of HR. 12089, the
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention, Many treatment centers
should need close supervision.

This important measure would estab-
lish the Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse to provide overall planning, policy,
objectives and priorities in the Federal
effort for drug abuse prevention, The
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director and deputy director of the office
would be appointed by the President, sub-
ject to confirmation by the other body.

There would be the establishment of a
15-member National Advisory Council
for Drug Abuse Prevention. This council
would recommend actions to the Director
of the Special Action Office which would
help curb drug abuse in our country.

The Secretaries of Defense and Health,
Education, and Welfare, and the Admin-
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs would be ex
officio members of the Council, with the
other 12 members to be appointed by the
President.

It is important to point out that this
bill would also amend existing law to
provide that Public Health Service fa-
cilities and community health centers
provide various services for treatment
and rehabilitation.

Appropriations for this Special Action
Office would be authorized in the amount
of $12 million for fiscal year 1972, $171
million for fiscal year 1973, and $228
million for fiscal year 1974.

My colleagues and I on the Subcom-
mittee on Public Health and Environ-
ment feel that it is a good bill, an effec-
tive bill, and one worthy of your full at-
tention and final passage.

We in this country need to be able to
see a day when drug abuse will no long-
er be the threat that it is at this time. Let
us work to shape our society so that the
need for abusing drugs will not be en-
ticing—a society in which each person
would feel a desire to face reality, rather
than the feeling by many the need to
escape from it through artificial means.

By passing this legislation, we can feel
that we are making a beginning on the
road toward solving this grave problem.
But do not let us stop here. We must
continue to tirelessly search for answers
in this area, and we must eventually seek
to isolate and eliminate the ills of our
society which might cause some of the
causative ills in our people.

Again, I urge my colleagues to pass
this excellent piece of legislation.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, a member
of the subcommittee (Mr. PREYER).

Mr. PREYER of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the legis-
lation,

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. AN~
DERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I take this time—and I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding—to es-
tablish a minor but perhaps, I think, sig-
nificant matter of legislative history. Sec-
tion 224, which deals with research and
development, subparagraph (3), author-
izing investigations in the field of detox-
ification agents, says:

(3) detoxification agents which, when ad-
ministered, will ease the physical effects of
withdrawal from heroln addiction.

I would assume that would also relate
to agents which are already on the scene,
such as perhaps the new modality which
is commencing testing, involving use of
the gas carbon dioxide. I would assume
that this promising type or procedure
would be covered.
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Mr. STAGGERS. The gentleman is
entirely correct.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SCHEUER) .

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill. I congratulate all
the members of the full committee, the
distinguished chairman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. StacGers) and especially the
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Rocers) for
the outstanding start they have made
in finally bringing the scourge of drug
abuse under control.

The bill provides neither as much
funding as I would have liked nor as
much coordination and control as I
would have liked, but it is a major step
forward.

Those Members of Congress who have
worked so long and so hard with the gen-
tleman from West Virginia, and the gen-
tleman from Florida, the subcommittee
chairmean, are greatly to be congratu-
lated.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support this
bill. The problem of drug abuse and the
Federal Government's efforts to combat
it have been of deep concern to me and
to many of my colleagues for several
years. We have seen and read about the
magnitude and gravity of the problems of
drug abuse so often that many of us are
numb, yet the facts and figures and the
fears continue to get worse.

Last year 1,280 New Yorkers died from
drug abuse, an increase of 200 from the
year before. Each year in New York City
more than 1,000 babies are born addicted
to heroin as a result of the addiction of
their mothers. Drug-related crimes and
arrests are constantly increasing in cities
across the country.

Drug abuse is literally destroying our
youth, overwhelming our police, clogging
our judicial machinery, and turning our
cities into jungles. Drug addiction is no
longer a problem only in large cities, for
it is increasingly spreading to suburbs,
small towns, and even such States as
Alaska.

How have we responded to this wor-
sening crisis? After intensive investiga-
tion both here and abroad in Europe,
the near East, and Asia over several
years, I have been convinced that the
Federal Government'’s response over the
years has been completely inadequate.
Throughout this century, we have con-
structed a crazy-quilt, disjointed, unco-
ordinated, overlapping, conflicting
patchwork of programs aimed at parts
of the drug abuse problem. No overall
plan exists and no administrative ma-
chinery has been created to enforce one
anyway. Federal programs are feeble
and dwarfed by the size of the problem
they are aimed to correct.

On March 24, 1971, I introduced legis-
lation with the cosponsorship of over 60
of my colleagues to provide new muscle
for the Federal effort to control drug
abuse. This legislation would have estab-
lished an Office of Drug Abuse Control
in the Executive Office of the President,
with authority to coordinate the plans,
goals, procedures and, most importantly,
the budgets of every Federal program
in the field of drug abuse. This call for
coordination was not original with me.

2529

In 1903, when Federal programs were
nowhere near as extensive as they are
today, the President’s Advisory Com-
mission on Narcotic Drug Abuse—the
Prettyman Commission—recommended
that the President appoint a Special As-
sistant for Narcotic and Drug Abuse
from the White House to provide con-
tinuous advice and assistance in launch-
ing a coordinated attack on the problem.
The drug problem has ballooned since
1903, as have the Federal Government’s
antidrug abuse programs, but our efforts
are as fragmented and uncoordinated as
ever.

I carried this message and my legisla-
tion all over Washington soliciting sug-
gestions and support. I spoke to officials
in and out of the executive branch. Final-
ly, the President sent a special message
to the Congress on June 17, 1971, call-
ing for the establishment of a Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention
in the Executive Office of the President,
citing the fragmentation of the Federal
effort which had led, in the words of the
President, “to lack of communication,
multiple authority and limited and dis-
persed resources.”

I have been and I remain critical of
some features of the President’s proposal,
but to applaud him for the additional
momentum his administration has given
to a comprehensive overhaul of the Na-
tion’s drug programs. The administra-
tion proposal has been rewritten by no
less than three subcommittees of two
standing committees of the Senate and
then passed by the Senate. The bill we
have before us today is a further rewrite
of the Senate version of the President’s
bill by the Subcommiftee on Public
Health and Environment under the dis-
tinguished leadership of Representative
PauL Rocers of Florida.

H.R. 12089 is a good, strong bill in
many ways.

It establishes an office with what I
hope are sufficient but not excessive
powers to provide the planning, the
policymaking, the goal-setting, resource-
allocating, and coordinating that Federal
drug programs so desperately need.

It establishes a special fund for the use
of the Director of SAODAP to augment
existing treatment programs or to estab-
lish new ones.

It authorizes planning grants for the
States to draw up plans of attack on
drug abuse and the administrative ma-
chinery to run them.

It greatly increases the funds for
pharmacological research into non-
addictive synthetic analgesics to replace
opium and its derivatives in medical use,
as well as research on long-lasting, non-
addictive blocking drugs and detoxifica-
tion agents. I have long urged a great
expansion of such research and am en-
couraged by the committee’s inclusion of
this provision.

The committee bill also establishes a
national drug abuse training center, and
increases the authorizations for the
Community Mental Health Centers Act.

It all adds up to an impressive bill.

However, Mr. Chairman, I feel there
are still some flaws and omissions in
H.R. 12089. The essential thrust of my
bill was to place all the drug abuse con-
trol activities of the Federal Govern-
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ment under one umbrella organization
which could provide centralized coordi-
nation and leadership. I hoped to see one
clearly visible, and therefore, account-
able, executive with the responsibility
of developing a comprehensive plan of
attack involving all of the Federal agen-
cies concerned with drug abuse problems
and then give him enough authority,
within limits established by Congress, to
order our priorities in accordance with
that plan.

The Director of SAODAP can nof
mount such a comprehensive attack be-
cause his authority does not have suffi-
cient scope. While he has powers to set
goals, policies, procedures, and budgets
for drug prevention, treatment and re-
search, he can only consult and have
liaison with those officials involved in
law enforcement and international con-
trol. In extreme cases he can appeal to
the President to reverse a decision by
the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs or the Department of State, when
he disagrees with their practices or
procedures. But this is hortatory lan-
guage and is likely to have little or no
effect on the operations of, and conflicts
between, the Departments of State,
Justice, Treasury, and Defense on the
one hand, and SAODAP on the other.

The committee bill gives SAODAP au-
thority over only one-half of the drug
control pie. This is not enough, for it will
leave unresolved some of the most im-
portant questions about where our efforts
to control drug abuse should be directed.

For example, we have never really set-
tled on the proper interface between the
criminal justice system and the health
and treatment community.

Are drug abusers to be arrested and
Incarcerated or are they to be treated
and hopefully cured?

What is the difference between those
addicts who make up half the prison
population in New York City and the
clinics and hospitals?

Until we bring together both the police
and the doctors, the district attorneys
and the social workers, the narcotic
agents and the psychotherapists, these
two conflicting approaches to the prob-
lem of drug abuse will continue to work
at cross purposes with each other. And
the Nation will suffer.

Overzealous law enforcement officers
can destroy the effectiveness of any
treatment program, for example, by in-
sisting on excessive controls on metha-
done supplies which might prevent
patients from receiving weekly supplies
and thereby limit their geographical and
occupational mobility. A highly effective,
large-scale treatment program can, on
the other hand, damage respect for the
laws regulating dangerous drugs by
creating the impression that drug abusers
are not punished but given sympathetic
treatment.

The conflict between the need of law
enforcement agencies for information on
drug abuse and the need of treatment
programs to protect the confidentiality
of their patients’ treatment records has
not been addressed. The Senate bill con-
tains language guaranteeing the con-
fidentiality of records on drug patients
in treatment, but the House bill is silent
on this point. I wonder if the Director of
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SAODAP will have sufficient authority
to decide such questions expeditiously
himself.

What is the effect of changes in drug
supply on treatment demand and crimi-
nality and vice versa? If law enforcement
agencies get increased budgets and are
more effective in cutting off drug supplies
and arresting users, what will happen
to the demand for methadone treatment
programs? Who is going to balance and
weigh these considerations? And if supply
is cut down and there are insufficient
methadone and other treatment faeili-
ties for addicts eager to shake their
habits, will soaring prices drive them to
intensify their lives of full time violent
crime? If supply is cut down and addicts
cannot get treatment, will crime rates
soar along with rising drug prices?

These conflicts and questions, both po-
tential and real, must be addressed
squarely and resolved before we can begin
to allocate resources in a rational man-
ner among the wide variety of approach-
es to the problem of drug abuse.

Yet the bill we are considering today
maintains the separation between law
enforcement—or drug traffic prevention
as it is referred to in H.R. 12089—and
treatment—or drug abuse prevention.

There is also a desperate need for co-
operation and coordination within the
drug traffic prevention functions of the
Federal Government.

U.S. representatives to United Nations
commissions, Foreign Service officers,
customs officials, BNDD agents and Air
Force colonels, for example, are all in-
volved in attempting to track and sup-
press heroin and opium traffic moving
from Southeast Asia through Hong Kong
to the United States. Yet they all report
to different bosses and jealously guard
their own information.

There is a constantly bubbling rivalry
between BNDD and the Bureau of Cus-
toms over controlling the narcotics im-
port trade, as another example. Both
agencies want exclusive responsibility for
overseas operations against heroin traf-
ficking. This dispute flares up from time
to time when new, improvised, ad hoc
attempts at coordination and resolution
of differences must be made.

The administration has apparently
recognized this problem of many years
standing and recently announced the
establishment of a new coordination
office in the Department of Justice for
“all” law enforcement programs in the
field of drug abuse. Yet the Departments
of State and Defense are not to be in-
cluded in the activities of this new office.
This omission, sadly, condemns our ei-
forts at improving international control
of narcotic drugs to their traditional
status of “mostly show, little go.” The
crying need for a careful balancing of
goals, priorities, and resources and an
overall sense of coordinated direction
cannot and will not be met by this new
office or by the bill we are considering
today.

A second serious flaw in this bill is

the inadequate increase in funding for
treatment and rehabilitation programs.
Cities and States all over the country are
crying for additional funds to commit to
these programs.

New York City's need for greatly ex-
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panded treatment funds is an urgent
example. I am sure cities across the coun-
try could point to similar needs. There
are estimated to be 150,000 to 200,000
addicts in New York City, of which about
18,000, or 9 to 10 percent, are in treat-
ment. This means that nine out of every
10 drug addicts is not receiving any as-
sistance whatever in trying to shake his
addiction and is more likely than not
committing daily crimes to support the
monkey on his back. City experts esti-
mate than 15,000 to 20,000 people have
signed up on waiting lists for publicly
supported methadone maintenance pro-
grams. In the last 14 months, the Health
Services Administration alone has opened
up 4,500 slots in such programs but has
had over 17,000 applicants, with 8,000
now active on the waiting list. Every time
a program expands its capacity, the wait-
ing list expands proportionately. It is
like digging a hole in soggy ground: You
do not see much water, but as soon as
you dig a hole it fills right up. If you
bail it out the water rushes right back in.
Piecemeal efforts like that are hope-
less—you must do a major operation or
nothing at all.

The Borough of Queens had no metha-
done programs 18 months ago and few in-
dications of a large addict population.
Over the last 12 months, however, after
just one clinic was opened a whole new
addict population surfaced and requested
treatment. Now there are more than 1,200
lt?tt.reatment with a tremendous waiting

st.

Still another example of the need for
more funding is found in the city’s jail
system. Eight months ago the depart-
ment of corrections instituted a metha-
done detoxification program for addicted
inmates, and has detoxified over 30,000
addicts in that time. Yet few of these ad-
dicts can be referred to further treatment
on release from prison because the wait-
ing lists are already so long that it would
be futile to contact them. If they are
contacted and put on a waiting list so-
ciety is in effect saying to them to go back
out and steal and shoot up, and if you
can survive another 6 months on the
street then maybe we will be able to get
you into treatment. It is obvious that our
drug treatment programs are desperately
underfunded, not only in New York City,
but also across the country.

In 1972 the Federal budget committed
only about $180 million to drug abuse
treatment, rehabilitation, education, and
training. The bill before us today pro-
poses to increase the authorization for
such expenditures in the following ways:
$40 million for a special fund for the
Director of SAODAP in fiscal year 1973
and fiscal year 1974, $60 million for drug
programs at community mental health
centers in fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year
1974, and increases of $25 million in fiscal
year 1973 and $40 million in fiscal year
1974 for section 256 of the Community
Mental Health Centers Act which al-
lows for drug treatment and rehabilita-
tion grants to public and private non-
profit organizations. This will allow for
$125 million in new funds in fiscal year
1973 and $140 million in fiscal year 1974
for treatment and rehabilitation. This is
not enough. Chicago and New Orleans
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could absorb that much money easily all
by themselves.

Out of a total of $117 million requested
for treatment funds from November 1970
through January of 1972, the National
Institute of Mental Health awarded only
$18.6 million in section 252 and 256
money. Only $1 of every $6 that was
requested could be funded. The increases
proposed in this bill might be sufficient
to meet past demand but are doomed to
fall far behind future needs.

Further, the States with the highest
concentration of drug addiction prob-
lems have not fared well in competing
for these funds. The funds are not con-
trolled by a State allocation formula, but
are supposed to be targeted toward
those States and areas within States
having the higher percentages of
population who are narcotic addicts or
drug dependent persons. By any reading
of this language, one must conclude that
New York is such a State since New
York City has one-half of the Nation’s
addict population. Yet New York has
only received two grants under this sec-
tion from NIMH. What hope is there in
this bill for States like New York if the
new funds authorized are not only small
but apparently unavailable to large ur-
ban States with tremendous addiction
problems?

To make the picture even worse we
need only think through the implica-
tions of this legislation's proposed plan-
ning grants for every single State which
will enable them to develop a compre-
hensive drug abuse treatment plan and
establish administrative machinery to
put that plan into effect. The Federal
Government is thereby bending over
backward, in a much needed way, to be
sure, to help States develop the ability
to compete for already severely oversub-
scribed treatment funds, But I think the
frustration index is bound to rise over
the next year or two as communities
across the country begin to see the severe
limits on the scope of SAODOP's author-
ity, the continued inadequate funding of
treatment needs, and the inequitable
treatment of a few large urban States
with the highest proportion of narcotic
problems, and the overwhelming bulk of
the Nation’s addict population.

I should like to ask the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. RoceErs) or the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) sev-
eral questions.

I am not entirely clear on the relation-
ship of drug law enforcement functions
with the drug education, treatment, re-
habilitation, research and training func-
tions of the Special Action Office. Can the
gentleman explain how this Special Ac-
tion Office will relate to the new Office
of Drug Law Enforcement recently estab-
lished by the President in the Depart-
ment of Justice?

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

Mr. SCHEUER. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia,

Mr. STAGGERS. Certainly the offices
are related.

Ours has to do with demand, and the
other with supply. We passed a bill last
yvear on the law enforcement. We have
interrelationships with them now in
this bill.
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Mr. SCHEUER. What will the Special
Actions Office’s relationship be with the
administration’s international drug con-
trol efforts and the Cabinet-level work-
ing group formed to take action in this
area?

Mr. STAGGERS. Dr. Jaffe will be con-
sulted, and can be appointed to repre-
sent the United States on any interna-
tional conference, and in respect to what
we are trying to do to keep drugs out.

Mr. SCHEUER. Is it the congressional
intent that methadone’s continuing IND
status should inhibit the Special Action
Office from encouraging a broad-scale
expansion of treatment programs which
include methadone treatment or detoxi-
fication as one of the options? Or is it
the congressional intent that methadone
maintenance programs can continue to
expand as one of a range of drug treat-
ment programs?

Mr. STAGGERS. The answer to the
latter part of the question, because I
believe that is the pertinent part, is that
I would say it is the intent that metha-
done maintenance programs can be. I
would say “yes.”

Mr. SCHEUER. And to expand?

Mr. STAGGERS. And to expand, yes.

Mr. SCHEUER. Is it the congressional
intent that the Special Action Agency
be an aggressive, action-oriented agency
designed to get a broad-scale Federal
attack underway on the problems of
addiction?

Mr. STAGGERS. On the question of
congressional intent, that there be an
aggressive, action-oriented agency, I
would say “yes.” This is our intent, and
it is spelled out so much in the bill.

Mr. SCHEUER. If so, can the gentle-
man describe the powers it will have vis-
a-vis the bureaucracy to insure that its
policies and priorities are followed?

Mr. STAGGERS. On the question of
the powers, vis-a-vis the bureaucracy,
to insure that policies and priorities are
followed, they are all spelled out in sec-
tion 222, on page 13 of the bill, exactly
in the various categories.

Mr. SCHEUER. Can the Special Ac-
tion Agency funnel resources from its
special fund through an existing agency
program and insist that those guidelines
which impair the effectiveness of the
program be disregarded so long as they
are not specifically required by the au-
thorizing legislation itself?

Mr. STAGGERS. On the question of
funding resources from the special
fund to an existing agency, this is a
definite “yes”. This certainly is the case.

Mr. SCHEUER. The final section of
this bill increases the authorization for
section 256 funds of the Community
Mental Health Centers Act. As the
gentleman knows, subsection (d) of sec-
tion 256 states that grants are to be
made “in accordance with the criteria
determined by him"”—the Secretary—
“designed to provide priority for grant
applications in States, and in areas
within the States, having the higher per-
centages of population who are narcotic
addicts or drug dependent persons.”

It seems to me that States like New
York and California should be given
priority, but this is not the case, or has
not been the case. New York has ap-
proximately one-half of all the Nation’s
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addicts, yet New York has had only one-
sixth of the dollars under this section,
a tiny fraction of these funds in the
past, and guidelines implementing this
section have never been issued.

Does the gentleman expect the Special
Action Office to give careful attention to
the proper implementation of this
section?

Mr. STAGGERS. Certainly we know
of the problem in New York and Cali-
fornia, and I say to the gentleman the
answer would be “Yes” to that question.

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

Mr. SCHEUER. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. HASTINGS. I should like to refer
to section 306, and the gentleman's last
question, for assurance to the gentleman
from New York on this amendment. As
a matter of fact, a large share of the
funds should go to the State of New
York.

Mr, NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. McCOLLISTER) .

Mr. McCOLLISTER. Mr. Chairman,
although a member of the full committee
but not of the subcommittee, I would like
to add my congratulations to the sub-
committee for its very constructive ap-
proach to this legislation.

Too often when we try to solve prob-
lems of this magnitude we create a new
agency and appropriate vast sums of
money, and when the efforts are not suc-
cessful we try another approach. Here
the effort has been to coordinate, har-
monize, and make an agency and an ad-
ministrator accountable.

For this approach, which I think ought
to serve as an example on many other
things, I think that the subcommittee
should be congratulated.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HALPERN).

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, first
of all I would like to state I feel this leg-
islation is vital. In fact, I think it is one
of the most significant pieces of legisla-
tion to come before the 92d Congress.

Mr. Chairman, this is a superb bill,
workable and realistic. In my opinion, it
is not only a very needed but essential
piece of legislation in order for us to
meet this horrendous and terrifying
scourge of narcotics addiction which is
sweeping this country.

I simply wish to congratulate the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
ranking member of the subcommittee and
the members of the subcommittee and,
of course, extend my enthusiastic com-
pliments to the distinguished gentleman
from West Virginia, the chairman of the
full committee, and the members of the
committee for the priority, the effort,
and the outstanding work that the com-
mittee has given to this bill.

Mr. Chairman, neither I nor any Mem-=-
ber of this House has to illustrate the
horrendous proportions of the narcotics
scourge in this country. For the past few
years, daily news reports have related
only too tragically the havoc which this
disease wreaks upon American society.
The statistics on the extent of addiction,
the overdoses, the costs to society, and
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the resultant devastating human misery
are staggering and terrifying.

My own interest in this field was in-
spired by many years of continuing con-
cern during which I participated on every
level in my activities as a public official
and private citizen. My concern has been
long and deep rooted. It goes back 19
years when, as a New York State sen-
ator, I sponsored, and became chairman
of, the State’s investigation of drug
abuse, particularly as it related to our
young people.

Even then we tried to awaken official-
dom and society to the severity of the
problem. But most of the pleas fell on
deaf ears, Everyone seemed to blind him-
self to the stark reality of the develop-
ing crisis. It was considered a gheito
problem—one that did not affect the
ayverage parent’s own children or his own
neighborhood. But, tragically, time has
shown that it does affect their children.
It has affected all levels of society. It
has become a scourge that has reached
epidemic proportions. And the related
crime and devastation brought by nar-
cotics abuse has hit every ecommunity in
this Nation.

For 8 years I served as chairman of the
board of the first and only faecility of its
kind in the world devoted solely to the
treatment and rehabilitation of teen-
age addicts—Riverside Hospital on North
Brothers Island in New York. In that
capacity I observed over 4,000 youngsters
going through this institution and got to
know most of them on a first-name basis.
I learned much of their backgrounds,
motivations, and agonies.

I report, with regret, that I cannot

point to one teenage addict who was
fully cured of his dread affliction at the
Riverside Institution—so few were the
resources our society was then willing to
dedicate to the constantly worsening
problem of drug abuse.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the
situation has further deteriorated. Now,
over a decade later, we are faced with
nothing less than a societal crisis.

Only this week I compiled a new in-
ventory of the extent of the addiction
problem as it exists in the United States
today. Mr. Chairman, just think, $920
million worth of narcotics was confiscated
by Government authorities in 1971 in 1
yvear, almost a billion dollars of hard
drugs seized, as compared with $302.700,-
000 in the previous year. Three times
more seizures in a single year. Yet, Mr.
Chairman, despite this unprecedented
seizure total, there seems to be no appar-
ent dent in the deadly supply. Un-
questionably there remain tremendous
stockpiles of illicit narcotics in this coun-
try, and new quantities pour in each day
from new transshipment points.

The estimated number of addicts in the
United States was officially set last year
at 330,000. This figure was based on a
compilation of estimates made by the
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs and by other agencies dealing with
the drug problem. Based on the same
estimate guidelines, the total of drug
addicts today in this country of ours can
be conservatively estimated at 400,000—
the largest addict population in the
Eorld. Indeed, even this figure could be
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For in New York City alone, accord-
ing to reports given to me this week by
that city’s addiction service agency, be-
tween 150,000 and 200,000 addicts are
hooked on hard narcotics—in the vast
majority of cases, heroin; 27,000 of these
addicts are presently undergoing treat-
ment in public and private rehabilitation
centers—an amazing increase over the
18,000 who were being treated last Au-
gust. Whether this is a sign of an in-
creasing public commitment to the elimi-
nation of drug addiction, or merely a
frightening indication of the ever-esca-
lating addict population in New York
City, we will experience little success in
the fight against narcotics abuse unless
we adopt the kind of comprehensive leg-
islation which is before the House today.

As every American citizen is aware,
heroin addiction on the domestic scene
has been aggravated in the past few years
by the problem of returning ex-GI ad-
dicts. In a section of my report on the
findings of a study mission submitted to
the Foreign Affairs Committee, I stated,
on the basis of an extensive review of
the drug situation in Vietnam, that there
were conceivably as many as 60,000 Viet-
nam GI's using hard drugs there as of
April of last year—when our troop
strength was, of course, at a much higher
level.

A safe estimate of the number of ad-
dicted Vietnam veterans who have re-
turned to our urban, suburban and rural
communities would be at least 50,000 to
70,000. I base this figure on the fact that,
as of last November, after the Veterans’
Administration had established 32 drug
treatment centers—an increase of 27
over the previous year—VA medical per-
sonnel were treating as many as 9,542
addicted ex-GI's. Of this number, 6,014
were Vietnam vets, It is safe to assume
that only one out of ten has come for-
ward for such treatment, which could
even be a conservative estimate. Thus, if
that figure were multiplied by 10, the true
number of addicts who have returned
from the Armed Forces would surpass the
staggering estimate of 60,000 referred to
earlier.

Commendable as the VA drug treat-
ment programs may be, there is consider-
ably more to be learned in the areas of
training personnel, research, and drug
education before these treatment and
rehabilitation programs can be expected
to have any dramatic lasting effect on
this huge addict population. I was most
encouraged, Mr. Chairman, by the fact
that the new Special Action Office on
Drug Abuse Prevention, as described in
the bill before this chamber today, will
have jurisdiction over Federal funds used
for VA and non-VA treatment programs
alike.

There is another tragic episode in this
nightmare of addiction that can only get
worse unless legislation like this is en-
acted, I refer to the ever-increasing
number of heroin-addicted babies being
born to females who maintain their own
habit during pregnancy.

In New York City alone, 550 babies
were born last year already in the throes
of heroin addiction. In more than a few
instances, these babies must remain in
the hospital for as long as 40 days until
their pitiful tremors—marked by con-
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vulsive twitching and clawing—finally
subside.

No one knows at this point just how
much lasting damage to the babies is
being caused by women who continue to
take heroin while pregnant. Will their
children crave narcotics in later years?
Will these children become abnormally
susceptible to the effects of drugs? The
question of chromosome and brain dam-
age has not even heen determined yet.
This terrible subjection of innocents, yet
unborn, to the horrors of drug addiction
is one more reason why this body must
approve today the sweeping provisions
of H.R. 12089.

Mr. Chairman, earlier I called atten-
tion to the 50,000 to 70,000 addicted GI's
who have already been returned, un-
cured, to our city streets. Let me remind
my colleagues that unless the drug abuse
program is attacked immediately on ev-
ery front, the white plague of heroin
abuse could doom our society to self-
perpetuating generations of addicts.

For experts contend, Mr. Chairman,
that these 50,000 to 70,000 ex-GI addicts
could “turn on” as many as 3 million
others in the next 5 years. Obviously,
many of these would be women of child-
bearing age.

How much further proof do we need
before we realize that American society
today is being threatened at its very roots
by the ravaging menace of narcotics
abuse? How much longer will we delay
action on the critical drug bills presently
before this Congress? Now that even our
unborn children are falling victim to the
plague of heroin addiction, perhaps we
will realize that we must take bold ac-
tions and pass such legislation as this
sweeping measure before us.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 12089 is an excel-
lent beginning in finding the solution.
Clearly there is a need for coordination
of the antidrug effort at and among all
levels of government. This is one of the
many reasons why I enthusiastically sup-
port this legislation.

H.R. 12089 provides for the creation of
a Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention under a director having broad
powers over the conduct of narcotics
abuse treatment, rehabilitation, educa-
tion, and research programs and activ-
ities throughout the Federal Govern-
ment. Hopefully, the patchwork pattern
of drug prevention efforts presently being
conducted by nine executive departments
will be efficiently coordinated by the Di-
rector of the Special Action Office.

Of special merit, Mr. Chairman, is that
provision in the bill which creates a Na-
tional Drug Abuse Training Center for
the purpose of developing, conducting,
and supporting drug training programs
for Federal, State, and local government
officials and their respective staffs; medi-
cal and paramedical personnel, and edu-
cators; and other applicants, including
drug-dependent persons, requiring train-
ing or education in drug abuse preven-
tion. For too long, our knowledge of the
causes of drug addiction and of effective
methods for its cure has remained primi-
tive. The $10 million set aside for the
funding of this training center, to be used
over the next 3 years, is the very least
we should invest at a time when the
methods for rehabilitating drug addicts
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are as numerous as the centers them-
selves, and when not one of these tech-
niques has proven to be anywhere near
100 percent reliable,

Another particularly promising feature
of this measure is the insistence that
such existing Federal programs as the
community mental health centers and
the public health services programs be
modified to include treatment and re-
habilitation services for addicts. As is
pointed out so well in the committee’s
excellent report on H.R. 12089, many
areas demonstrating great need, such as
the city of New York and the State of
New York, have not received funds under
the Community Mental Health Centers
Act. The increased appropriation of $100
million for fiscal years 1972 and 1973 is
a most needed provision. It will then be
the task of the Special Action Office Di-
rector to see to it that these funds are
not frozen, as has happened so often in
the past.

The question of whether this extra al-
lotment for the operation of local pro-
grams will suffice is a matter to be decided
in conference. The Senate-passed version
of this drug legislation, as well as my own
bill on the House side, calls for substan-
tially more funding for use by States and
localities in the actual operation of on-
site programs. There are separate
moneys in H.R. 12089 to assist States and
localities in the planning and evaluation
of their programs, but it may be found
that new direct operating grants should
be made to local agencies.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would sound
a note of caution, In order for the United
States to clear up the drug addiction
problem within its borders, there must
be close cooperation between those agen-
cies which now deal with drug education,
research, training, treatment, and re-
habilitation, which this bill does—and
those agencies which specialize in do-
mestic and international control of the
illicit narcotics supply.

Whereas the Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention has considerable
funding and review jurisdiction on the
demand side of the drug problem, it has
only consultatory and advisory powers
on the law enforcement and interna-
tional agreement side of the overall at-
tack. Later this year, for example,
U.S. negotiators will attempt to elimi-
nate the many loopholes in the 1961
Bingle Convention on Drugs and to
strengthen such United Nations drug-
suppression agencies as the International
Narcotics Control Board. These efforts,
as well as the drug-control policies of
Customs, the Bureau of Narcotics and
Dangerous Drugs, and the newly estab-
lished Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforce-
ment, must be synchronized with pre-
vention and rehabilitation activities
within our own borders.

H.R. 12089 is not a final solution for
the narcotics crisis in America, but it
does represent a significant, long step
forward. Again I would commend the
House Commerce Subcommittee on Pub-
lic Health and the Environment for its
painstaking efforts in developing this
legislation, and I trust that the bill be-
fore us today will meet with swift House
approval,

Mr, NELSEN. Mr. Chairman I yield
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the balance of my time to the chairman
of the full committee, the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS), be-
cause I understand he has some addi-
tional requests for time on the other side.

Mr, STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man very kindly because we were a little
pressed for time over here.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, STAGGERS, I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas,

Mr., TEAGUE of Texas. Mr, Chairman,
I have one question: Will you tell me
whether or not this bill authorizes the
admittance into a veterans hospital of
someone other than a veteran?

Mr, STAGGERS. No, it does not. That
authority was, at least arguably, con-
tained in the original bill but that pro-
vision was taken out. This bill does not
change in any way the authority for hos-
pitalization in VA facilities.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. On the last
page of the report, page 24, there is the
following statement:

(¢) The Becretary may enter into agree-
ments with the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs, the Secretary of Defense, and the
head of any other department or agency of
the Government under which agreements
hospitals and other appropriate medical
facilities of the Service may be used in treat-
ment and rehabilitation programs provided
by such department or agency for drug ad-
dicts and other persons with drug abuse and
other drug dependence problems who are
in areas served by such hospitals or other
facilities.

Mr. STAGGERS. That section deals
with authority of the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It does not ap-
ply to the Veterans’ Administration?

Mr. STAGGERS. No; it does not.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. Roy), a member of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. ROY. I thank the chairman very
much.

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate one
point which has been made, and that
is the importance of this legislation. I
am thoroughly convinced that drug
abuse is something which can indeed
destroy our entire society if it continues
to expand at the rate in which it has
in the past few years.

Mr. Chairman, the second point is
that of the 32 veterans’ facilities for the
treatment of drug addiction, one is lo-
cated in the Second District of Kansas.
I have visited it. I am aware of the dedi-
cation and of the setup that is present
there and I intend to be sure that this
is used to the maximum extent for the
veterans of the United States.

So0, Mr. Chairman, I would like to as-
sure the gentleman from Texas (Mr,
TeacUE) and others on the Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee that it is not the intent
of this member of the committee to see
that program decreased in any way, but
to be an integral and integrated part
of a coordinated program of drug edu-
cation, research treatment and rehabili-
tation throughout the country.
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Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) .

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I can-
not tell you how much hope this legisla-
tion has given to the people in Harlem
and, indeed, to those throughout the
United States who are addicted to drugs
or who are living in conditions beyond
description as the result of drug addic-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time
that the United States of America,
through its Congress, has attempted to
make this national effort and to coor-
dinate our efforts in order to make cer-
tain that we will find a solution to this
terrible epidemic that has swept over us.

I feel extremely proud to be a Member
of Congress and I feel certain that this
legislation is going to pass. I only hope
that it will speedily go to conference and
that we do not lose days or weeks wait-
ing for this bill to become law. There are
too many lives dependent upon the treat-
ment of this terrible disease.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that we would
be able to get the conference report
agreed upon by both Houses before the
President leaves the United States for his
trip abroad.

Mr. Chairman, no people have suffered
more from this Nation’'s inability to stop
the drug epidemic than the people of
Harlem. On street corners, in alleyways,
and in vacant tenements the heroin trade
flourishes. Suppliers grow rich while
their viectims are pushed even deeper into
a life of degradation and despair.

We know that to speak of drug abuse
is to speak of many abuses. The lack of
equality and opportunity which daily
faces so many members of my commu-
nity convineces them that there will never
be a better way of life, a happier or more
prosperous time. It is no surprise that
they find this escape in mind-twisting
and body-destroying heroin.

There will never be a cure for Amer-
ica’s drug epidemic until there is a cure
for America's social injustices. As long as
men are held in bondage by a system
which offers unemployment, substandard
education, and poor housing, they will
seek escape by any available means—
even if those means result in self-
destruction.

It is vital, Mr. Chairman, that we view
the legislation before us with proper
perspective. In light of all I have said,
I do not believe the provisions of this
bill represent all that is, or will be, needed
to eradicate drug addiction. H.R. 12089
does, however, represent an important,
though limited, step in the right direc-
tion.

To date there has been no truly effec-
tive anti-drug-abuse effort in this Na-
tion. Program after program has been
passed, and there is still no true progress
apparent. It is time that a unified sense
of direction be given to these myriad
programs, and that Federal agencies be
forced to work together.

The Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention to be established by
this bill would perform these tasks. The
Director of this Office would have re-
sponsibility for developing a totally co-
ordinated drug abuse effort. He would, I
hope, put an end to the wasteful overlap
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and duplication now existing. Instead of
competing against one another, our
agencies and departments could cooper-
ate at last.

The coordination should have positive
effects at the research level and at the
recipient level.

For researchers, it can mean more
clearly defined objectives, with sufficient
resources to assure thorough studies and
experimentation. They will, perhaps, be
able to build more efficiently on the find-
ings of other researchers as the exchange
of information is facilitated.

For the recipient, it can mean one cen-
tral place to go to for help. People are
now confused and discouraged by the
bits and pieces of programs lying about.
More than one addict—after having
made the agonizing decision to kick his
habit—has sought unsuccessfully to find
a program which will accept him. Often
he travels all the way across town only
to find that, for some technical reason,
he is ineligible or that the program is
filled. A better organized services delivery
system could put an end to this deadly
confusion.

The people of Harlem, and inner cities
throughout this Nation, have the greatest
stake in the ultimate results of the ad-
ministration’s efforts to control drug
abuse. In 1970, narcotics-related deaths
in New York City reached 1,050—nearly
three a day. Many of these were in Har-
lem where the supply of heroin and other
drugs is as plentiful as groceries are to
the suburban housewife.

It is for these reasons that I am so
concerned about the efforts of our Gov-
ernment to stem the flow of illicit nar-
cotics into this country and have spon-
sored legislation—finally enacted—to
suspend foreign aid to those nations
which fail to take appropriate steps to
prevent the production, processing and
smuggling of heroin and other danger-
ous drugs.

We are all too aware of the unfortu-
nate and grim authenticity of the movie,
“The French Connection,” and we know
that the officials of France simply have
not cooperated to the fullest extent pos-
sible with us to close the clandestine
processing laboratories in southern
France. While the record is replete with
promises and alleged cooperative agree-
ments, the truth is that heroin continues
to be available on the streets of New
York—and its supply is growing. While
the human toll of the situation is tragic,
the cost to society as a whole has reached
staggering proportions. It is estimated
that $2 billion worth of crime is com-
mitted in Harlem each year by addicts.
Annuslly, the city of New York spends
$50 million just on prisons, court, and
police costs for criminal addicts.

While it is absolutely essential for the
tide of illegal drugs to be ebbed, we must
be realistic and understand that even if
every international lever available to us
were applied against every foreign nation
in any way involved with drug traffic,
some heroin would still reach our shores

and find its way to our streets. As a re-
sult, the problem of dealing with the sup-
pliers of drugs is critical in the short
term, for if we can eliminate these mer-
chants of death from peddling their fatal
wares on the streets, we at least stand
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a chance of preventing new addiets. I
have told the House of Representatives
that there are great disparities to be
found within New York City in the sen-
tencing of narcotics pushers. The situa-
tion was highlighted in a report of the
New York State Joint Legislative Com-
mittee on Crime. Without repeating the
details of the report, it is enough to say
that there is a most urgent need for more
action on this front. I am hopeful that
the announcement last week of a new
office in the Justice Department headed
by former Customs Commissioner Myles
Ambrose will insure a greater effort by
the local and State governments, as well
as the assured action by the Federal Gov-
ernment against the pusher and supplier.
I recently discussed his new position with
Mr. Ambrose and I am convinced that he
is sincere in his commitment. I am also
convinced that he and Dr. Jaffe will af-
fect a cooperative arrangement to co-
ordinate the law enforcement and the so-
called demand side activities of the
Federal Government’s offensive against
drug abuse.

Mr. Chairman, while the bill before us
is not perfect and fails to deal with some
of the critical supply problems in a real-
istic way, it is a definite step in the
right direction in the fight against drug
abuse. Passage is essential if Dr. Jaffe is
to move forward in his efforts, and I urge
its support by my colleagues.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-~
man from New York for his contribution.

Mr, Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
O’NEILL).

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this legislation. The
drug abuse problem in this country has
reached epidemic proportions. It is a
major concern to all Americans, young
or old, rich or poor. It is no longer a prob-
lem confined just to the inner cities, the
ghettos, the poverty areas; it has spread
to rural areas, suburban communities
and metropolitan limits. It not only af-
fects the college student, or the high
school adolescent; it now reaches even
children in the first and second grades,
youngsters who are just beginning to
learn the fundamental three R's.

When I read newspaper accounts of
5-year-olds hooked on heroin, I say the
drug problem is serious; when Federal
Government administrators report that
there are an estimated 250,000 heroin
addicts in America, I say the drug prob-
lem is serious; when our Military Estab-
lishment tells us that the number of mili-
tary members investigated by law en-
forcement agencies for drug use has in-
creased 118 percent over the last 2
years, I say the drug problem is serious.
When the mayor of one of our largest
cities testifies that in 1 year in that city
alone, drugs killed more than 1,000 per-
sons and 215 of these were teenagers, I
say the problem is serious.

Several steps have been taken by Con-
gress. But these steps are not enough. We
need an overall comprehensive program
which will coordinate the domestic ac-
tivities of the nine different agencies and
departments, ranging from programs to
educate teenagers to those which train
ex-addicts. We need also a comprehen-
sive program to attack illicit drug traffic
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which supplies the 250,000 heroin addicts
in this country.

I believe there is a relationship be-
tween the availability of drugs and their
use. H.R. 12089 is a progressive approach
which attacks the demand aspect of the
problem. The Special Action Office cre-
ated in this bill will insure a central, com-
prehensive coordination of the Federal
effort in combating the national drug
problem. No longer can we have each
Federal agency responding to only one
part of drug abuse, irrespective of any
other agency involved in the drug prob-
lem. Every aspect of the domestic drug
problem must be inextricably linked to an
office which provides overall planning
and policy and establishes objectives and
priorities for all Federal drug abuse pre-
vention. The Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention accomplishes this
goal.

While this bill is meritorious—it co-
ordinates all domestic drug abuse and
prevention efforts and offers ways to find
new initiatives in resolving this prob-
lem—it does not resolve the supply aspect
of the problem in which 50 to 60 tons of
opium are channeled annually through
underground markets to supply the 250,-
000 heroin addicts in this country. The
administration has made overtures to de-
crease the flow of illegal drugs into this
country and should be applauded for its
efforts.

But much, much more work needs to
be done. Neither this bill nor the several
proposals of the administration are the
final utterances in drug abuse control and
prevention. We in the House will continue
to work to alleviate this national anath-
ema, which has penetrated all levels of
our society.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his remarks.

Mr, Chairman, I now yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
EDWARDS) .

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr,
Chairman, I thank the chairman, the
gentleman from West Virginia, for yield-
ing me this time.

The House Committee on the Judi-
ciary has a certain amount of jurisdic-
tion over drugs as the result of the en-
actment of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Act and the Narcotics Addicts Re-
habilitation Act, and we share this juris-
diction with the distinguished Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
and work together in a most harmonious
way.

I want to congratulate the committee
on bringing out this very important bill,
I trust that it will be enacted overwhelm-
ingly. I certainly, in particular, want to
thank the chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROGERS)
for the cooperation that he has extended
to the Committee on the Judiciary in
this area in the past and to assure the
gentleman and the entire committee of
our continued cooperation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 12089 and to commend the distin-
guished members of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce for
their achievement in producing so com-
prehensive a piece of legislation to meet
the national crisis of drug addiction.
Special praise and commendation is due
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my able and knowledgeable colleague,
Representative PauL Rocers, who, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Public
Health and Environment, presided over
extensive hearings on this important bill,
and this praise must extend as well to the
other members of this subcommittee.

H.R. 12089 sets forth as a declarafion
of national policy the commitment of
the Federal Government to focus its
resources and bring them to bear on drug
abuse for the purpose of significantly re-
ducing the incidence of drug abuse and
drug addiction in the United States with-
in the shortest practicable period of time.
This commitment to a national war on
drug addiction has been a long time com-
ing. For many years a scourge, largely
contained behind the walls of the Na-
tion’s ghettos, drug addiction was not
recognized as a national crisis until the
mid 1960’s when the drug epidemic
reached beyond the ghetto to infect the
white middle class.

Yet even this belated recognition of
crisis failed to stir the Federal Govern-
ment to significant action. Until this bill,
and its companion measure recently
passed by the Senate, we have seen the
enactment of several important pro-
grams by the Congress, including the
pioneering Narcotic Addict Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1966 which was introduced
by Chairman “erLier of the Judiciary
Committee, but we have not seen the
kind of leadership and coordination of
these drug abuse programs which has
been needed to make them effective
against the growing ravages of drug ad-
diction, intensified by the tragedy of the
Vietnam war.

H.R. 12089 provides a structure for the
coordination of the Federal Govern-
ment’s drug-abuse programs. It estab-
lishes a Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention in the Executive Office
of the President and gives the Director
of that Office the authority to provide
overall planning and policy and estab-
lish objectives and priorities for all Fed-
eral drug-abuse prevention functions. As
anyone who is familiar with the Federal
bureaucracy knows, more important
than the authority is the power to bend
the bureaucracy to a desired course. This
bill gives the Special Action Office that
power by providing that the Director will
not only review, but will be able to mod-
ify the budgets and implementation
plans of any Federal department or
agency with responsibility over drug-
abuse programs. Other important fea-
tures of the bill include the establishment
of a national drug-abuse training center
to train drug-abuse treatment profes-
sionals, the creation of a program to pro-
vide technical assistance to State and
local agencies, and the amendment of the
Public Health Service and Community
Mental Health Centers Acts to provide
for a substantial increase in available
facilities in local communities for the
treatment and rehabilitation of narcotic
addicts.

We are indeed fortunate that the
President has chosen as the first Direc-
tor of the Special Action Office the very
able Dr. Jerome Jaffe. Dr. Jaffe, who has
broad experience in the treatment and
rehabilitation of narcotic addicts, ap-
peared before my Judiciary Subcommit-
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tee immediately after his appointment
by the President in June. He impressed
us all with his testimony at that time and
we look forward to working closely with
him in our efforts to find a more mean-
ingful role for the Federal Government
in the treatment of addicts.

H.R. 12089 deserves the support of this
entire Chamber. The lack of adequate
Federal commitment is a major reason
for the presently insufficient funding of
treatment and rehabilitation programs.
I have hope that this bill will begin to
concentrate the full resources of the Fed-
eral Government toward the achieve-
ment of the stated national goal of sig-
nificant reduction of drug addiction in
the United States.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WHiTE) for any questions that the gen-
tleman might have.

Mr. WHITE. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me, and I
want to ask certain questions concern-
ing this bill.

First of all, on page 13, it says that the
Director is authorized “to review and
as he deems necessary modify insofar as
they pertain to Federal drug abuse pre-
vention functions,” and so on.

Does that allow the Director to change
grants already made for community pro-
grams throughout this Nation?

Mr. STAGGERS. No, it does not.

Mr. WHITE. It does not, and he can-
not?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is correct.

Mr. WHITE. Going down further on
page 13 to line 17, I gather from the
wording of subsection (2) that the Direc-
tor allocates all funds concerning all
drug abuse programs throughout this
country by the Federal Government?

Mr. STAGGERS. The gentleman is
referring to subsection (2) ?

Mr. WHITE. Yes.

Mr. STAGGERS. If says “to the extent
not inconsistent with the applicable ap-
proportion acts, to make funds available
from appropriations to Federal depart-
ments and agencies,” and so forth.

No, not any more authority than OMB
has already.

Mr. WHITE. For instance, we have
now & program whereby the Veterans’
Administration will treat drug addicts
after they are discharcsed from the serv-
ice. Can the Director reallocate those
funds that this Congress appropriates
for this program?

Mr. STAGGERS. No. I would say this
to the gentleman, that the VA has to
make a line item request in the budget
for drug abuse programs and the use
for the money has to be explained.

Mr. WHITE. On page 17 there is a pro-
vision whereby the Director can, after
examination, write a letter or contact
the President of the United States and
indicate that he does not think that the
money is being used properly and that
the programs are not for the best bene-
fit for the prevention of drug abuse, and
the President after studying these can
indeed make changes by directives.

Does this mean we are delegating to
the President through the activities of
the Director the opportunity to change
law?

Let us go back to the same illustra-
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tion as before where we provide funds
for the Veterans' Administration to treat
veterans for drug addiction after they
are discharged. Supposing the Director
determines this is not a proper manner
in which to treat veterans. Can the Di-
rector then contact the President and the
President then, by Executive order,
change that feature of our law? Are we
delegating that authority?

Mr. STAGGERS. No; we are not chang-
ing the law in the least bit. And we are
not giving the President any more au-
thority than he has now to change the
law.

Mr. WHITE. I believe there is one
other feature that we should examine.

On page 19, the bill says that the Di-
rector can tap any manpower resources
in the Federal Government for a period
of 90 days with or without the consent
of the particular department, but after
that time then he would have to have
the consent of the department head in
order to use the particular personnel.

Is that the intention of the commit-
tee? That is the way I read that partic-
ular section.

Mr. STAGGERS. Where has the gen-
tleman been reading from?

Mr. WHITE. Starting on page 19, line
5, subsection (1).

The bill says:

The Director may

(1) take such action as may be necessary to

request the assignment, with or without re-
imbursement, * * *

Which I presume means without re-
imbursement to the department—
of any individual employed by any Federal
department or agency and engaged In any
Federal drug abuse prevention funetion or
drug traffic prevention function to serve as
a member of any such task force; except that
no such person shall be so assigned during
any one fiscal year for more than an aggre-
gate of ninety days without the express ap-
proval of the head of the Federal depart-
ment or agency with respect to which he
was so employed prior to such assignment.

In other words, he can tap any individ-
ual in the Federal Government without
reimbursement to that agency, with or
without the consent of the department
head.

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes; because this is
to help with special task forces to help
city and local governments. If we did not
have the authority to do this, there would
be delays in - lot of places in establish-
ing more efficient methods to put into
operation.

I would point out that there must be
a request.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, we are to-
day voting on what has to be character-
ized as the most comprehensive approach
to the demand side of the drug problem
to come before the House—legislation to
create the Special Action Office on Drug
Abuse.

As chairman of the Republican task
force on drug abuse and a member of the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, I have had the pleasure to work
closely with Dr. Jerome Jaffe, who will
direct the Special Action Office, in at-
tempting to secure the enactment of this
legislation. Dr. Jaffe’'s experience and
background in the area of drug abuse
uniquely qualifies him to head the as-
sault on drug addiction.
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The key provision in the bill is the
mandate in section 221(a) that the Di-
rector “shall provide overall planning
and policy and establish objectives and
priorities for all Federal drug abuse pre-
vention functions.” There has been and
still is a tremendous overlap in govern-
mental drug programs, with a resultant
lack of coordination. For instance, NIMH
in fiscal year 1971 spent $33.5 million on
treatment and rehabilitation of addicts;
OEO spent $12.1 million; VA spent $700,-
000; HUD spent $13.7 million; and the
Justice Department (LEAA) spent §7
million. Some of these agencies, such as
LEAA, lack the competence to make such
grants, as their area of expertise is not in
drug treatment.

The Director is also authorized to de-
velop improved methods for determining
the extent of drug addiction and abuse
in the United States. The current esti-
mate of 315,000 addicts is based on infor-
mation which is very unreliable. In my
own State of Florida, for instance, the
estimate of the number of narcotic ad-
dicts and drug users is considerably less
than the number of addicts or users now
enrolled in various treatment programs
in the State—a figure which is known.

Further provisions provide for the au-
thorization of $40 million for fiscal year
1973 and 1974 to finance the develop-
ment or demonstration by other agencies
of new approaches and to finance the ex-
pansion of existing activities which are
effective or needed.

In addition, $20 million for fiscal year
1973 and $25 million are authorized for
fiscal year 1974 for drug research and
development. The sum of $2 million is
authorized for fiscal year 1972, $3 million
for fiscal year 1973 and $5 million for
fiscal year 1974 for a National Drug
Abuse Training Center.

Additional spending for both research
into finding an antagonist and blockage
drug to drug addiction and the develop-
ment of trained drug treatment profes-
sionals is long overdue. In the first ses-
sion of the 92d Congress, I introduced an
omnibus drug treatment bill which also
contained substantial funding for both
of these areas.

Although the funding levels for these
areas are not as large as I believe may be
necessary, they will provide a good begin-
ning. One of the greatest weaknesses in
present treatment programs has been a
lack of trained professional or parapro-
fessional personnel. The New York State
program to commit addicts has not been
as successful as the California commit-
ment program primarily because of a
lack of trained personnel.

Other provisions in the legislation will
establish treatment programs in commu-
nity mental health centers and Publie
Health Service hospitals and facilities.
The use of such facilities to treat addicts
will provide an immediate, needed in-
creased capacity to treat addicts.

Section 305 of the bill authorizes grants
to States for planning with respect to
drug abuse prevention functions. This is
the first recognition by the Congress that
grants for drug treatment should be
made directly to the States instead of to
grantees within a State—as they pres-
ently are—oftentimes, irrespective of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

how that program relates to an overall
State’s needs. I have recently introduced
legislation—H.R. 12843—that would ex-
pand this and provide that all treatment
grants go directly to the States if the
State meets certain criteria, including
the establishment of a State narcotic
treatment agency to ascertain the State’s
needs, develop a comprehensive State
program, and establish standards for
such programs.

H.R. 12084 which we vote on today does
not provide all of the answers to the
enigma of drug abuse, but it does create
needed organizational machinery and
provides badly needed funding to treat
and rehabilitate the burgeoning addict
population in this country.

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 12089, to establish with-
in the executive branch a Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, and to
concentrate and focus the resources of
the Nation against the problem of drug
abuse. This bill, Mr. Speaker, is the result
of an extensive investigation into the
problem by the membership of the Sub-
committee on Public Health and Envi-
ronment, an investigation which included
21 days of hearings beginning on June
19, 1971, and concluding on November 8,
1971. At these hearings over 100 witnesses
were heard from, with the subcommittee
receiving testimony not only here in
Washington but also in St. Louis, Mo.;
Fort Worth, Tex.; New Orleans, La.; New
York City; and Richmond, Va.

Mr. Chairman, every Member of Con-
gress and, indeed, every American must
be well aware of the seriousness and ex-
tent of the drug abuse problem in this
country. Its effects are all around us—re-
flected in the increase in vioclent crimes
felt throughout our society; in the pain
and hardship suffered by individuals,
families, and entire communities; in the
physical and psychological threat posed
to the health and welfare of the entire
Nation. Clearly the problem has reached
epidemic proportions. And I must em-
phasize, Mr. Chairman, that it is an epi-
demic which knows no social, economie,
or even geographic borders. From New
York City to rural Maine, the tragedies
of drug abuse have affected all segments
of the population.

Likewise, among American servicemen
stationed overseas, the problem of drug
abuse is one which demands immediate
and extensive attention. While estimates
vary widely on the numbers and percent-
ages of American servicemen in South-
east Asia seriously addicted to narcotics,
the figures—even at the lowest esti-
mates—are significant and frightening.
And the illicit flow of dangerous drugs
from other parts of the world into our
country continues despite the efforts of
this Government in securing the coopera-
tion of foreign powers. As a member of
the Subcommittee on Public Health and
Environment vitally concerned with this
problem, I have visited the Far East—
most recently in August of 1971—to wit-
ness firsthand the extent of drug abuse
among our servicemen, and to investigate
the sources of international traffic in il-
licit drugs.

The responses of our Government in
the last several years to the growing
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problems of drug abuse in our own coun=
try and illicit trafficking abroad have not,
I am afraid, been so effective as they
might have been. But H.R. 12089, I feel,
will go a long way toward focusing in a
meaningful and workable way the ef-
forts of this Government in this regard.
Our hearings revealed that on the “de-
mand” side of the drug abuse problem
alone, at least nine different Federal
agencies and departments have been in-
volved, with programs ranging from edu-
cating teenagers to training ex-addiects
for work. H.R. 12089 attempts to coordi-
nate all of these activities, in order to
bring about the most effective deploy-
ment of Federal resources in this area.

The subcommittee’s investigations in
five cities outside Washington have
pointed forcefully to the need for coordi-
nation of Federal efforts in the field of
drug abuse. The subcommittee found, for
example, that in several cases treatment
centers were not even aware of what ac-
tivities neighboring centers were engaged
in. Then, too, there has been a serious
shortage of funds for several of our larg-
er cities which are especially plagued by
the problem of hard drug abuse. H.R.
12089, which authorizes $411 million over
the next 3 years, will provide the funds
necessary to give the problem of drug
abuse the high national priority it un-
questionably deserves. And these funds
will be effectively targeted, under this
legislation, to those areas whose needs
are greatest.

In short, Mr. Chairman, I believe that
H.R. 12089 will help enable the Govern-
ment to move forcefully and quickly in
the coming years, so that the tragic and
pervasive problem of drug abuse in this
country can be effectively solved. In clos-
ing, I would like to commend my distin-
guished colleague and friend, Mr. Rog-
ers, for his devoted, thorough, and con-
sistently outstanding performance in
guiding this bill from our subcommittee
to the floor of the House.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, too
many of our young people have suffered
the cruel effects of drug abuse. Too many
parents have gone through the agony of
sleepless nights and tense visits to the
police station or hospital because of a
child struck by the ogre of narcotics. Too
often this agony ends in tragedy.

H.R. 12089, which is before the House,
would permit a hopeful beginning in a
coordinated national fight against drug
abuse. By establishing a Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention within
the Executive Office of the President,
this bill provides for central coordina-
tion of the different Federal activities
now in existence in the field of drug
abuse.

We welcome this first step. H.R. 12089
also provides for some $411 million in
Federal funds for drug abuse programs,
including treatment and rehabilitation
services at community health centers
and Public Health Service facilities.

Thousands of lives and millions of
dollars are wasted each year because of
drug abuse and related problems. Today
the House has the opportunity to re-
spond to pleas for help by our people.
‘We must support a national drug abuse
program that can save lives. It is my
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sincerest hope that my colleagues in the
House will assert forceful and necessary
leadership in the critical area of drug
abuse by passing H.R. 12089, and estab-
lishing a Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of HR. 12089, a
bill providing for a Special Action Office
for Drug Abuse Prevention. In a message
to Congress in June of last year, Presi-
dent Nixon called for the establishment
of such an office to coordinate the activi-
ties of the Federal Government in this
area of national concern. An interim of-
fice has been established by Executive
order but for this new office to have
maximum impact, the legislative author-
ity and funding provided in the legisla-
tion under consideration today is desper-
ately needed.

We are all aware of the magnitude
of the problem of drug abuse in our
country—daily, we are bombarded with
statistics which document its ever-widen-
ing scope. And the alarming facts which
have been presented to us have jolted
the Congress into action. In the last 3
years there has been an increase of near-
ly 600 percent in Federal expenditures
for treatment and rehabilitation and an
increase of more than 500 percent in
funding for research, education and
training. In addition, the administration
has taken a number of significant steps
in the international arena in an attempt
to block the entry of illicit drugs into the
United States, including the negotiation
of agreements with Turkey, France, and
Mexico.

Yet the proportions of this problem
demand even further action and stronger
initiatives. At present, the activities of
the Federal Government in this area are
spread through nine Federal agencies;
clearly, a higher degree of coordination
is called for if our efforts are to be suc-
cessful. I believe that the Special Action
Office provided for in this legislation will
contribute greatly to our efforts to edu-
cate the public about the dangers inher-
ent in the use of drugs, to conduct the
necessary research into the short- and
long-range effects of the use of drugs,
and to institute comprehensive rehabili-
tation programs for those already de-
pendent on drugs who are inflicting harm
on themselves as well as on society. I
therefore urge my colleagues to join me
in strongly supporting this measure.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, today
an extremely important bill comes before
us, & bill to heal an area in which there
can be no liberal or conservative, no Re-
publican or Democrat. HR. 12089 calls
for a team and an attacz which must be
all-American if the terrible scourge of
drugs is to be rid from our midst. So far,
there has been no really national effort
to combat this menace. Now, with H.R.
12089, we have the first few small steps
toward the consolidation of such an at-
tempt.

Mr. Chairman, our major cities, as we
all know, face the twin and terrible
threats of the O.K. Corral and the con-
centration camp. For, if we cannot stem
the drug traffic and stop the lawlessness
which it induces, we will see law and
order such has only been visited upon
totalitarian countries.
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But the problem of drugs and the aw-
ful toll it exacts on human lives is not
a phenomenon of big cities alone. It ex-
ists in small towns, in the South, in the
North, in the Midwest, in the Rockies.
It has become a major threat to my own
State of Wyoming, once thought a place
of peace and seclusion; but it has come
there and it is a problem about which no
society can be permissive. Mr. Speaker,
I cast my vote for H.R. 12089, mindful of
its shortcomings, aware of the hard jour-
ney that we will face in conquering this
problem. For in my mind there is a small
ticking as of a bomb, put there by the
following warning article from the Wyo-
ming Eagle of January 19, 1972:

DruGs Sarp MAJOR PROBLEM

(Eprror’s NoTe—This is the seventh and
final article in a series on Wyoming criminal
procedures. This article deals with Natrona
County.)

(By Tracy Ringolsby, Jr.)

A rapldly increasing drug problem faces
Natrona County and it shows no sign of
letting up in the future, according to the
Natrona County Comprehensive Law En-
forcement Plan.

“In the category of narcotics the crime
rate from the year 1967 is increasing at a
tremendous rate,” according to the report.
“The total line runs at almost zero from
1965 through 1967 and then it wings up to
above 60 to 64 in the span from 1967
through 1870.”

The report sald it was anticlpated 76 per-
sons would be arrested on drug charges in
the county in 1972, an increase in excess of
138 percent,

The report said County officlals were work-
ing at controls for the problem. The sherliff
is getting a trained dog and full time deputy
to work in the search for drugs and Casper's
police chief placed a full-time man on the
problem.

The report sald a trend toward the use of
harder drugs would create more problems.

“We can anticlpate that narcotics will be-
gin affecting the other crime categories such
as robbery and breaking and entering be-
cause as these people become more addicted
to hard drugs they are golng to have to have
money to feed their habit,” it said.

The report said there was a general in-
crease throughout the county in all crimes.

“Criminal actlvity on the whole is up in
Natrona County and the city of Casper,” it
was reported. “Crime statistics indicated a
disproportionate number of violent crimes
and property crimes in relatlon to popula-
tion.

The report sald juvenile crimes were an
Increasing problem. It sald further help was
needed for juvenile counselors who present-
ly obtain background summaries on individ-
uals through a conversation with subjects
and parents, From these summarles a decl-
sion is made whether to go to court.

“If the counselor had a staff to make these
background studies rather than having to
go through the court to get the welfare of-
fice to do them, he would conceivably be able
to cut the number of cases that must go
through the court,” the report said.

There are no facilitles for juveniles or
women In the Casper city jall according to
the report and “the only ventilation to the
cell area is through windows that open
outside in the corridor or small windows in
the Individual cells that are covered with
heavy screens that only open Into the
garage.”

It sald the only heating in the city jall
was from hallway radiators.

“The county jall was constructed in 1930
and met the building codes in force at that
time,” it sald. “Emergency power is avall-
able but not on an automatlc basls. It would
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require at least 10 minutes to get it opera-
tional.”

The report sald a new state law required
Natrona County, by January 1975, to adopt a
county court system to replace the present
Justice courts. It would replace the two jus-
tice courts in Casper and one in Edgerton
with a full-time judge. It would also have
concurrent jurisdiction with the district
court in clvil cases up to $1,000 and crim-
inal jurisdiction covering any misdemeanor.

The case load was not expected to be too
high because presently the justice court ar-
raigned all cases before they are bound over
to district court.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in full support of H.R. 12089. This hill
provides for the creation of a Special Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention
under a Director having broad powers
over the conduct of drug abuse treatment,
rehabilitation, education and research
programs and activities throughout the
Federal Government.

This legislation has long been needed.
There have been too many diversified
programs on this serious problem of drug
abuse, The diversification has not helped
to stem the tide of drug abuse. The co-
ordination of the programs under one
person will give meaningful direction and
the greater and most beneficial use of
dollars appropriated to these programs.
It will give greater utilization of enforce-
ment legislation.

Aid given to the law enforcement of-
ficers and programs aimed at elimination
of the spread of drug abuse in the streets
is just as important as destroying the
drugs at its source. If there is no market,
there is no import. I am indeed pleased
that emphasis will also be placed on the
illegal dispensing, manufacturing and
import of barbiturates which has been in-
creasing in the incidence of drug abuse.

I applaud the President on his an-
nounced choice of Myles Ambrose to be
the one to head this program. Mr. Am-
brose has served the State of New York
well and efficiently with the waterfront
commission and in other capacities, and
has been an excellent U.S. Commissioner
of Customs. He and his department have
been in the forefront in the fight to
stamp out the illegal smuggling in of
narcoties and have one of the most com-
mendable records of seizure of narcotics.
We will miss Commissioner Ambrose as
our commissioner of customs but are
happy in the knowledge that he con-
tinues as a dedicated public servant and
especially in the fight against drugs.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope this
legislation will be quickly passed by the
House and the Senate so that we may get
on with this next effort to stamp out
this scourge of drug abuse which
threatens our Nation.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, drug
abuse is a disease, a national disease.
Like other afflictions it respects neither
age nor wealth, neither race nor status.
The epidemic in drug abuse has had tell-
ing effects throughout our society. Vio-
lent crime, street crime, is a well-known
companion of addiction. The Armed
Forces have been seriously hobbled by
drug use within their ranks. Families,
both urban and rural, both black and
white, have been disrupted cruelly when
one of their members has taken flicht
from reality through the use of chemi-
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cals. The health bill that this condition
presents to the Nation is staggering.

As a nation we long regarded the trag-
edy of drug abuse to be purely criminal
in nature. We dealt with the user as
with any other felon. We confined him,
we ostracized him. To a large extent, we
condemned him to a life centered on
drugs, and dependent on crime. We chose
to turn our backs on the root causes of
the problem, and conveniently shunted
its victims from sight.

As a nation we viewed drug abuse as a
local problem. We consigned the guilt for
the continuing failure to make progress
on this front to the inadequacies of local
programs and personnel. We have now
come to realize the national proportions
of the crisis.

The bill for the creation of a Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention
begins the task of meeting the problem
head on. It seeks to provide national co-
ordination in the fields of policy, plan-
ning, and objectives. Prevention and
treatment must work together if they are
to work at all. The creation of a special
office gives our commitment its proper
emphasis and high priority. The repre-
sentation on the National Advisory
Council of the Secretaries of Defense and
Health, Education, and Welfare—plus 12
appointed members—properly recognizes
their special responsibilities in this field.
The inclusion of community health cen-
ters and public health facilities in drug
treatment and rehabilitation programs
affirms the national will to deal with
drug abuse.

Some may say that HR. 12089 is only
one step, but it is a strong and necessary
step. I heartily endorse it.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 12089, to
create a Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention. I commend Chairman
Staceers and Subcommittee Chairman
Rocers for the expertise and energy
demonstrated during the exhaustive
committee investigation. I recommend
adequate funding for this vital legisla-
tion since anticipated results will not be
forthcoming otherwise.

This legislation represents a new be-
ginning in the faltering war we are wag-
ing against narcotics. Our efforts to date
have not been an unqualified success.
The number of addicts in this country
increases daily despite recent adminis-
tration efforts to stem the flow of heroin
across our borders. Heroin enters the
blood streams of our youth and crosses
socio-economic boundaries. Heroin over-
doses in Cook County alone last year ac-
counted for 310 deaths with no indica-
tion that the crisis has reached its peak.

This legislation before us in Congress
today provides the coordination neces-
sary to effectively deal with the problem,
The Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention will be a unifying force for the
proliferation of Federal, State, and local
agencies now active in drug prevention.

In addition to establishing a National
Drug Abuse Training Center, the bill
provides that existing community
health centers and public health service
facilities will be utilized where feasible.
Too often in the past, Congress has opted
for creating a new agency to deal with
a problem without first considering ad-
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justments in agencies already in exist-
ence.

As a member of the Select Committee
on Crime, I am in total agreement with
the section of the bill providing for in-
creased pharmacological research to find
a chemical substitute for heroin. After
extensive hearings in the Crime Com-
mittee last year, it became evident that
a full-scale research effort must get un-
derway to provide blocking or antagon-
istic drugs as well as detoxification agents
to ease withdrawal for addicts. While the
methadone approach is a step in the right
direction, I do not consider it a suitable
solution to the problem.

Each day we delay, more Americans
succumb to heroin addiction. Each time
we postpone our legislative responsibility,
the problem becomes more insurmount-
able. The time is now, gentlemen. We
may not have too many days left.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port H.R. 12089, creating a Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, and I
urge all Members to join in supporting
this long overdue step toward dealing
with drug abuse in America.

The massive drug problems which we
face today demand the central coordina-
tion of the Nation's drug abuse control
efforts which this legislation would estab-
lish. There are an estimated 250,000
heroin addicts in the United States today.
Together they spend $7.5 million per day
or approximately $2,737,500,000 per year
to buy their drugs. If 75 percent of those
addicted resorted to crime to support
their addiction, the cost in crime to sus-
tain the heroin habit nationwide would
be in excess of $8 billion per year.

The human cost of heroin addiction is
even more shocking. At least five Amer-
icans die each day as a result of narcotics
abuse., The physical and psychological
states of countless more deteriorate to
the point where they are unable to func-
tion in society. Caught in the endless
cycle of “highs,” crime, and arrests, they
neglect not only themselves but their
families. One of the greatest tragedies of
drug abuse today is the heroin baby—a
child born addicted to heroin because its
mother was addicted during pregnancy.

Because of the complex nature of the
drug crisis in the United States, it is
necessary to approach this problem at
many different levels. On the so-called
supply side of drug abuse, some strik-
ing advances have been made. A beefed-
up Customs Bureau has made record
seizures of narcotics entering the coun-
try during the last year, confiscating a
total of 1,309 pounds. Internationally,
the U.S. Bureau of Narcotics and Dan-
gerous Drugs has uncovered some strands
of the drug supply network, and the
Government of Turkey, perhaps the
main supplier of opium in the world, has
pledged to eliminate all opium cultivation
at the end of the 1972-72 crop year.

I have concentrated much of my own
efforts in Congress on the problem of in-
ternational drug traffic. I was pleased
that the Congress accepted an amend-
ment which I offered to the recent for-
eign aid bill requiring the President to
cut off economic and military assistance
from countries refusing to cooperate in
the international control of illegal nar-
cotics. Much more needs to be done in
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the field of international narcotics con-
trol, of course, for as one clandestine
supply route is severed, another seems to
take its place almost immediately. How-
ever, the passage of this amendment as
well as tke other steps which have been
taken provide some optimism that we are
headed in the right direction on the sup-
ply side of the narcotics problem.

The “demand” side of the narcotics
problem has been hindered in the past by
the fact that at least nine different agen-
cies and departments have had jurisdic-
tion over treatment and education pro-
grams. While the various programs at
times complemented each other, they too
often worked against each other, causing
inefficiency and duplication. No authority
has ever existed in any individual or gov-
ernmental body to coordinate the Na-
tion’s resources in an overall attack on
the demand side of the drug problem.

It is exactly this problem which H.R.
12089 seeks to overcome. This legislation
creates a Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention with the power to pro-
vide central, comprehensive coordination
of the Federal drug abuse control effort.
It delegates to the Director of this agency
sweeping powers over the conduct of drug
treatment, rehabilitation, education, and
research programs throughout the Fed-
eral Government. These powers include
the authority to direct drug abuse pre-
vention functions of all Federal orga-
nizations, including the Department of
Defense and the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, and encompass an extraordinary
authority over the Special Action Office’s
own budget, a power traditionally exer-
cised by the Office of Management and
Budget.

The mandate of this legislation states
that the Director “shall provide overall
planning and policy and establish ob-
jectives and priorities for all Federal drug
abuse prevention funections.” The powers
given to the Director in this bill should
allow him to carry out this mandate with
a minimum of redtape and bureaucratic
duplication. They should allow him to at-
tack the drug problem in the only way it
can be effectively handled—through a
coordinated national effort under central
Federal direction.

During the past year I have been par-
ticularly concerned with the problem of
drug abuse in the Armed Forces. Last
spring I introduced legislation which
would provide drug rehabilitation for ad-
dicted GI's right in the military itself.
It would require that no addicted service-
man be discharged until judged free of
his habitual dependence. This provision
would protect both the drug addict by
giving him proper treatment, and the
society to which the improperly treated
GI would return, to a life of crime and
SOTTOW.

The legislation which we are consid-
ering today will give the Director of the
Special Action Office authority over
Armed Forces drug rehabilitation and ed-
ucation programs, Such authority is nec-
essary if the Director is to carry out the
coordinated effort which the mandate
demands. However, in delegating this
power Congress must not abdicate its
own authority and responsibility to des-
ignate what the military drug abuse
control effort should include. I hope that
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Congress will supplement the Special
Action Office legislation by passing H.R.
8216, my bill for a comprehensive pro-
gram of drug treatment in the armed
services itself. By doing this, the Con-
gress can provide a further mandate for
the Director of the Special Action Of-
fice—a mandate to assure the effective
treatment and rehabilitation of the
thousands of GI's addicted to drugs.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
if we are serious about doing something
to stem drug abuse and help drug-de-
pendent people, we should pass this legis-
lation. We cannot possibly hope to wage
an effective eampaign against the drug
menace if the resources we have to do it
with are scattered throughout the Fed-
eral Government, lacking any interde-
partmental coordination and direction.

H.R. 12089 follows the President’s re-
quest last year for the establishment of
a Special Office of Drug Abuse Prevention
to provide central comprehensive co-
ordination of the Federal Government's
activities in the area of drug abuse. The
Director of this new Office situated in
the Executive Office of the President
would have broad powers to conduct
overall planning and policy and estab-
lish objectives and priorities for drug
abuse treatment, rehabilitation, educa-
tion, and research programs throughout
the Federal Government.

Briefly, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
comment on the extent of the drug abuse
problem. Generally, the illegal use of
marihuana, amphetamines, barbiturates,
hallucinogenics, and narcotics is consid-
ered to be a big city problem. But evi-
dence clearly shows that it has perme-
ated every income level and every part
of the country, including America’s small
towns and countryside. We do not think
of drug use being a problem in rural
areas, but increasingly it is. The total
drug arrest increase for rural areas from
1964 to 1969 was 600 percent. Arrests of
persons under 18 years of age increased
1,400 percent in the same period.

As a Representative of a rural con-
stituency, these figures are of concern
because we have seen the emergence and
spread of drug use in southeastern Ohio.
Researchers conducting a drug survey
stated to us that:

There is a true drug problem here and
more and more of our youth are becoming
tangled in its web.

Local law enforcement authorities,
health personnel, and school officials
have told us of the problems they are
facing and their concern about future
trends. One prosecuting attorney con-
ceded:

We have a serious problem at hand, but I
am not sure we have the knowledge to cope
with the causes of drug use.

Truly, drug abuse is a national menace
demanding a full measure of our atten-
tion and resources. How well we organize
ourselves and utilize our resources will
determine our success in fighting this
affliction which has grown to epidemic
proportions. H.R. 12089 provides for the
development of a coordinated long-term
Federal strategy that is so essential to
effectively curb drug addiction and abuse
at the earliest possible time. I support
the bill and urge its passage.
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Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill authorizing the estab-
lishment of a Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention with the goal of
better coordinating the many and varied
Federal programs dealing with drug
abuse and addiction. I think that the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce has brought to the House a
sound hill and it is my sincere hope that
the overwhelming margin by which it will
be passed will help convince the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to recommend
funding equal to the authorization.

At the same time, I would warn my
colleagues that we must go much further
than this legislation if we really intend
to get at the roots of the drug menace.
By all means, let us coordinate and
streamline the Federal antidrug efforts.
Let us better disseminate the results of
drug research. Let us focus even greater
attention on the causes and implications
of drug abuse.

But at the same time, let us be con-
stantly aware that reorganization cannot
be an adequate substitute for resources;
that no amount of special offices or ad-
visory councils can take the place of a
far greater Federal investment in drug
abuse research, programs aimed at pre-
venting young people from getiing in-
volved with drugs in the first place, and
treatment and rehabilitation programs
for those already addicted.

There has been far too much rhetoric
and far too little real action in these
areas. In New York, for example, Gov-
ernor Rockefeller has declared all-out
war against narcotics at the outset of
each of his three terms. Apparently, those
declarations of war were never backed up
by an offiensive, for in his latest message
the legislature, Governor Rockefeller
called instead for the Federal Govern-
ment to take on the challenge, urging:

A total mobilization . . . to save the youth
of the world from the devastation of drugs.

At the same time, the New York State
Narcotics Addiction Control Commission
has informed us that State-funded pro-
grams to prevent drug addiction in New
York City’s elementary, junior, and sen-
ior high schools will end by next Septem-
ber 15. Why? Because the Governor's
budget priorities find room only for $9
million for these programs out of $7.9
billion in the total budget. What this
means is that drug prevention programs
at 92 high schools and in each of the
city’s 31 decentralized school districts
will be cut off abruptly unless Federal
funds are made available.

What good will it do to divert these
funds, as the Governor is doing, to treat-
ment services if by turning our backs on
the young we merely give impetus to the
cycle of drug abuse that threatens an en-
tire younger generation? Treatment and
rehabilitation must be high priorities, but
there can be no higher priority in the
drug abuse war than prevention.

I hope that my colleagues will resolve
that the bill we pass here today will be
Jjust one phase of a total commitment to
win the war against drug abuse. That
commitment can only be met if we de-
mand full appropriations for the pro-
grams now underway.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr, Chairman, I rise to
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speak in favor of H.R. 12089 because the
creation of the Special Action Office on
Drug Abuse Prevention is a necessary
first step in dealing with this Nation’s
grave drug abuse problem. The passage
of this bill will bring about positive ac-
tion in the monitoring and coordination
of drug abuse programs. I am aware that
some of my colleagues question the advis-
ability of investing money in this effort
to bring drug abuse under control. I have
no doubt that they share every Ameri-
can citizen's concern about this problem.
I sincerely feel we must take positive ac-
tion to eliminate drug abuse and do it
now. However, I am hopeful that this bill
will be considered as merely a first step
and that in the future Congress will see
fit to implement stronger and more com-
prehensive measures to increase the ef-
fectiveness of this country’s efforts to
halt the illicit flow of all dangerous drugs.

In this regard, I hope that Congress
will consider legislation that will coor-
dinate and consolidate the existing pro-
grams that deal with the illegal traffick-
ing of drugs. If we are to be successful in
overcoming the drug abuse problem we
must make a concerted attack on all as-
pects of the problem. We must unify our
efforts on the “source” as well as the
“aftereffects” of drug abuse. I am skep-
tical that this can be accomplished with-
out consolidating the “supply” and the
“demand” of drug abuse. It is for this
reason that I will strongly support leg-
islation that will unify all Government
action in drug abuse control.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to voice my support for this measure
which would create a Special Action
Office on Drug Abuse Prevention.

The scope of the drug abuse problem in
this country has expanded in recent
years to the point that now, like a can-
cerous growth, it threatens to destroy the
very fabric of our society. One can hardly
pick up a newspaper or listen to a news
report today without some new story of
drug abuse.

Clearly the time has passed when con-
demnation or mere dismay is enough.
This situation demands action; action
which is concerted and coordinated to-
ward eliminating heroin addiction once
and for all. :

It is true that we have done a great
deal to eliminate the supply of heroin
and other dangerous drugs as they are
transported across the country. This ef-
fort has succeeded in blocking the traffic
of large quantities of drugs before they
ever reached the streets.

However, it is apparent that as long
as there remains a sufficient demand for
these products there will always be a
steady supply. Regardless of the legal
penalties we impose, regardless of the
vigilance of our law enforcement agen-
cies, as long as addicts are willing to pay
the price, there will be suppliers of
heroin.

Mr. Chairman, that is why this
measure is so vital. It recognizes that in
order to defeat the menate of addiction,
we must attack it on all fronts. We must
not only attempt to cut off the supply of
drugs but, also wipe out the demand for
them. Finally, we must rehabilitate those
now victimized by addiction.

I am proud to say, Mr. Speaker, that
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I have joined with over 100 Members of
this House in sponsoring legislation
which would allocate funds to find a
lasting cure for heroin addiction. At the
present time, the most widely used heroin
substitute, methadone, falls shorts of an
adequate cure.

Therefore, through research we must
develop a heroin antagonist which is long
lasting, which in nonlethal and which is
neither addietive or euphoric. Methadone
meets none of these criteria. To be sure,
this is no easy task, but it is nonetheless
one which we must undertake.

This legislation takes the first steps
toward that goal. Indeed, it goes beyond
finding a medical cure for addiction to
include a National Training Center for
drug abuse study. Additionally, it will
provide money to community health cen-
ters so that they can provide their
patients with the drug treatment which
many of them desperately need.

Mr. Chairman, in short, we have an
opportunity to create a concerted plan
for action that would join private and
public sectors in the battle to effectively
control and eventually defeat this terrible
epidemic.

Faced with a problem of this propor-
tion, one which has afflicted over a quar-
ter of a million Americans, we can ill
afford to ignore this opporutnity. I there-
fore respectfully urge that this vital leg-
islation receive the support of all my
colleagues.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly urge and hope that the House
will overwhelmingly approve this bill be-
fore us, HR. 12089, to establish a Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention.

The evidence presented here in support
of this measure, unhappily and unfor-
tunately, demonstrates, beyond question,
that drug abuse throughout this country
has reached the most alarming propor-

tions, that this modern plague runs
through all segments of our population,
and that its impact upon the individual
health and military efficiency of the
members of our armed services represents
an increasingly critical problem. Ob-
viously there is then, as the President
recently emphasized, a great urgency to
establish, as soon as possible, a national
unit to provide overall planning, policy,
objectives and priorities in the Federal
drug abuse prevention effort.

That is precisely what this bill is de-
signed to do through the creation of this
Special Action Office and it will also re-
sult in the amendment of our existing
law to enable our community health
centers and public health service facili-
ties to extend drug treatment and re-
habilitation services at the local levels,

Mr. Chairman, the objectives con-
tained in this measure are undoubtedly
essential to the national health and
safety of our people; the appropriations
proposed, over the next 3 years, for the
achievement of these objectives are un-
questionably within reason.

In summary, this bill constitutes a
further, vigorous and timely step to
prudently marshal and concentrate,
under one office and direction, our pres-
ent programs and resources for the more
rapid and effective elimination of the
scourge of drug abuse in this Nation and
it merits the resounding approval of the
House.
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Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I applaud the action of the House
today in its resounding passage of H.R.
12089 which will create the Special Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention,
Perhaps at long last we can untangle
the maze of Flederal, State, and city pro-
grams aimed at the prevention and treat-
ment of drug addiction. Our complex of
drug treatment facilities has grown
astronomically and has only been sur-
passed by the growth in the numbers of
addicts that populate our city streets,
hospitals, and morgues. The frustration
of those of us who have seen hope after
hope dashed on the rocks of despair
reminds me of the recent hit song about
the man going 90 miles an hour down a
dead-end street. Until now it has been
a dead-end street and the legislation we
pass today offers the only hope for a
breakthrough into an era where we can
begin to eliminate the scourge of addic-
tion that is robbing this Nation of the
vitality of millions of its youth and bil-
lions of dollars of its resources through
wasted lives and crime.

I have known of the work of Dr.
Jerome Jaffee for many years and of his
very able assistant, Mr. Paul Perito, who
through his work on the House Select
Committee on Crime, chaired by the dis-
tinguished Member from Florida, Mr.
PerpER, brought to the attention of the
House an unbelievable picture of the
spread of addiction throughout our coun-
try.

I know they have for many months
been eager to get on with the task of
solving the Nation’s drug problems. I
know that they bring an abundance of
talent and energy to the Special Action
Office and that once the Congress makes
this legislation a public law in the not
too distant future, they will with all good
speed, in the words of President Nixon:

Instill a sense of urgency in Federal and
federally supported drug abuse programs.

It is my urgent hope that as part of
their efforts they will pay especial atten-
tion to those unfortunate servicemen
who have become drug casualties while
fighting for their country or while serv-
ing in distant lands. The ranks of the
Nation's junkie corps are swelled daily
by ever increasing numbers of GI
junkies whose only hope of survival is a
massive Federal program to get them off
of drugs and keep them off.

‘While this legislation concerns itself
primarily with civilian programs for the
treatment of drug abuse, it cannot sepa-
rate the civilian drug problem from the
military drug problem. The bulk of the
hard core drug abusing GI's will even-
tually turn up in one of the programs
covered by H.R. 12089,

For example, 30 percent of the male
addicts currently in the Federal pro-
grams at Fort Worth, Tex., and Lexing-
ton, Ky., are former servicemen, the bulk
of whom became addicted or had their
habits worsen during their tours in the
military. Yet these facilities have not
begun to receive GI's addicted during
the surge of heroin use which began a
yvear ago in Vietnam.

So I ask on this momentous occasion
of House passage of H.R. 12089 that the
Director of the Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention give urgent and
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special consideration to this Nation's
addicted servicemen. The Congress and
the mothers and fathers of our addicted
GI's will expect no less.

Mr. RODINO, Mr. Chairman, I am very
pleased to have this opportunity to speak
in support of HR. 12089, to establish a
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention.

I have long been deeply concerned
about the perilous drug problem which
has engulfed this country. We are beyond
doubt confronting a crisis situation, for
narcotics addiction has reached epidemic
proportions.

In fact, I wish to emphasize that in
June of last year, in testimony in support
of legislation I have introduced to pro-
vide a mandatory medical treatment pro-
gram for narcotics addicts, I stated:

It has been a little over a year since I first
testified before this Subcommittee with re-
spect to the necessity for enacting extensive
treatment legislation. Durlng that year, the
severity of the drug epidemic has drastically
intensified. In view of the magnitude and
scope of the drug abuse problem in this
country, it is no longer accurate to describe
it in terms of “an epidemic” or as a “problem
which has reached serious proportions.”

It is beyond that now; and unless we take
immediate and decisive measures to attack
this problem, the capacity of our Government
to eventually control this problem will be
greatly diminished. This disease is no longer
restricted to the urban ghettoes of our so-
clety. It has now spread to our suburban
areas, and the scourge of heroin has infected
many children in our elementary schools.
Narcotics addiction is decimating our youth
and damaging the baslc fabric of Amerlcan
soclety. In describing this problem, it is not
my intention to provoke alarm or arouse
sensationalism, but instead to describe the
situation as it actually exists.

Mr. Chairman, that was in June of
1971, and unfortunately the situation as
it actually exists today is just as bleak
and grim.

Therefore, I am pleased to strongly
support the bill before us. It was the
result of extremely thorough and inten-
sive study by the House Public Health
and Environment Subcommittee, and I
want to commend the members of the
subcommittee and of the full Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee for
their excellent accomplishment in bring-
ing before the House this significant
measure to deal with the “demand side”
of the drug abuse problem.

Establishment of a Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention as a
component of the Executive Office of
the President, as proposed by President
Nixon on June 17, 1971, is in my judg-
ment a vitally important action in what
he rightfully termed our “crusade”
against drug abuse.

This is a united, bipartisan effort, and
I am heartened that Members of both
parties in Congress and the executive
branch can join in this effort to combat
narcotics addiction.

Presently the Federal Government'’s
activities in this area have been carried
on by at least nine different agencies and
departments, and have ranged from sup-
porting programs which educate teen-
agers to those which train exaddicts for
jobs. With establishment of the Special
Action Office we will provide, I believe
what the committee report envisages as
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a “central comprehensive coordination
of the Federal effort.”

‘With approval of this legislation, there
should be actual improvement in our
governmental activities in fighting nar-
cotics addiction. In addition, there would
be a most significant impact because we
will officially state that “it is the policy
of the United States and the purpose of
this act to focus the resources of the
Federal Government and bring them to
bear on drug abuse to significantly reduce
the incidence of drug addiction and drug
abuse in the United States within the
shortest practicable period of time, and
to develop a comprehensive coordinated
long-term Federal strategy to combat
drug abuse.”

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the ap-
proval of H.R. 12089.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support H.R. 12089, a bill to
create the Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention. I have supported
bills in the past to prohibit foreign nar-
cotic drugs from unlawfully entering the
United States, to amend the Narcotic
Addiction Rehabilitation Act of 1966 to
provide for involuntary civil commit-
ment of narcotic addicts charged with a
crime, and to provide increased penal-
ties for distribution of heroin.

As a continuing step in our fight
against drug abuse, I am pleased to give
my support to this bill. I believe that this
bill will help to meet the needs of our
society in dealing with the problem of
drug abuse. It would provide for central-
ized coordination, through one national
agency, of all the various volunteer State
and local programs attempting to deal
with the problem of drug addiction. It
would also provide these agencies with
the tools they need through the pharma-
ceutical research grants contained in this
bill.

The third aspect of this bill is its
emphasis on community programs,
strengthening, unifying, providing the
tools to these community-based pro-
grams, in order to deal with the problem
of drug abuse within their own loecal
areas.

Fourth, the training program included
in this bill would provide an educated
and professional cadre, schooled in the
latest techniques of combating the dis-
ease of drug addiction,

Fifth, Mr, Chairman, I feel that an es-
sential part of this bill is the provision to
provide a standard for the measurement
of success. Not only would this allow us to
identify the location and extent of the
problem, but also to indicate the success
or lack of success of specific programs.
We will be able to determine how much
crime is being committed now as the
result of drug abuse, how many and what
types of narcotics the offenders are ad-
dicted to, and, as this program gets un-
derway, we will have a gage of just how
effective this program is in reducing drug
abuse and rehabilitating the addiet.

The final aspect of this bill is that it
will coordinate, on a large scale, all the
forces of government from local agencies
to the national administration: health,
education, welfare, justice, mental
health—all those segments of the gov-
ernment which deal in society, to weld
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them together into an effective narcotic
fighting force.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this bill
before us today, coupled with the tough
international crackdown on the illicit
drug trade, represents & massive offen-
sive in the war on drug abuse. When
there are 200,000 to 250,000 addicts in
the United States, when we realize that
there are 10,400 estimated addicts on
heroin alone in the District of Columbia,
15,000 drug addicts in Maryland and an
estimated 5,000 addicts in Prince
George'’s County, which I represent, when
we have our law enforcement officials re-
porting constant increases in drug-re-
lated crime, when we have the sheer
physical results of lung damage, brain
damage, liver damage, anemia, mental
deterioration, suicidal tendencies, un-
predictable behavior, hallucinations, un-
consciousness and death from suffoca-
tion and choking, then, Mr. Speaker, we
are definitely dealing with a dreaded
disease, a disease which we know is
spreading in epidemic proportions. I be-
lieve that it takes a bill of this nature to
deal adequately with this threat to our
society. Our forces on the local level
through volunteer organizations and
public agencies have been trying to deal
with the drug program for many years.
In Prince Georges County, Md., we
have had the Jaycees banding . together
with the board of education, the depart-
ment of social services, the sheriff’s

office, health department, Lion's Club,
county commissioners, as well as other
organizations, all trying to deal with
this problem of drug abuse. They have

many worthwhile programs, they have
learned a great deal, and are doing much
good. This bill will give us the effective
tools and the national coordination we
nezd to weld together effectively volun-
teer, private, local, community, national
forces in an all-out offensive against
drug abuse.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I am
certainly proud to have had a part in
developing this legislation and would
like to direct my remarks today to that
man whom the President has selected to
lead this most vital effort against this
omnipresent enemy of our society.

Dr. Jerome H. Jaffe, Director of the
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention and Special Consultant to the
President for Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs, arrived in Washington, D.C., just
8 short months ago with the monumen-
tal assignment to pull together all the
ongoing drug abuse programs in more
than 10 Federal agencies, to reevaluate
their effectiveness and to make recom-
mendations as to the need for redirec-
tion of certain ongoing programs, the
abolishment of certain others which
might be a duplication of effort, and the
establishment of new programs where
there had previously been none.

Dr. Jaffe is not a diplomat or a politi-
cian, He is one committed wholly to this
cause of quelling the drug abuse problem.
Asked if he could have the one thing in
the world he wanted, he responded, “50
dedicated people to work 18 hours a
day.” And a better example of dedication
wotuld be hard to find. He lives to do all
that is humanly possible to accomplish
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the objective of reducing the human suf-
fering and chaos that arises when drug
users remain untreated, and he is willing
to expend himself in the process.

His credentials speak for themselves.
As former director of the drug abuse
program at the Department of Mental
Health of the State of Illinois as well as
associate professor for the Department
of Psychiatry at the University of Chi-
cago, Dr. Jaffe was producing promising
results under his multimodality addiction
plan. If the patient was not making
progress under one treatment, another
was tried. He pioneered the use of new
substances to reduce the use of heroin
and comprehensive approaches in which
methadone maintenance and therapeu-
tic community approaches were com-
bined. The success of this approach
stands out in results, with two out of
three of his patients being freed of illicit
drugs.

In addition, Dr. Jaffe has been a con-
sultant to numerous State and local gov-
ernments and private organizations and
has been a frequent contributor to many
professional journals. His energy and in-
novativeness are without confinement.
Dr. Jaffe is not just another bureaucrat
either—he has, however, in a very short
time, become very wise to bureaucratic
techniques and will not be one to be
dealt lightly with. He demands action—
nothing more, nothing less. And he is
fast putting together a team of action-
oriented specialists to assist him in car-
rying out his mission. What better ap-
proach than this, to effectively deal with
a problem which grows in geometrical
leaps and bounds daily and will con-
tinue to do so unless immediate action
is not only called for but taken?

Dr, Jaffe, well-known as “the most
brilliant mind in drug abuse today,” can
and will do the job that he was called
on to do. I insert in the REecorp, Mr.
Speaker, an article which appeared in
the February 1972, issue of Signature,
“Perle Mesta He's Not: Man on the
Move—Jerome Jaffe.” It exemplifies
even further the individual toward whom
our Nation looks for an effective solution
to drug abuse:

CuURRICULUM VITAE; JEROME HERBERT JAFFE

Formal education:

Temple University: A B., Psychology, 1954;
M.A., Experimental Psychology, 1956.

Temple University School of Medicine:
M.D., 1958.

Awards and honors:

Temple University, College of Liberal Arts:
Magna cum laude; Distinction in Psychology:;
Alumni Prize: highest academic average; Psi
Chi Award (scholarship and achlevement in
psychology); Psi Chi Honorary Soclety.

Temple University School of Medicine:
Summer Research Fellowship in Pharma-
cology, 1957; Babcock Honorary Surgical So-
clety; Alpha Omega Alpha; Merck Award:
outstanding achieyvement in Medicine during
senior year; Mosby Scholarship Award: high-
est four year average in medicine.

Fellowships:

USPHS Post Doctoral Fellowship in Phar-
macology, 1961-1964.

USPHS Research Career Development
Award, 1964 to 1966; 1967 to 1970.

Major interests: Psychopharmacology: use
and abuse of psychoactive drugs—biological
and soclological aspects.

Experience and Tramms:

Rotating Internship: U.S. Public Health
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Service Hospital, Staten Island, New York,
1968-1959.

Residency in Psychiatry: U.S. Public
Health Service Hospital, Lexington, Ken-
tucky, 1959-1960.

Psychiatric Staff: U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice Hospital, Lexington, Kentucky, 1960-1961.

Post Doctoral Fellow, Interdisciplinary
Program: Albert Einstein College of Medicine,
1961-1962.

Post Doctoral Fellow and resident In psy-
chiatry: Albert Einstein College of Medicine
and Bronx Municipal Hospital Center, 1862—
1964.

Assistant Professor, Department of Phar-
macology and Instructor, Department of
Psychlatry, Albert Einstein College of Medi-
cine, 1964-1966.

Assistant Professor, Department of Psy-
chiatry, University of Chicago, 1966-1969.

Associate Professor, Department of Psy-
chiatry, University of Chicago, 1969-July
1971 (on leave of absence).

Director, Drug Abuse Program, Department
of Mental Health, State of Illinois, 1967-July
1971.

Present position:

Director, Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention, Executive Office of the
President, The White House.

Special Consultant to the President for
Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs.

Memberships in Organizations:

Alpha Omega Alpha.

Sigma Xi.

American Psychlatric Assoclation.

American Soclety of Pharmacology and Ex-
perimental Therapeutics.

American College of Neuro-Psychopharma-
cology.

New York Academy of Science.

American Assoclation for the Advance-
ment of Science.

Illinois Psychiatric Boclety.

World Psychliatric Association.

Consultantships, Advisory Panels
Editorships:

Member, Editorial Board—International
Journal of the Addictions, 1966-.

Member, Review Committee—Center for
Studies of Narcoties and Dangerous Drugs,
NIMH, 1966-1971.

Visiting Assistant Professor of Pharma-
cology and Psychiatry, Albert Einstein Col-
lege of Medicine, 1966-1971.

Visiting Lecturer, University of Texas,
Medical Branch, 1966-1971.

Consultant—Illinois Narcotic
Council, 1966-1968.

Consultant—New York State Narcotic Ad-
diction Control Commission, 1967-1970.

Member, Committee on Narcotics & Dan-
gerous Drugs—Illinois State Medical Society,
1968-1971.

Member, Technical Advisory Board—Na-
tional Coordinating Council on Drug Abuse
Education & Information, 1969-1971.

Secretary, Section on Drug Dependence—
World Psychiatric Association, 1969-1971.

Member—Advisory Board—Psychopharma-
cologia, 1970—.

Member, Committee of the Division of
Clinlcal Pharmacology, American Soclety for
Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeu-
tics, 1970-.

Member, Advisory Committee—Drug Abuse
Training Center, California State College,
Hayward, California, 1970-1971.

Consultant, Bureau of Drugs Advisory
Panel Systems, Department of Health, Edu-
cation & Welfare, 1970-1971.

Special Consultant (Technical Advisor)—
Expert Committee on Drug Dependence,
World Health Organization, Geneva, Switzer-
land, 1970.

Member—American Psychiatric Associa-
tlon Task Force on Alcoholism, 1970-1871.

Consultant—Joint Information Service,
Amercan Psychiatric Association and the Na-
tlonal Association for Mental Health (Pro)-

and

Advisory
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ect on Current Methods for the Treatment
of Addiction), 1970-1971.

In addition to these on going advisory and
consulting activities, Dr. Jaffe has been, over
the past three years, an invited participant
in more than fifty national and international
conferences and symposia. He has also served
as special consultant to a number of state
and local governments interested in de-
veloping drug abuse treatment or educational
programs and to a number of temporary
State and Federal advisory panels, school sys-
tems, not-for-profit corporations, and pri-
vate Industries. On assuming his current
position, Dr. Jaffe resigned many of his re-
sponsibilities as consultant and board mem-
ber.
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PerLE MESTA HE Is NoT: MAN ON THE MOVE—
JEROME JAFFE

(By John Peer Nugent)

In the briefing room of the White House
last June 17th, President Richard Nixon an-
nounced that the “Public Enemy Number
One in the United States is drug abuse” and
declared a $382 million war on an addiction
that now afflicts the entire nation without
regard for race, status or address.

To direct his unprecedented attack, the
President picked no glamorous name, no
political chum, no bureaucratic centurion.
He reached all the way to Chicago’s south
side ghetto for Dr. Jerome Herbert Jaffe, a
brilliant, brusque 37-year-old psychopharma-
cologist who has been battling abuse of
drugs with sclence and medicine since 1954,
the year before tranquilizers became a popu-
lar way out of problems for millions of
citizens.

The selection of Jaffe to head the Speclal
Action Office of Drug Abuse Prevention
(SAODAP) was based on hard facts. The
Illinois Drug Abuse Program he then directed
was producing the most promising results
coming out of the nation’s 12,000 drug abuse
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programs. Two out of three of Jaffe's patients
were free of 1llicit drugs; the program’s
1,700 patients were saving Illinois citizens
about $60 million annually—the amount
they would normally be stealing from soclety
to maintain their $100-a-day heroin habits.
(The nation loses an estimated 86 to $8 bil-
lion annually to addicts.)

The President quickly served notice to the
public and his Administration that the
chunky dynamo in the gold-rimmed glasses,
who begins whirling at 6 a.m. and rarely
stops before midnight, was going to be both
relentless and demanding in the way he
directed his campaign. “Dr. Jaffe {s contro-
versial,” Mr. Nixon sald. “He is blunt. He is
abrasive. He is going to knock heads to-
gether. [And he is also] very compassionate.”

It was for those very reasons that Mr,
Nixon has given Dr. Jaffe unique powers to
bring drug abuse under control. Account-
able directly and only to the President, he
has policy control over a major gamut of
agencies: HEW's National Institute of Men-
tal Health, Office of Education, Food and
Drug Administration and the National In-
stitutes of Health; HUD's Model Citles Ad-
ministration; the Justice Department’s Bu-
reau of Prisons and the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration; the Veterans'
Administration. He is, in effect, executive
officer of what, when, and how the Federal
Government handles drug abuse prevention,
education, treatment, rehabilitation, train-
ing and research. He selects the priorities,
evaluates the approaches, allocates the
money.

From the start, Jaffe, who considers him-
self an empiricist not Interested in sim-
plistic responses, knew of the challenges
ahead of him. On the one hand, there was
getting the President's drug bill through a
Democratlc Congress that could certainly
use drug abuse as & powerful domestic issue
this year; on the other was the growing ad-
diction to heroin as the number of known
users passed the 250,000 count and the
amount of heroin selzed in the country
Jumped 2,000 percent in a year. And, as
soon as he was appointed, instant cynies
labeled him “the drug czar.”

"To use an analogy from embryology,” Jaffe
says matter-of-factly, “it would be difficult
even for the sophisticated observer to know
if we shall develop into a lovely child of bi-
partisan goodwill or a deformed toad whose
parentage might better be left unspecified.”

A more committed man to bring forth
the child would be hard to find. He took a
$20,000 cut in salary to go to Washington.
At this writing, his close family life has
been reduced to overnight visits to his Chi-
cago home to be with his wife Faith and their
three children Mirlam, 11; Celia, 9; and Ari,
3%. His only diversion in Washington—be-
tween conferences—is house hunting out in
the suburbs.

Jaffe is rather unique in Washington; he
is a man with a single purpose who finds little
need or place in its pursuit for socializing
or hobbles. He is more frustrated than relaxed
by leisure time. When he reads it is on the
move, from a stapled bundle of Xeroxed
newspaper and magagzine articles on drug
abuses he is handed by a press aide each
morning. He also has little time to discuss
matters not connected with his assign-
ment and he appears to recharge his bat-
terles with, not book or break, but a sharp,
yeasty discussion on a new approach to abuse,
He thrives on problems; he relaxes by work-
ing out their solutions.

The offices of SAODAP are found in a
three-story red brick colonial building with
electrified gas lamps on the front steps at
712 Jackson Place, about 200 paces from
the west gate of the White House. With a
hastily collected staff of 44 psychiatrists,
pharmacologists and educators, it is here in
unmarked, unplagqued, unheralded, close
quarters that Jaffe plots not only how to
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stem the tide of heroin addiction but also
how to educate the nation about the dan-
gers of and the cures for all illicit drug
abuse,

Jaffe is a political independent who can't
remember how he last registered so he doesn’t
see drugs in a political light. “We intend to
develop a unified response to a national
problem,” he says in a voice that often shows
impatience with wasting time on words. “We
do not intend to be another layer of bu-
reaucracy. We will have little sleep but
were we to do less we might not sleep at all.”

Such dedication to purpose has earned him
the highest respect among colleagues on
campuses and In hospitals and clinics
around the nation. They refer to him as “the
golden boy of the health profession.” Peter
Hammond, director of Washington’s pres-
tigious Natlonal Institute Coordinating
Council on Drug Education (which is
chaired by Art Linkletter) says of Jafie: “He
Ls the most brilllant mind in drug abuse to-

ay.”

Because of his Herculean load, Jaffe’s life
is necessarily a spartan one. He doesn't
smoke, is almost not aware of what he is eat-
ing and only drinks an occasional Bloody
Mary “for the tomato julce.” He’s never cer-
tain of his weight because, as he says, “it
fluctuates remarkably with the amount of
time I have to eat.” He's been known to walk
out of Washington's much heralded “be
seen’ restaurant, Sans Souci, “because they
didn't serve fast enough.”

For a man known for being able to create
a sense of urgency among his staff, his of-
Jficial blography Is sbout as inspiring as a
medical report. A Philadelphian, Jaffe
studied psychiatry at Temple University and
received his A.B. with magna cum laude
honors in 1954. In 1956 he completed his
M.A. in experimental psychiatry and also his
M.D. at Temple's Medical School. He did his
residency at the U.S. Public Health Hospital
in Lexington, Kentucky, where he came in
contact with drug addiction for the first
time. In a rare moment of personal reflec-
tion, he recalls finding the thousands of ad-
dicts that he treated there were “people I
could relate to. Even with all their problems
they were very human people I thought I
wanted to help. The professional relation-
ships are not as cold as the textbooks would
have you belleve. In a time of crisis, one's
response s almost as a friend.”

From 1960 to 1866 he did research in
drugs and behavior at the Albert Einstein
College of Medicine in New York. In 1966,
he came to the University of Chicago in or-
der to further develop his innovative mul-
ti-modality addiction plan which today is
being applauded nationally, In 1968 the state
of Ilinois named him director of its program
and Jaffe put his plan to work. In it, pa-
tients are assigned according to needs to
therapeutic communities, psychotherapy,
methadone maintenance, or treatment with
one of the non-addictive narcotic antagon-
ists such as cyclazocine. If the patient is not
progressing under one treatment, he is
shifted to another, because the objective is
to cure, not to prove that any one system is
the answer.

Jaffe more often than not arrives at work
by taxi rather than government car. He
bounds up the steps and into his first floor
office which is devoid of any adornments ex-
cept for the framesd copy of the Executive
Office order establishing his agency and a
United Airlines 100,000 Mile Club paper-
welght which leans against a copy of Ralph
Nader's report on Vanishing Air.

His jacket comes off as he moves into the
high-cellinged chamber that was once an
elegant 18th-century dining room but now
serves as his operational nerve center.

His perpetual motion both physically and
mentally creates a mood which is frantle,
sometimes disorganized but never dull or
slow. He has still to obtain a permanent sec-
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retary. He finds it easler to place his own
long-distance phone calls. The great sliding
wooden doors that cut his office off from
the front hall open and close with the fre-
quency of a rodeo chute to let in herds of
visitors—congressmen for briefings, interna-
tional organization representatives seeking
program directions and drug abuse profes-
slonals from across the nation offering their
services.

On the phone to MIT's Jerome Wiesner, sci-
ence advisor to Presidents Johnson and Een-
nedy, he says: “Come on down here and re-
lieve me and 11l write a foreword for your
next book.” Jaffe wants him as a consultant
but learns shortly after the conversation that
he has lost him to the presidency of MIT.

To Professor Gordon Heistad, director of
the University of Minnesota’s drug informa-
tion and education program and just off the
plane he explains: “If you last until mid-
night, you're on. If you last past 8 pm., I'll
draft you.” All day long it's that way as he
tries to get an urgent slew of both short-
and long-range drug abuse programs out of
the paperwork rtage and into practice.

During his first 90 days in office, master
innovator Jaffe has put into action no less
than 34 projects almed at both the short-
range problem of drugs in Vietnam and the
long-range challenges such as spotting new
drug abuses when they first break out—be-
fore they reach epidemic proportions. He is
not only studying the behavior of drug users
upon their return from Vietnam, but he is
also monitoring returning non-users to see
if the Vietnam experience alters their later,
Stateside behavior,

Jaffe has already implemented a detoxifica-
tion system for early detection of drug use.
He quickly convinced the Army to send over
a team of civillan ex-addicts, now working
in drug abuse programs arcund the country,
to brief military medical pecple on the var-
fous approaches to get users on the road to
“cleaning up.”

Though Jaffe has the highest respect for
what professionals can accomplish in the
drug abuse campalgn, he is also a firm be-
liever in the importance of ex-addicts. For all
their scientific expertise, professionals are
not as successful in getting hardcore addicts
to turn off as are those who have been there
and back. When one of thelr own “raps” with
them, users respond much more positively.
Also, 1t is much easler to fake a dedicated
doctor out of position than a hard-nosed ex-
addict who still has all the tricks fresh in his
mind. That's why Jaffe recently (and suc-
cessfully) recommended to the Pentagon they
hire, “as civillan technlcal assistants,” five
ex-addicts to work In Vietnam as consultants
with military professionals setting up on-
scene programs. He is now compiling a data
bank that will eventually be able to detect
drug using trends across the country and
sound a warning signal before they reach
crisls proportions the way heroin has.

When red tape is mentloned, Jaffe pushes
back in his black swivel chair, straightens
out a paper clip into a tooth pick and says
with an exacting, slightly high-pitched voice
that “the strategy has to be that out of
chaos, something good will happen. If you
don't take risks nothing worthwhile will
come out of it. It's like Guthrie’s cat—if you
retreat you'll never know cause and effect.”

Jaffe learned quickly that some of the
agencies put under his thumb give up “turf”
power about as reluctantly as a street gang.
“I'm sensitive to everyone else being sensi-
tive of their territory,” he says, while wait-
ing for his educational team to arrive for a
conference. Still, he demands the agenciles
be concise about their drug abuse goals.
“The strategy has to be feasible,” he says
bluntly. “I have to know the resources and
what the goals are. I'm really going to be an
8.0.B. but I must know their goals.”

Jaffe takes his Presldential assignment
very personally, carrying his responsibility
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mostly alone because, at this stage, there
still aren’t that many knowledgeable drug
abuse specialists on his team.

“If you're a doctor, you're charged with a
responsibility,” he explains. “You can con-
sult all you want but that does not divest
you of the responsibility that you are
charged with. We can’'t walt for everyone to
be in agreement. We must move now. The
President has charged us with that damned
responsibiilty.”

With no offer of coffee, the educational
meeting starts. It deals with funding a pro-
gram to set up courses on drug history in
universities. As the idea is worked over, Jaffe
asks for qulet and says: “What you want to
diseuss is: is this a relevant goal and why?
Why not offer a course in dandruff in soclety
instead of drugs in soclety?”

So charged, the group of educators ad-
journs to a third floor conference room to
dig into the subject while Dr. Jaffe ushers
into his office a group of Smithsonian In-
stitute designers headed by deputy under-
secretary Robert Brooks, who is involved with
a major drug abuse exhibit planned for
April. He listens to thelr plans, studies the
displays and asks questions about goals.
After 15 thoughtful minutes, one of the
Smithsonian people asks if Jaffe could rec-
ommend a few drug abuse experts they might
consult on certain aspects of the exhibit.
Jaffe 1s thoughtful about it. He walks along
his library pulling out books and tossing off
names of men and women he would recom-
mend.

He then launches into a discussion about
educating citizens on the problem, removing
myths and biases about drug abuse—i.e., that
it is a secret attempt to enslave all blacks or
that it is part of an international con-
spiracy. “We must try to deal with the thing
on a rational basis,” he says. “Without that,
it is hard to convince skeptics. If someone
says it's a Communist plot to destroy our
youth, you might waste too much time just
saying it isn’t. And that’s a waste of effort.”

“The desire to consume drugs has nothing
to do with one’s state in life,” Jaffe insists.
“There is an argument to stop all pharma-
ceutical advertising dealing with drugs. You
could say that was okay. But in other times
when there were no advertisements, people
were pushing drugs. In the Civil War there
were no billboards but plenty of morphine
addiction, and today we are grappling with
much more than that, Individual responsi-
bility is too easy a handle. If we were ab-
solutely convinced that jogging three miles a
day would add to our lives, how many of us
would do it? Look at smoking. There's some-
thing strange about the human being's re-
spect about health. Behavior is very resistant
to it."

The man who has to be the most apolitical
member of Mr. Nizon's first team is coldly
critical of the rumors that whirl around
Washington about drug abuse becoming a
political football. “Any politicians who would
use this crisis for votes will have to look
into their own hearts to see if they are de-
laying issues for political reasons,” he says.
“I am committed to this cause. Politics come
second to the cause. There are an awful lot
of citizens who feel we have only one country.
Obviously to some that is naive and anachro-
nistic, Still, a lot of people are joining the
cause. Damn little is being offered them ex-
cept the chance to do something for their
country. If that is passe, so be it."”

When you're around Jerome Jaffe any
length of time, you get the definite impres-
sion he’s one man who has found that today’s
Washington can not only be challenging, but
very productive for a mind that doesn’t cry
out for help but is dedicated to dispensing
it instead.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-

tleman from West Virginia has expired.
All time has expired.
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Pursuant to the rule, the Clerk will
now read the bill by titles.
The Clerk read as follows:

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

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION

oF PoLicY; DEFINITIONS

SrECIAL ACTION OFFICE

FOR DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION

Trrie III OTHER AGENCIES

TITLE I—FINDINGS AND DECLARATION
OF POLICY; DEFINITIONS
Sec.

101. Congressional findings.
102. Declaration of national policy.
108. Definitions.

§ 101. Congresslonal findings.

The Congress makes the following find-
ings:

(1) Drug abuse 1s rapidly increasing in the
United States and now afflicts urban, subur-
ban, and rural areas of the Nation.

(2) Drug abuse, especially heroin addic-
tion, substantially contributes to crime.

(3) The adverse impact of drug abuse in-
flicts increasing pain and hardship on indi-
viduals, families, and communities and un-
dermines our institutions.

(4) The success of Federal drug abuse pro-
grams and activities requires a recognition
that education, treatment, rehabilitation, re-
search, training, and law enforcement efforts
are interrelated.

(5) The effectiveness of efforts by State and
local governments and by the Federal Gov-
ernment to control and treat drug abuse in
the United States has been hampered by a
lack of coordination among the States, be-
tween States and localities, among the Fed-
eral Government, States, and localities, and
throughout the Federal Establishment.

(8) Control of drug abuse requires the
development of a comprehensive coordinated
long-term Federal strategy that encompasses
both effective law enforcement against illegal
drug trafiic and effective health programs to
rehabilitate victims of drug abuse.

(7) The increasing rate of drug abuse con-
stitutes a serious and continuing threat to
national health and welfare, requiring an
immediate and effective response on the part
of the Federal Government.

§ 102, Declaration of national policy.

The Congress declares that it is the policy
of the United States and the purpose of this
Act to focus the resources of the Federal
Government and bring them to bear on drug
abuse to significantly reduce the incidence
of drug addiction and drug abuse in the
United States within the shortest practicable
period of time, and to develop a compre-
hensive coordinated long-term Federal strat-
egy to combat drug abuse.

§ 103. Definltions.

(a) The definitions set forth In this sec-
tion apply for the purposes of this Act.

(b) The term “drug abuse prevention
function” means any program or activity
relating to drug abuse education, tralning,
treatment, rehabilitation, or research, and
includes any such function even when per-
formed by an organization whose primary
mission is in the fleld of drug trafiic preven-
tion functions, or is unrelated to drugs. The
term does not include any function defined
in subsection (c) as a “drug trafic preven-
tion function.

(c) The term *drug trafic prevention
function” means—

(1) the conduct of formal or Informal
diplomatic or international negotiations at
any level, whether with foreilgn governments,
other foreign governmental or nongovern-
mental persons or oganizations of any kind,
or any international organization of any
kind, relating to traffic (whether licit or
illieit) in drugs subject to abuse, or any
measures to control or curb such traffic; or
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(2) any of the following law enforcement
activities or proceedings:

(A) the investigation and prosecution of
drug offenses;

(B) the impanelment of grand juries;

(C) programs or activities involving in-
ternational narcotics control; and

(D) the detection and suppression of illicit
drug supplies.
TITLE II—SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR

DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION

CHAPTER
1. GENERAL PROVISIONS
2. FUNCTIONS OF THE DIRECTOR
3. Apvisory CoOUNCIL

Chapter 1.—GENERAL PROVISIONS

. Cltatlon as the Speclal Actlion Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention Act.

. Establishment of Office.

. Appointment of Director.

, Appointment of Deputy Director,

. Appointment of Assistant Directors.

. Delegation.

. Officers and employees,

. Employment of experts and consultants.

. Acceptance of uncompensated services,
210. Grants and contracts.

211, Acting Director and Deputy Director.
212, Compensation of Director, Deputy Di-
rector, and Assistant Directors.

213, Statutory requirements unaffected,
214, Termination of authority.
215, Appropriations authorized.

§ 210. Citation as the Special Action Office
for Drug Abuse Prevention Act.
This title may be cited as the “Special Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention Act”.

§ 202, Establishment of Office.

There 1s established in the Executive Office
of the President an office to be known as the
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Preven-
tion (hereinafter in this Act referred to as
the “Office”).

§ 203. Appointment of Director.

There shall be at the head of the Office a
Director who shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate.

§ 204, Appointment of Deputy Director.
There shall be in the Office a Deputy Direc-
tor who shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. The Deputy Director shall act as
Director durlng the absence or disabllity of
the Director or in the event of a vacancy in
the office of the Director,
§ 205. Appointment of Assistant Directors.
There shall be In the Office not to exceed
six Assistant Directors appointed by the Di-
rector.

§ 208. Delegation.

Unless specifically prohibited by law, the
Director may, without being relieved of his
responsibility, perform any of his functions
or duties, or exercise any of his powers
through, or with the ald of, such persons in,
or organizations of, the Office as he may
designate.

§ 207. Officers and employees.

The Director may employ and prescribe the
functions of such officers and employees, In-
cluding attorneys, as are necessary to perform
the functions vested in him. At the discretion
of the Director, any officer or employee of the
Office may be allowed and paid travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence, in the same manner as is authorized
by section 5703 of title 5, United States Code,
for individuals employed intermittently.

§ 208. Employment of experts and con-
sultants.

The Director may obtain services as au-
thorized by section 3109 of title 5 of the
United States Code, at rates not to exceed
the rate in eflect for GS-18 of the General
Schedule, and without regard to any limita-
tion on the number of days or the period
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of such service, except that, at any one time,
not more than fifteen individuals may be
employed without regard to such limitation.

§ 209. Acceptance of uncompensated services,
The Director is authorized to accept and
employ in furtherance of the purpose of this
Act or any Federal drug abuse prevention
function, voluntary and uncompensated
services notwithstanding the provisions of
section 3679(b) of the Revised Statutes (31
U.B.C. 666(b)).
§ 210. Grants and confracts.

(a) In carrying out any of his functions
under this title, the Director is authorized
to make grants to any public or nonprofit
private agency, organization, or institution,
and to enter into contracts with any agency,
organization, or Institution, or with any
individual.

(b) To the extent he deems it appropriate,
the Director may require the recipients of a
grant or contract under this secgion to con-
tribute money, facilities, or services for car-
rying out the program and activity for which
such grant or contract was made.

(e¢) Payments under this section, pursuant
to a grant or contract, may be made (after
necessary adjustment, in the case of grants,
on account of previously made overpayments
or underpayments) in advance or by way of
relmbursements, and in such installments
and on such conditions as the Director may
determine.

(d) Any Federal department or agency
may enter into grant or contractual arrange-
ments with the Director and, pursuant to
such a grant or contractual arrangement,
may exercise any authority to use any per-
sonnel or facilities which would otherwise
be avallable to such department or agency
for the performance by it of iis authorized
functions.

§ 211, Acting Director and Deputy Director.

The President may authorize any person
who immediately prior to the date of enact-
ment of this Act held a position in the execu-
tive branch of the Government to act as
the Director or Deputy Director until the
position in question is for the first time
filled pursuant to the provisions of this
title or by recess appolntment, as the case
may be, and the President may authorize
any such person to recelve the compensa-
tion attached to the office in respect of which
he serves. Such compensation, if authorized,
shall be In lieu of but not in addition to
other compensation from the Unlted States
to which such person may be entitled.

§ 212. Compensation of Director, Deputy Di-
rector, and Assistant Directors,

(a) Section 5318 of title 5, United States
Code, 1s amended by adding at the end there-
of the following:

“(20) Director of the Special Action Office
for Drug Abuse Prevention.”

(b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following:

“(p4) Deputy Director of the Speclal Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention.”

(¢) Bectlon 5316 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following:

“(131) Assistant Directors, Special Actlon
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (6).”

§ 214. Statutory requirements unaffected

Except as authorized in sectlon 226, noth-
ing in this Act authorizes or permits the Di-
rector or any other Federal officer to waive or
disregard any limitation or requirement, in-
cluding standards, criteria, or cost-sharing
formulas, prescribed by law with respect to
any Federal program or activity. Except with
respect to the conduct of drug abuse preven-
tion functions, nothing in this Act shall be
construed to limit the authority of the Sec-
retary of Defense with respect to the opera-
tion of the armed forces or the authority of
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs with
respect to furnishing health care to veterans.
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§ 214, Termination of authority

The authority of the Director under chap=-
ter 2 and the authorlty of the Council under
chapter 3 terminate on January 1, 1874,

§ 215. Appropriations authorized

(a) For the purposes of carrying out the
provislons of this title, except for the pro-
visions of sections 223, 224, and 225, there are
authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972 $10,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973;
and $£10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974.

(b) For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of section 223, there is authorized
to be appropriated $40,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and June
30, 1974,

(¢) For the purpose of making grants and
contracts under section 224, there are au=-
thorized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974.

(d) For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of section 225, there are author-
ized to be appropriated $2,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1872, £3,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
$5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974,

Chapter 2—FUNCTIONS OF THE DIRECTOR
Bec.
221.
222,
223.
224,

Concentration of Federal effort.

Funding authority,

Special Fund.

Encouragement of certain research and
development,

Natlonal Drug Abuse Training Center.

Single Federal share requirement.

Recommendations regarding drug traffic
prevention functions.

Resolution of certain confiicts.

Liaison with respect to drug traffic pre=-
vention,

Technical assistance to State and local
agencies,

Reorganization authority.

Management oversight review.

Federal drug council authorized,

Consultation with respect to personnel
policies.

235. International negotiations.

236. Annual report.

§ 221. Concentration of Federal effort.

(a) The Director shall provide overall
planning and policy and establish objectives
and priorities for all Federal drug abuse pre=
vention functions, In ecarrying out his func=
tlons under this subsection, the Director
shall consult with the National Advisory
Council for Drug Abuse Prevention,

(b) For the purpose of assurlng the ef-
fectuation of the planning and policy and
the achlevement of the objectives and pri-
orities provided or established pursuant to
subsection (a), the Director shall

(1) review the regulations, guidelines, re-
quirements, criteria, and procedures of op=
erating agencies in terms of their consistency
with the policies, prlorities, and objectives
he establishes, and assist such agencles in
making such additions thereto or changes
therein as may be appropriate;

(2) recommend changes in organization,
management, and personnel, which he deems
advisable to implement the policies, priori-
ties, and objectives he establishes;

(3) review related Federal legislation in
the areas of health, education, and welfare
providing for medical treatment or assist-
ance, vocational training, or other rehabil-
itative services and, consistent with the pur-
poses of this Act, assure that the respective
administering agencies construe drug abuse
as a health problem;

(4) conduct or provide for the conduct of
evaluations and studies of the performance
and results achieved by Federal drug abuse
prevention functions, and of the prospective

225.
226.
2217.

228.
229,

230.

231.
232.
233.
234,
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performance and results that might be
achieved by alternative programs and activi-
ties supplementary to or in lieu of those cur-
rently being administered;

(6) require departments and agencies en-
gaged in Federal drug abuse prevention func-
tions to submit such information and re-
ports with respect thereto as the Director
determines to be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Act, and such departments
and agencles shall submit to the Director
such information and reports as the Director
may reasonably require; and

(6) develop improved methods for deter-
mining the extent of drug addiction and
abuse in the United States.

§ 222, Funding authority.

In implementation of his authority under
sectlon 221, and to carry out the purposes of
this Act, the Director is authorized

(1) to review and as he deems necessary
modify insofar as they pertain to Federal
drug abuse prevention functions,

(A) implementation plans for any Federal
program, and

(B) the budget requests of any Federal de-
partment or agency; and

(2) to the extent not inconsistent with
the applicable appropriation Acts, to make
funds available from appropriations to Fed-
eral departments and agencies to conduct
drug abuse prevention functions.

§ 223. Special Fund.

(a) There is established a Special Fund
(hereinafter in this section referred to as
the “fund”) in order to provide additional
incentives to Federal departments and agen-
cles to develop more effective drug abuse
prevention functions and to give the Direc-
tor the flexibility to encourage, and respond
quickly and effectively to, the development
of promising programs and approaches.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (¢)
of this section, sums appropriated to the
fund may be utilized only after their trans-
fer, upon the order of the Director and at
his discretion, to any Federal department or
agency (other than the Office) and only for
the purpose of

(1) developing or demonstrating promis-
ing new concepts or methods in respect of
drug abuse prevention functions; or

(2) supplementing or expanding existing
drug abuse prevention functions which the
Director finds to be exceptionally effective
or for which he finds there exists exceptional
need.

(c) Not more than 10 per centum of such
sums as are appropriated to the Fund may
be expended by the Director through the
Office to develop and demonstrate promising
new concepts or methods in respect of drug
abuse prevention functions.

§ 224. Encouragement of certain research and
development.

In carrying out his functions under sec-
tion 221, the Director shall encourage and
promote (by grants, contracts, or otherwise)
expanded research programs to create, de-
velop, and test

(1) nonaddictive synthetic analgesics to
replace opium and its derivatives in medical
use;

(2) long-lasting, nonaddictive blocking or
antagonistic drugs or other pharmacological
substances for treatment of heroin addie-
tion; and

(8) detoxification agents which, when ad-
ministered, will ease the physical effects of
withdrawal from heroin addiction.

In carrying out this section the Director is
authorized to establish, or provide for the
establishment of, clinical research facilities.
§ 225. National Drug Abuse Training Center.

(a) The Director shall establish a National
Drug Abuse Training Center (hereinafter in
this section referred to as the “Center”) to
develop, conduct, and support a full range
of training programs relating to drug abuse
prevention functions. The Director shall con-
sult with the Natlonal Advisory Council for
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Drug Abuse Prevention regarding the gen-
eral policies of the Center. The Director may
operate the Center initially, but is author-
ized and directed to transfer the operation
thereof to the National Institute of Mental
Health not later than the date specified in
section 214.

(b) The Center shall conduct or arrange for
training programs, seminars, meetings, con-
ferences, and other related activities, includ-
ing the furnishing of training and educa-
tional materials for use by others.

(c) The services and faciliteis of the Center
shall, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Director, be avallable to
(1) Federal, State, and local government offi-
clals, and thelr respective staffs, (2) medical
and paramedical personnel, and educators,
and (3) other persons, including drug de-
pendent persons, requiring training or educa-
tion in drug abuse prevention.

§ 226. Single Federal share requirement.

Where funds are made available by more
than one Federal department or agency to be
used by an agency, organization, or individual
to carry out a drug abuse prevention func-
tion, a single non-Federal share requirement
may be established according to the propor-
tion of funds advanced by each Federal
agency, and the Director, may order any such
agency to waive any technical grant or con-
tract requirement as established in the regu-
lations which is inconsistent with the similiar
requirement of the other Federal agency or
which the other Federal agency does not
impose.

§ 227. Recommendations regarding drug traf-
fic prevention functions.

The Director may make recommendations
to the President in connection with any Fed-
eral drug traffic prevention function, and
shall consult with and be consulted by all
responsible Federal departments and agen-
cles regarding the policies, priorities, and ob-
jectives of such functions.

§ 228, Resolution of certain conflicts,

If the Director determines in writing that
the manner in which any Federal department
or agency is conducting any drug abuse pre-
vention function or drug traffic prevention
function substantially impairs the effective
conduct of any other such function, he shall
submit in writing his findings and deter-
minations to the President, who may direct
the Federal department or agency in ques-
tion to conduct the function thereafter un-
der such policy guidelines as the President
may specify to eliminate the impairment.

§ 229. Liaison with respect to drug traffic
prevention.

One of the Assistant Directors of the Office
shall maintain communication and liaison
with respect to all drug traffic prevention
functions of the Federal Government.

§ 230, Technical assistance to State and
local agencies.

(a) The Director shall

(1) coordinate or assure coordination of
Federal drug abuse prevention functions with
such functions of State and local govern-
ments; and

(2) provide for a central clearinghouse for
Federal, State, and local governments, public
and private agencies, and individuals seek-
ing drug abusz information and assistance
from the Federal Government.

(b) In carrying out his functions under
this section, the Director may.

(1) provide technical assistance—including
advice and consultation relating to local pro-
grams, technical and professional assistance,
and, where deemed necessary, use of task
forces of public officlals or other persons as-
signed to work with State and local govern-
ments—to analyze and ldentify State and
local drug abuse problems and assist in the
development of plans and programs to meet
the problems so identified;

(2) convene conferences of State, local, and
Federal officials, and such other persons as
the Director shall designate, to promote the

February 3, 1972

purposes of this Act, and the Director is au-
thorized to pay reasonable expenses of in-
dividuals incurred in connection with their
participation in such conferences;

(3) draft and make avallable to State and
local governments model legislation with
respect to State and local drug abuse pro-
grams and activities; and

(4) promote the promulgation of uniform
criteria, procedures, and forms of grant or
contract applications for drug abuse control
and treatment proposals submitted by State
and local governments and private organiza-
tions, institutions, and indlividuals.

() In implementation of his authority
under subsection (b) (1), the Director may

(1) take such action as may be necessary
to request the assignment, with or without
reimbursement, of any individual employed
by any Federal department or agency and en-
gaged In any Federal drug abuse prevention
function or drug traffic prevention function
to serve as a member of any such task force;
except that no such person shall be so as-
signed during any one fiscal year for more
than an aggregate of ninety days without
the express approval of the head of the
Federal department or agency with respect
to which he was so employed prior to such
asslgnment;

(2) assign any person employed by the
Office to serve as a member of any such task
force or to coordinate management of such
task forces; and

(3) enter into contracts or other agree-
ments with any person or organization to
serve on or work with such task forces.
§231. Reorganization authority.

If the President finds, after investigation
by the Director, that a reorganization in
connection with the performance of any
Federal drug abuse prevention function is
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
Act, the President shall prepare a reorgani-
zation plan In accord with the provisions of
sections 902 to 913 of title 5, United States
Code, for submission to the Congress pursu-
ant to this subsection. Notwithstanding sec-
tion 905(b) of title 5, United States Code,
or the pendency of other reorganization
plans, any plan submitted pursuant to this
section may take effect as if it were the
only plan pending before Congress in ac-
cord with sectlons 902 to 913 of title 5,
United States Code, if the plan is transmitted
to the Congress before the date specified in
sectlon 214,

§ 232. Management oversight review.

The Director may, for a perlod not to
exceed thirty days in any one calendar year,
provide for the exercise or performance of
& management oversight review with respect
to the conduct of any Federal drug abuse
prevention function. Such review may be
conducted by an officer of any Federal de-
partment or agency other than the depart-
ment or agency conducting such function.
The officer shall submit a written report to
the Director concerning his findings.

§ 233. Federal drug council authorized.

To promote the purposes of this Act, the
Director may convene, at his discretion, a
council of officials representative of Federal
departments and agencies, including intel-
ligence agencies, responsible for Federal drug
abuse prevention functions or Federal drug
trafiic prevention functions.

§ 234, Consultation with respect to personnel
policies.

The Director shall advise the Civil Service
Commission and other Federal agencles with
respect to appropriate policies and services
for the control and treatment of drug abuse
among Federal civillan employees, assuring
optimal use of existing resources. The Direc~
tor shall promote similar drug abuse control
and treatment services in State and local
governments and shall actively encourage
labor and management to develop such serv-
ices in private industry.
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§ 235. International negotiations,

The President may designate the Director
to represent the Government of the United
States in discussions and negotiations relat-
ing to drug abuse prevention, drug traffic
prevention, or both.

§ 236. Annual report.

The Director shall submit to the Presi-
dent and the Congress, prior to March 1 of
each year which begins after the enact-
ment of this title, a written report on the
activities of the Office. The report shall spe-
cify the objectives, activities, and accom-
plishments of the Office, and shall contain
an accounting of funds expanded pursuant
to this title.

Chapter 3.—ADVISORY COUNCIL
Sec.
251.
262.
253.

Establishment of Council,
Membership of the Council.
Chairman; meetings.

254, Compensation and expenses.
255. Functions of the Councll.

§ 251. Establishment of Council,

There is established a National Advisory
Council for Drug Abuse Prevention (herein-
after in this chapter referred to as the “Coun-
cil”) which shall consist of fifteen members.

§ 252. Membership of the Council.

(a) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Secretary of Defense, and
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, or
their respective designees, shall be members
of the Council ex officio.

(b) The remaining members of the Coun-
cil shall be appointed by the President and
shall serve at his pleasure. Appointments
shall be made from persons who by virtue of
their education, training, or experience are
qualified to carry out the functions of mem-
bers of the Council. Of the members so ap-
pointed, four shall be officlals of State or
local governments or governmental agencies
who are actively engaged in drug abuse pre-
vention functions.

§ 253. Chairman; meetings,

The President shall designate the Chair-
man of the Council. The Counecil shall meet
at the call of the Chairman, but not less often
than four times a vear.

§ 254. Compensation and expenses,

Members of the Council (other than mem-
bers who are full-time officers or employees
of the United States) shall, while serving on
business of the Council, be entitled to re-
ceive a per diem allowance at rates not to
exceed the dally equivalent of the rate au-
thorized for grade GS-18 of the General
Schedule, Each member of the Council, while
so serving away from his home or regular
place of business, may be allowed actual
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence as authorized by section 5703 of
title 5 of the United States Code for persons
in the Government service employed inter-
mittently.

§ 2565. Functions of the Council.

(a) The Council shall, from time to time,
make recommendations to the Director with
respect to overall planning and policy and
the objectives and priorities for all Federal
drug abuse prevention functions.

(b) The Council may make recommenda-
tions to the Director with respect to the
conduct of, or need for, any drug abuse pre-
vention functions which are so in its judg-
ment should be conducted by or with the
support of the Federal Government.

TITLE III—OTHER AGENCIES
Sec.
301,
302,
303.
304.

Community mental health centers.

Publlc Health Service facllitles.

State plan reguirements.

Drug abuse prevention function appro-
priations.

Planning grants.

Authorization of appropriations for
special projects.

305.
306.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

§ 301. Community mental health centers.

Section 221 of the Community Mental
Health Centers Act (42 U.S.C. 2688Ba) |is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

““(e) If an application for a grant under
this part for a community mental health
center is made for any fiscal year beginning
after June 30, 1972, and—

“(1) the Secretary determines that it is
feasible for such center to provide a treat-
ment and rehabilitation program for drug
addicts and other persons with drug abuse
and other drug dependence problems residing
in the area served by the center and that the
need for such a program in that area Is of
such a magnitude as to warrant the provision
of such a program by the center, such appli-
cation may not be approved unless it con-
tains or is supported by assurances satisfac-
tory to the Secretary that the center will pro-
vide such program in such fiscal year; or

**(2) the Secretary determines that it is
feasible for the center to assist the Federal
Government in treatment and rehabilitation
programs for drug addicts and other persons
with drug abuse and other drug dependence
problems who are in the area served by the
center, such application may not be approved
unless it contains or is supported by assur-
ances satisfactory to the Secretary that the
center will enter into agreements with de-
partments or agencies of the Government
under which agreements the center may be
used (to the maximum extent practicable) in
treatment and rehabilitation programs (if
any) provided by such departments or agen-
cies.

For the purpose of making grants under this
part to assist community mental health cen-
ters to meet the requirements of this sub-
section there are authorized to be appropri-
ated #6,000,000 for fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and $60,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1074.”

§ 302, Public Health Service facilities.

(a) Section 341(a) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.8.C. 25%(a)) (relating to
care and treatment of narcotic addicts and
other drug abusers) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: “In carrying out this subsection, the
Secretary shall establish in each hospital and
other appropriate medical facility of the
Service a treatment and rehabilitation pro-
gram for drug addicts and other persons with
drug abuse and drug dependence problems
who are in the area served by such hospital
or other facllity; except that the requirement
of this sentence shall not apply in the case of
any such hospital or other facility with re-
spect to which the Secretary determines that
there is mot sufficlent need for such a pro-
gram in such hospital or other facility.”

(b) Section 341 of that Act 1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“{¢) The Secretary may enter into agree-
ments with the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs, the Secretary of Defense, and the
head of any other department or agency of
the Government under which agreements
hospitals and other appropriate medical
facilities of the Service may be used in treat-
ment and rehabilitation programs provided
by such department or agency for drug ad-
dicts and other persons with drug abuse and
other drug dependence problems who are In
areas served by such hospitals or other
facilities.”

§303. Btate plan requirements,

(a) BSection 314(d) (2) (E) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.8.C. 246(d) (2) (K))
is amended by inserting after “problem” the
following: “, and include provisions for (1)
licensing facilities in which treatment and
rehabilitation programs are conducted for
persons with drug abuse and other drug de-~
pendence problems, and (i1) expansion of
State mental health programs in the field of
drug abuse and drug dependence and of
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other prevention and treatment programs
in such field"”,

(b) Section 204 of the Community Mental
Health Centers Act (42 U.S.C. 2684) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(c) After June 30, 1973, the Secretary
may not approve any State plan unless it
provides for treatment and prevention pro-
grams in the field of drug abuse and drug
dependence, commensurate with the extent
of the problem, and it includes the provi-
slons required by section 314(d)(2)(E) of
the Public Health Service Act for State plans
submitted under section 314(d) of such
Act.”

§ 804. Drug abuse prevention function ap-
propriations.

Any request for appropriations by a de-
partment or agency of the Government sub-
mitted after the date of enactment of this
Act shall specify, on a line item basis, that
part of the appropriations which the depart-
ment or agency is requesting to carry out its
drug abuse prevention functions.

§ 305. Planning grants.

(a) There are authorized to be appro=-
priated $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, $13,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and $13,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, for
grants to States to assist them in (1) plan-
ning projects for the development of more
effective drug abuse prevention functions, or
(2) evaluating the conduct of drug abuse
prevention functions within the States. For
purposes of this section, the term *“State”
includes the Distriet of Columbia, the Vir-
gin Islands, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, in addition
to the fifty States.

(b) For each fiscal year the Becretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare shall, in ac-
cordance with regulations, allot the sums
appropriated pursuant to subsection (a) for
such year among the States on the basis
of the relative population, financial need,
and the need for more effective conduct of
drug abuse prevention functions.

(¢) Any amount so allotted to a State
(other than the Virgin Islands, American
Samoa, Guam, and the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands) and remaining unob=-
ligated at the end of such year shall remain
available to such State, for the purposes
for which made, for the next fiscal year (and
for such year only), and any such amount
shall be in addition to the amounts allotted
to such State for such purpose for such next
fiscal year,

(d) As a condition to its receipt of any
grant under subsection (b) for any planning
project, a State shall, by provisions in the
plan or otherwise.

(1) designate a single State agency as the
sole agency for the preparation or revision
of the plan, or designate such agency as the
sole agency for supervising the preparation
or revision of the plan;

(2) provide for the designation of a State
advisory council which shall include repre-
sentatives of nongovernmental organizations
or groups, and of public agencies concerned
with the prevention and treatment of drug
abuse and drug dependence, from different
geographical areas of the State, to consult
with the State agency in preparing or re-
vising the plan;

(3) set forth, in accordance with criteria
established by the Secretary, a detailed sur-
vey of the local and State needs for the pre-
vention and treatment of drug abuse and
drug dependence, including a survey of the
health facilitles needed to provide services
for drug abuse and drug dependence, and
a plan for the development and distribution
of such facilities and programs throughout
the State;

(4) provide for coordination of existing
and planned treatment and rehabilitation
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programs and activities, particularly in urban
centers;

(6) provide that the Comptroller General
of the United States or his duly authorized
representatives shall have access for the pur-
pose of audit and examination to records
to substantiate the expenditures for which
the grant is made;

(8) provide that the State agency will
from time to time, but not less often than
annually, review its State plan and submit
to the Secretary an analysis and evaluation
of the effectiveness of the prevention and
treatment programs and activities carried out
within the State, and any modifications in
the plan which it considers necessary;

('7) provide reasonable assurance that Fed-
eral funds for preparation or revision of a
State plan made avallable under this section
for any period will be so used as to supple-
ment and increase, to the extent feasible and
practical, the level of State, local, and other
non-Federal funds that would in the absence
of such Federal funds be made available for
such purposes, and will in no event supplant
such BState, local, and other non-Federal
funds; and

(8) furnish such additional information
and assurance as the Secretary may find nec-
essary to carry out the provisions and pur-
poses of this section.

(e) As a condition to its receipt of any
grant under subsection (b) for evaluation of
drug abuse programs, a State shall,

(1) provide that the Comptroller General
of the United States or his duly authorized
representatives shall have access for the
purpose of audit and examination to records
to substantiate the expenditures for which
the grant is made;

(2) provide reasonable assurance that Fed-
eral funds for evaluation of drug abuse pro-
grams made avallable under this section for
any perled will be s0o used as to supplement
and incresse, to the extent feasible and

practical, the level of State, local, and non-

Federal funds that would in the absence of
such Federal funds be made avallable for
such purposes, and will in no event supplant
such State, local, and other non-Federal
funds; and

(3) furnish such additional information
and assurance as the Secretary may find nec-
essary to carry out the provisions and pur-
poses of this section.

§ 306. Authorization of appropriations for
special projects.

Bectlon 256(e) of the Community Mental
Health Centers Act is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “and $35,000,000" and inserting in
lieu thereof “$60,000,000", and (2) by strik-
ing out the period at the end and inserting in
lieu thereof “; and $75,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974."”.

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading.)
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read, print-
ed in the REecorp, and open to amend-
ment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report
the first committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 5, line 10,
immediately after the period, insert the fol-
lowing: “The establishment of the Office in
the Executive Office of the President shall
not be construed as affecting access by the
Congress, or committees of elther House, (1)
to information, documents, and studies in the
possession of, or conducted by, the Office, or
(2) to personnel of the Office.”

to‘I‘he committee amendment was agreed
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 9, line 3,
strike out “(20)” and insert *(21)".

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 9, line 7,
strike out “(94)" and insert " (95) ",

The committee amendment was agreed

to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 10, lines 3
and 4, strike out “January 1, 174" and insert
“June 30, 1974".

The committee amendment was agreed

to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, STAGGERS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STAGGERS: On
page 20, strike out line 5 and all that follows
down through line 11 on page 20.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of the amendment is to eliminate
a provision in the bill which indirectly
amends the Reorganization Act.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Hourriernp) has expressed concern aboutb
this provision. I believe it should be
deleted from the hill, I have cleared the
amendment with the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Sprincer), and with the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROGERS)
and recommend its adoption.

{ Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the action of the distinguished
chairman, Mr. StacGERSs, in offering the
amendment to H.R. 12089 to delete lines
5 through 11 on page 20 of the bill.

The words deleted by the chairman’s
amendment would have made a substan-
tial change in the basic Reorganization
Act of 1949, That act originated in the
House Committee on Government Oper-
ations and has been periodically re-
enacted by the House as sponsored by
that committee.

The House in the past always has
acted diligently to extend the basic au-
thority and, although there is an occa-
gional delay in the other body that may
cause a temporary lapse, the legislation
almost continuously has been in effect.

As you know, we amended the basic
act last year to provide that the Presi-
dent shall not transmit more than one
such plan to Congress within any period
of 30 consecutive days. This was a con-
sidered judgment on the part of our com-
mittee and the Congress to avoid the
bunching of plans and to enable us to
consider them in an orderly fashion. As
you know, reorganization plans take ef-
fect within 60 days and, if there are reso-
lutions of disapproval, they must be acted
upon within that time period.

This amendment will not affect the
substance of this legislation or the abil-
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ity of the President to submit needed
reorganization plans. However, it will
leave intact our basic reorganization au-
thority. Changes or exceptions to this
basic authority ought not to be made
unless these matters have been very
carefully considered by the committee of
jurisdiction.

The amendment also would serve to
make clear that reorganization plans are
within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations, which
historically has had this responsibility.

Again, I want to commend the great
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce and its distinguished chair-
man for reporting this legislation, which
has my strong support, with the passage
of the proposed amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TEAGUE OF TEXAS

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TeacuE of Tex-
as: On page 13, line 7, insert “(a)” imme-
diately before “In,” and after line 20 on page
13, insert the following:

“{b) The authority of the Director con-
tained In subsection (a) of this section shall
not apply to the Veterans Administration, or
any of its appropriations, functions, or ac-
tivities.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I will not take the 5 minutes. This issue
has been debated. All it does is to pre-
vent Dr. Jaffe from being the dictator
over the Veterans’ Administration’s drug
program and leaves it in the hands of
the Office of Management and Budget.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose the amendment, and move to strike
the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, the
bill, in the field of drug abuse preven-
tion, is designed to enable the Federal
Government to speak with one voice on
this subject. If the amendment carries,
it will have two voices, and sometime in
the future there will be three voices, then
four, and we will be right back where
we started. This problem is so serious
that we need to stand together, all the
people, the veterans, those who are in the
fleld fighting today, and those who are
in the ghettos of America, and all others,
wherever they may be. We must speak
with one voice to say, “We are going to
eradicate drug abuse. We seek preven-
tion, rehabilitation of users, and coun-
seling.” We must speak not only as a
Congress but as parents. All the people
in the land must get together to speak
with one voice in one cause, and I do
not think we can do it as effectively if we
split the program apart.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York is recognized.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment. I would also
like to congratulate the chairman of the
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committee, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. STaccERs) and the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. RoceErs) for the
commendable job they have done in re-
porting out a bill of such great impor-
tance.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Teacue), who has offered the amend-
ment, is also to be congratulated for his
great concern for the veterans. It has
been my observation that no Member of
the House has done his job so zealously
in connection with veterans as has Mr.
TEAGUE,

While I laud the purpose of this bill,
I feel that it is important to protect the
integrity of the Veterans' Administration
in the treatment of drug-addicted veter-
ans,

Mr. Jaffee, who will head the Special
Office, has not been noted for his con-
cern for the treatment of veterans in VA
hospitals. No one can doubt the gentle-
man from Texas’ devotion to and con-
cern for the veterans of this Nation. He
has dedicated many, many more hours
than is called for to assure that our re-
turning soldiers receive the best treat-
ment and care possible.

The question is whether the Veterans’
Administration or veterans themselves
will be best served by the adoption of the
amendment. In my judgment, the cri-
teria for the answer to that question is
in the position taken by the chairman of
the Veterans' Affairs Committee. Frank-
ly, I have no faith in the integrity of
the Executive to comply with the law and
preserve its province. You and I as Con-
gressmen have seen too often instances
in which the Executive has encroached
on the preserves of other concerns and
has failed to execute its duties when re-
quired. Veterans coming home who are
addicted require special attention, and
it should be provided. A bill has already
been passed by the Congress and now
rests in the Senate providing a drug
abuse program specifically targeted for
veterans.

Nevertheless, the coordination of all
drug abuse freatment and prevention
efforts is long overdue. The drug abuse
problem has clearly reached epidemic
proportions and only an ‘all out attack
on the problem will stop the flow of
poisonous drugs into the bloodstream of
our society.

I hope that this office, however, does
not just become another commission-
type group that issues reports and
laments the proportions of the problem.
We must have action. Action to end the
interagency quibbling over who has en-
forcement powers and who has education
powers and who has classification powers.
Action to convince our youth that drugs
are not the answer. Action to properly
treat all drug addicts in the country—
not just the handful who can get into
the few, limited clinics available.

For a long time now, I have been ad-
vocating the administration of metha-
done by doctors in private, office-based
practices. These doctors can no longer
sit back and decline to take an active
role in the treatment of drug addicts.

If we had an epidemic of malaria
sweeping the country no doctor would
shirk his obligation to treat the sick.
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Well, the drug abuse epidemic is as great
as any epidemic this country has seen.
Yet the vast majority of doctors in this
country have abdicated their respon-
sibilities to a few dedicated practitioners
in the Nation’s clinics.

I do not buy the argument that they
cannot have addicts in their offices. The
treatment of less than 10 addicts a week
will not jeopardize any patient or any
practice. And the treatment of 10 ad-
dicts a week by New York’s 16,000 private,
office-based doctors, for example, would
put 160,000 addicts under treatment—
the total estimated addict population in
the city.

On a second front, I urge the special
office to investigate the use of drug
antagonists. The Federal Government
has failed to support research into this
area of drug abuse prevention. In addi-
tion to being a means of withdrawing
and treating drug addicts, this family of
drugs have the potential to provide an
inoculation effect against drug abuse.

This would mean that we could in-
oculate, say, soldiers going into a com-
bat area that has a high incidence of
drug abuse. Or a parent could have his
child inoculated against drug abuse
during that period of his life when he is
most susceptible to the ravages of this
curse.

However, the most significant con-
tribution such an office can make is to
create a sense of national mobilization
against drug abuse, a concentrated
effort by all levels of Government and
the people to eliminate once and for all
this scourge of our youth, this deleterious
destructor of society. Rome was de-
stroyed not by an enemy from without,
but the excesses of its own society within.
A tree rotten at the core, will not with-
stand the onslaught of the storm.

At this point in our national history
our core needs strengthening. By provid-
ing an all out attack on drug abuse over
the next 5 years we can enter the next
century of our existence a stronger Na-
tion and a more resolute people.

This bill, with the adoption of this
amendment, would provide the maximum
protection and would answer the needs of
the people of this country in connection
with drug addiction and, by the same
token, continue to provide for the maxi-
mum needs of the veterans concerned.

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

Mr. BIAGGI. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I think the gentle-
man has made an excellent argument. I
am inclined to agree with him. If the
gentleman would permit me, I should like
to ask him to yield to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TeacUue), to respond to a
question I should like to ask. I would like
to ask the gentleman from Texas, under
his yielding to me, if it is his intention
to safeguard the veterans’ programs and
the veterans’ hospitals from any kind
of Treasury raid while at the same time
he would want any veteran who would
want to take advantage of the facilities
that are provided under this act to be
perfectly free to do so?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. BIAGGI. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, The gentleman
from Oklahoma knows that this year we
have held very comprehensive hearings
on a drug bill. We debated whether drug
abuse is a misbehavior or whether it is
a disease. We passed a bill that said that
any veteran, upon his discharge from
the service, could go to a VA facility. I
do not want to turn the drug abuse pro-
gram of the Veterans’ Administration
over to a man I know is not friendly to
the Veterans' Administration so far as
drug abuse is concerned.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gentle-
man very much.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I think
when the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TEAGUE), our colleague, and a gentle-
man of great repute and great respect,
makes a statement like that on the
floor of the House, when he says that
Dr. Jaffe who will implement this law
will not be friendly to the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, this, I believe, is a man-
date for us to protect the Veterans’
Administration and veterans and still
preserve the full intent of the legislation
presented to us today.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to speak in opposition to the amendment
offered. I endorse entirely what the chair-
man of our committee said a moment
ago. If we are to fragment the effort to
bring together all of the programs that
are presently in operation and trying to
do the very best job possible, if we frag-
ment it at this moment when we are
just frying to start the program, good-
ness knows what may happen looking
into the future.

I believe it will be the intent of our
committee and certainly our responsibil-
ity to see that every agency of the Gov-
ernment is properly treated. I know our
chairman joins with me and our com-
mittee in trying to exert every effort to
see that will be done.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia,

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to
the gentlemen who have spoken that I
am a veteran of the Second World War
and a disabled veteran and that I stand
with the Veterans’ Administration as
much as anyone in this body. I want the
best for it. But I do not want to frag-
ment this program and say to the vet-
erans that they are off the books. We
want to treat them as deserving the best.
I want the best for them.

If Dr. Jaffe is not the man for the
job, he should be fired. The gentleman
from Texas is talking about personali-
ties. I think the job should be the focus,
and we have limited the authority that
goes with the job. We think this bill will
give the best care possible to the vet-
erans of America. I want the best for
the veterans of America.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman
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I challenge anyone in this House to read
the hearings which were conducted by
the gentleman and not come to the same
conclusions that I came to.

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

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

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, under
this bill the Veterans’ Administration
hospitals will benefit rather than suffer.
The Director of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration is going to be on the National Ad-
visory Council with the Secretary of De-
fense and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and they will advise
with Dr. Jaffe as to the policies. Dr. Jaffe
is not going to do anything without con-
currence of this commission.

Further, these personal attacks on Dr.
Jaffe, I think, are baseless. He is a dis-
tinguished physician from Illinois who
headed a drug treatment group success-
fully there. He gained a national reputa-
tion. I feel he wants to hurt no one but
to help all of us. I say this as a veteran
myself.

Again I say I have always supported
our veterans and have voted for every
bit of helpful legislation in that area.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for yielding.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think if we start on
what should be really landmark legis-
lation in this narcotics battle to frag-
ment this bill, such as is now being sug-
gested, we would be opening the door to
exactly the same problems this bill was
designed to correct, namely to get as
many of these programs under one con-
trol as possible, so that everyone could
be treated fairly and given the best pos-
sible treatment.

The chairman of the committee has
certainly expressed the feeling so far as
the veterans are concerned. We are
deeply concerned about veterans. There
is no Member of this House I know of
who is not actively involved in work on
legislation concerning veterans, to im-
prove their lot.

To make a change at this time I be-
lieve will be to destroy the impact of this
bill. It would not be doing a service to
veterans. I believe it would be doing a
grave disservice to veterans. They are
a part of this problem. It is a part of the
problem of the entire country. To break
it apart I believe would be tragic.

I also believe it is a real mistake to
get into this area of personalities. I am
not arguing for or against Dr. Jaffe. I
simply say that the Director is a man
who has to be appointed and confirmed
in his appointment. I do not believe we
ought to worry about the man right now.
We ought to worry about the job and
the bill that will pull together this en-
tire narcotics problem. Let us move
ahead.

I certainly want to endorse the com-
mittee stand and the stand of the gentle-
gnlfl.n from Florida (Mr. RoGeErs) on this

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
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from Texas (Mr. TEacUE). I certainly
will not take 5 minutes.

I have here a letter from the Veterans
of Foreign Wars. The letter was not
asked for but voluntarily sent to the
chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee. I should like to read only one
paragraph from this letter. The letter is
from the director of the national leg-
islative program of the VFW, Mr. Stov-
er, and is addressed to the chairman of
the Veterans' Affairs Committee. This
paragraph says:

The V.F.W. totally disagrees with the Ad-
ministration’s recommendation that the pro-
posed Special Action Office for Drug Abuse
Prevention should take over and carry out
the responsibility of caring for veterans. Such
proposal collides head-on with the long-
standing position of the V.F.W. that the
Veterans Administration should be the Fed-
eral agency with the responsibility of admin-
istering veterans rights, benefits, and pro-
grams. The V.F.W. has always opposed and
will continue to oppose any and all attempts
and recommendations to transfer this re-
sponsibility to other Government agencies.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I shall be glad
to yield to the gentleman after one more
comment.

That is exactly what this bill does. If
we do not adopt the Teague of Texas
amendment we will be turning over the
treatment as to drugs to a czar. This
certainly will take away from the vet-
erans’ program.

This is a good amendment and should
be supported.

I yield to the gentleman from West
Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS., Would the gentle-
man tell me the date of that letter?

glvér. MONTGOMERY. February 3,
1972,

Mr. STAGGERS, This is a new letter I
did not know about. To whom is it ad-
dressed? It is not addressed to our com-
mittee?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. It is addressed
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TeacUE) the chairman of the Veterans’
Affairs Committee. I believe I did men-
tion that earlier.

Mr. STAGGERS. We knew that the
VFW had opposed the earlier bill, which
was H.R. 9264. I believe they are still
referring to the same bill in this. This
bill was introduced later, and objections
were considered. Certainly it meets all of
the objections we could find any veterans
group had.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I believe they
are talking about this bill.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. If I understand
the amendment of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TeacUue) correctly, it would
not deny the use of any of the new
facilities which are to be constructed
under this bill to any veteran in the
United States. It would simply say that
if a veteran wants to use Veterans’ Ad-
ministration facilities and use their pro-
gram the money would not be pulled out
of the VA program and its facilities to
supt}:':’ort some other facility. Is that cor-
Tec
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Mr. MONTGOMERY. That is correct.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY, I yield to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. KazZEN).

Mr. KAZEN. In further answer to the
statement made by the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, about all people
being treated alike, is it not a fact that
the veterans group is the only identifiable
group we will be dealing with under this
program?

Mr. MONTGOMERY, That is correct.

Mr. KAZEN. The gentleman answered
the question of the gentleman from Okla-
homa. If there is any veteran who wants
to take advantage of any other kind of
program set up he is free to do so.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. That is correct.

Mr. KAZEN. But at the same time he
can continue to take advantage of what-
ever programs the Veterans' Adminis-
tration sets up exclusively for veterans,
the only identifiable addicts that would
be treated under this bill. The veterans
deserve a measure of extra treatment in
view of their contribution to our country.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. The gentleman
is exactly right.

Mr. STAGGERS. Will the gentleman
yield for a correction?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the
gentleman,

Mr. STAGGERS. We specifically say in
here every member of the armed services,
and that takes in all of our boys in the
field wherever they are all over the world.
It specifically sets them out.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I do not know
why you would not adopt this, then.

Mr, KAZEN, That is exactly what I am
talking about. The members of the mili-
tary forces, be they in active service or
veterans, are the only identifiable seg-
ment of our population. From there on
you have all types of people and citizens
who can fall under this program pro-
posed by you in this bill.

Mr, STAGGERS, If the gentleman will
yvield further, the reason for that is we
wanted to make sure we were not inter-
fering with the Veterans' Administra-
tion in any way and with the armed
services in any way, and we set them out.
We wanted to make it crystal clear, so
it was spelled out in the bill. We say that
we will have a good drug abuse program
and we want them to share in that and
to have this knowledge shared every-
where.

Mr, ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment,

Mr. Chairman, you might say that this
is a jurisdictional fight between one com-
mittee and another. I did not think it
would get down to this, but obviously it
has. Unfortunately, it developed even
though the Subcommittee on Public
Health and Environment invited the
chief counsel of the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs to come and sit with us and
help to write the hill, and the ranking
majority member on our subcommittee
happens to be the chairman of the Vet~
erans' Affairs Subcommittee on Hospi-
tals. We added section 213 after meeting
with the staff of the VA committee.

Now let us get down to it. What does
this mean? Is somebody saying that we
do not want veterans basically to have
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the same benefits or as good drug abuse
programs as the rest of the Nation?

Let me tell you this: The Veterans’ Ad-
ministration does not know right now
how to cure a drug addict. We have two
doctors on our committee who can vouch
for that statement. They do not know
how to cure an addict.

What we are trying to say is we want
Dr. Jaffe, along with the rehabilitation
people, along with the Veterans’' Ad-
ministration people, along with the
armed services people, all of the experts
in the country, to come together. If they
can devise a good program that will have
some results, well, it ought to be insti-
tuted and it ought to be instituted in the
Veterans’ Administration even though
the veterans might not want it.

Did you know that the Veterans' Ad-
ministration supports this bill? They
testified in favor of it. What did the
chairman of the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs say? He said, “Oh, OMB stopped
our program.” He said that this after-
noon. They have frozen it. Now, Dr.
Jaffe does not have that authority yet,
so you cannot accuse him, It is OMB. If
you will pass this bill, I will guaran-
tee that it will be unfrozen, because we
are putting in some priorities. We will
have a man who will see what they are
doing. We will get additional fundings
here. If you want to help the veterans,
then you vote against this amendment.
If you want to help drug addicts—and
that is all this goes to; it does not even
touch any other program—then vote
against it. The specific language in the
bill provides that Dr. Jaffe’s authority
over the VA does not go to any other
program except drug abuse. They do not
have the answers yet, and they need
them.

Here is another thing. Have you ever
tried to get the Office of Management
and Budget up before your committee
and get them to tell you why they are
holding up something? You try to do it
and you will not get them.

But do you know what we have in this
bill on Jaffe’s office specifically?

The bill states that:

The establishment of the Office in the
Executive Office of the President shall not be
construed as affecting access by the Congress,
or committees of either House, (1) to in-
formation, documents, and studies in the
possession of, or conducted by, the Office, or
(2) to personnel of the Office.

Now, the Congress itself can find out
what is happening, who is making deci-
sions to stop and hold up money or where
it is spent. You leave this in OMB like
this amendment would allow, and you
will never find out.

If you want to uphold the authority of
this Congress, if you want to do some-
thing for veterans who are addicts and
begin to move forward with a program
of cure you should vote strongly against
this amendment. This is the most dan-
gerous amendment in the fight against
drug abuse I have yet seen presented.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS. Certainly I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. The gentleman
said that the gentleman from Texas said
that the program would be stopped and
I did not say that.
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Mr. ROGERS. You said it had been
frozen. What did the gentleman say?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I will tell you.
This Congress approved the creation of
!2?12 centers in the Veterans’ Administra-

on.

Mr. ROGERS. Not in this bill.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am not talk-
ing about this bill, We have already done
that. However, there is a stop order on
hiring people to go into drug abuse cen-
ters. That is what I said.

Mr., ROGERS. That is right. Who did
it? OMB. And, so, we are going to change
that if you will turn down this amend-
ment.

I would urge that this amendment be
strongly disapproved if you want to help
the fight against drug abuse in this
Nation.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment.

With all due respect to the distin-
guished chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, for whom I have so much
love and affection and to the outstand-
ing administration of the Veterans’
Administration, I feel that a totally
coordinated program to combat this
horrendous drug scourge is essential.

Mr. Chairman, we should have one
overall program, as the gentleman from
Florida so clearly pointed out. We can-
not have one program for veterans and
other programs and standards for other
segments of the American society. Drug
addiction does not know classification
between veterans and nonveterans. The
addict on the street and the devastation
he causes does not draw a line or dis-
tinction between the unfortunate ex-GI
addict and the nonveteran addict.

Mr. Chairman, the Veterans' Admin-
istration, as of November 1971, had
treated in its 32 centers, an increase,
incidentally, from five centers over the
previous year, over 9,000 veterans. Of
these, Mr. Chairman, 6,000—yes, over
6,000 addicts were ex-GI’'s who served in
Vietnam.

This staggering figure represents only
a percentage, obviously, of the veterans
addict population. It represents only
those veterans who have come forward
for treatment. I believe it is safe to esti-
mate that these thousands represent per-
haps only 10 percent of the total veteran
addict population, That is a staggering
figure. And I think it is a conservative
estimate.

The Veterans’ Administration drug
treatment and rehabilitation programs
woefully need the benefit of better
trained personnel and total research ef-
fort and all of the benefits that a co-
ordinated program can bring about. So
do all public and private hospitals and
drug treatment facilities.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me go back to
the untreated veterans who are addicted.
Their number would represent tens of
thousands, perhaps 50,000, 60,000 or
70,000. I base this on the ratio of the
number of patients who have been
treated in VA facilities.

Unless total coordination can be
achieved, this number of ex-GI addicts
can very well turn on as many as 3 mil-
lion Americans.
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Yes, Mr. Chairman, the only way we
can effectively eradicate this scourge is
a coordinated program for training per-
sonnel, for research, for education and
rehabilitation, and this can only be done
meaningfully as outlined in this bill.

I commend the subcommittee and I
commend the full committee for the bill
before us today, and I hope—and sin-
cerely trust— that this amendment will
be defeated.

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

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I cannot un-
derstand why the committee would not
accept this amendment. I am not im-
pressed by the argument advanced by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
RoceRs). In the first place, I doubt that
the Veterans’ Administration is really
opposed to the amendment as offered, or
does not favor the amendment as offered
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TEAGUE) . There are enough of us within
this Chamber today who have been
around long enough to know that the
Veterans’ Administration does not really
have the freedom to express its true po-
sition when the administration says to
support a bill of this kind.

I am not impressed by the argument
that we are fragmenting this particular
problem and that we are fragmenting
the efforts of this committee.

I want to compliment the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr, StacceErs) and
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. RoG-
eErs) for what they have done, and thank
their committee for what they have done
in bringing out this bill.

All of us are seeking the same objec-
tive. We are trying to find solutions to
one of the worst problems that America
faces today.

The statement has been made on this
floor that the Veterans’ Administration
has never cured an addict and does not
know how to cure an addict. That may
be true, but it may not only apply to the
Veterans’ Administration. It may apply
to many other institutions in this field as
well.

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

Mr. BOLAND. I will yield to the gen-
tleman in a moment.

Let me say something about medical
research in the Veterans’ Administra-
tion. We have not fragmented medical
research. The Congress appropriated
$68.7 million for medical research in the
Veterans' Administration in 1972. Over
the last 15 years it has developed a pro-
gram in its hospitals that is essential to
its mission of providing quality medical
care.

I see the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina who sits with me on the
HUD-Space-Science-Veterans Appropri-
ations Subcommittee. We have worked
with Veterans’ Administration programs
for many years. The appropriation for
medical research 14 years ago was $10.3
million, and today it is up to $68.7
million.

So, have we fragmented research? I
say we have not. The Veterans' Adminis-
tration has been a leader in the field.

Some of the best solutions to some of
the worst problems facing veterans with
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respect to medical and mental problems
have come out of the Veterans' Adminis-
tration. We can do the same thing here.

What the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TEAGUE) objects to, and I think with very
good reason, is that the head of the drug
abuse program, which we have been de-
bating, may have the power to deny funds
to the Veterans’ Administration. I un-
derstand that the power under one sec-
tion of this bill may forbid the use of
funds for particular programs. If that is
s0, then we ought not permit that kind
of power.

If the Veterans' Administration can
do in the drug problem what it has done
in many other areas of medical research,
then I think we should support them.
If you want to obtain better medical re-
search, where can you get better research
results than from the veterans who are
addicted to the drugs? We have these
facilities and we know they can do a
good job. Yes, the Veterans' Administra-
tion can probably do a better job than
can be done in some of these institutions
into which much of this money may go.

I do not know Dr, Jaffe. I am sure he
must be a tremendously fine man, and
extremely knowledgeable in this field. I
do not quarrel with his position or the
responsibilities he will have. But here
we have an opportunity to move ahead
with both Dr. Jaffe's activities, and with
the ongoing program in the Veterans’
Administration. Using this approach, I
think we can help solve this tremendous
problem. God knows this country needs
to move ahead utilizing all of our re-
sources in every way possible.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I think there are sev-
eral things that have been said that
should be reiterated. No. 1 is that we do
not know how to cure drug addiction. To
find a cure will take a unified program,
including perhaps the most important
element and the most important facility
that we have, the Veterans’ Administra-
tion.

So there is no question the Veterans’
Administration should be a part of our
efforts. I know that doctors of the Vet-
erans’ Administration and doctors in
many other places realize that they do
not have the answers within the walls of
their institutions, so we must have this
research and we must have this exchange
of information.

I think the oniy way we can move
ahead is in that way. We are talking of
several things. We are talking of a coor-
dinated program. We are talking of re-
search. We are talking of education. We
are talking of treatment and we are
talking of rehabilitation. We must move
addicts from place to place as these proc-
esses for treatment and rehabilitation
occur. I think we must, therefore, have
somebody to coordinate this movement.

At the moment we have great diffi-
culty. Our committee again and again
has asked generals and admirals and the
Veterans’ Administration and others
where the addicts are going that need
service and why are they not being
picked up by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion hospitals.

About 2 months ago I looked in on
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the VA treatment center at Topeka,
Kans., and as I recall there were two
heroin addicts and two speed addicts.
Isaid:

Where are the veterans to be treated here?

They said:

They have not been identified. We know
they are around but we have not been able
to make the transfer.

Dr. Jaffe must have some authority—
a limited authority granted—but he must
have some authority with regard to the
Veterans’ Administration and with re-
gard to the armed services and with re-
gard to HEW and HUD and the Office of
Economic Opportunity and all the other
places where we have put money—where
we have poured money in a sense when we
consider the returns that we have re-
ceived, in order to combat this scourge
that is plaguing the American people.

It would be a mistake to leave out the
Veterans’ Administration. We have to
have the Veterans' Administration co-
ordinated with the rest of our efforts.
I do not think I can emphasize too
strongly to this House the anxiety on the
part of our committee to be sure that
these things do occur and that transfers
occur whereby our veterans can receive
the treatment they deserve.

The second point which I think the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROGERS)
made so well, but which I will have the
temerity to repeat—is that your money
has been held up. It has been held up by
the Office of Management and Budget,
as he said and I am sure the distin-
guished chairman knows. This is a very,
very difficult thing to fight. But we can
fight it.

Dr. Jaffe is in the spotlight—not only
of the people but of the President and
of our committees of the Congress, and
I feel it would be a grave error to go
along with this amendment, which would
chop off the veterans from having the
best treatment that can be given to them.
I am extremely disappointed to hear you
come forth with this thing that sets aside,
as something different, the Veterans' Ad-
ministration.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. What do you
mean by that statement when you said
we are chopping off the veterans from
something.

Mr. ROY. We have to have a coordi-
nated program. We will not have one in
the Veterans' Administration as in other
treatment programs, if we do not have
the same authority and the same intro-
duction of Dr. Jaffe and his staff into the
Veterans' Administration. We very likely
would not have the same coordination
and the same exchange of research and
the same education of personnel and
other things we anticipate from this pro-
gram.

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

Mr. ROY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WHITE. I want to point out that
the law requires the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration to treat drug addiets. If the di-
rector cuts off any of these funds and
siphons off the funds to some other place,
then you are restricting the quality of
treatment that the veteran will get. That
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is how you cut off the veteran and not
the way the amendment provides but the
way the bill provides.

Mr. ROY. Number one—the funds are
provided by line item and there is no way
that Dr. Jaffe can touch these funds to
siphon them off and put them some place
else.

Mr. WHITE. It says “at his discretion”
in the bill—after the funds are appro-
priated.

Mr. ROY. I beg to differ with the gen-
tleman.

Mr. WHITE. I will read it to you. If
you will look at page 14, it says:

Except as provided in subsection (c) of
this section, sums appropriated to the fund
may be utilized only after their transfer,
upon the order of the Director and at his
discretion, to any Federal department or
agency.

That is precisely how the money could
be siphoned off.

Mr. ROY. No; the money we authorize
to the special action of the director—
not the veteran’s money.

Mr. WHITE. Where does it say that?

Mr, PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the committee con-
sidering this legislation recognized we
did have a problem in the programs be-
ing offered. It was for that reason they
held consultation with the Veteran’s
Affairs Committee. We had thought
that this matter had been resolved
and we have come to the floor in
good faith that an accord had been
reached. It is very unfortunate that we
find ourselves still in controversy at this
point. I do hope, however this matter
comes out, if this bill moves forward, if
there is some way to resolve the ques-
tion, we ought to do it, because it is not
a vote for or against veterans. We are
certainly agreed on that.

I would like to make this point. Dur-
ing the debate there has been constant
reference to the fact that the Office of
Management and Budget has been the
agency which has frozen the funds that
the VA hospitals have so desperately
needed. This agency has done this in
many other categories. There seems to
be no relief. There seems to be no way
to find out on what grounds or on what
basis these funds are being withheld.

I submit to this body that in time we
must address ourselves to the problem
that is being caused by the Office of
Management and Budget, because they
seem to concentrate totally on the word
“management” rather than on the word
“budget.” This matter should be looked
into in some depth and in a broader
manner.

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

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the chairman
of the committee.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I would like, first, to
compliment the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TeacUuE) for his fight in what he
believes is the best interests of the vet-
erans. But I believe we are all in the same
boat, my colleague, the gentleman from
Texas, is a great man, a distinguished
Member of this House. Everybody loves
him. I know that everyone has great af-
fection for Mr. TEAGUE, We are all fight-
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ing for the veterans of this land. I am
sure we all are.

When I first came to Congress, I served
on the Veterans' Affairs Committee with
Mr. TEAGUE, and I enjoyed the associa-
tion we had in the years I was there,
and have enjoyed them ever since. But
that has nothing to do with this bill be-
cause we have taken every precaution
we could. We have said that the Secre-
tary of Defense and the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs shall be on the advisory
committee advising the Director and shall
help to shape the policy.

We have two doctors on our committee,
two eminent doctors of their communi-
ties, testify. They are perfectly satisfied
and say emphatically that this provision
should not be taken out. I believe thou-
sands of veterans would say that this
should not be taken out of the bill if we
are going to give them the best treat-
ment.

Then I would like to say that in the bill
itself we have taken precautions. The
gentleman from California had an
amendment put into the bill, that we
would have access at all times—and I
will read the provision to the House so
Members will know what we have in-
serted:

The establishment of the Office in the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President shall not be
construed as affecting access by the Con-
gress, or committees of either House, (1) to
information, documents, and studies in the
possession of, or conducted by, the Office, or
(2) to personnel of the Office.

We knew that we might not otherwise
get into the different things that the
Executive Office has, so we said, “This is
an exception.” Any committee of the
House can look at their documents and
say, “What are you doing and why are
you doing it?” We have assured that
kind of investigation. We have taken that
precaution, If they do something wrong,
we can take a look at it. If we had leit
the office in the Executive Office without
this amendment, we might not have had
this authority. We have said that any
Member of the House can say, “What are
you doing and why are you doing it?"

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Could Dr, Jaffe
spend one dime without the approval of
the Office of Management and Budget?
Whether he withholds funds or not, the
Office of Management and Budget comes
into it anyway. It makes no difference.

Mr. STAGGERS. It surely does. It
makes all the difference in the world.
We do not have to go through the Office
of Management and Budget, because if
we determine they need the money, they
get the money.

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

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Kentucky is recognized.

Mr, CARTER. I have just one or two
things to say on this subject. I should
like to refer, first, to section 213, page 9,
of the bill, Under the old bill I believe the
term was “prevention and treatment.”
To assure the Veterans’ Administration
that Dr. Jaffe would not enter into the
field of treatment, the word “treatment”
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was deleted, taken out, and just “preven-
tion” left there.

Another thing. The distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE) , brought
up the subject of the special fund, the
so-called incentive fund, whereby the
Director could send into a hospital or into
a mental health center an agent who
would check the method of treatment,
and if he found it good, then he would
give an incentive award to that group.

As far as that is concerned, thai ap-
plies only to the incentive awards, and if
the Veterans' Administration is conduet-
ing a good drug treatment program, they
stand to gain incentive awards. We are
here to help the Veterans’ Administration
in their treatment and not hurt them.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gentlemen
from Texas.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman mentioned section 213.
Will the gentleman mention section 222
and tell the House what it means?

It means that Dr. Jaffe is the dictator
over the Veterans’ Administration, and
it gives him power over all the money.

Mr. CARTER. I would say to the gen-
tleman from Texas, let not your heart be
troubled.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It is.

Mr. CARTER. That is not the intention
of this bill, and it will not be done. We
are here to help the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, to help them and not to hurt
them. We are here to help the Veterans’
Administration and drug addicts of this
country, to help them and not to hurt
them.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If the gentle-
man will yield further, under section 222,
though, the Director can modify, I think
the words are “as he deems necessary”.

Mr. CARTER. Let me answer the gen-
tleman as to why that was done. We have
throughout this country program after
program not all of which have actually
been effective. In the District of Colum-
bia, for instance, we have had one in
which Ahmed Hassad, was in charge and
one man died of an overdose of drugs.
The purpose of this is to assure the Di-
rector the right to go into such an area
and discontinue funding that when it is
necessary—and many times it is neces-
sary and must be done, so that we can
coordinate the programs and treat the
people who need treating.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If the gentle-
man will yield further, he can modify the
budgets, and, therefore, he could put
more in a special fund and less in other
special requests.

Mr. CARTER. I think the fears of my
good friend, the gentleman from Texas,
are groundless. Again I believe the gen-
tleman is fighting a strawman.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. I have served
with the gentleman on the committee for
a good many years and know too well the
continuing efforts by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget and its predecessor
agency, the Bureau of the Budget, as
well as other Federal agencies, to dis-
member the Veterans’ Administration
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and transfer one or another of its func-
tions to other agencies.

I can remember efforts several years
ago to transfer the veterans’ home loan
guarantee program to the Federal Hous-
ing Administration. I can also remember
an ill-conceived effort to create a united
hospital administration that would di-
vest the Veterans' Administration of its
vast hospital system which has always
provided second-to-none medical care
for the Nation's sick and wounded vet-
erans. Then I recall repeated efforts to
transfer the administrative control of
the veterans’ education program, the GI
bill, to the Office of Education in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare.

During the last administration there
was an abortive effort to superimpose the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare over the Administrator and the
Chief Medical Director of the Veterans’
Administration as the President’s Co-
ordinator of Federal Health Activities.

Again, Mr. Chairman, it appears that
we are creating a czar, this time under
the guise of coordinating the Federal at-
tack on drug abuse. The Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, Mr. Chairman, has been in
the business of treating narcotic addic-
tion for many years. They have demon-
strated their qualifications in treating
drug abuse and in spending wisely and
economically the funds appropriated by
the Congress for this important segment
of medical rehabilitation. They do not
require an overseer to determine how
they shall treat veterans and servicemen
or how much money will be devoted to
this activity.

In addition to the ongoing medical and
rehabilitative treatment of drug abuse
practiced in all Veterans' Administration
hospitals, the Veterans’ Administration
will, by the end of the 1973 fiscal year,
have 44 drug treatment centers in opera-
tion. Many of these units are already
functioning actively.

The House of Representatives last year
passed and sent to the Senate H.R. 9265
which greatly expanded the role of the
Veterans’ Administration in the overall
attack upon drug abuse. The bill author-"
izes the Veterans’ Administration to
treat ex-servicemen for drug abuse irre-
spective of the nature of their discharge
and to accept for treatment active duty
servicemen and court-committed veter-
ans. I am hopeful that the Senate will
act upon this measure at the earliest
possible date. This legislation, Mr. Chair-
man, that originated in the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs and passed the
House, when it passes the Senate, will
represent the will of Congress with re-
spect to treatment of veterans and serv-
icemen for drug abuse. I cannot support
that portion of the legislation before the
House today that will vest one person
with the authority to thwart the will of
Congress by withholding funds or other-
wise changing the mission of the Vet-
erans’ Administration in the care and
treatment of veterans suffering from
narcotic addiction.

I shall support the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas and urge
my colleagues to do likewise.

Mr., McCLORY, Mr, Chairman, I am
opposed to the amendment offered by the
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gentleman from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE), as
I do not believe it is appropriate as a part
of this measure.

Mr. Chairman, in expressing my sup-
port of this legislation (H.R. 12089) for
a Special Action Office in combating drug
abuse, I realize that there are many of us
in the Congress who are endeavoring to
find rational and ready answers to this
acute problem which faces our Nation.

It is highly commendable that the In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tee has produced this legislation which
seeks to meet many of the most urgent
needs in combating the drug problem.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation em-
bodies the kind of Federal direction and
impetus which can help local and State
governments in meeting the challenges
of drug abuse. In establishing a national
drug abuse training center, many per-
sons will be able to educate and train
medical personnel, as well as educators
and others, in providing care and treat-
ment of drug dependent persons and to
provide similar services in the area of
drug abuse prevention.

Mr. Chairman, the legislation which
we are considering varies in several re-
spects from the program outlined by the
President in his message to the Congress
on January 17, 1971. However, the broad
objectives of a Special Action Office pro-
vided in this measure are consistent with
the administration’s proposals.

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished Di-
rector of the Special Action Office in the
executive department, Dr. Jerome H,
Jaffe, has provided convincing testimony
in support of the concepts embodied in
this bill. Dr. Jaffe comes with a reputa-
tion of successful leadership in the area
of drug abuse, having served as director
of the drug abuse program in the Illinois
Department of Mental Health.

Mr. Chairman, there has already de-
veloped a substantial drug treatment fa-
cility in many of our Veterans’ Admin-
istration hospitals. Hopefully, these fa-
cilities will be needed only on a tem-
porary basis to treat the military per-
sonnel from Vietnam who have been
subjected to drug use in that area. In
carrying out the Veterans’ Administra-
tion program and in developing the more
comprehensive measures contemplated
in this legislation, I find no basis for
confusion or for criticism of Dr. Jaffe.
Certainly, we are not planning to estab-
lish duplicate facilities for treatment
or for training or for any other aspect
of the drug abuse problem. Indeed, we
have neither the physical resources nor
the personnel to do more than is au-
thorized in this measure—and in the
interim any emergency programs which
have already been undertaken by the
Department of Defense and the Vet-
erans’ Administration. In the record of
hearings, part I, page 169, the Veterans’
Administration drug treatment program
is outlined—and there seems to be no
basis for conflict. Instead, the Director
indicates many ways in which the Vet-
erans’ Administration programs and the
new Special Action Office may cooperate.

Mr. Chairman, Dr. Jaffe has faced his
new responsibilities forthrightly and
courageously. When he has testified be-
fore committees of Congress, he has
given clear evidence that he knows
whereof he speaks as completely as any

person in the field of drug abuse. There
is no basis for describing his forthright
statements as arrogant or egotistical. In-
stead, they are, in my opinion, knowl-
edgeable and frank. In reviewing his
testimony before the committee, which
covers approximately 90 pages of part
I of the hearings—pages 171-260—it ap-
pears to me that Dr. Jaffe demonstrated
professional talents consistent with his
position as well as patience, respect, and
sound reason in response to extensive
questioning. I have noted the compli-
mentary remarks of the chairman of the
subcommittee on page 259 when Dr.
Jaffe concluded his testimony.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the substan-
tial benefits of this legislation should not
be diluted because of rivalries between
the departments of Government, com-
mittees of the Congress, or other such
differences. In my view, the legislation
before us today is constructive—and
should enable us to meet many of the
challenges created by the prevalence of
drug abuse. It is my fervent hope that
in the administration of programs which
are here authorized, we can meet many
of the individual problems which drug
dependent persons are experiencing, and
that the program also will help reduce
the trafficking in heroin and other dan-
gerous drugs.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE) .

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes 43,
noes 64.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERES

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I demand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. Teacut of Texas, STAGGERS, BIAG-
oI, and NELSEN.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 174, noes
196, not voting 61, as follows:

[Roll No. 28]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—I1T4

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Cotter
Crane
Curlin
Danlel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Denholm
Derwinski
Dickinson
Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy
Dulski
Duncan
Edmondson

Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Gross
Grover

Abernethy
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews
Archer
Arends
Baker
Baring
Belcher
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Blester
Boland
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Cabell Fisher
Caffery Fountain
Camp Frellnghuysen
Carney Fuqua
Casey, Tex. Gaydos

Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash,
Hillis
Hosmer

Hull
Hungate
Hunt

Ichord
Johnson, Callf.
Jones, N.C.
Eazen

KEee

King
Landrum
Leggett
Lent

Link

Long, La.
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Long, Md.
Lujan
McCloskey
McCormack
MeCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McMillan
Mahon
Mailliard
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Melcher
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Minshall
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Murphy, N.X.
Myers
Natcher
Nichols
Patten
Perkins
Pettis

Abbitt
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson, I11.
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Betts
Bingham
Blackburn
Boges
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Carey, N.X.
Carter
Chisholm
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Collins, Iil,
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Coughlin
Culver
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Dow
Downing
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
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Pike
Poage
Price, Tex.
Pucinski

Purcell
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Riegle
Roberts

Roe
Roncallo
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowski
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth

Bt Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz

Shriver
NOES—196

Gallagher
Garmatz
Glalmo
Goodling
Gubser
Gude

Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanna
Harrington
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Helnz
Helstoskl
Hogan
Hollifield
Howard
Hutchinson
Jacobs
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eastenmeler
Keating
Keith
Kluczynskl
Kuykendall
Eyl

Eyros
Landgrebe
Latta

Lloyd

McCollister
McFall

McEay
McEevitt
McKinney
Mallary
Matsunaga

Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Nedzl

. Nelsen

Nix
Obey
O'Neill

Sisk

Snyder
Spence
Steed
Stephens
Stratton
Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Thone
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Ware

White
Whitten
Williams
Winn
Wright
Wydler
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Patman
Pelly
Pepper
Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Podell
Poff
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Quie
Railsback
Rangel
Reid
Reuss
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino
Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roush
Ruppe
Ryan
Satterfield
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steele
Steiger, Arlz,
Stelger, Wis.
Stokes
Stubblefield
Sulllvan
Symington
Talcott
Terry
Thomson, Wis.
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Whalen
Whalley
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—61

Alexander
Aspinall
Bell
Blanton
Blatnik
Byrnes, Wis.
Celler

Clark

Clay
Corman
Dent

Dwyer
Edwards, La.
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Findley

Flowers
Flynt
Ford,
Willlam D.
Fulton
Galiflanakis
Gettys
Gibbons
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Lennon
McDonald,

Mich.
Macdonald,

Mass.
Madden
Mann
Mills, Ark.
Mollohan
O'Hara
O’'Konski
Passman
Powell
Pryor, Ark.

So the amendment was rejected.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time in
order to express a view which I trust
the chairman of this commitfee will
carry to the conference on this bill.
The Senate-passed legislation would
grant considerable more new direct
funding to States and localities for the
actual operation of drug treatment and
rehabilitation centers than the bill be-
fore us today. I would hope, Mr. Chair-
man, that the chairman of the com-
mittee and the House conferees will
reach a significantly larger figure than
provided in H.R. 12089 so as to fulfill the
critical need for treatment and rehabili-
tation programs on a local level. I trust
that will be carried by the chairman and
the conferees to the conference.

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

Mr. HALPERN. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
would say to the distinguished gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) that
I am sympathetic toward his position
but as the gentleman knows, as a member
of the conference, I am dutybound to up-
hold what the House has done here. Of
course in all conferences we have to have
compromises. I do not know what is go-
ing to come out of that conference com-
mittee.

Mr. HALPERN. I hope that the com-
promise will be closer to the Senate bill
on this point.

I have one other question to direct to
the chairman of the committee, I would
be interested in hearing the chairman’s
reason for the committee not including
in H.R. 12089 the Senate-originated pro-
vision which would prohibit any public
or private general hospitals presently re-
ceiving any Federal funding from refus-
ing admission or treatment of drug-abus-
ers who are suffering from an emergency
medical condition.

Mr. STAGGERS. If the gentleman will
yield further, I believe that is contained
in the Senate bill.

Mr. HALPERN. It is contained in the
Senate bill.

Mr. STAGGERS. As I stated before, the
chairman is sympathetic. I do not know
what the conference will do, but as I
said, we are dutybound to try to uphold
what the House has done here.

Mr. HALPERN. Yes, but I trust the
conference will accept this provision of
the Senate bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time, be-
cause I had originally intended to pro-
pose an amendment to this bill and was

Gray

Griffiths
Hagan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey

Hays

Hébert
Horton
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Eemp

Koch

Rees

Roy

Smith, Iowa

Springer

Stuckey

Thompson, Ga.

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan

Udall

Wilson,
Charles H.

Wolff

Wylie
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persuaded not to by the sponsor and
other members of the committee. It has
to do with a section which is contained
in the Senate bill and which is not con-
tained in the House bill. I would ask
either the chairman of the committee or
the distinguished sponsor of the bill to
comment in connection with my concern
My concern is this:

The House bill is silent on the whole
matter of confidentiality. The Senate hill
contained an entire title on confidenti-
ality that is not only important in terms
of the rights of the addict, but in terms
of the potential intake that the program
will have, One of the defects in previ-
ous programs has been that persons who
needed help have been reluctant to seek
it, because they were afraid that the dis-
closures they made to the treatment
agency would be turned over to law-en-
forcement agencies or to others to their
detriment. I am hoping that when this
bill is considered in conference the House
conferees will not be unsympathetic to
the Senate provision and will find agree-
ment on some kind of provision which
will protect confidentiality nationally in
the interest of protecting civil liberties,
but equally important in the interest of
the success of the treatment programs.

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

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. STAGGERS. In response to that
statement, I would say to the gentleman
as I have to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Harpern) that I certainly
would be sympathetic to this approach.

Confidentiality of research patients is
in the basic law, but I would be sympa-
thetic to this approach that the gentle-
man talked about in keeping these affairs
confidential. But I would be sympathetic
to having it written into the law, if we
can provide safeguards to prevent abuse.

But we will uphold the House as we
pass this bill and there will be compro-
mises, but I do not know what they are
going to be.

Mr. MIKVA. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the Crime Committee
of the House has been so much concerned
about heroin addiction to the rate of
crime in this country—about 50 percent
of the violent crime is attributable to
heroin addiction where the crimes are
committed by heroin addicts to get the
money to ouy the expensive heroin—that
we have been doing what we could to de-
velop a research and treatment and re-
habilitation program that would effec-
tively do something about this critical
problem in the country.

We found out that only about $2 mil-
lion a year was being spent to try to find
a drug that would be a blockage drug or
an antagonistic drug to heroin. Conse-
quently, on the 29th of November, all of
our committee, both Democrats and Re-
publicans, introduced a bill, HR, 11927,
proposing that we authorize a total ex-
penditure of $50 million a year, if needed,
in order to expedite in every way possible
an effective research program.

Methadone is the best drug that we
have at the present time and it is the
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most generally used drug in the treat-
ment of heroin addicts. But it is addictive
and it is fatal to some. It is appropriate
to only about 35 percent of the addicts.
Nobody knows what will be the effect of
the continued use of methadone over a
long period of time. Yet, the authorities
say if you are going to use methadone,
you have to use it for the rest of your life
if you are not going to fall back into
heroin addiction.

So we can see the importance of re-
search in this field.

Now if I may have the attention of the
gentleman from West Virginia, as I said,
our bill, HR. 11927, would authorize $50
million, if needed by the authorities to
try to carry out an effective research pro-
gram to find such a drug.

As I understand if, in section 224 of
your bill, you have an authorization of
$20 million for this purpose to try to find
a blockage or antagonistic drug and if I
am also correctly informed, in the budget
submitted by the President recently there
is a request before this session of the
Congress for $49 million for research in
the narcotics area.

So that would make a total of $69
million available if the authorities see
fit to employ that much and can wisely
use that amount for research in this
critical field.

Am Iright about that?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is correct.

Mr. PEPPER. May I ask the gentle-
man another question?

Our committee has also found that
the drug industry in this country has
been doing relatively little in this kind
of research and one of the best sources
of additional help our country could
give would be to enter into contracts or
arrangements including grants to drug
companies to carry on particular re-
search in respect to promising drugs in
this field.

Am I correct in assuming that au-
thority would exist on the part of the
drug abuse prevention agency or the
NIH or the appropriate Government au-
thority to enter into contracts including
the making of a grant in such amount
as they would deem appropriate with the
individual drug houses carrying on re-
search that they want to carry on with
the understanding that if a drug house
makes a profit out of the drug that the
first profit they will derive will go to re-
imburse the Government for any grants
that might be made available to them
under section 224?

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PEPPER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, we
believe that the Director should go as
far as he can under the law to stimulate
and bring about research in this area.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentleman.
I have one other gquestion. A little bit
ago the House passed two bills that came
out of the Judiciary Committee and were
presented to the House by the able gen-
tleman from California (Mr, Epwarps)
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which spelled out a large number of
things that could be done for prisoners
who were heroin addicts in Federal and
State prisons in an effort to get them
off heroin and back to normal living.
Am I correct in assuming that compara-
ble authority, comparable assistance,
such as job training, finding housing, if
necesary, giving medical assistance, if
needed—that comparable aid, compara-
ble assistance could be given under this
bill in the community health centers to
heroin addicts under the treatment and
rehabilitation program provided for in
this bill.

Mr. STAGGERS, In answer to the
gentleman from Florida, I would say
that existing law is broad enough in the
authorities it contains to cover all the
programs to which he refers, as well as
many others. And the Director is given
authority to fund further approaches,
out of his incentive fund, if he finds
merit in them.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able chair-
man.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
TIowa is recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the chairman of the commit-
tee a couple of questions. Does this bill
authorize the Director to enter into
agreements to pay foreign farmers for
the nonproduction of opium poppies?

Mr. STAGGERS. It does not.

Mr. GROSS. None of the funds author-
ized under this act can be used for that
purpose; is that correct?

Mr. STAGGERS. It is my understand-
ing that that is correct.

Mr. GROSS. I note in two or three
places in the bill that there are provi-
sions authorizing the Comptroller Gen-
eral to audit and/or examine books and
records of expenditures, but in each in-
stance that I have seen that authority is
limited to grants. Can the Comptroller
General audit and examine all expendi-
tures authorized under this bill?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, he can, as I am
sure he can do so with all agencies.

Mr. GROSS. The authority goes be-
yond grants; it goes to anything?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, I am sure of
that.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman,

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

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I take one
moment to direct a question to either the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROGERS)
or the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. StacGeERS) in order to clarify the
legislative history. I invite attention to
page T of the bill, section 210, in which it
is stated:

. . » the Director 1s authorized to make grants

to any public or nonprofit private agency,
organization, or imstitution, and to enter
into contracts with any agency, organiza-
tlon, or institution, or with any individual.

I ask whether the Director would have
the authority to enter into any kind of
agreement with any agency such as some
splinter group from a community ac-

tion organization, from poverty organi-
zations, from the John Birch Society, the
Ku Klux Klan, the Chicago Seven, the
Black Panthers, or from any number
of groups that could make application
and declare themselves as a drug abuse
center and get the grant. I think we
should make this quite clear at this time
before we pass the bill with section 210
included.

Mr. STAGGERS. All I can say, in an-
swer to the gentleman, is what the lan-
guage of the bill states:

In carrying out any of his functions under
this title—

That goes back to what his functions are.
There is no law that I know which would
limit him as to whom he may make grants
or contracts, unless the organization
were unlawful, or one which the Justice
Department would say was unlawful for
him to enter into an agreement with.

Mr. DEVINE. I might say to the gentle-
man that this language is vastly broad,
and if the Director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation had authority such
as this, a number of our Members would
be hollering to high heaven. I think we
should consider striking this section, but
since it is so late in the debate perhaps
it can be considered and limited or elimi-
nated in conference.

The CHAIRMAN., Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Fraser, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 12089) to establish a Special Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention
and to concentrate the resources of the
Nation against the problem of drug
abuse, pursuant to House Resolution 792,
he reported the hbill back to the House
with sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

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

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

Mr. NELSEN, Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

[Roll No. 24]

YEAS—380
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Begich

Belcher
Bennett

Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews
Annunzio

Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Blaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
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Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byren
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, 111
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Curlin
Danlel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danlielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davls, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dow
Dowdy
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Fascell
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
Willlam D,
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Puqua
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Glaimo
Glbbons
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Gonzalez
Green, Oreg.
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Green, Pa.
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Holifield
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacohs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Eeating
Kee
Keith
Eemp
King
Kluczynski
Euykendall
Kyl
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
MeCloskey
MeClure
McCollister
McCormack
MeCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McEinney
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mahon
Mailllard
Mallary
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Meollohan

Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mogher
Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O'Nelll
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Pirnie
Poage
Podell

Poft

Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111
Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rarick
Reild

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

Roe

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

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

Bt Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
SBcherle
Scheuer
Schmitz
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes

Smith, N.¥Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Btaggers
Btanton,
James V.
Steed
Steele
Bteiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
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Waldle Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla,
Young, Tex,
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex. Wampler
Terry Ware
Thompson, N.J. Whalen
Thomson, Wis. Whalley
Thone White
Tiernan Whitehurst
Ullman Whitten
Van Deerlin Widnall
Vander Jagt figgins
Vanlk Williams
Veysey Wilson, Beh
Vigorito Wilsen,
Waggonner Charles H.

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—51

Flowers Madden
Flynt Mann
Fulton Mills, Ark.
Galifianakis O’Hara
Gettys O'Konskl
Gray Passman
Criffiths Powell
Hansen, Idaho Pryor, Ark,
Hansen, Wash, Rees
Harsha Smith, ITowa
Harvey Stanton,
Hays J. William
Hébert Stuckey
Horton Thompson, Ga.
Johnson, Pa. Udall

Jones, Ala. Wolll

Koch Wylie
Lennon

Abbitt

Alexander

Aspinall

Bell

Blatnik

Bray

Byrnes, Wis.

Celler

Clausen,
Don H.

Clay

Corman

Dent

Dwyer

Edwards, La.

Evans, Colo.

Evins, Tenn.

Findley

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr., Mann with Mr, Thompson of Georgla.

Mr. Eoch with Mr. Clay.

Mr, Dent with Mr. Johnson of Pennsyl-
vanla.

Mr, Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Bell.

Mr, Hays with Mr. Powell.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Bray.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr, Byrnes of
Wisconsin.

Mr, Celler with Mr, Horton.

Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr, Hansen of
Idaho.

Mr. Passman with Mr. O'Konskl,

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Harsha.

Mr, Aspinall with Mr, Harvey.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mrs., Dwyer.
. Rees with Mr, Don H. Clausen.
. O'Hara with J. Willlam Stanton.
. Gray with Mr. Findley.
. Fulton with Mr, Wylle.
, Abbitt with Mrs. Hansen of Washing-

Corman with Mr. Wolff,

., Stuckey with Mr. Pryor of Arkansas.
. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Flow-

. Galifianakis with Mr. Smith of Iowa.
. Jones of Alabama with Mr, Lennon.
. Madden with Mr, Gettys.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of House Resolution 792, the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce is discharged from further con-
sideration of the bill (S. 2097) to estab-
lish a Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention and to concentrate the
resources of the Nation against the
problem of drug abuse.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

Mr,
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr,
Mr,
Mr
s
Mr.
Mr.
Mr

MOTION BY ME. STAGGERS
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STAGGERS moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of 8, 2097 and insert in
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lieu thereof the provisions of H.R. 12089, as
passed, as follows:

Title I, Findings and Declaration of Pollcy;
Definitions

Title II, Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention

Title ITI, Other Agencies.

TITLE I—FINDINGS AND DECLARATION
OF POLICY; DEFINITIONS

Sec.

101. Congressional findings.

102. Declaration of national policy.
103. Definitions.

§ 101. Congressional findings.

The Congress makes the following find-
ing:

%1) Drug abuse is rapidly Increasing in the
United States and now afflicts urban, subur-
ban, and rural areas of the Nation.

(2) Drug abuse, especlally heroin addic-
tion, substantially contributes to crime.

(3) The adverse impact of drug abuse in-
flicts increasing pain and hardship on indi-
viduals, families, and communities and un-
dermines our institutions.

(4) The success of Federal drug abuse pro-
grams and actlivities requires a recognition
that education, treatment, rehabilitation, re-
search, training, and law enforcement efforts
are interrelated.

(5) The effectiveness of efforts by State
and local governments and by the Federal
Government to control and treat drug abuse
in the United States has been hampered by
& lack of coordination among the States,
between BStates and locallties, among the
Federal Government, States, and locallties,
and throughout the Federal establishment.

(6) Control of drug abuse requires the de-
velopment of a comprehensive coordinated
long-term Federal strategy that encompasses
both effective law enforcement against il-
legal drug trafic and effective health pro-
grams to rehabilitate vietims of drug abuse.

(7) The increasing rate of drug abuse
constitutes a serious and continuing threat
to national health and welfare, requiring an
immediate and effective response on the part
of the Federal Government.

§ 102. Declaration of national policy.

The Congress declares that it {s the policy
of the United States and the purpose of this
Act to focus the resources of the Federal
Government and bring them to bear on
abuse to significantly reduce the incidence
of drug addiction and drug abuse in the
United States within the shortest practicable
period of time, and to develop a comprehen=-
slve coordinated long-term Federal strategy
to combat drug abuse.

§ 103. Definitions.

(a) The definitions set forth in this sec-
tion apply for the purposes of this Act.

(b) The term “drug abuse prevention
function” means any program or activity re-
lating to drug abuse education, training,
treatment, rehabilitation, or research, and
includes any such function even when per-
formed by an organization whose primary
mission is in the field of drug traffic preven-
tion functions, or is unrelated to drugs. The
term does not include any function defined
in subsection (c) as a “drug traffic preven-
tion function".

(c) The term “drug traffic prevention func-
tion" means—

(1) the conduct of formal or informal
diplomatic or international negotiations at
any level, whether with foreign govern-
ments, other forelgn governmental or non-
governmental persons or organizations of any
kind, or any international organization of
any kind, relating to traffic (whether licit or
illicit) in drugs subject to abuse, or any
measures to control or curb such traffic; or

(2) any of the following law er<orcement
activities or proceedings:

(A) the investigation and prosecution of
drug offenses;
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(B) the impanelment of grand juries;

(C) programs or activities involving inter-
national narcotics control; and

(D) the detection and suppression of illicit
drug supplies.

TITLE II—SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR
DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION

CHAPTER

1. General Provisions

2. Functions of the Director..__

3. Advisory Council

Chapter 1.—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec.

201. Citation as the Special Action Office for

for Drug Abuse Prevention Act,
Establishment of Office,
Appointment of Director.
Appointment of Deputy Director.
Appointment of Assistant Directors.
Delegation,
Officers and employees.
Employment of experts and consultants,
Acceptance of uncompensated services.
Grants and contracts.
Acting Director and Deputy Director.
Compensation of Director, Deputy Di-
rector and Assistant Directors,
Statutory requirements unaffected.
214, Termination of authority.
215. Appropriations authorized.

§ 201. Citation as the Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention Act.

This title may be cited as the “Special Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention Act”.
§ 202. Establishment of Office.

There is established In the Executive Office
of the President an office to be known as the
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Preven-
tion (hereinafter in this Act referred to as
the “Office”). The establishment of the Office
in the Executive Office of the President shall
not be construed as affecting access by the
Congress or committees of either House, (1)
to Information, documents, and studies in
the possession of, or conducted by, the Office.
or (2) to personnel of the Office.

§ 203. Appointment of Director.

There shall be at the head of the Office a
Director who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate.

§ 204, Appointment of Deputy Director.

There shall be in the Office a Deputy Direc-
tor who shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. The Deputy Director shall act as Di-
rector during the absence or disability of the
Director or in the event of a vacancy in the
office of the Director.

§ 206. Appointment of Assistant Directors.

There shall be in the Office not to exceed
six Assistant Directors appointed by the Di-
rector.

§ 206. Delegation.

Unless specifically prohibited by law, the
Director may, without being relleved of his
responsibility, perform any of his functions
or dutles, or exercise any of his powers
through, or with the aid of, such persons in,
or organizations of, the Office as he may
designate.

§ 207. Officers and employees.

The Director may employ and prescribe the
functions of such officers and employees, in-
cluding attorneys, as are necessary to perform
the functions vested in him. At the discretion
of the Director, any officer or employee of the
Office may be allowed and paid travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, in the same manner as it authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code, for
individuals employed intermittently.

§ 208. Emplogm.ent of experts and consul-
tants.

The Director may obtain services as
authorized by section 3109 of title 6 of the
United Btates Code, at rates not to exceed

202,
203.
204.
205.
206.
207.
208.
209.
210.
211.
212,

213.
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the rate in effect for GS-18 of the General
Schedule, and without regard to any limi-
tation on the number of days or the period
of such service, except that, at any one time,
not more than fifteen individuals may be
employed without regard to such limitation.
§ 200. Acceptance of uncompensated services.

The Director is authorized to accept and
employ in furtherance of the purpose of this
Act or any Federal drug abuse prevention
function, voluntary and uncompensated
services notwithstanding the provisions of
gection 8679(b) of the Revised Statutes (31
U.8.C. 6656(b)).

§ 210, Grants and contracts.

(a) In carrying out any of his functions
under this title, the Director is authorized
to make grants to any public or nonproflt
private agency, organization, or institution,
and to enter into contracts with any agency,
organization, or institution, or with any
individual.

(b) To the extent he deems it appropriate,
the Director may require the recipients of
a grant or contract under this section to
contribute money, facilities, or services for
carrying out the program and activity for
which such grant or contract was made.

(c) Payments under this section, pursuant
to a grant or contract, may be made (after
necessary adjustment, in the case of grants
on account of previously made overpayments
or underpayments) in advance or by way
of reilmbursements, and in such installments
and on such conditions as the Director may
determine.

(d) Any Federal department or agency
may enter into grant or contractual arrange-
ments with the Director and, pursuant to
such a grant or contractusl arrangement,
may exercise any authority to use any per-
sonnel or facllities which would otherwise
be available to such department or agency
for the performance by it of its authorized
functions.

§ 211. Acting Director and Deputy Director.

The President may authorize any person
who immediately prior to the date of enact-
ment of this Act held a position in the execu-
tive branch of the Government 1‘::1:;1 a&t as ot;aia
Director or uty Director un e posi-
tion in quee]zlegnti’; for the first time filled
pursuant to the provisions of this title or
by recess appointment, as the case may be,
and the President may authorize any such
person to receive the compensation attached
to the office in respect of which he serves.
Such compensation, if authorized, shall be
in lieu of but not in addition to other com-
pensation from the United States to which
such person may be entitled.

§ 212, Compensation of Director, Deputy Di-
rector, and Assistant Directors.

(a) Sectlon 5313 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following:

“(21) Director of the Special Action Office
for Drug Abuse Prevention.”

(b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following:

*(95) Deputy Director of the Special Ac-
tlon Office for Drug Abuse Prevention.”

(c) Section 5316 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following:

“(131) Assistant Directors, Speclal Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (68)."

§ 213. Statutory requirements unaffected.

Except as authorized In section 226,
nothing in this Act authorizes or permits the
Director or any other Federal officer to waive
or disregard any limitation or requirement,
including standards, criteria, or cost-sharing
formulas, prescribed by law with respect to
any Federal program or activity. Except with
respect to the conduct of drug abuse preven-
tion functions, nothing in this Act shall be
construed to limit the authority of the Sec~
retary of Defense with respect to the opera~-
tion of the armed forces or the authority of
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the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs with
respect to furnishing health care to veterans,
§ 214. Termination of authority.

The authority of the Director under chap-
ter 2 and the authority of the Council under
chapter 3 terminate on June 30, 1974.

§ 215. Appropriations authorized.

(a) For the purposes of carrying out the
provisions of this title, except for the provi-
sions of sections 223, 224, and 225, there are
authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972; $10,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973;
and $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974.

(b) For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of section 223, there is authorized
to be appropriated $40,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and June
30, 1974,

(¢) For the purpose of making grants and
contracts under section 224, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974.

(d) For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of section 225, there are authorized
to be appropriated $2,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, $3,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and $5,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974.

Chapter 2—FUNCTIONS OF THE
DIRECTOR

Sec.

221,

222.

223.

224,

Concentration of Federal effort.

Funding authority.

Speclal Fund.

Encouragement of certain research and
development.

National Drug Abuse Training Center,

Single Federal share requirement.

Recommendations regarding drug traf-
fic prevention functions.

Resolution of certain conflicts.

Liaison with respect to drug traffic pre-
vention,

Technical assistance to State and local
agencies,

Reorganization authority.

Management oversight review.

Federal drug counecil authorized.

Consultation with respect to personnel
policies.

235. International negotiations,

236. Annual report.

§ 221, Concentration of Federal effort.

(a) The Director shall provide overall
planning and policy and establish objectives
and priorities for all Federal drug abuse pre-
vention functions. In carrying out his func-
tions under this subsection, the Director
shall consult with the National Advisory
Council for Drug Abuse Prevention,

(b) For the purpose of assuring the ef-
fectuation of the planning and policy and
the achlevement of the objectives and pri-
orities provided or established pursuant to
subsection (a), the Director shall

(1) review the regulations, guidelines, re-
quirements, criteria, and procedures of oper-
ating agencies in terms of their consistency
with the policies, priorities, and objectives
he establishes, and assist such agencles in
making such additions thereto or changes
therein as may be appropriate;

(2) recommend changes in organization,
management, and personnel, which he deems
advisable to implement the policies, priori-
ties, and objectives he establishes;

(3) review related Federal legislation in
the areas of health, education, and welfare
providing for medical treatment or assist-
ance, vocational training, or other rehabili-
tative services and, consistent with the pur-
poses of this Act, assure that the respective
administering agencies construe drug abuse
as a health problem;

(4) conduct or provide for the conduct of
evaluations and studles of the performance
and results achieved by Federal drug abuse

225.
226.
227,

228.
229.

230.

231.
232,
233.
234,
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prevention functions, and of the prospective
performance and results that might be
achieved by alternative programs and ac-
tivities supplementary to or in lieu of those
currently being administered;

(5) require departments and agencles en=~
gaged in Federal drug abuse prevention func-
tions to submit such information and reports
with respect thereto as the Director deter-
mines to be necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act, and such departments and
agencies shall submit to the Director such
information and reports as the Director may
reasonably require; and

(6) develop improved methods for deter-
mining the extent of drug addiction and
abuse in the United States.

§ 222. Funding authority.

In implementation of this authority under
section 221, and to carry out the purposes
of this Act, the Director is authorized

(1) to review and as he deems necessary
modify insofar as they pertaln to Federal
drug abuse prevention functions,

(A) implementation plans for any Fed-
eral program, and

(B) the budget requests of any Federal
department or agency; and

(2) to the extent not inconsistent with
the applicable appropriation Acts, to make
funds available from appropriations to Fed-
eral departments and agencles to conduct
drug abuse prevention functions.

§ 223. Special Fund.

(a) There is established a Special Fund
(hereinafter in this section referred to as
the “fund”) in order to provide additional
incentives to Federal departments and agen-
cies to develop more effective drug abuse pre-
vention functions and to give the Director
the flexibllity to encourage, and respond
quickly and effectively to, the development
of promising programs and approaches.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (c)
of this section, sums appropriated to the
fund may be utilized only after their {rans-
fer, upon the order of the Director and at his
discretion, to any Federal department or
agency (other than the Office) and only for
the purpose of

(1) developing or demonstrating promising
new concepts or methods in respect of drug
abuse prevention functions; or

(2) supplementing or expanding existing
drug abuse prevention functions which the
Director finds to be exceptionally effective or
for which he finds there exists exceptional
need.

(c) Not more than 10 per centum of such
sums as are appropriated to the Fnud may
be expended by the Director through the
Office to develop and demonstrate promising
new concepts or methods in respect of drug
abuse prevention functions.

§ 224, Encouragement of certain research and

development.

In carrying out his functions under section
221, the Director shall encourage and pro-
mote (by grants, contracts, or otherwise) ex-
panded research programs to create, develop,
and test

(1) nonaddictive synthetic analgesics to
replace opium and its derivatives in medi-
cal use;

(2) long-lasting, nonaddictive blocking or
antagonistic drugs or other pharmacological
substances for treatment of heroin addiction;
and

(3) detoxification agents which, when ad-
administered, will ease the physical effects
of withdrawal from heroin addiction,

In carrying out this section the Director is
suthorized to establish, or provide for the
establishment of, clinical research facilities.
§ 225. Natlonal Drug Abuse Tralning Center

(a) The Director shall establish a Na-
tional Drug Abuse Training Center (here-
inafter in this section referred to as the
“Center”) to develop, conduct, and support
& full range of training programs relating to
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drug abuse prevention functions. The Direc-
tor shall consult with the National Advisory
Council for Drug Abuse Prevention regarding
the general policies of the Center. The Direc-
tor may operate the Center initially, but is
authorized and directed to transfer the op-
eration thereof to the National Institute of
Mental Health not later than the date spe-
cified in section 214.

(b) The Center shall conduct or arrange
for tralning programs, seminars, meetings,
conferences, and other related activities, in-
cluding the furnishing of training and edu-
cational materials for use by others.

(e) The services and facilities of the Center
shall, in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Director, be avallable to (1)
Federal, State, and local government officials
and their respective staffs, (2) medical and
paramedical personnel, and educators, and
(3) other persons, including drug dependent
persons, requiring training or education in
drug abuse prevention.

§ 226. Single Federal share requirement.

Where funds are made avallable by more
than one Federal department or agency to be
used by an agency, organization, or in-
dividual to carry out a drug abuse preven-
tion function, a single non-Federal share re-
quirement may be established according to
the proportion of funds advanced by each
Federal agency, and the Director may order
any such agency to walve any technical grant
or contract requirement as established in
the regulations which is inconsistent with
the similar requirement of the other Federal
agency or which the other Federal agency
does not impose.

§ 227. Recommendations regarding
traffic prevention functions.

The Director may make recommendations
to the President in connection with any
Federal drug traffic prevention function, and
shall consult with and be consulted by all re-
sponsible Federal departments and agenciles
regarding the policies, priorities, and objec-
tives of such functions.

§ 228. Resolution of certain conflicts.

If the Director determines in writing that
the manner in which any Federal depart-
ment or agency is conducting any drug
abuse prevention function or drug traffic
prevention function substantially impairs
the effective conduct of any other such func-
tion, he shall submit in writing his findings
and determinations to the President, who
may direct the Federal department or agency
in question to conduct the function there-
after under such policy guidelines as the
President may specify to elilminate the im-
pairment.

§ 229. Liaison with respect to drug traffic
prevention,

One of the Assistant Directors of the Office
shall maintain communication and liaison
with respect to all drug traffic prevention
functions of the Federal Government.

§ 230. Technical assistance to State and local
agencles.

(a) The Director shall

(1) coordinate or assure coordination of
Federal drug abuse prevention functions
with such functions of State and local gov-
ernments; and

(2) provide for a central clearinghouse for
Federal, State, and local governments, public
and private agencies, and individuals seek-
ing drug abuse Information and assistance
from the Federal Government.

(b) In carrying out his functions under
this sectlon, the Director may

(1) provide technical assistance—Iinclud-
ing advice and consultation relating to lo-
cal programs, technical and professional as-
sistance, and, where deemed necessary, use
of task forces of public officlals or other per-
sons assigned to work with State and local
governments—to analyze and identify State
and local drug abuse problems and assist in
the development of plans and programs to
meet the problems so identified;

drug

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

(2) convene conferences of State, local,
and Federal officials, and such other persons
8s the Director shall designate, to promote
the purposes of this Act, and the Director is
authorized to pay reasonable expenses of in-
dividuals incurred in connection with their
participation in such conferences;

(3) draft and make available to State and
local governments model legislation with re-
spect to State and local drug abuse programs
and activities; and

(4) promote the promulgation of uniform
criteria, procedures, and forms of grant or
contract applications for drug abuse control
and treatment proposals submitted by State
and local governments and private organiza-
tions, institutions, and individuals.

(¢) In implementation of his authority un-
der subsection (b) (1), the Director may

(1) take such action as may be necessary
to request the assignment, with or without
relmbursement, of any individual employed
by any Federal department or agency and
engaged in any Federal drug abuse preven-
flon function or drug traffic prevention func-
tion to serve as a member of any such task
force; except that no such person shall be
so assigned during any one fiscal year for
more than an aggregate of ninety days with-
out the express approval of the head of the
Federal department or agency with respect
to which he was so employed prior to such
assignment;

(2) assign any person employed by the Of-
fice to serve as a member of any such task
force or to coordinate management of such
task forces; and

(3) enter into contracts or other agree-
ments with any person or organization to
serve on or work with such task forces.

§ 231. Reorganization authority.

If the President finds, after investigation
by the Director, that a reorganization in con-
nection with the performance of any Federal
drug abuse prevention function is necessary
to carry out the purposes of this Act, the
President shall prepare a reorganization plan
in accord with the provisions of sections 802
to 913 of title 5, United States Code, for
submission to the Congress pursuant to this
subsection.

§ 232. Management oversight review.

The Director may, for a period not to ex-
ceed thirty days in any one calendar year,
provide for the exercise or performance of a
management oversight review with respect to
the conduct of any Federal drug abuse pre-
vention function. Such review may be con-
ducted by an officer of any Federal depart-
ment or agency other than the department
or agency conducting such function. The of-
ficer shall submit a written report to the
Director concerning his findings.

§ 233. Federal drug council authorized.

To promote the purposes of this Act, the
Director may convene, at his discretion, a
council of officials representative of Federal
departments and agencies, including intel-
ligence agencles, responsible for Federal drug
abuse prevention functions or Federal drug
traffic prevention functions.

§ 234. Consultation with respect to person-
nel policies.

The Director shall advise the Clvil Service
Commission and other Federal agencies with
respect to appropriate policles and services
for the control and treatment of drug abuse
among Federal clvillan employees, assuring
optimal use of existing resources. The Di-
rector shall promote similar drug abuse corn-
trol and treatment services in State and local
governments and shall actively encourage
labor and management to develop such serv-
ices in private industry.

§ 235. International negotiations.

The President may designate the Director
to represent the Government of the United
States In discussions and negotiations relat-
ing to drug abuse prevention, drug traffic
prevention, or both.
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§ 236. Annual report.

The Director shall submit to the President
and the Congress, prior to March 1 of each
year which begins after the enactment of
this title, a written report on the activities
of the Office. The report shall specify the ob=
jectives, actlvities, and accomplishments of
the Office, and shall contain an accounting
of funds expended pursuant to this title.

Chapter 3.—ADVISORY COUNCIL
Bec.
251,
252,
263.

Establishment of Council.
Membership of the Council.
Chairman; meetings.

254. Compensation and expenses.
255. Functions of the Council.

§ 251, Establishment of Council.

There is established a National Advisory
Council for Drug Abuse Prevention (herein-
after in this chapter referred to as the “Coun-
cil”) which shall consist of fifteen members.
§ 252. Membership of the Council.

(a) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Secretary of Defense, and
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, or
their respective designees, shall be members
of the Council ex officio.

(b) The remaining members of the Coun=-
cil shall be appointed by the President and
shall serve at his pleasure. Appointments
shall be made from persons who by virtue of
their education, training, or experience are
qualified to carry out the functions of mem-
bers of the Council. Of the members so ap-
pointed, four shall be officials of State or local
governments or governmental agencies who
are actively engaged in drug abuse prevention
functions.

§ 2563. Chairman; meetings.

The Presldent shall designate the Chalr-
man of the Council. The Council shall meet
at the call of the Chairman, but not less
often than four times a year.

§ 254. Compensation and expenses.

Members of the Councll (other than mem-=
bers who are full-time officers or employees
of the United States) shall, while serving
on business of the Council, be entitled to
receive a per diem allowance at rates not
to exceed the daily equivalent of the rate
authorized for grade GS-18 of the General
Schedule. Each member of the Council, while
s0 serving away from his home or regular
place of business, may be allowed actual
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence as authorized by section 5703 of
title 5 of the United States Code for persons
in the Government service employed inter-
mittently.

§ 2566, Functions of the Council.

(a) The Council shall, from time to time,
make recommendations to the Director with
respect to overall planning and policy and
the objectives and priorities for all Federal
drug abuse prevention functions.

(b) The Council may make recommenda~-
tlons to the Director with respect to the
conduct of, or need for, any drug abuse pre-
vention functions which are or in its judg-
ment should be conducted by or with the
support of the Federal Government.

TITLE III—OTHER AGENCIES

. Community mental health centers.
. Public Health Service facilities.
. State plan requirements.
. Drug abuse prevention function appro-
priations.
. Planning grants.
. Authorization of appropriations for spe-
cial projects.
§ 301. Community mental health centers.
Section 221 of the Community Mental
Health Centers Act (42 U.8.C. 2688a) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:
“(e) If an application for a grant under
this part for a community mental health
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center is made for any fiscal year beginning
after June 30, 1972, and—

“(1) the Secretary determines that it is
feasible for such center to provide a treat-
ment and rehabilitation program for drug
addicts and other persons with drug abuse
and other drug dependence problems resid-
ing in the area served by the center and
that the need for such a program in that
area is of such a magnitude as to warrant
the provision of such a program by the
center, such application may not be approved
unless it contains or is supported by assur-
ances satisfactory to the Secretary that the
center will provide such program in such
fiscal year; or

#(2) the Secretary determines that it is
feasible for the center to assist the Federal
Government in treatment and rehabilita-
tion programs for drug addicts and other
persons with drug abuse and other drug de-
pendence problems who are in the area served
by the center, such application may not be
approved unless it contains or is supported
by assurances satisfactory to the Secretary
that the center will enter into agreements
with departments or agencies of the Gov-
ernment under which agreements the cen-
ter may be used (to the maximum extent
practicable) in treatment and rehabilitation
programs (if any) provided by such depart-
ments or agencies.

For the purpose of making grants under this
part to assist community mental health cen-
ters to meet the requirements of this sub-
section there are authorized to be appropri-
ated $60,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and $60,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974.”

§ 302, Public Health Service facilities.

(a) Section 341(a) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 257(a)) (relating to
care and treatment of narcotic addicts and
other drug abusers) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: “In carrying out this subsection, the
Secretary shall establish in each hospital and
other appropriate medical facility of the
Service a treatment and rehabilltation pro-
gram for drug addicts and other persons
with drug abuse and drug dependence prob-
1lems who are in the area served by such hos-
pital or other facility; except that the re-
quirement of this sentence shall not apply
in the case of any such hospital or other
facility with respect to which the Secretary
determines that there is not sufficient need
for such a program in such hospital or other
facility.”

(b) Section 341 of that Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(c) The Secretary may enter into agree-
ments with the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs, the Secretary of Defense, and the
head of any other department or agency of
the Government under which agreements
hospitals and other appropriate medical fa-
cilities of the Service may be used in treat-
ment and rehabilitation programs provided
by such department or agency for drug ad-
dicts and other persons with drug abuse and
other drug dependence problems who are in
areas served by such hospitals or other
facilities.”

§ 303. State plan requirements.

(a) Section 314(d) (2) (K) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 246(d) (2) (K))
is amended by inserting after “problem” the
following: *, and include provislons for (i)
licensing facilities in which treatment and
rehabilitation programs are conducted for
persons with drug abuse and other drug de-
pendence problems, and (i) expansion of
State mental health programs in the field of
drug abuse and drug dependence and of other
gx‘!;;entlon and treatment programs in such

eld”.

(b) Section 204 of the Community Mental
Health Centers Act (42 U.S.C. 2684) 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:
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“(e) After June 30, 1973, the Secretary may
not approve any State plan unless it provides
for treatment and prevention programs in
the fleld of drug abuse and drug dependence,
commensurate with the extent of the prob-
lem, and it includes the provisions required
by section 314(d) (2) (K) of the Public Health
Service Act for State plans submitted under
sectlon 314(d) of such Act.”

§304. Drug abuse prevention
appropriations.

Any request for appropriations by a depart-
ment or agency of the Government submitted
after the date of enactment of this Act shall
specify, on a line item basis, that part of the
appropriations which the department or
agency is requesting to carry out its drug
abuse prevention functions.

§ 305. Planning grants.

(a) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated #£5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, $13,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and $13,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, for grants to
States to assist them in (1) planning proj-
ects for the development of more effective
drug abuse prevention functions, or (2) eval-
uating the conduct of drug abuse prevention
functions within the States. For purposes of
this section, the term “State’ includes the
District of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, Amer-
ican Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the
Paclfic Islands, in addition to the fifty States.

(b) For each fiscal year the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare shall, in ac-
cordance with regulations, allot the sums
appropriated pursuant to subsection (a) for
such year among the States on the hasis of
the relative population, financial need, and
the need for more effective conduct of drug
abuse prevention funections.

(c) Any amount so allotted to a State
(other than the Virgin Islands, American
Samoa, Guam, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands) and remaining unobligated
at the end of such year shall remain avail-
able to such State, for the purposes for which
made, for the next fiscal year (and for such
year only), and any such amount shall be in
addition to the amounts allotted to such
State for such purpose for such next fiscal
year,

(d) As a condition to its receipt of any
grant under subsection (b) for any plan-
ning project, a State shall, by provisions in
the plan or otherwise,

(1) designate a single State agency as the
sole agency for the preparation or revision
of the plan, or designate such agency as the
sole agency for supervising the preparation or
revislon of the plan;

(2) provide for the designation of a State
advisory council which shall include repre-
sentatives of nongovernmental organizations
or groups, and of public agenclies concerned
with the prevention and treatment of drug
abuse and drug dependence, from different
geographical areas of the State, to consult
with the State agency in preparing or revis-
ing the plan;

(8) set forth, in accordance with criteria
established by the Secretary, a detailed sur-
vey of the local and State needs for the pre-
vention and treatment of drug abuse and
drug dependence, Including a survey of the
health facilitles needed to provided services
for drug abuse and drug dependence, and a
plan for the development and distribution
of such facllities and programs throughout
the State;

(4) provide for coordination of existing
and planned treatment and rehabilitation
programs and activities, particularly in urban
centers.

(5) provide that the Comptroller General
of the United States or his duly authorized
representatives shall have access for the pur-
pose of audit and examination to records to
substantiate the expenditures for which the
grant 1s made;

(6) provided that the State agency will
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from time to time, but not less often than
annually review its State plan and submit
to the Secretary an analysis and evaluation
of the effectiveness of the prevention and
treatment programs and activitles carried
out within the State, and any modifications
in the plan which it conslders necessary,

(7) provide reasonable assurance that
Federal funds for preparation or revision of
a State plan made available under this sec-
tion for any period will be so used as to sup-
plement and increase, to the extent feasl-
ble and practical, the level of State, local,
and other non-Federal funds that would In
the absence of such Federal funds be made
available for such purposes, and will in no
event supplant such State, local, and other
non-Federal funds; and

(8) furnish such additional information
and assurance as the Secretary may find
necessary to carry out the provisions and
purposes of this section.

(e) As a condition to its receipt of any
grant under subsection (b) for evaluation of
drug abuse programs, a State shall

(1) provide that the Comptroller General
of the United States or his duly authorized
representatives shall have access for the pur-
pose of audit and examination to records to
substantiate the expenditures for which the
grant is made;

(2) provide reasonable assurance that
Federal funds for evaluation of drug abuse
programs made avallable under this section
for any period will be so used as fo supple-
ment and increase, to the extent feasible and
practical, the level of State, local, and non-
Federal funds that would in the absence of
such Federal funds be made avallable for
such purposes, and will in no event supplant
such State, local, and other non-Federal
funds; and

(8) furnish such additional information
and assurances as the Secretary may find
necessary to carry out the provisions and pur-
poses of this section.

§ 306. Authorization of appropriations for
special projects.

Section 256(e) of the Community Mental
Health Center Act 1s amended (1) by strik-
ing out “and $35,000,000" and inserting in
leu thereof "$60,000,000”, and (2) by strik-
ing out the period at the end and inserting
in leu thereof *; and $75,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974.".

The motion was agreed to.

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

A similar House bill (H.R. 12089) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have asked for this time for the purpose
of asking the distinguished majority
leader the program for the remainder of
the week, if any, and the schedule for
next week.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, in response
to the minority leader, this concludes the
program for this week. It is my inten-
tion to ask to go over to Monday.

The schedule for next week is as fol-
lows:

On Monday, the Consent Calendar will
be called.

There are 12 suspensions as follows:

S. 1857, American Revolution Bicen-
tennial Commission;

H.R. 6730, land and water conserva-
tion fund amendment;

H.R. 8382, Buffalo National River,
Ark.;

House Joint Resolution 958, Sugar Act
clarification;

S. 2672, exempting potatoes for proc-
essing from marketing orders;

H.R. 9756, Merchant Marine Act
amendment;

8. 1163, Older Americans Act amend-
ment;

H.R. 7088, Tinicum National Environ-
mental Center, Pennsylvania;

H.R. 12143, San Francisco Bay Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge:

H.R. 12186, Bald Eagle Protection Act;

H.R. 12207, program for development
of tuna fisheries; and

HR. 12741, Water Pollution Control
Act extension to June 30, 1972,

On Tuesday, House Resolution 164, the
Select Committee on Privacy, Human
Values, and Democratic Institutions.

H.R. 10243, Office of Technology As-
sessment. This is an open rule with 1
hour of debate.

Wednesday, H.R. 12910, the bill on the
temporary debt ceiling increase to June
30, 1972, is scheduled, subject to a rule
being granted.

The Lincoln’s Birthday recess will
begin after the conclusion of the busi-
ness on Wednesday next, February 9, and
will continue until noon the following
Wednesday, February 16.

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time and any further program
will be announced late.

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
FEBRUARY 7, 1972

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today that it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that business in order
under the Calendar Wednesday Rule
may be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

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

There was no objection.
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STATE DEPARTMENT ISSUES
GUIDELINES FOR ASYLUM IN THE
UNITED STATES

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

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, follow-
ing the attempted defection of Lithu-
anian sailor Simas Kudirka last Novem-
ber, I and other Members of Congress
decried the manner in which this inci-
dent was handled by Coast Guard and
State Department officials. While con-
fusion reigned at several levels of au-
thority, Kudirka was beaten and forcibly
removed from an American ship by So-
viet sailors in full sight of the American
crewmen who had allowed the Russians
to board the U.S. vessel.

At hearings before the House Subcom-
mittee on State Department Organiza-
tion and Foreign Operations, of which I
am & member, I noted that this case dis-
played not only a serious lack of flexi-
bility on the part of U.S. officials but a
lack of humanity. I also pointed out that
the implications of the case could go far
beyond one isolated incident, They could
affect the entire historical tradition of
the United States for granting political
asylum. To avoid the repetition of this
humiliating episode, I urged that the
United States reaffirm its belief in asy-
lum and take steps to prevent the cir-
cumstances which led to the Kudirka
problem.

I was therefore pleased to see that the
U.S. Department of State has issued
guidelines concerning requests by for-
eign nationals for asylum in the United
States. The basic objective of these new
guidelines is “to promote institutional
and individual freedom and humanitar-
ian concern for the treatment of the in-
dividual.” Specifically, they call for the
consideration of each asylum request on
its merits, set forth procedures for deal-
ing with asylum requests at any kind of
U.S. territory abroad, and provide a pre-
cise chain of command for reporting and
seeking advice on potential defections.
These guidelines will be distributed to
all U.S. personnel who might become in-
volved in asylum cases. All in all, they
should go a long way toward eliminat-
ing the confusion and indecision which
pervaded the Kudirka case.

During hearings on this subject, mem-
bers of the Subcommittee on State De-
partment Organization and Foreign
Operations reaffirmed America’s belief in
the right to asylum. The new State De-
partment guidelines provide specific
channels through which that right will
continue to be exercised. Unfortunately,
these rules will not help Simas Kudirka,
who is suffering now in his homeland.
However, they will help those to follow
him, and will provide some assurance that
there will be no more Simas Kudirkas. As
Secretary of State William P. Rogers
stated upon issuing these guidelines:

The right of asylum is rooted in American
history and tradition. The new guidance is
intended to reinforce our continuing dedlca-
tlon to the principle.
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ASSAULTING AN OFFICER SHOULD
BE MADE A FEDERAL CRIME

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, recently the
people of New York were shocked by the
senseless killing of two police officers who
were shot in the back while investigating
a complaint. During the last calendar
year, 125 police officers in various parts
of the United States were killed by
criminal action.

The funerals of the two officers mur-
dered last week in New York City, Patrol-
men Gregory P. Foster and Rocco W.
Laurie, were held on February 1, attended
by thousands of policemen and other
mourners. Msgr, Joseph A. Dunne,
Roman Catholic chaplain of the New
York Police Department, asked on that
day:

If a police officer can be cut down, what will
happen to the rest of us?

Mayor John V. Lindsay, attending one
of the two funerals, said:

This is the 10th service of this kind that I
have been to in & year.

Too often those of our citizens who
serve in the capacity of policemen, fire-
men, judicial officers, and prison guards
are regarded simply as components of our
system of criminal justice. The fact is
that they are human beings just like the
rest of us, with families, friends, mort-
gages, automobile payments, and other
features of life in American society. They
are just like the rest of us except for one
thing. In their case, unlike ours, every
day is a day when their lives are in danger
because they are performing the job
assigned to them.

The sharp rise in the number of at-
tacks on policemen and firemen in the
past year has aroused serious concern
on the part of all responsible Americans.
This grievous situation, which is nation-
wide, calls for action on a national, and
not just a local basis.

Accordingly, I am today introducing a
bill which would make it a Federal of-
fense to assault with the intent to kill
any officer—whether local or State—en-
gaged in law enforcement or firefighting.
The bill is limited to local and State offi-
cers because an attack on a Federal offi-
cer is already a Federal crime.

In 1968, Congress enacted legislation
which extended to certain non-Federal
law enforcement officers, or their sur-
vivors, benefits which were available to
Federal employees in case of injury or
death. To be eligible, however, the non-
Federal officer would have to be killed or
injured while engaged in action involving
a Federal offense. That legislation, which
appears as section 8191 of title 5 in the
United States Code, would not have ap-
plied to the two New York patrolmen,
The new bill I am introducing would ap-
ply to such cases.

It is true that a policeman’s life entails
an inescapable element of danger, since
his job is to enforce the law against pred-
atory persons of many kinds. Firefight-
ers also necessarily confront danger on
every call to duty. Nevertheless, the un-
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precedented toll of lives of firemen and
law enforcement officers in recent
months has raised the level of the prob-
lem to a new height, requiring Federal
attention.

The International Association of Fire-
fighters, in testimony before a Senate
subcommittee, cited the new character of
the peril of attacks on firemen, outdis-
tancing any known past experience. In
the riots of Watts, Detroit, Newark, and
Cleveland in recent years, firefighters ac-
tually suffered more casualties than po-
lice officers. From 1967 to 1970, over 800
firefighters were injured during civil dis-
orders. Over 100 in 1970 alone sustained
injuries from acts of individual violence.

The dangers faced by correctional of-
ficers and judicial employees were high-
lighted by events which occurred at the
correctional facility in Attica, N.Y., and
at the Marin County Courthouse in
California. As a consequence of those
events, all persons involved in law en-
forcement, public safety work, and ad-
ministration of criminal justice, along
with their families, have become victims
of fear.

Enactment of the legislation which I
am proposing would permit the FBI fo
assist State and local authorities in in-
vestigating assaults on these public serv-
ants and in tracking down criminal sus-
pects. Swift action of this kind is called
for in protecting our public servants.
They deserve no less. I urge prompt con-
sideration of this measure, which would
deal severely with those who flaunt our
law and our society by murdering or as-
saulting law enforcement personnel.

When we lose a dedicated law enforce-
ment officer, a portion of the law that we
respect dies with him. We cannot afford
the loss of either the officer or the rule
of law.

IMPACT OF WEST COAST DOCK
STRIKE ON MONTANA

(Mr. SHOUP 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. SHOUP. Mr. Speaker, there has
been considerable discussion in the last
several days about the extensive damage
on the American economy caused by the
west coast dock strike. While much of the
rhetoric has centered on damage to our
agriculture, there are similar drastic ef-
fects on many other aspects of the econo-
my. Our farmers and other businessmen,
such as retail stores and even large cor-
porations, have been deeply hurt by re-
strictions on both exporting and import-
ing marketing efforts.

I wish to call to the attention of my
colleagues a dramatic, though brief, news
statement which was developed and aired
by Mr. Orin Bleken, news director of
EKOFT in Kalispell, Mont., on January
26, 1972. It paints a very clear picture
of the dock strike's effects on just one
county—Flathead County—in the upper
part of my district.

Therefore, I include in the CoNGrEs-
s1oNAL Recorp at this point his news-
story:

The West Coast Dock Strike has cut off the
shipment of wheat from the Flathead Valley,
served a blow to area foreign car dealers, par-
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tially cutting off new shipments of Japanese
vehicles and parts, and may cause the Ana-
conda Aluminum Company at Columbia
Falls, to re-route ships carrying raw material
or look elsewhere for aluminum to keep the
plant open.

Stan Halvorson, Manager of the Equity
Supply Company in Kalispell, said, wheat
shipments to the west coast have been cut
off because west coast terminals are filled
and foreign buyers are not buying the wheat.
The strike is also causing the wheat market
in the Flathead to enter a depressed state,
dropping wheat prices about five cents per
bushel and with the loss in total sales, much
of the 1971 wheat crop may still be in the
grain bin when harvest season 1972 rolls
around.

Jack Canavan, Administrative Officer at
the Anaconda Company's aluminum reduc-
tion plant in Columbia Falls said, they are
facing a serlous situation with only a 30
day supply of raw materlal on hand unless
the strike is settled. He said, since the raw
material used at the plant comes from Ja-
malica via boat to the Port of Everett, if the
strike continues much longer other steps
will have to be taken. The plant will either
have to re-route its ships to ports in the
Gulf or on the eastern seaboard, or buy the
raw materlal elsewhere at a prohibitive cost.

Several auto dealers in the Flathead and
business selling Japanese made goods, say
both goods and vehicles cannot be obtained
due to the strike, and in some Instances parts
Itgr tl:a goods and vehicles they sell are hard

get.

W. MARVIN WATSON—MAN OF
INTEGRITY

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

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, Texas is
always proud of the success of its native
sons, both in public service and in in-
dustry.

Today, I would like to register my own
plaudits for a Texan who has truly dis-
tinguished himself in service to God and
%o?‘niutry—w. Marvin Watson of Dainger-

eld.

Mr. Watson’s name is well known to
those of us who serve in Washington. In
the period 1964 to 1968, he was Chief
Special Assistant to President Lyndon B.
Johnson, distinguishing himself to a de-
gree which all considered exceptional.
Indeed, at one point in his career, Pres-
ident Johnson said:

It would be a long story If I told you
everything Marvin Watson had done for me.
Marvin is as wise as my father, as gentle as
my mother, as loyal and dedicated and as
close to my side as another East Texan I
know—Lady Bird . . . In this hour of our
nation we need constructive men, men of

faith who do not have time to hate. Such
a man is Marvin,

On April 26, 1968, President Johnson
elevated Mr. Watson to his well-deserved
Cabinet rank as Postmaster General of
the United States. Once again, Mr. Wat-
son showed his unique ability totally to
dedicate himself to service, reorganizing
the postal mechanization and building
programs into a new concept that is be-
ing used today with enormous effect,
while, at the same time, winning the
thanks of the postal unions as well as
management echelons and private busi-
ness for the manner in which he plunged
in and saved what many thought was a
sinking ship.
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Perhaps overlooked in that period was
the fact that Mr. Watson also saved the
American taxpayer a great deal of
money—ifor at the end of his 9 months of
service, Mr. Watson returned a saving
of $148 million, not to mention the pro-
gram that would save many millions
more in years to come.

Since leaving public life, Mr. Watson
has made for himself a new successful
career in the business world, notably as
president of Occidental International, a
subsidary of Occidental Petroleum Corp.

This week, Dr. Armand Hammer,
chairman of the board and president of
Occidental Petroleum, announced that
Mr. Watson has been appointed executive
vice president for corporate affairs, ex-
ecutive assistant to the chairman of the
board, and a member of the executive
committee of the board of directors of
Occidental Petroleum Corp., as well as
continuing as president of Occidental In-
ternational Corp.

Those of us who have known Marvin
have always admired his ability to ac-
complish much and to give much.

We watched him when he served as a
marine in the Pacific during World War
II; when he achieved a master’s degree
in economics at Baylor University, sub-
sequently serving on the faculty; when
he served the city of Daingerfield as
chamber of commerce manager and city
judge; when he helped to build a new
steel industry in Texas—the Lone Star
Steel Co.—into one of the most impor-
tant independent steel operations in
America, a company which has done
much to benefit the economic growth of
east Texas.

Always we have seen a truly dedicated
man, patriotic and deeply religious, a
man who has given much and who has
always strived for the ultimate in con-
structive achievement, and it is a great
pleasure for me to congratulate him on
his new appointment, although I note
that his new duties will give him a new
base of operations, Los Angeles, Calif.—
in addition, of course, to his home which
will always be maintained on West Mar-
vin Watson Boulevard in Daingerfield.

It is not surprising to find that Mar-
vin Watson has an outstanding and won-
derful wife and family—as is almost al-
ways the case with a man of tremendous
accomplishments—certainly Marvin is
fortunate to have a beautiful and tal-
ented wife, Marion, always by his side,
together with their children, Lee, Kim-
berly and Bill.

Perhaps Marvin Watson can best be
summed up by the words another great
American, Dr. Billy Graham, used to de-
scribe him:

(The Postmaster General is a man of)
faith and dedication . . . I wish everybody in
Washington was like Marvin Watson; we'd
have a better country . .. When I think of
Marvin Watson, I think of a man of integ-
rity.

And that he surely is.

THE WEST COAST DOCK STRIKE

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

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
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Speaker, with further regard to the west
coast dock strike situation, I would like
to inform the House that on tomorrow
Mr. Bridges of the Longshoremen’s
Union, Mr, Flynn, of the Pacific Mari-
time Association, and the west coast
counsel for the Teamsters’ Union will be
appearing in room 2175, the Education
and Labor Committee room, at 10 am.
to inform us of the situation as it exists
at the end of today's bargaining. They
have been in virtually constant session.

Again today I have talked with both
Mr. Flynn and Mr. Bridges. They inform
me that their differences are ever nar-
rowing. I have summoned them to Wash-
ington in order that we may have full
knowledge of the seriousness of this sit-
uation, of the facts as they exist, and I
want to express my determination to
bring this impasse to an early conclusion,
either by legislation or by other means
so that the situation can be resolved.

The invitations to the gentlemen who
will testify were sent out earlier in the
week before the message of President
Nixon was received yesterday. We appre-
ciate the interest and support for a set-
tlement by the President, but emphasize
that we were proceeding in this manner
independently even before the legislation
was referred to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I was unavoidably detained and there-
fore unable to be present for a vote on
HR. 12089, Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention. I would simply
like to have the Recorp show that had I
been present, I would have voted “aye.”

PLOWSHARE PROGRAM

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HosMER) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, today
other House members of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy and I have in-
troduced a bill to provide the statutory
framework under which the Atomic En-
ergy Commission would be authorized to
provide commercial nuclear explosive
services to private industry. This is an
updated version of H.R. 477 which we
introduced on January 3, 1969. The Joint
Committee held extensive hearings on
that measure in May and July of 1969
and it became apparent that some re-
visions were in order. Moreover, the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act was en-
acted on January 1, 1970, so that new
law had to be considered. We now have
a considerable amount of experience with
that law both as to the benefits being
realized through more thorough evalu-
ation and as to some administrative prob-
lems which naturally developed in imple-
menting such a sweeping change.

This new bill recognizes these develop-
ments. It authorizes the AEC to provide
nuclear detonation services on a con-
tractural basis with the Commission re-
maining at all times in full custody and
control of the nuclear device. It, in effect,
is authorization for the sale of energy to
be employed, at least in the near term,
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in underground engineering projects such
as stimulating natural gas flow in deep,
lJow-permeability rock formations. Other
applications are under study, but gas
stimulation has been shown to be effec-
tive in two experiments—Gasbuggy and
Rulison. Two more experiments are
planned for the near future—Rio Blanco
and Wagon Wheel.

We are rapidly approaching demon-
stration of the commercial viability of
this technology. The purpose of this bill
is to assure that when that point is
reached, the legislative and administra-
tive framework to move ahead with its
application is ready and has been care-
fully and thoroughly considered. The bill
will require criteria to be established by
the AEC, with Joint Committee oversight,
to provide for the review of projects by
all appropriate agencies. Obviously, reg-
ulations must be formulated by the AEC
and standards for use of the products
must be developed by the Environmental
Protection Agency. These will take time—
this bill is intended to provide the statu-
tory authority and stimulation to ac-
complish these tasks.

I need not belabor our energy prob-
lems in this country. Let it suffice to say
that natural gas is recognized as the
cleanest of all fossil fuels. Plowshare
technology holds the very high promise
of doubling the amount of recoverable
natural gas in the lower 48 States. We
must take the steps necéssary to assure
ourselves of the option of employing it
when it is ready.

HAITI: JOBLESS, POOR LINE UP TO
SELL BLOOD

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
California. (Mr. VEYSEY) is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. VEYSEY, Mr. Speaker, one of the
least savory aspects of the scandal in
United States blood banking is the un-
supervised importation and use of blood
plasma from such medically underde-
veloped countries as Haiti, India and the
Dominican Republic. The conditions
under which such plasma is collected are
well described in the following article
from the January 27, 1972, edition of
the Los Angeles Times, which was sum-
marized in the Washington Post of
January 28.

One of the striking things about the
“blood bank” described in this article is
the reluctance of those involved to say
who in the United States is purchasing
the plasma and what it is used for.
Neither the U.S. State Department nor
the Haitian Government approves of
this operation but it continues to rattle
its cash register. .

The article again documents the glar-
ing lack of supervision of this trade
which I reported to the House on Novem-
ber 17. The NIH Division of Biologics
Standards—DBS—charged with respon-
sibility for the *“purity, potency, and
safety” of biologic products like plasma,
seems to think it is fine to shift its duty
to inspect blood products collected in
places like Haiti to the financially in-
terested companies importing the
plasma.

Such delegation would be questionable
even if the product involved were rela-
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tively harmless. But blood plasma from
paid donors carries a high risk of deadly
serum hepatitis. DBS claims that no im-
ported plasma is being transfused direct-
ly into human beings, but they admit
they do not check this themselves. They
only accept the assurances they receive
from companies selling the product.

DBS claims there is no danger since
this plasma is intended to be broken
down into its component fractions. But
they have to concede the risk of hepatitis
is not completely eliminated by this pro-
cedure. Although some plasma fractions
are sterilized and cannot transmit hep-
atitis, other important fractions like
fibrinogen and the antihemophilia factor
continue to carry an hepatitis that was
in the original plasma. The division has
no way of knowing that infected plasma
fractions from Haiti are not being sold in
the United States today; in fact, they tell
me they do not even know how much
plasmsa is imported annually.

While DBS’s procedures seem unbe-
lievably lax to me, a call to the Food and
Drug Administration confirms it. The
FDA tells me they inspect, sample and
test all the drugs imported into this coun-
try under their jurisdiction. In addition,
they inspect all foreign plants producing
drugs for the U.S. market. I can think of
no excuse for not inspecting potentially
infectious blood products as well.

Mr. Speaker, The National Blood Bank
Act, HR. 11828, which I recently intro-
duced would correct this shocking ab-
dication of duty. It would establish ade-
quate inspection and licensing of all
blood banks and importers, and it would
vest this program in some part of HEW
other than the Division of Biologics
Standards. Yesterday, 17 of my colleagues
joined me in cosponsoring my bill, bring-
ing the total number of cosponsors to
53. I urge my colleagues on the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
to hear this important bill, and to end
the intolerable risk from imported
plasma.

The article follows:

R1sING CrITICISM—HAITI: JOBLESS, POOR LINE
Up To SeELL BLOOD
(By Francis B, Kent)

PorT-AU~-PRINCE, HAITI—Just up from the
waterfront, on a squalid street called Rue
des Remparts, a ragged mob clusters patient-
ly outside a shabby two-story bullding.

There is little conversation among the 30
or 50 who walt, but elsewhere in the Haitlan
capital the business conducted in this malo-
dorous quarter has become the subject of
considerable if gua.rded criticism,

Here the poor and out of work, more than
300 of them a day, sell their blood for export
to U.S. pharmaceutical houses. Each time
they come—and they come often—they are
given the equivalent of $3.

Werner A. Thill, an Austrian blochemist
and technical director for the American-
owned firm known as Hemo Caribbean of
Hailti, told The Times that his staff works
two shifts a day, six days a week. Twice a
month, he added, he ships 2,600 liters of
blood plasma to the United States.

PROFIT MARGINS NOT HIGH

“The profit margin.’ Thill sald In response
to a reporter’s question, “ls not extremely
high, perhaps $4 or $5 per liter.”

The plasma is frozen and shipped in styro-
foam contalners to the United States, where
it is usually broken down into gamma glob-
ulin, albumin and other elements marketed
by drug firms.

(In Washington, a doctor at the National
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Institutes of Health’s division of biological
standards said that no whole blood is Im-
ported into the United States and that no
imported blood plasma is infused directly
into humans.)

At the U.S. Embassy, a spokesman said that
Hemo Caribbean “definitely does not have
the blessing” of U.S. officials. Although most
Americans doing business in Haiti have con-
sulted the embassy in advance, the spokes-
man added, ‘“we were never consulted on
this.”

HEALTH MINISTRY NOT CONSULTED

Halfl's minister of public health reportedly
was not consulted, either. This official is de-
scribed as refusing to speak to or have any-
thing to do with Hemo Caribbean’s owner,
who was identified by the Austrian, Thill, as
Joseph B. Gorinstein, a Miami businessman
and former stock broker.

At the moment, Thill said, Gorinstein is
In a Miami hospital recovering from surgery
for a stomach ulcer,

According to Thill, Gorinstein entered into
his contract with the Haitian government
last year while Francois (Papa Doc) Duvalier,
was still alive, It is to run for 10 years.

Several sources, all reliable, said that the
liaison agent between Duvalier and Gorin-
stein was Luckner Cambronne, now minister
of the Interior and defense, whose business
interests extend into much of Haitl's fragile
economy.

In addition to the blood business, of which
he is sald to own a substantial part, Cam-
bronne owns an airline, a travel agency, a
number of taxicabs and either exports or
imports fruits, dried fish and used clothing.

It i1s Hemo Caribbean, however, that has
attracted a storm of criticism to Cambronne’s
door, both from American residents here and
those Haitians willing to speak out from the
protective shadow of anonymity.

An American housewife, asked for her view
of the blood business, sald she could “not
condone taking blood from sick, under-
nourished people.”

A young secretary called it “a terrible thing
in a country where so many are dying for
lack of blood.”

A cab driver screwed up his face and sald,
“No good.”

An official who cannot be identified said he
thought the Haitlan government, in its
efforts to improve the national image since
Duvalier's death last April, would cancel the
contract with Gorinstein if it could do so
without damaging its prospects for other
foreign investment.

Thill, however,
differently.

“I don't think you can criticize what we
are doilng on ethical grounds,” he said. “We
are saving lives. We are providing a source of
income in a country where the per capita
income is no more than 875 a year.”

He said Hemo Caribbean has a pool of 6,000
donors, most of them unemployed, and added
that “we bleed the donors" every seven days.

At that rate, he said, a donor can receive up
to 812 a month or 144 a year, far above the
average in this poverty-stricken country. He
said the firm pays about $1,000 a week to the
donors and more than twice that in salarles
for the staff, which consists of four physi-
clans, 12 registered nurses, 16 laboratory
technicians and about 80 others.

Thill said that each donor is given a gen-
eral physical examination, including a blood
test, each time he appears at the plasma
center. The donor also receives, free of charge,
an anti-tetanus inoculation.

Although whole blood is withdrawn from
the donor, only the amber-colored plasma 18
retained, Thill said, the red cells being re-
turned to the donor's veins after it has been
separated from the plasma in a centrifuge.
Diligent care is taken to avoid the red cells
taken from one donor being returned to
another since it could be severely harmful.

Thill would not say what firms were pur-
chasing the plasma from Haitl but con-

looks at the situation
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ceded that shipments were golng to Call-
fornia, Illinois and Indiana.

There i8 no danger, he said, of transmit-
ting disease from the donor to the recipient
of one of the end products. Even if the donor
were Infected with syphilis, he said, “this
would not bother me,” since the freezing
process destroys the bacteria.

Thill conceded, however, that there is the
possibllity that anyone handling the blood
might contract hepatitis. To date, he sald,
there has been only one case at the plasma
center.

Periodically, he sald, the center is inspected
by agents of the firms that buy the plasma,
as required by U.S. law. The entire opera-
tion must meet the U.S. National Institutes
of Health standards, he said.

{The NIH's Washington spokesman said
that although there is some government in-
spection of blood suppliers abroad, the bur-
den for purity rests on the U.S. firms licensed
to import blood products.

(He also said that he knows of no prob-
lem with Hemo Caribbean and that export-

ing blood products to the United States is
not unusual.)

Under the contract with Halti's govern-
ment, the firm must supply plasma to any
local hospital without charge in emergencies,
Thill said, but added that there has been
no local call for his product to date,

“Let’'s face it,” he sald, “the Haitlans
wouldn’t know what to do with it.”

Thill estimated that the center represents
an investment of about $250,000. Based on
its success, he said, Gorinstein is putting up
a second center here with facilities to han-
dle 500 donors a day.

Moreover, he said, expansion into other
islands of the Caribbean is under active con-
sideration.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. M1LLER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to-
day we should take note of America’s
pioneers of progress and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a nation.

The first cash register was devised by
an American, James Ritty, in 1879.

HEALTH CARE FOR EVERY
AMERICAN

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Roeison) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr,
Speaker, during the past year I have
spent a considerable amount of time
studying the arguments for and against
national health insurance, as well as
the various proposals which would create
a national health insurance system.
This has been a complicated task during
an exacting period of analysis and lively
discussion of the status of this country’s
health-care system, and I have waded
through countless articles, reports, bills,
and books with the feeling that my de-
cision to support any of the existing pro-
posals would be an important one—per-
haps one of the most important I will
make during my presence in this body.

What I find after this study and ques-
tioning, is that we have a health system
in this country which is providing the
best health care available in the world.
It encompasses a highly complex and
sophisticated delivery system—so much

February 3, 1972

so that much of the discussion relating
to health insurance proposals is largely
an attempt to define the boundaries and
capabilities of the existing system. And it
is a system which, by virtue of its size
and complexities, is subject to a variety
of stresses. The discussion which still
continues over the availability and dis-
tribution of medical professionals is in-
dicative of the difficulties which accom-
pany the analysis of any segment of so
large a delivery system. Are there too few
medical doctors, or are there sufficient
doctors who must, however, be encour-
aged to increase their emphasis on pri-
mary care? Will the new Health Man-
power Training Act create a doctor
surplus by 1980, or is an increased reli-
ance on paramedics the only answer to
an apparent physician shortage? This is
a productive line of questioning, but also
a confusing one. And it certainly illus-
trates my point that we now have a huge
and many-faceted system in operation.

To attempt the total replacement of
this health-care system with a new fed-
erally administered and financed system
seems not only a gigantic and costly op-
eration, but also one whose success is
highly uncertain. For that reason, I still
wait to be convinced of the practicality
of the approach taken by the Health
Security Act which the Congresswoman
from Michigan (Mrs. GrRIFFITHS) has in-
troduced in the House.

Rather, it seems more sensible that we
build on the existing health-care sys-
tem—one which has many notable short-
comings, to be sure, but one, nevertheless,
which has demonstrated its capability
to produce the highest quality health
care. And it is my further conclusion that
President Nixon’s National Health Part-
nership Act, together with his accom-
panying proposals for the encourage-
ment of health maintenance organiza-
tions and the regulation of the health in-
surance industry, provide the most reli-
able and most promising framework for
meeting the goal of comprehensive
health services for every American.

Today, I will join the many advocates
of this “health care package” by intro-
ducing the National Health Partnership
Act and the Health Maintenance Assist-
ance Act. These two bills comprise the
second and third steps in a health-care
program which addresses itself to the full
range of problems to be encountered in
providing health services at a reasonable
cost to every American. We have already
debated and approved the first part of
that program, the Health Manpower
Training Act, which attacks the present
shortages and maldistribution of medical
professionals. The second step, the Na-
tional Health Insurance Partnership Act,
which I am introducing today, will pro-
vide a public-private system of health
financing for all Americans, whatever
their financial circumstances. I am also
introducing the Health Maintenance As-
sistance Act, which will enhance the or-
ganization and delivery of health services
by stimulating the development of health
maintenance organizations.

These comprehensive health treat-
ment centers offer an innovative form
of health-care delivery which stresses
preventive treatment rather than after-
the-fact hospitalization. Federally sup-
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ported “HMO's,” as they are referred to,
would also be encouraged to utilize a
capitation fee system, a fixed annual fee
covering most regular and emergency
health-care needs.

I know of the controversy which sur-
rounds this concept of organization and
delivery, yet I think that the notable suc-
cess of the “Kaiser plan” on the west
coast and our own Government Health
Association here in Washington recom-
mends a greater emphasis on this kind
of health-care system.

Finally, I would like to mention legis-
lation which I am not introducing to-
day—but which I hope to sponsor in the
future. My conviction that the admin-
istration health-care proposals embody
the right approach rests to a considerable
extent on Secretary Elliot Richardson’s
suggestion to the House Ways and Means
Committee that further amendments be
added to the administration health-care
package to regulate health-care insurers
and providers. These proposed amend-
ments will be extremely important to as-
sure that the consumer receives reason-
ably priced health care. backed by repu-
table, financially sound companies.

It is expected that the administration
will suggest such amendments during the
coming weeks, and I would hope to join
as a sponsor of this final element of a
comprehensive health-care package. I
will, of course, study these new amend-
ments closely—and even cut and paste, if
I see fit—because they will be so impor-
tant to the acceptability and success of
the administration health-care program.

Mr. Speaker, my sponsorship of these
bills today is the culmination of long
hours of study and evaluation. The ques-
tion of a national health insurance sys-
tem demands such study, and I believe
we in the House are nearing the end of
that study, and that we must prepare to
act, so that the 92d Congress can be re-
membered as the Congress which gave
the best health care in the world to every
one of its constituents.

TESTIMONIAL RECEPTION FOR
HON. RICHARD H. ICHORD

The SPEAKER, Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Loui-
siana (Mr. BogGs) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, Tuesday
evening February 1, 1972, a testimonial
reception was held for Chairman RicH-
ArD H. IcHoRD at the Quality Motel, Cap-
itol Hill. This was a most unusual occa-
sion for a number of reasons, In the first
place our colleague Dick IcHORD is now
serving his 12th year in the U.S. Con-
gress and this is the first time such a
Washington testimonial has been held to
commemorate his many accomplish-
ments as a Member of this body. In the
second place, Dick is held in such high
esteem by his colleagues that the busy
and highly distinguished chairman of the
Rules Committee, Mr. WiLLiam COLMER
of Mississippi, served as honorary chair-
man of the affair and personally invited
the leadership of both parties and a num-
ber of other Members who have known
Dick well over the years.

As a genuine testimony to the respect
and esteem afforded the Member from
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Missouri’s Eighth Congressional District,
51 Members of this House including 16
from the minority party, attended the
testimonial to pay their respects. Those
attending from the House of Representa-
tives, in addition to Chairman CoLMER,
included Speaker ALserT; the Honorable
Ep HeEseRT, chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee; the Honorable Bos
Poace, chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee; the Honorable GEORGE MAHON,
Chairman of Appropriations Committee;
the Honorable WricHT PATMAN, chairman
of Banking and Currency; the Honorable
CarL PErrINs, chairman of Education
and Labor; the Honorable WayNE Havys,
chairman of House Administration; the
Honorable MeL Price, chairman of the
Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duect.

The respected senior Senator from
Missouri, the Honorable STUART SYMING-
TON, speaking for the Missouri delega-
tion expressed their appreciation of Mr.
ICHORD.

The overwhelming success of the testi-
monial attended by more than 300 peo-
ple, many of whom traveled from Mis-
souri to Washington for the affair, is in
keeping with the record of our friend
from Missouri. As chairman of the House
Committee on Internal Security, Dick
IcHORD is the youngest chairman of a
standing committee since congressional
reorganization. This national accom-
plishment is paralleled by the fact that
Dick IcHorRD was the youngest man ever
elected speaker of the Missouri House of
Representatives back in 1959 at the age
of 32. He is now also the seventh ranking
majority member of the important
Armed Services Committee where he has
chaired a number of investigative sub-
committees, the most important of which
were the investigation of the M-16 rifle
program of the defense services and the
investigation of commercial air travel ac-
commodations for servicemen on author-
ized leave. He received nationwide ac-
claim in both instances for the effective
results and the success of the investiga-
tions.

Congressman IcHorp has served his
country well in time of peace and war. In
1944 after graduating as valedictorian of
his high school class in Licking, Mo., he
enlisted in the U.S. Navy and served 2
vears in the Pacific theater of World War
II in the Naval Transport Service of the
Naval Air Corps as an aerial gunner and
radioman. After his honorable discharge
from the Navy in 1946 he enrolled at the
University of Missouri where he received
a B.S. degree in accounting and an LL.B.
degree and was admitted to the Missouri
bar in 1952. In that same year he made
his first political race and was elected
State representative from his home area
in Texas County, Mo.

Drck IcHORD's continuing interest in
citizenship responsibilities was ade-
quately recognized in 1971 when he was
named “Outstanding Citizen of the Year”
by the prestigious American Security
Council. This important award had been
presented in past years to such national
figures as former President Dwight Eis-
enhower and Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Direc-
tor of the Federal Bureau of Invesitga-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, it is a great pleasure for
me to add my voice to those of my col-

2565

leagues in commending this great Amer-
ican and outstanding Member of Con-
gress for his many years of service to his
country and his State.

RECREATION: A REDEFINITION

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. Speaker,
if there is one problem, more than any
other, that continually seems to plague
our present National Recreation and
Parks System, it would have to be the
lack of communication and the result-
ing misunderstanding that exists among
the various concerned government agen-
cies with regard to the purpose of rec-
reation. The problem is one of substance,
not of semanties.

As I have been quick to point out, there
are, at this time, entirely too many dif-
ferent government agencies, all with
their own vested interests, presently con~
trolling the funds and operations of our
national summer recreation programs.
The confusion that has resulted from
this bureaucratic potpourri, as to what
the role of everyday recreation is, or
should be, is truly mind-boggling with
even the most superficial of examina-
tions.

We have used recreation to educate
our poor, to supply jobs for our jobless,
and, to keep the proverbial lid on our
“long hot summers.” While the solutions
to these problems would be directly
served by a well developed, intricate ree-
reation network, it is not the foremost
purpose of recreation to supply a pana-
cea for urban and rural social ailments.

Recreation is the creative use of lei-
sure time. It is the use of leisure time for
diversion, self-expression and cultural
enrichment, and the promotion of phys-
ical, mental, and spiritual well-being.

In the absence of a conceptual frame-
work that does justice to the complex
character of recreation, it is, neverthe-
less, possible—and necessary—to estab-
lish criteria for dealing with the future
of recreation. These criteria are: the
physical, the social, and the psychologi-
cal environment, as well as wealth and
time.

First. The physical environment. The
state of the physical world in which we
live, work, and play will either suppm_'t
or stifle our enjoyment of it. The envi-
ronmental movement is real. It is the
job of government to actively sustain
this movement. We must insure that our
city parks continue to be developed and
renewed, thereby safeguarding against
the propagation of a hostile physical en-
vironment that would suffocate its in-
habitants.

Second. The social environment. Sev-
enty percent of our population currently
resides in metropolitan areas. The city is
the center stage for social interaction in
the United States. If the places where
most of us live, work, and play are de-
signed for automobiles and not for peo-
ple, then recreation will be more reaction
than re-creation. It is imperative that
the Congress reorganize our recreation
system to accommodate the growing
need for leisure time facilities in our
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cities. If the purpose of recreation is to
serve the leisure time of our Nation's
people, then we must insure that ade-
quate facilities are within reach of all of
those people.

Third. The psychological environment.
Recreation thrives with self-confidence
and learned skills. Ignorance keeps us
from reaching our potential. Children
have an instinctive capacity for imagi-
nation and learning that can be nur-
tured throughout their adult life, includ-
ing the years following retirement. A
well structured Recreation and Parks
System can, and should, provide this
nourishment. It should be a system that
is geared toward the needs of the people
it serves.

Fourth. Wealth. Recreation is de-
pendent on wealth. The United States
has both the resources and the ability
to utilize its natural wealth to satisfy
the increasing demand for better and
more constructive recreation programs
and facilities. It is paramount that we
move now, to develop a system that
makes the best use of our resources.

Fifth. Time. Only man can grasp the
notion of measurable time. When he
measures it, he makes it precious. As
more of man’s time is structured, so is
his leisure. Acceptance of the 4-day work-
weex will revolutionize, not only recrea-
tion, but the whole structure of family
and social life. We must have a recrea-
tion system that can best help man to
properly utilize the growing amount of
leisure time he will have at his disposal.

Mr. Speaker, “things fall apart—
when—the center cannot hold.” The fu-
ture of summer recreation in the United
States is in acute danger of collapse.
There is not, nor has there ever been, a
strong core organization from which our
recreation programs could evolve. Most
of our summer programs are flounder-
ing from their lack of permanence. They
are forced to rely on annual crash fund-
ing and sporadic planning support from
controlling agencies. Our cities have
reached the point where they can no
longer afford to match Government
grants. Without extensive change in the
recreation system—without total revi-
sion by the Congress of that system—
“the center” surely will not hold.

Recreation programs, Mr. Speaker,
must be both positive and progressive if
we are to have a healthy urban environ-
ment. These programs and their restruc-
turing demand our immediate attention.
It is the nucleus of recreation that must
be fortified, so that the rest does not fall
apart.

USING IRS TO ENFORCE ECONOMIC
STABILIZATION PROGRAM A
MISTAKE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GonNzaLEz) is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, when
we considered the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act last year, I warned both in
committee and on the floor that it was
a mistake to use the Internal Revenue
Service as the economic cop of the Na-
tion. It is beginning to appear now that
I was correct.
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You will recall that I said it would
be inevitable that the public would feel
intimidated, and unduly so, if it should
happen that the same IRS agent who
handled their tax account should also be
called on to police their wage or price
matters. Now 1t is beginning to happen:
the same man who does tax audits is all
too often the same man who comes
around checking on compliance with the
stabilization program. It is enough to
intimidate any honest man.

Beyond that, however, is the fact that
the IRS is simply not equipped to do both
jobs simultaneously. Either the stabili-
zation program will suffer or the tax ad-
ministration effort will suffer. The IRS
has to make a choice between doing a
good tax job or a good stabilization job,
or to try to do a halfhearted job of each.
The situation presents the IRS with an
impossible task, one it should have never
been saddled with.

Mr. Speaker, I include in my remarks
at this point an item from the current
Business Week of January 22, 1972, on
this subject:

THE IRS STRAINS UNDER A TwWIN LOAD

Internal Revenue Service officials in Wash-
ington and at regional offices swear to 1t:
There is no chance that IRS's new job as
watchdog for wage and price controls will
interfere with its enforcement of the tax
code.

At least, many of them add, not much of
a chance. But not everyone belleves IRS can
do both jobs efficlently. “I'm sure it will af-
fect their work eventually,” says Mark Lar-
kin, Price, Waterhouse & Co.'s West Coast
partner. Counters an IRS official in Wash-
ington: “If anybody thinks, this is a year
to get even with Uncle Sam, they'd better
think twice.”

Such heated responses are typical, for the
IRS does not want to let word get around
that enforcement of wage and price con-
trols—and of tax enforcement—is going to be
spotty. “People asume that because the IRS
is handling stabiliazgtion, they must neglect
tax work,” says a spokesman for the agency
in Boston. “But this just isn't so.”

There are several reasons for this insist-
ence. One is that President Nixon exempted
the agency from his 5% cutback in govern-
ment personnel. The IRS had expected to
trim 3,600 jobs, but it has been able to re-
tain them. Its total force numbers 72,000
persons, up 4,000 from a year ago, and the
agency still is filling vacant positions. Still,
about 3,000 TRS employees are working on
wage and price matters, and reports from
local offices suggest that the proportion of
staff devoted to stabilization is higher in the
field than in Washington.

COMPUTERS

The IRS claims that it can fill the gap—
mostly with its computers. Last year the
agency fed formulas into its computers to
evaluate which of the 77-million tax returns
it gets from individuals would yleld the most
if audited. The idea was to produce the larg-
est payoff. The agency currently audits about
two-thirds of the returns that the com-
puters say it should. It figures that this is
productive because the proportion of re-
turns on which there is no change following
audits is down more than 10% from a year

So even though the tax collectors acknowl-
edge that there may be fewer field audits
this year, returns will be examined more
closely. The agency expects to look at 2.2%
of total individual returns in the current
fiscal year, up from 1.9% In fiscal 1971.

There has been a downward trend in the
number of fleld audits over the past few
years, however. In 1969 there were 2.5-million

February 3, 1972

field audits, but by 1971 the total dropped
to 1.6-million. But those which the IRS did
conduct were more productive. The total take
from field audits In 1969 was $3-billion, but
1971 income was $3.4 billion.

IRS does not look for this decline in fleld
audits to continue, however, and companies
can expect them at about the same rate
this year as in 1971. The agency is trying to
work out computer formulas so that it can
also sift business returns automatically for
the most likely audit candidates. It hopes
to begin putting these on the computers
next January. Even then about 300,000 busi-
nesses will continue to be treated individ.
ually.

CONTROLS ROLE

The IRS is taking a different tack to fill
its responsibility as Nixon’s intelligence and
information network on Phase IIL. It is rely-
ing heavily on press coverage to spread the
word that it will insist on compliance with
price regulations. And it has opened tele-
phone lines around the country to answer
basic questions.

THERE PROBABLY WILL BE FEWER FIELD AUDITS
UNTIL THE IRS GETS ITS FEET ON THE
GROUND

Other signs of a businesslike approach are
emerging. The most important up to now is
that the expert tax accountants who make
regular corporate tax audits are also begin-
ning to inquire about the figures companies
are using to justify wage and price changes.
In San Francisco, an IRS officlal notes that
agents making regular field audits have
added spot checks of price lists to “their
official duties.”

And John Flynn, controller of Warner Co.
in Philadelphia, says the IRS agent who
makes Warner's routine tax audit this time
handled wage-price matters, too. “I know of
two specific cases where an agent who came
in for a regular tax audit also came in with
wage and price questions,” says New York
tax attorney Joseph E. Bachelder.

The IRS has its problems, however, It has
had to shift experienced people from tax
work to stabilization matters, as it did in
Los Angeles where the 150 people assigned
to the stabilization program Include 110
fairly senior staffers. In San Francisco,
Joseph T. Davis, assistant regional commis-
sioner for stabilization, says field audits have
not generally been affected, but adds, “As
far as workloads go, we're diverting from
audit and collectlon into the program, though
the percentage is very small—about 3% over-
all.”

LINGERING DOUBTS

But the opinion held outside the agency
that the IRS cannot effectively do both jobs
persists. A Los Angeles tax consultant, who
was an IRS agent, says that the double duty
“can’t help but cost the IRS money. They'll
Jjust have to back up on audits of the smaller
companies.”

Raymond W. Ehrman, president of the
Pittsburgh chapter of the Pennsylvania In-
stitute of Certified Public Accountants, be-
lieves it is too early to tell if there will be
any impairment of the IRS's performance.
But he adds, “There probably will be fewer
fleld audits until IRS gets its feet on the
Pittsburgh accounting firm of Hinds, Lind &
ground.” And Wayne Lind, partner in the
Miller, claims that he noticed a 509 decline
in office and field audits through 1971, plus a
“significant delay” in receiving completed
audit reports.

DAVID BARRUS REPRESENTS THE
BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. McEKay) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. McEAY, Mr. Speaker, today I




February 3, 1972

would like to call to the attention of my
colleagues, the recognition given to a
young man from my distriet, 18-year-
old David Barrus, who this week will
represent the Boy Scouts of America in
a special visit to the President as a part
of the 62d anniversary of the Scout or-
ganization.

David, the son of Mr. and Mrs. George
Barrus of Provo, Utah, is an active Ex-
plorer Scout who has been named as
one of three national youth representa-
tives to represent the 6% million mem-
bers of the Boy Scouts of America in
making a report to the President. David
Barrus was selected by a special com-
mittee for his outstanding record in
conservation, community affairs, reli-
gious activities, and scouting.

As one of three national youth repre-
sentatives, he will be made a member
of the national executive board of the
Boy Scouts of America, the group of
volunteer national leaders who estab-
lish the policies and program of the or-
ganization., This will include working
with a new drug abuse prevention pro-
gram designed to create an environment
that will discourage drug experimenta-
tion among Scouts, Explorers, and their
friends.

David Barrus became an Eagle Scout
in 1967. He is now a member of post 2192,
sponsored by the Provo 21st ward of
the Mormon Church. He has served in
a variety of leadership positions, includ-
ing that of post president. He is an active
member of his church and has also held
church leadership positions. David is
now a student at Brigham Young Uni-
versity and plans to study for a career
in law.

The Boy Scout organization, in ob-
serving its 62d anniversary during this
month of February, will be focusing at-
tention on several ongoing nationwide
activities that reflect scouting’s new
look. There will be special emphasis dur-
ing the anniversary celebration to deeply
involve the boys of our Nation in their

school, their church and their commu- .

nity. I would like to encourage strong
support for the BSA movement. My own
church, and that of David Barrus, long
ago made scouting an integral part of its
youth program saying:

The Scout oath and law are compatible
with Christ’s teachings, so it helps the
Church build in young men, character, citi-
zenship training, physical and mental fitness
and “duty to God.”

The Mormon Church first investigated
scouting in 1911 and officially proposed
adoption of the program in March of
1913. A charter was issued later that
year by the Boy Scouts of America mak-
ing the Mormon Church the first insti-
tution in the Nation to sponsor the scout-
ing program. Presently, the Mormon
church is the fourth largest sponsor of
the BSA program in the United States.

In 1928, the church developed the Van-
guard program for its older boys which
led to the adoption of the BSA Explorer
program in 1932, The Cub Scout program
was officially added to the LDS youth
program in 1953. Since that time, the
entire scouting family has been a part
of the Mormon youth program.

The church's emphasis on scouting
has placed it at the forefront of the Na-
tion's scouting movement. In pooulation,
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the Mormon Church has only 1 percent of
the country’s population, but 6 percent
of the membership in the Boy Scouts of
America. Sixteen percent of the Nation's
Explorers—boys 14 to 18—belong to the
Mormon Church. Approximately 85 per-
cent of the available boys in the Mormon
Church—ages 8 to 18—are registered in
scouting while only 25 percent of the
available boys in the United States are
Scouts. It is also interesting to note that
of the total BSA membership, 115 per-
cent of the boys become Eagle Scouts
while 3 percent of the Mormon boys
achieve the eagle rank. Annually, there
are some 30,000 Eagle Scouts in America
and 3,500 of them are Mormons.

I am sure the emphasis the Mormon
Church places on the scouting program
is of great value to the young men who
are members of that church and that
this leads to the development of such
outstanding young leaders as David Bar-
rus. I commend the Mormon Church for
its scouting program and all other
churches and organizations who sponsor
a Scout program. You provide a great
service to our country. I would like to
pay tribute to the 6% million Scouts in
America and to the program’s leaders.
We would have a stronger nation if we
could assist the Boy Scouts of America
in surpassing the goal of involvement in
scouting for one-third of the Nation’s
boys.

In the words of the founder of the
Scout movement, Lord Baden-Powell:

Let us therefore, in training our Scouts,
keep the higher alms in the forefront, not
let ourselves get too absorbed in the steps.
Don't let the technical outweigh the moral.
Field efficlency, back-woodsmanship, camp-
ing, hiking, good turns, jamboree comrade-
ship are all means, not the end. The end is
character—with a purpose. And that pur-
pose is that the next generation may be sane
in an insane world, and develop the higher
realization of service, active service of love
and duty to God and neighbor.

FINANCIAL AID TO FIRE
DEPARTMENTS

The SPEAEKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. James V. StanTON) is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr,
Speaker, I rise with regret to point out
that Congress and the administration
have been derelict in one very important
area involving public safety. Everyone
knows that the average citizen looks to
his fire department, no less than to his
police department, for protection of his
family and his property. This has always
been the case, but in recent years fire-
men have been thrust forward more and
more into our frontline of defense
against certain criminal elements. I
quote from a letter I have received from
Chief William E. Barry, the highly com-
petent firefighter who heads the fire
department in Cleveland, Ohio:

Arson has been commonly used as a form
of prnteat in Cleveland and in connection
with riots and is assoclated with the use of
“booby traps” for firemen in burning build-
ings and gunfire directed against firemen.

Despite facts such as this, the needs
of fire departments were overlooked

when Congress enacted legislation in
1968 establishing the Law Enforcement
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Assistance Administration in the Justice
Department. Police departments are
among those agencies that do of course
qualify for Federal assistance from
LEAA, but fire departments have been
finding it extremely difficult to obtain
funding for important projects associ-
ated directly with the police mission but
capable of being carried out only by fire
departments.

Mr. Speaker, on November 16,
1971—see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume
117, part 32, page 41573—I introduced
legislation which among other things,
would go a long way toward erasing this
deficiency in the law and regulations
under which LEAA operates. My Emer-
gency Crime Control Act (H.R. 11813)
would assure city and county officials in
our 56 largest metropolitan areas that
all the funds they receive from LEAA
would come to them in the form of block
grants, with few strings attached. The
amount of money reaching each of these
areas also would be increased greatly,
and the funds would arrive sconer and
be available for spending more quickly
because much of the redtape currently
would be dispensed with.

The key to this legislation so far as
fire departments are concerned is the
revenue-sharing block grant concept.
Since local officials would have virtually
full control over the lump sums of cash
they receive through LEAA, with funds
being spent according to needs as per-
ceived at the local level, fire departments
for the first time would have a fighting
chance to qualify for grants from this
agency of the Justice Department. The
fire departments would find themselves
on the same footing as police depari-
ments and other applicants for assist-
ance. A meritorious proposal submitted
by a fire department would be reviewed
by local authorities, who are in a better
position than Federal or State officials
to judge the needs of their home com-
munities. Once convinced of a fire de-
partment’s need for financial assistance,
the local authorities would be under no
restraints, and money from the block
grant could be earmarked for fire pur-
poses. I am confident, Mr. Speaker, that
under a new arrangement such as this,
firefighters would at least be given a
realistic opportunity to find financial
means for discharging the new respon-
sibilities that have become part of their
burden in recent years.

I am happy to report that my proposed
bill has prompted responses from na-
tional and local fire-fighting organiza-
tions. At this point I would like to insert
in the REcorp some examples of letters
I have received.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION
oF FIRE CHIEFS,
Washington, D.C., December 17, 1971.
Hon, James V. STANTON,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGREssMAN StanToN: This is In
reference to your recent proposal on loosen-
ing the guidelines for administration of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
of the Safe Streets Act.

The Board of Directors of this Association,
meeting in Cleveland, Ohio on December 13—
14, 1971, voted to commend you for this en-
deavor and to support your efforts in this
direction.

Our members will be apprised of this ac-
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tion and if this office can assist in any other
manner, please do not hesitate to call on us.
Sincerely,
Downarp M. O'BrIiEN,
General Manager.
INTERNATIONAL MUNICIPAL
SIGNAL ASSOCIATION,
Houston, Tex., December 15, 1971.
JAMES V. STANTON,
U.S. Representative,
Washington, D.C.

Dear ConNGRESSMAN StanNTOoN: In reading
your remarks in the Nov. 19, 1971 issue of
“Industrial Communications”, we as an as-
sociation wish to express our opinion regard-
ing the more than 3000 members among
whom serve in the important fire services,

We have long felt that the LEAA funds
should include the fire services, Every day,
men in the fire services devote their life to
public safety. What is more important than
protecting the public through fighting fire
to keep the “streets safe”?

Money is urgently needed for better com=-
munications and other equipment. Money
is needed for education and training in the
fire services. By better trained and better
equipped personnel, the munlcipalities are
assured of safer streets and a safer com-
munity. To date, LEAA funds have been
allocated to the police departments, which
is good. However, we belleve that it is time
that the fire services receive federal funding
through th LEAA program.

The International Municlpal Signal Asso-
clation was founded in 1896 as a non-profit,
tax exempt organization dedicated to educa-
tlon and the betterment of public safety.
Among our earlier members were Thomas
Edison and Charles Stelnmetz, Our mem-
bers are governmental employees who de-
vote their llves to public safety. It is time
that funds be made avallable to help these
men help the public in keeping our streets
safe.

Yours in public safety,
RICHARD J. BEAM,
Ezecutive Secretary.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATION,
Providence, R.I., December 13, 1971.
Hon. Congressman James V. STANTON,
Longworth Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CONGRESSMAN BranToN: While in
Washington I had the pleasure of attending
your Press Conference in regard to an amend-
ment to the Law Enforcement Assistance Act,
Here in the City of Providence, I am in
charge of all Public SBafety Communications
and it is rather discouraging that monies
are avallable to Police and not to Pire Serv-
ice. I for one agree whole-heartedly with
your effort to take much of the red tape
out of the act, and allow the Citles to use
the grants for both services.

It has always been my contention that the
Fire Service plays an important part in the
safe streets of many of our major cities, and
yet no Federal Grants are forthcoming,

Many of our major cities in this country
are plagued with ghetto areas that have
numerous fires, many others have Urban Re-
newal projects underway with vacant bulld-
ings constantly being burned by vandals
thus causing millions of dollars in expenses
to Cities in addition to personal injury to
the firefichters involved.

I strongly feel that if FPederal monies were
avallable to the Fire Service through your
amendment, our Fire Departments could be
better equipped and organized.

Many of our Police Departments have
equipped each of their personnel with hand
walkie-talkies In order to maintain constant
contact with the men, this would be very
advantageous for firefighters hoth from ef-
ficlency and safety standpoints while in the
performance of their duties, this in turn
would contribute immeasurably to the safety
of our neighborhoods and streets.

I know that there are many innovations
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that the fire service could use to make fire-
fighting more efficient if the fire service is
given the monies and the tools to work with.
I hope that you are successful in getting
your amendment passed. -
Sincerely yours,
AvFrep J. MELLO.

NorRTH-EASTERN OHIO
FIRE CHIEFS' ASSOCIATION, INC.,

Bedford Heights, Ohio, January 10, 1972.
Hon. JaMes V. STANTON,

Longworth Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. StaNTON: There are many urban
and rural areas in the United States which
are badly in need of federal assistance to
provide a minimum of fire protection.

Almost every one is lulled into a false
sense of security that our fire service can
handle its problems with its present equip-
ment and manpower. Many fire departments
are using pleces of fire equipment, which pri-
vate industry would have scrapped many
years ago as being obsolete and too costly to
operate.

This is why the fire service feels it is neces-
sary to rewrite the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Act to include ald to our counties fire
defense.

Sincerely,
EucENE E. ROGERS,
Secretary, North-Eastern Ohio Fire
Chiefs’ Association, Inc.

PERRYSBURG FIRE DEPARTMENT,
Perrysburg, Ohio, January 11, 1972.
Rep. JAMES V., STANTON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CoNGRESSMAN STANTON: I feel very
strongly that the 1968 Law Enforcement As-
sistance Act should be rewritten so as to
include the fire departments of the United
States,

Many departments are undermanned and
equipment certainly could be updated.

For some reason it seems as though when
an austerity program comes along the fire
departments are the first to suffer, and fed-
eral aid would certainly help to alleviate this
condition.

The Police and Fire departments are both
of the division of safety, and I do not under-
stand why one should be federally funded
and not the other.

It is a known fact that the fireman's job is
the most hazardous of any occupation today.

Sincerely,
LeowArRD RoOBERTS, Chief,
Perrysburg Fire Department.

Mr. Speaker, the needs of the Nation’s
fire departments have found expression
also recently in two of the leading news-
papers of the United States. The Plain
Dealer, the distinguished morning news-
paper in Cleveland, Ohio, has been cru-
sading for some time on this issue. I
would like to insert in the Recorp at this
point two lead editorials from the Plain
Dealer, and, in addition, an article ap-
pearing recently on the page opposite
the editorial page of the New York
Times:

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer,
Sept. 1, 1971)
ARsSON, CrRIME AGAINST COMMUNITY

Arsonists who set the costly fire at Wood-
land Elementary School somehow may think
their action expressed civil disobedience.
Against whom? Who knows? Such criminals
need no more rationale than an imaginary
enemy such as the vague “establishment” or
merely the status quo.

But that fire, and other destructive moves
against Cleveland Board of Education prop-
erty, primarily hurt most the decent par-
ents and hopeful, knowledge-hungry children
of the community.

The Board of Education, already beset by
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gnawing financial problems, suffers a severe
setback every time it has to buy new books
for old, charred ones, or arrange new class-
rooms for those which have been gutted.

At the same time, pupils and their par-
ents suffer inconvenience. But this is minor
compared to the board’'s dilemma:

Already 1t is spending some $750,000 for
daytime school guards to protect schools
and pupils against the violence of the streets.
This is outside of the expense for watchmen
in the night hours as property protectors.

The board cannot buy insurance against
losses by depredation such as arson. It 1s
self-insured against vandalism losses but the
losses far outwelgh the reserves.

Superintendent Paul W. Briggs and other
education experts are forced to spend much
of their time dealing with preservation of
the system, and seeking financial help in
Columbus, instead of plotting new and pro-
gressive learning techniques and curricula.

While Briggs asserts that relations he-
tween the school system and parents in most
neighborhoods are good, there is reason to
believe many residents are frightened into
sllence when they may have knowledge of
the torch wielders. The pattern of arson in
this community, not only as far as school
bulldings are concerned but also including
factories and telephone cables, indicates the
ceriminals are well-informed, well-organized.
They are not pranksters,

Neighborhood parents fearing recrimina-
tion if they call police (who have heen co-
operative in these cases) should call the
Board of Education or individual board mem-
bers if they suspect dirty work in a neigh-
borhood school. This 1s the recommendation
of school officlals who realize that some in-
ner-clty residents are caught up in terror.

These residents suffer most when fire burns
out the city's public education resources.
For although the city’'s population decreases,
public school enrollment has been rising.
Burning books and destroylng classrooms is
not revenge but only a shameful crime
against that stratum of soclety which needs
most the tools of knowledge.

Civil disobedience? Call it what it is—
anarchy.

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer,
Jan 17, 1972]
Crisis IN THE FIRE DEPARTMENT

A high-ranking Cleveland Fire Department
officer sometimees goes to fires just to make
sure someone will be there to call in help for
proud but exhausted men.

The department's situation is near des-
peration, but neither the city nor the federal
government has shown an adequate response,
The department is answering three times as
many alarms as 10 years ago—with 100 fewer
men, Next summer fire stations may have to
be closed temporarily, four or five at a time.

In the not-too-distant future, Industry
here could face sharp increases in fire in=-
surance rates because of the manpower short-
age and other problems.

“I'm not as much concerned about in-
surance as I am about keeping our men
alive,” sald the fire officer. “We're killing
them. They're getting hurt, and they're work-
ing themselves to death.

“Our equipment is taking a beating, too.
Pumpers that ought to last 20 years, we're
burning out in five or six. It's true that the
percentage of false alarms doubled last year
over seven or eight years ago, but we also
had a great many more actual fires."

Among other problems, he said, is upgrad-
ing water lines that sometimes can't carry
anywhere near the volume they are supposed
to.

As the Plain Dealer reported. Cleveland has
hired no new firemen since adding 50 in May
1970. In 10 years department strength has
dropped from 1,340 to 1,238 (by the end of
this month). Alarms have soared from 10,-
849 a year to 30,084.

A dismaying insight is provided by the si-
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multaneous swearing In and laying off of 22
new firemen. They're in to protect their civil
service standing; they're out because the city
cannot afford their salaries.

The federal grants awarded Cleveland last
week will not help the fire department, unless
the city is able to stretch their terms,

That might be worth trying. The Emer-
gency Employment Act grant, $3.4 million,
is for rehirlng clty employes, not for new
hires. All right: What about rehiring the
22 men who were just lald off?

The other grant, from the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, is for law
enforcement. But arson and the looting of
torched properties are crimes, and the quick-
er firemen can respond, the less likely such
crimes are to flourish. If you close stations,
response time is obviously endangered.

This may seem to be clutching at straws,
but the city must take every measure pos-
slble to stop the department’s deterioration.

But something more substantial must be
done In Washingon. Cleveland and cities like
it need help in fighting fires just as much
as fighting crime. In the absence of revenue
sharing Congress should provide specific
funds for this purpose before summer comes.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 20, 1972]
Now LISTEN To A FIREFIGHTER'S PLEA
(By Joseph E. Galvin)

During my firefighting career I've been
blown from the roof of a blazing pier, have
had the man next to me on a hose line gasp
and die as we tried to advance into a burning
tenement, have had a woman relieve herself
as we carried her down an aerial ladder from
a blazing Harlem tenement in a snowstorm.

I've worked seven hours in a blizzard
while soaked to the skin, and had to be taken
to a hospital as a result; I once literally tore
the arms from a dead firefighter who was
trapped beneath a truck.

I've saved lives and have had mine saved
several times by my brother firefighters. I've
suffered injurles ranging from scalds and
burns to a form of “combat fatigue."” I've
been taken to the hospital, unable to walk,
due to the swelllng in my heels resulting
from sliding the firehouse pole over twenty
times during one single night tour in Har-
lem. I've been in buillding collapses to assist
in the removal of victims when the bullding
was threatening to collapse over our heads
and bury us.

I've also been cursed, punched, assaulted
and insulted by so-called “toughs” so many
times that, incredibly, I'm almost inured to
it. I've fought off a group of hoodlums who
had surrounded our apparatus and were
attempting to steal our tools and equipment.
However, and this is quite important, I am
not alone nor am I unique. Many other pro-
fessional firefighters have endured much
more than I, and will carry terrible physical
and emotional scars to their graves.

To be a member of a ladder company
crawling around the smoke-filled rooms of
an occupied tenement searching for possi-
ble fire victims, while three or four rooms are
afire in the apartment directly below, is one
of the most demanding tasks required of a
human being. To be glven the assignment of
cutting a hole in a building’s roof to effect
ventilation so that the engine company down
below can advance its line, when every en-
largement of the hole allows superheated
smoke and gases to blast into one's face,
demands the ultimate in dedication and raw
guts.

The human body is subjected to such a
high level of punishment during the per-
formance of these tasks that no one, and I
mean no one but a firefighter, would place
his body in close proximity to the immediate
area, You see, professional firefighters as a
rule have life spans approximately seven
years less than the average male.

Few of this city’'s citizens realize that some
fire units respond to over seven thousand
alarms during the year, and that each time
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they do the firefighters are subjected to tre-
mendous emotional strain—not knowing
whether the alarm will be a tragedy or a false
alarm. I've seen some of my men leave their
firehouses after the completion of their tour
of duty almost disoriented from fatigue and
the effects of noxious gases. To respond to
over twenty alarms during one night tour and
get three or four tough fires, back to back,
is a terrible experience. What motivates men
to perform this task?

After almost twenty years of working with
and observing firefighters in every conceiv-
able emergency, I've concluded that the glue
which holds this great department together
is a combination of brotherhood and love.
The misery, suffering and pailn which we
firefighters share creates a bond which those
outside the fire service cannot comprehend.
Wives, mothers, sweethearts—none can in-
trude into this unique fraternity that comes
from being truly brothers. This spirit of com-
radeship grows from the development of mu-
tual respect and admiration which each man
has for another; and is a form of love. And
that special love which men in combat de-
velop for one another is indeed a wonderful
thing to share in, or even to observe. We
firefighters endure hardships and share ex-
periences which we'll never forget even if
we live to be 200. The crucible of arduous
fire duty welds us into a tough steel-like
chain, which may be stralned, but never
parted.

In recent years we have all but been inun-
dated by televislon shows, newspaper and
magazine articles, movies and books describ-
ing the problems of the law-enforcement
officer (all valid) during this era of “crime
in the streets.” This has resulted in hundreds
of millions of dollars being granted by both
state and Federal agencles to police depart-
ments throughout this country.

Doesn't “crime in the streets” and the
Bafe Streets Act relate to malicious false
alarms, arson, assaults on and shooting at
professional firefighters? Cannot we in the
fire service acquire the ald of someone to
forcefully bring to the attention of our
citizens a truly honest picture of the fire-
fighter's life? And death? Does it have to
be left to a nonerudite individual like my-
self, so obviously out of my element, to at-
tempt to get across the message that this
noble calling—the saving of lives—takes a
terrible toll?

What is needed is the effective spotlight-
ing of the firefighter's problems; the unique
gkills required of the job and the need for
ald—new equipment, research and develop-
ment programs, & newer type of lightweight
mask (the mask widely used now, developed
for World War II, weighs thirty pounds and
can be used up in less than ten minutes).

It should be just as easy for a firefighter
to attend a course at a university as it is for
& policeman, but the work schedules now
in effect in the New York City Fire Depart-
ment make it very difficult for a fireman and
almost impossible for an officer.

Won't someone please come forward to
help us?

Additionally, for the information of
my colleagues, I would like to insert in
the Recorp an exchange of correspond-
ence between the Cleveland Fire Depart-
ment and LEAA, These letters are self-
explanatory:

CLEVELAND, OHIO,
September 8, 1971,
Hon, James V. STANTON,
Member of Congress,
Cleveland, Ohio

DEAr CONGRESSMAN StaNTON: The Cleve-
land Fire Department has submitted an “Ap-
plication for a Grant For Discretionary
Funds” to the U.S, Department of Justice,
Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (L.E.A.A)) in the amount of $382,000.00.

The reason for this request is:

The Cleveland Fire Division has faced
severe problems in responding to riot and
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clvil unrest situations and a command con-
trol system for coordinated efforts aimed to
cut losses due to crimes of arson and civil
disturbance is essential, The effectiveness of
such a project could be measured in terms of
the prospects for saving lives of citizens,
firemen and police, and in saving property
losses that have in the past been measured
in terms of millions of dollars. The Cleve-
land Fire Division is required to respond to
civil disturbances and other situations with
communication resources that are satisfac-
tory for normal fire protection purposes but
entirely inadequate for these newer problems.
Due to specific needs of Cleveland and the
nationwide implication of the problem and
its relationship to responsiveness in incendi~
ary and arson situations, it 1s appropriate to
apply for relief of the situation under the
L.E.AA. discretionary grant program.

The project's goal is the creation of a
thoroughly modern alerting, dispatching and
command control system for more optimum
use of the city's fire fighting resources with
particular emphasis on coordination of all
public safety elements (police, fire fighting
and rescue) to meet needs due to major
multiple alarm and multiple simultaneous
fires as well as during natural catastrophes
(storm and tornado) and/or hostlle action.
Arson has been commonly used as a form
of protest in Cleveland and Iin connection
with rlots and is associated with the use of
“booby traps" for firemen in burning build-
ings and gunfire directed against firemen.

The proposed command control system
should speed the fire division’s ability to al-
locate its resources in situations where, In
the past, it has had to deal with up to fifteen
(15) fires simultaneously. Further, it will
increase effectiveness of fire fighting per-
sonnel by enhancing and coordinating their
activities with police and other agencies of
the municipal government,

Though admitting that our needs are
‘“very great”, the grant request was turned
down. (Please see attached letter) We feel
that the City of Cleveland desperately needs
relief in this area and L.EAA. funds are
our only hope of assistance.

Therefore, your help in this matter is ur-
gently requested.

Sincerely,
Winriam E. BARRY,
Chief, Division of Fire.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D.C., July 29, 1971.
Battallon Chlef STEPHEN ELLER,
Department of Public Safety, Division of
Fire, Cleveland, Ohio.

Dear CHIEF ELpeEr: The application for
discretionary funds submitted by the City of
Cleveland entitled “Improved Protection
from Fires of Rlots and Disorders” has been
carefully reviewed by this office,

There is no guestion that your needs in
this area are very great, but at the present
time we have no way by which we can sup~-
port you. Our guidelines do not include fire
departments as eligible grantees for discre-
tionary funds, nor does your proposal meet
the specifications for any of our programs.

We sincerely hope you will be successful
in obtaining support elsewhere. Unfortu-
nately we know of no federal source to which
you could turn with the possible exception
of Civll Defense.

Sincerely,
PavL E. ESTAVER,
Civil Disorders,
Technieal Assistance Division.

RESOLUTION FOR A COMPRE-
HENSIVE TEST BAN

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. Aszuc) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I am today
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reintroducing a three-part resolution for
a comprehensive test ban treaty which
I originally introduced on December 9
of last year. Sixteen of my fellow Con-
gressmen have now agreed to cosponsor
this resolution. It urges the President to:
First, open active negotiations with the
Soviet Union for a comprehensive nu-
clear test ban treaty; second, undertake
at the Disarmament Conference which
will reconvene this month in Geneva to
extend such a total ban on nuclear test-
ing to the other nuclear powers, includ-
ing France and China, which should be
seated at that conference; and third, de-
clare an immediate, unqualified ban on
U.S. nuclear weapons testing.

I am pleased that the senior Senator
from Massachusetts has introduced a
similar resolution in the other body, al-
though I regret that it omits mention of
the need to stop nuclear testing by all
nuclear powers, not only the United
States and the Soviet Union. The world
cries out for an end to the contamination
of the atmosphere by radioactive fallout
from continuing French and Chinese
tests.

The Atomic Energy Commission spent
$218,352,000 on nuclear weapons testing
in 1971, Unless Congress and the Presi-
dent act, AEC will spend another $200
million on underground testing in 1972;
furthermore, its recently announced
budget seeks a similar authorization for
fiscal year 1973. This does not include
over $250 million spent, authorized, and
requested for each of the years 1971, 1972,
and 1973 for research and development
in the field of nuclear weapons, nor does
it include all the hidden items which go
into AEC, defense and other budgets for
support of this dangerous and unneces-
sary program.

Need I detail for my colleagues the
constructive uses to which this half bil-
lion dollars a year can be put? A half
billion dollars is almost exactly the total
operating budget for this year of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. The Of-
fice of Education will ask in the next few
months for a supplemental appropria-
tion of a half billion dollars for emer-
gency school assistance. The total Fed-
eral appropriation for vocational and
adult education for this year is just over
half a billion dollars.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to call a halt to
this wasteful and redundant program of
nuclear weapons development and test-
ing. I insert a number of articles and
letters of support for this resolution at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The following Congressmen have
agreed to cosponsor it: Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Messrs. Corrins of Illinois, CONYERS,
Derrums, EpwarDps of California, FRASER,
HALPERN, HARRINGTON, HELSTOSKI, MIKVA,
RANGEL, ROSENTHAL, RYAN, SCHEUER, and
STOKES.

The aforementioned articles follow:
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Whereas the TUnited States solemnly
pledged itself in both the Limited Test Ban
Trea.ty and the Nonprollreratlon Treaty to
work toward “discontinuance of all test
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time"
and to continue negotiations to this end;
and

Whereas the security of our Nation and
of all mankind is diminished by the con-
tim:lng upwa.rd splral of the nuclear arms
race; and
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Whereas, due to progress in methods of
detection, the risks of “cheating” on under-
ground nuclear tests are now virtually nil;
and

Whereas such “cheating,” if it occurred,
could in no way affect the military strategic
balance; and

Whereas a comprehensive ban on nuclear
test explosions would stabilize and retard the
arms race and make early agreement among
the nuclear powers on a mutual limitation
on strategic nuclear weapons much more
likely; and

Whereas each nuclear explosion poses a
new set of unresolvable questions about its
possible effects on the environment (re-
lease of radioactive materials, triggering of
earthquakes, permanent damage to the ecol-
ogy of an area); and

Whereas the requirements of national se-
curity include the health, prosperity, and
well-being of our citizens, the soundness of
our economy and the reduction of tensions
at home and abroad:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that the President should im-
mediately take the necessary steps to initiate
active negotiations seeking agreements with
the Soviet Union on a comprehensive ban
on all nuclear test explosions; and

Resolved further, That it is the sense of
Congress that the President should take the
necessary steps to work toward extension of
a prohibition against nuclear testing to the
other nuclear powers, including France and
China; and

Resolved further, That it {s the sense of
Congress that the President should immedi-
ately declare an indefinite moratorium on
all nuclear test explosions.

[From the New York Times, Dec. 30, 1971]
HavrTinG NucLEAR TESTS

Adjournment of the Strategic Arms Limi-
tation Talks (SALT) in Vienna, without the
year-end agreement to which the White
House and Kremlin committed themselves
last May, demonstrates again the slow pace
of progress In curbing the atomic arms race.
It brings into question the wisdom of delay-
ing other nuclear negotiations that could
contribute to this goal and, particularly, ex-
ploration of a comprehensive treaty banning
all nuclear tests, including those under-
ground.

The American case agalnst a comprehen=-
sive test-ban has been based on the diffi-
culty in verifying compliance without on-
site inspection, something that is anathema
to Moscow. To overcome this obstacle, the
United States in the past decade has spent
$274 million in research on means of detect-
ing and Iidentifying nuclear exploslons,
mostly by seismic methods. It is increasingly
evident that a genuine breakthrough has
been achieved.

The extent of this breakthrough has just
been underlined in a report by a prestigious
committee of the Federation of American
Scientists, including former Presidential sci-
ence advisers George Kistlakowsky and
Franklin Long, former Pentagon research
chief Herbert York and the former sclence
chief of the C.I.A. Herbert Scoville. They
state that recent improvements in long-
range seismology and other unilateral means
of detection—presumably satellite photog-
raphy and communications monitoring—pro-
vide high confidence that violations of a
comprehensive test-ban would be detected.

Specifically, the report states, the United
States could be sure of detecting violations
long before illicit underground tests could
develop new weapons threatening the sta-
bility of the nuclear balance. Even unre-
stricted Soviet testing below the level easily
spotted by selsmic and other national
means would achieve nothing more than
wasteful further refinements in very small
tactlical nuclear weapons. In fact, the diffi-
culties in carrying out on-site inspections
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appear so considerable and the benefits so
small that the United States would have no
need to go through with them even if Mos-
cow agreed to permit them.

Much of the American opposition to a
comprehensive test-ban does not stem from
fear of Soviet cheating any more, the report
argues, but from a Pentagon desire to con-
tinue American testing. New weapons, how=-
ever, are not needed to maintain the Ameri-
can deterrent, which already is much greater
than required. After a SALT agreement,
particularly, there will be no need to test
new warheads for antiballistic missiles
(ABM'’s) and MIRV multiple warhead mis-
siles.

A comprehensive test-ban, on the other
hand, would bulwark American and world
security by slowing the arms race, re-
inforcing the nuclear nonproliferation treaty
and reducing the likellhood of other coun=-
tries joining the nuclear club. Soviet offi-
cials informally have indicated a willingness
to open new test-ban talks. The United Na-
tions General Assembly, by vote of 112 to 0
with only one abstention, has urged the Ge-
neva Conference to pursue a test-ban, An
early move by the Nixon Administration to
initiate test-ban negotlations 1is clearly
warranted.

ASSOCIATED STUDENTS,
SACRAMENTO STATE COLLEGE,
Sacramento, Calif., January 10, 1972.
Hon. BeELLA 8. Aszug,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mas. Aszvc: Thank you for sending
me a copy of the resolution that you intro-
duced Into the 92nd Congress calling for a
comprehensive test ban treaty, and efforts to
extend a prohibition on nuclear testing to all
nuclear powers, including France and China.
I read the copy of H. Con. Res. 480 and your
supporting statement on the House floor.
I was very impressed with the content of
your resolution and of your statement con-
cerning the resolution. I can assure you that
your resolution does command the support
of the members of the National Student
Leaders Task Force on Disarmament, and I
am writing all of the members to urge them
to write their individual congressmen and
senators In support of your resolution,

We have a long hard fight ahead of us to
motivate the citizens of the United States to
take unilateral leadership in securing peace
in the world. I personally feel that your reso-
lution is a step in this direction. I will do
what I can to make your resolution known to
students at large.

Thank you for your efforts in pushing
negotlations for a comprehensive test ban
treaty.

Yours sincerely,
MICHAEL A. HACHARD,
Student Body President,

THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY,
Washington, D.C., January 25, 1972.
Congresswoman BELLA ABZUG,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mrs. Aszua: I wish to express my firm
support for HR 480. It is Indeed long past the
time for a “discontinuance of all test explo-
slons of nuclear weapons . , .”

The United States’ superiority In nuclear
sclence should now be applied to a superlor-
ity in the arts of humanitarian efforts.

Yours truly,
EARL CALLEN,
Professor of Physics.

THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY,
Washington, D.C. January 25, 1972,
Congresswoman BELLA ABZUG,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAar Mns. ABzUc: This Is to express my
unconditional support for HR 480 toward &
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban which you
introduced recently.
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The three points which you make in this
Resolution are well balanced and at the es-
sentials of this international problem.

From the technical point of view It is
clear that even with a conservative view of
the progress made in detecting small ther-
monuclear explosives, the risks of further
testing declidely outweighs the risks of cheat-
ing by any nation. Evidence In support of
this conclusion is presented in the Federa-
tion of American Sclentists Newsletter, Vol.
24, No. 10, January 1972,

Bravo to you representing your District
and the Women of this country for exerting
leadership in this crucial issue of a ban of
“all test explosives of nuclear weapons for
all time."”

Bincerely yours,
BeENsoN T. CHERTOK,
Associate Professor of Physics.
SCHOOL OF INTERNATIONAL SERVICE,
THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY,
Washington, D.C., January 20, 1972.

DeAr Mgs. Aszuc: I would like to express
my deep appreciation for your introduction
of H, Con. Res. 480. It is a very timely move
considering: (a) progress in multilateral
negotiations in the Conference of the Com-
mittee on Disarmament (l.e., (a) agreements
on Seabed, NPT and Bacteriological War);
(b) the probability of some SALT agreement
this Spring; (c) recent technological prog-
ress re detection; (d) a growing sense of
progressive momentum in the arms control
fleld; and (e) this is an election year.

I am a speclalist in U.S. foreign and na-
tional security policy with a particular in-
terest in arms control. There is a virtually
unanimous sentiment today in ACDA for a
comprehensive test ban. ACDA, of course,
does not have the powerful outside constitu-
ents which support DoD and the JCS,

Your voice, I pray, will be joined by others
who feel “security” in its truest sense is not
necessarily synonymous with massive arma-
ments.

Sincerely,
Dr. DuNcAN L. CLARKE,
Assistant Professor.

CorumpiA UNIVERSITY
In THE CiTy oF NEw YORE,
New York, N.Y., November 19, 1971.

DEArR CONGRESSWOMAN ApzUG: Please accept
the enclosed copy of my recent paper en-
titled, “Limits of Military Power for Na-
tional Security”.

I wrote this paper a few weeks ago follow-
ing an invitation to a discussion on disarm-
ament problems that was sponsored by the
Soviet Pugwash Committee and the Soviet
Peace Committee. While the Soviet official
policy is contrary to the conclusions of this
paper, the reaction of serious Russians was
that this paper set forth novel ideas that
deserved examination. The report in The
New York Times of Sunday, October 31st
seemed to justify the Interest that I thought
would attach to this subject.

The arms race since the Second World
War has involved the assumption that mili-
tary power is effectively unlimited; that
there is always some new level of power that
is attainable, if only one is willing to try
hard enough. I have tried to take a fresh
look at this assumption and find that it is
probably in error. The superpowers, while
trying for military superiority, have both
gone past the point of meaningful difference
in military power. At the same time the eco-
nomic cost of arms to the United States and
to the Soviet Union has been massive.

There appear to be new reasons of self-
interest, both military and economic, for
moving toward a more rational military pol-
icy, for Amerlcan reasons, and regardless of
Russian-American agreement or disagree-
ment.

I am sure that this brief paper does not
dispose of the large issues that are ralsed.
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But I hope you will agree that these matters
are worth fresh discussion.
Sincerely,
SEYMOUR MELMAN.

PAPER TO SYMPOSIUM ON DISARMAMENT PROB-
LEMS, Moscow, OcTOBER 30-31, 1971
LIMITS OF MILITARY POWER FOR NATIONAL SECU~
RITY, AND THE PATH TO DISARMAMENT
(By Seymour Melman*)

After 25 years of a nuclear-military arms
race, it 1s possible to define significant lim-
its of miliatry power for national security.
These limits apply with special force to the
nuclear superpowers. These same limits of
military power also define new requirements
for a disarmament process.

Underlying the long discussion of dis-
armament among nations has been the un-
derstanding that lowered levels of armaments
produce mutual advantages: the prospect of
physical destruction is reduced; and the cost
of armaments can be applled to construc-
tive uses. Thus, the arms race from 1946
to 1971 between the United States and the
Soviet Union has not improved the military
security of either nation. The economic cost
to these two countries has exceeded #1,600
billion.

In 1961 I calculated that a rapid process
of economic development for the unindus-
triallzed people of the world could be exe-
cuted with an annual capital outlay of about
$22 billion! Hence, the arms race outlays by
the United States and the Soviet Union
during the last quarter century would have
financed 50 years of world economic develop-
ment, while still leaving one-third of the
actual budgets to be used for military secu-
rity purposes.

DEFINING LEVELS OF ARMAMENTS

Classically, attempts to negotiate interna-
tional reduction and limitation on arma-
ments levels could proceed with the con-
fident assumption that it was technically
feasible to define armaments quantitative-
ly and qualitatively. Owing to the evolution
of military technology, these previously as-
sumed conditions have altered. What is the
unit weapon? One medium-sized military
aircraft, or a naval vessel like a destroyer,
take on altered military meaning when their
weapons change from conventional to nu-
clear explosives. A missile with conventional
warhead is transformed by replacement with
& nuclear warhead, or by & separately-direct-
ed nuclear warheads.

Similar conditions have affected the quali-
tative assessment of weapons. A battleship
was once more powerful than a destroyer.
But a motor torpedo boat, equipped to
launch a nuclear-tipped missile, can destroy
not only a single large naval vessel, but—
conceivably—even an entire flotilla,

What is a "strateglc” weapon? Is it to be
measured by the explosive power of a war-
head? If five “tactical” warheads are jointly
applied, do they then become “strategic"?
Does strategic mean the speed of delivery or
the distance over which nonstop delivery can
be affected? Is it reasonable to assume that
great destructive force can be delivered only
over great distances and at high speed? I
formulate these questions not only to suggest
the new problems of defining terms of mili-
tary “equallty” or “parity’’ under conditions
of nuclear weapons abundance, but more im=-
portantly because these questions, and the
array of possible answers, reflect a true trans-
formation in military power.

NEW CONSTRAINTS ON MILITARY POWER

Since the end of the second World War
there have been a great number of armed
conflicts between the military forces of na-
tional states. It is a unique feature of this
long period, that in no case was a conflict
permitted to operate to a military concluslon.

Footnotes at end of article.
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In each instance other nations intervened,
singly or through concerted action—as
through the United Nations, to bring mili-
tary operations to a halt well before one na-
tional power was able to overwhelm the other
side militarily and use that fact to dictate
political terms. The large number of lives lost
in the procession of smaller wars from 1946
to 1971 rules out the possibility that a new
concern for human life was the operating
factor. Rather this new development was &
result of the well-founded and pervasive fear
of the consequences from extension and esca-
lation of what began, in each case, as limited
national conflict, Extension means Involving
other countries. Escalation means greater in-
tensity of violence. The feared end result of
military extension and escalation has been
confrontation between superpowers leading
to nuclear war. It is widely apprecilated that
this cutcome cannot be excluded since the
generals of each side are instructed to win
and that each major nuclear state wields
nuclear weapons in abundance.

In 1971 the London Institute for Strategle
Studies estimated that the U.S. possesses
6,000 nuclear warheads fitted to delivery ve-
hicles that could reach the U.S.S.R. and that
2,000 Soviet warheads could strike at the
continental United States.?

In the United States, there are 150 popu-
lated places with more than a hundred thou-
sand persons each. In the U.S.8.R., there are
about 1756 such places.?® It is relevant to com-
pare the number of deliverable warheads with
the number of sizable population-industrial
centers of each soclety,

By this form of reckoning, the United
States could concelvably overkill the popula-
tion-industrial centers of the USSR. 34
times, and the Soviets could destroy the
United States’ counterpart 13 times over. The
military, sclentific and human absurdity of
the overklll development is revealed in the
following. Who is ahead, the Soviet Unlon
or the United States, with respect to nuclear
military power? If the U.S. and the USSR.
were to exchange thelr strategic forces, would
it make any military difference?

An overwhelming advantage has been
given to the offensive In military opera-
tions, for nuclear warheads can be delivered
in diverse size and by varled dellvery sys-
tems. Against the number, diversity and de-
structive power contained in nuclear war-
heads, the defense function is made essen-
tially unfeasible. Varied allowances for weap-
ons reliability do not alter the condition.

These characteristics of nuclear weapons
affect the potential relationship between
large and small military powers. As the
knowledge for making nuclear weapons is
elaborated and alternative technologles be-
come available at lowered costs, it is not in-
concelvable that smaller nations should un-
dertake the manufacture of theilr own nu-
clear weapons. However “small” such weap=
ons and thelr numbers, the nature of nu-
clear weapons and the possibility of deliver-
ing them by alternative means opens up
the nightmarish possibility of military-polit-
fcal confrontations in which major powers
find themselves threatened by small nations
wellding nuclear “equalizers.” What science
or body of human wisdom could be drawn
upon to advise a government on how much
value to place on any of its cities?

CONVENTIONAL FORCES

In the relations of the nuclear superpowers
the consequences from use of conventional
forces is not separable from nuclear forces.
For each state trains and operates armed
forces to apply successive intensities of force
as required to prevail militarily. Recourse to
nuclear weapons can, accordingly, not be
ruled out, especlally in the absence even of
doctrine to that effect.

A second major aspect of modern military
operations that deserves a discussion of lim-
its involves conventional warfare in its guer-
rilla form. Guerrilla warfare involves a ma=-
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jor militay-technical innovation. The inno-
vation is of an organizational sort and does
not consist primarily of particular weapons.
Nevertheless, this organizational innovation
is significant for it has had the result of set-
ting limits to military power and hence to
the meaning of various military-technologi-
cal developments.

The essence of guerrilla warfare involves
military operations under the following con-
ditions: (a) a group of men sufficiently com-
mitted to a common purpose to risk their
lives for the end in view; (b) support from
the surrounding population for the guerrilla
fighting group; (c¢) capability by the guerril-
las for taking on appearances similar to that
of the surrounding population.

The importance of these three conditions
is that when they are fulfilled, it has been
unfeasible to overcome the group of men so
operating. During the last decades, major
armed forces have been repeatedly frustrated
by guerrilla-type operations that fulfill the
three conditions noted above. This was stark-
1y revealed in the frustration of the German
army during the Second World War against
the Yugoslav guerrillas, and s further
demonstrated by the frustration of Ameri-
can armed forces in their relation to the
guerrilla organization of the Natlonal
Liberation Front in Vietnam.

There is no question that in every depart-
ment of weapons technology, American armed
forces In Vietnam, and those supported by
them, enjoy overwhelming superiority. The
guerrilla opponent in Vietnam has demon-
strated military staying power despite the
fact that he possesses no heavy weapons, no
navy, no air force, and nothing like the
technically elaborate military and industrial
infrastructure that supports American and
allled armed forces. During the last decade,
American armed forces have not stinted on
research and development for counterguer-
rilla operations.! The array of new weapons
development to facilitate the counterguer-
rilla operations in Vietnam is impressively
elaborate, The range extends from new light-
weight weapons, new types of footgear and
protective clothing, devices to “smell” a
possible opponent concealed in a jungle, and
antipersonnel bombs of diverse sorts and
highly destructive effect. The inability of
the most elaborately-equipped armed force
in the world, backed by the world's largest
military technology research and develop-
ment network, to overcome the guerrilla
forces of a small, poor counfry defines a major
limit in military technology.

This is not to say that guerrilia operations
cannot be overcome. They can, if one or more
of the three conditions listed above are
altered. Thus, the second requirement for
successful operation can be altered: if the
surrounding population is destroyed, then
there is no “sea’ in which the guerrillas can
“swim.” The United States has the capability
for destroying the population in areas under
guerrilla control. But such methods, until
now, are unacceptable politically. Also, the
destruction of a population goes counter to
at least one traditional requirement of mili-
tary operations: that the winner take con-
trol, not only of territory, but of the popula-
tion therein.

MILITARY ASSUMPTIONS

The governments of the superpowers have
each underwritten massive efforts to achieve
superior military power. The advice they
have followed in this respect has been based
on assumptions which deserve review.

It has been assumed that military su-
premacy is both definable and achievable.
In the case of nuclear warfare this is clearly
not the case. Nelther is there any prospect,
based on knowledge of nature or its applica-
tlon to technology, for supposing that this
may be the case in some predictable future.

Footnotes at end of article,
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Once nuclear weaponry is understood as not
being usable for military superiority, then it
is also difficult to suppose that conventional
warfare, in the presence of nuclear options,
can be turned to account for this purpose.
For if conventional weapons and forces are
interlinked with nuclear weapons and forces,
and the same men command the two, and are
indoctrinated to prevall, then it Is plausible
to expect that these men will move—glven
the need—from conventional to nuclear
forces.

Becond: perhaps the key technical assump-
tlon underlylng confidence in the achieve-
ment of military advantage is the idea of
“suboptimization”.

Buboptimization is the strategy for im-
proving a system as a whole through im-
provement of the parts. In military-technical
form, this has meant an improved rifie, im-
proved bullets, an improved airplane, an
improved tire, an improved bandage, an im-
proved uniform, an improved guidance sys-
tem, an improved missile fuel—each one
being pursued on the assumption that from
the sum of such unit technical improve-
ments, there will emerge, necessarily, an im-
provement in a military system as a whole.

A military officer’'s view of unit improve-
ments desirable durlng the 1970's was given
by EBrigadier (RET) EKenneth Hunt in his
paper “The Requirements of Military Tech-
nology in the 1970's." ®* Hunt wrote, in 1967:

“The soldier is interested in infra-red or
laser sighting devices to enable him to see
and aim at night or in fog; light-weight radar
or sensory alds to detect enemy approach;
weapon-locating radars to pinpoint enemy
guns or mortars by calculating the path
taken by the shells they fire; the location
of enemy concentrations and particularly
nuclear artillery, with sufficient accuracy and
speed to enable them to be hit before they
move or fire; the engagement of high-speed
attacking alrcraft, preferably before they
release their weapons.”

“The sailor must find the enemy sub-
marine, surface ship or aircraft, which is no
doubt moving, and engage these fleeting
targets before they engage him. The alrman
has his target to strike, fixed, moving, pre-
determined or opportunity; the enemy inter-
ceptor, bomber or missile to engage; the
enemy defences to counter.”

Characteristically, military technologists
have each speclalized in a particular mili-
tary-technical device or problem. Each has
proceeded on the assumption that some im-
provement in a particular device or system
will contribute towards improvement of mil-
itary power as a whole.

This conventional strategy of military-
technological development is checkmated by
two limits of military power discussed above:
nuclear overkill and guerrilla warfare., “Im-
provement” in overkill is nonoperational and
hence militarily, humanly and sclentifically
meaningless. Ever-greater firepower for de-
stroying an opponent under conditions of
guerrilla warfare is meaningless insofar as
the opponent cannot be identified.

In weapons development, technological
improvement has typically taken the form of
attempts at superiority in destructive power,
accuracy, speed, range, and reliability. Con-
slder Brigadier Hunt's shopping 1ist of tech-
nological improvements in terms of these
factors. Each of these developments might
very well produce some particular military
gain under conditions of Second World War
military operations. Once nuclear weapons
are introduced in quantity, the military
worth of these gains is vitiated.

This military-technical shopping list has
its counterpart in the agendas of particular
technical problems being tackled by the
military research and development institu-
tions of the United States and the Soviet
Union. Taken together, the interest in these
developments rests on the assumption that
military operations in some foreseeable fu-
ture will be like the knightly jousts of
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medieval warriors: wars that are fought be-
tween opposing armed forces such that the
relative technological superlority of one as
against the other might make some signifi-
cant difference. Under present conditions,
that prospect is unrealistic. In the era of
nuclear overkill, knightly jousting between
elite military forces is replaced by the pros-
pect of nuclear confrontation, in terms of
which (as in the Cuban Missile Crisis of
October, 1962) particular technical “advan-
tages” are overwhelmed by the prospective
destructiveness of the nuclear weapons to be
used.

Consider the meaning of suboptimization
with respect to classes of military technology
that have been given considerable attention.
Suppose one armed force, having been given
elaborate equipment and training in the use
of tactical nuclear weapons, is able to score
a major advantage in the field. Of what use
or meaning is that advantage iIf the popula-
tlon-industrial centers of the soclety have
been destroyed In the course of escalated
military operations.

What science can be called upon to judge
that such levels of violence would not be
attained?

A third assumption that is characteristi-
cally made with respect to military power 1s
that the size of money expenditure can make
the difference. Here it 1s worth recalling the
possibility that small countries may, in a near
future, acquire nuclear weapons at relatively
low cost.

In sum: military technology can deliver
great destructive power for operating a threat
system. But military technology cannot, now
or in a foreseeable future, dellver a physical
shield, that 1s defense, in nuclear war.
Neither can present or foreseeable military
technology insure victory against determined
guerrilla opponents.

WEIGHT OF MILITARY INSTITUTIONS

An important feature of the arms race has
been the development of major military-in-
dustrial and military-technical institutions
in the major countries of the world. The long
operation of such institutions and their large
cadres of educated men glves institutional
weight to the ideologies of the arms race. For
many able men working in these institutions
has been their prime career experlence.

Insofar as military technologists, however
able they are individually, participate In
what is scientifically absurd—Ilike the multi-
plication of overkill, or the improvement of
targeting accuracy by hundreds of yards in
warheads with miles of destructive effect—
then their technical work is in the tradition
of sclence-fiction rather than science, regard-
less of its technical intricacy or elegance in
detail.

Our countrles have been asking milltary
technologists to produce something which,
on the evidence, can no longer be dellvered:
a workable shield agalnst nuclear destruc-
tion from without, and military superiority
in both muclear and conventional warfare.
Despite the known technological limits in
these spheres, military speclallsts recom-
mend the expenditure of large public funds
for their actlvities, each of which is presumed
to contribute to a plausible military defense
or to superiority of armed forces.

When research organizations reach limits
of the potential contribution to given tech-
nology, as in the case of most military re-
search institutions, how can one account for
the perpetuation of such organizations? The
answer to such questions must be sought in
the realm of soclal laws of perpetuation of
organizations: the soclal inertla that stems
from the well-esteemed operation of a large
organization that has high status, large
budgets, a technically qualified staff, and a
network of interrelations with important in-
stitutions in society. In the case of military
research establishments, these factors are a
base vpon which these organizations build
for sustained operations through the prom-
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ise of military-technological “improve-
ment” always in prospect. Indeed, improve=
ment in detail can generally be delivered even
though the larger purposes of military ad-
vantage that must presumably be served by
military technology get lost from view.

SELF-FENALIZING EFFECTS OF THE ARMS RACE

No natlon, however large and wealthy, can
escape the negative economic effects that are
caused by sustained military spending on
a large scale. Economists, as a profession,
have tended to neglect the functlonal dif-
ference between productive and parasitic as-
pects of economic growth. Productive growth
refers to goods and services that are money-
valued and which form a part of the level
of living, or can be used for further produc-
tion. Parasitic economic output refers to
goods and services that are, primarily, neither
part of the level of living nor useful for
further production. Military output 1s over-
whelmingly of the latter sort. Thus, in the
United States, from 1846 to 1871, more than
$1,200 billion has been expended in the budg-
ets of the Department of Defense. (This
quantity of resources exceeds the money
value of all the residential and commercial
buildings on the surface of the United
States.) The comparable data for the U.S.S.R.
are not available to me.

The value of productive economic growth
foregone is the true indicator of the social
cost of large and sustained military expendi-
tures. Thus, the 8-10% of Gross National
Product annually devoted to military pur-
poses in the United States has seemed to be
a small part of the national product. This
portion, however, includes a preponderance
of the research and development, sclentific
and engineering manpower of the country.
The effect of their concentration on military
and related work is the relative technical de-
pletion of many civillan industries and ac-
tivities.® This effect is operative apart from
variation in economic systems.

In the United States a series of important
industries have become technically and eco-
nomlically incompetent to serve even the
domestic market, let alone compete success-
fully in thé world market. The effect of in-
adequate productive Iinvestment 1s wide-
spread. In New York City, for example, cen-
tral power supply, the telephone system, and
rall services have become unreliable, Since
these services are the underpinnings of an
industrial system, the inefliciencies in these
activities have ramified effects throughout
the economy and soclety.

In the Soviet Unlon there is evidence too
of constraint on economic development that
is surely traceable to the long priority given
to military-industry and military-technol-
ogy. For example, I read In dispatches from
Moscow that citizens of that city are mobi-
lized to help bring in the yearly harvest of
truck produce around the Soviet capital and
that the mechanization and organization of
agriculture has not proceeded to the point
where newspapers need not exhort Moscov-
ites with headlines proclaiming “Decisive
Days,” “Every Hour Counts,” and "“The
Capital Awaits its Potatoes.” 7

In an official summary of the “Draft Direc-
tives of the 24th CPSU Congress for the New
Five-Year Plan” I find that “It is planned
to ‘raise labor productivity in Industry by
36-40% over the five-year period, securing
thereby 87-90% of the total increment in
output.” This is, of course, a centrally im-
portant economic matter for the BSoviet
Union. From the standpoint of industrial
productivity attaining this goal depends on
intensive mechanization of existing plants
and construction of new, highly productive,
industrial facilities, This result is unlikely
of achievement without a substantial trans-
fer of Soviet technical talent from military
andkspa.ee activities to productive economic
work.

Footnotes at end of article,
CXVII——163—Part 3

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

I find it significant that despite consider-
able differences in political-economic condi-
tions, there are problems of economic deple-
tion or limited economie growth in the
United States and the Soviet Union that in-
volve a common factor: long concentration
of technical talent and capital on parasitic
economic growth. That is the automatic pen-
alty of priority to the arms race. Substan-
tially improved economic conditions are the
automatic reward for reversing the arms race.

NEW CONDITIONS OF DISARMAMENT

The development of nuclear overkill sys-
tems among the superpowers has led to
qualitative and quantitative constraints on
defining military “parity” or “equality”.
If such categories are not definable, then
it is difficult to see how they can be used
as a basis for a negotiated, parallel reversal
of the arms race. At the same time it is
incontestable that the further development
of the arms race i3 militarily irrational, leads
to heightened military insecurity and un-
acceptable economic penalties. Under these
conditions a new approach is required to a
disarmament process, I propose the follow-
ing as a workable set of actions for disarma-
ment under present conditions.

A, Limited agreements. This includes
agreement among the superpowers, and
hopefully others, for a complete test ban
on nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles,
agreement on no ABM systems, and agree-
ments to terminate chemical and biological
weapons.

B. Disengagement and demilitarization
agreements. These include agreements for
demilitarized zones as in Europe or the
Middle East, and =arrangements for dis-
engagement of aerial and naval forces of
the superpowers (agreed rules of navigation,
minimum distances, etc.).

Agreements of the two sorts noted above
do not touch centrally on the main course
of the arms race. They are important, how-
ever, both in the substance that they deal
with and for the political confidence that
such agreements generate, within and among
nations.

C. Unilateral reduction of overkill and
extra-defense forces. By reduction of over-
kill forces I mean reduction to a level de-
fined as follows: In the United States there
are 150 cities with populations of 100,000
and over. A nuclear force for the U.S.SR.
is one that is capable of delivering 150 war-
heads to these places. Leaders of the United
States who would not be constrained from
nuclear military initiatives by the prospect
of destruction of these 160 cities would be
too insane to be constralned by anything.

In the U.SS.R. there are 175 citles of
population 100,000 or more. A strategic
force level for the United States is one that
is capable of directing nuclear warheads
to those cities. Soviet leaders who would not
be constrained from nuclear military initia-
tives by the prospect of destruction of these
cities would be too insane to be constrained
by anything.

The statistles for cltles given above in
the United States and the Sovlet Union
define, reciprocally, the size of nuclear forces
in each case. The merit of this reasoning
for defining a nuclear force is not altered by
qualifications concerning weapons reliabil-
ity, etc.

Once it is appreclated that military ad-
vantage in a nuclear arms race can no
longer be defined and that “parity” at mul-
tiples of overkill cannot be defined, then
it is indlcated that initiative toward sharp
reduction of nuclear overkill forces is de-
servedly done by unilateral action of each
government and soclety. In each case the
action is taken on grounds of improving the
military and the economic security of the
soclety in question.

Similar reasoning applies to the reduction
of extra-defense conventional forces. Once 1t
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is appreciated that such forces, alone or with
nuclear adjuncts, cannot provide a true
shleld for any society, then their residual
function is that of plausibly guarding the
boundaries of superpower states and con=-
tiguous allied territories. This assumes agree=-
ment to the proposition that the use of their
own conventional military forces as instru-
ments of political power extension by the
superpowers involves them in the unaccept-
able risk of nuclear confrontation.

D. Negotiated disarmament and peacekeep-
ing. As armed forces of the superpowers come
down to the nuclear force levels and limited
conventional forces as deflned above, the
technical and political conditions for nego-
tiating disarmament and peacekeeping Insti-
tutions will be transformed. On the technical
elde the number of nuclear weapons and de-
livery systems will have defined meaning,
thereby rendering their further reduction
negotlatble. Politically, the visible effort to
put aside attempts to overwhelm the other
nation militarily will create the necessary
atmosphere for further reduction of both
nuclear and conventional armed forces, and
for the implementation of agreed peacekeep-
ing arrangements.

It is worth stressing here that one of the
important areas of unattended problems
concerns the design and operation of inter-
national peacekeeping arrangements, and the
formulation of a workable strategy for
phasing these into operation.

SOME BARRIERS TO DISARMAMENT

The experience of the last decade has made
me cautious about understating the political
weight of military institutions and military-
supporting ideology. I do have the judgment,
however, that the self-imposed economic and
other penalties of the arms race have become
vividly evident in both the United States
and the U.S.S.R. and that thoughtful men
in both socleties are prepared to reassess the
conventional wisdom that has led our coun=
tries to seek security in the arms race. There
is no alternative In my view to trying, de-
liberately, to overcome myths like the one
that tells us that a military advantage is still
obtainable if one tries hard enough. Thought-
ful men in each society have the obligation
to address the primitive fears and suspicions
that have grown up over the last decades. It
is necessary to show that, on the one hand,
there is no way to succeed with the arms
race for “success” means fallure. On the
other hand, it 1s necessary to persuade that
the security of a soclety could be substanti-
ally improved by policies that reverse the
arms race and apply vast resources to pro-
ductive tasks,

The process of “demystifylng” the arms
race might be assisted by continuing demon-
stration of the process of “antagonistic co-
operation” that has proceeded during the
last decade. Military policymakers of the
U.S. and U.B8.8.R. have each reacted to ac-
tions by the other, making them into justifi-
cations for further steps in the arms race on
their part.

In the United States, I can say with some
confidence that one of the problems Ameri-
cans face is overcoming the fears that many
feel if we are not outdoing the Russians
weapon-by-weapon and technology-by-tech-
nology. At a recent informal discussion that
included a number of military men, I
presented some of my Ideas. Finally, one
Alr Force man rose to his feet and cried out:
“We've gotton so accustomed to just re-
acting to the Russlans that we have allowed
ourselves to become too reactive. Why, if
the Russians announced they were going to
hell, in no time the Bureau of Mines would
come up with a program . . ."—at which
point the entire discussion dissolved in
laughter.

Most likely the same story is appropriate
the other way around as well. If the Ameri-
cans announced they were golng to hell, in
no time the Soviet equivalent of the Bu-
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reau of Mines would also “come up with a
program.”

In sum, I judge that the main order of new
action for reducing the military confronta-
tion system between the United States and
the US.S.R. is the unilateral reduction of
military establishments by each government
down to the level of sufficiency for effecting
nuclear constraint and guarding the country.®

In the coming period the mark of courage
of national leaders in the United States and
the Soviet Unlon will be the readiness to tell
the people the truth about the limits of mili-
tary power and to recommend and imple-
ment the reversal of the arms race.
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OLDER AMERICANS ACT OF 1972

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. STEPHENS), is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, this is
a special interest legislation and I am
proud to admit it.

Enactment of this bill will provide an
immediate, effective, precise response to
the specialized housing and related needs
of the low-moderate income elderly.

We would be naive to deny that even
in our so-called classless society we do,
in fact, have economic stratas—different
income groups. This is as true of the el-
derly as it is of the general population.

Some of the more than 20 million older
Americans can be characterized as “com-
fortable,” affluent or just plain rich. Un-
fortunately, a much larger segment of
our elderly population have very low in-
comes; at or below the poverty level.
Then, we have all the older people in be-
tween.,

The well-to-do elderly generally enjoy
balanced investment portfolios and are
thus insulated from inflation or defla-
tion. This group, happily, needs no gov-
ernment help at all.

The very low-income elderly are eligi-
ble for low-rent public housing and vari-
ous other forms of government assist-
ance. We are very mindful of this group.

It is the in-between group, the low-
moderate income elderly, who seem to
have been almost forgotten. These are
the people who have constituted the sta-
ble middle class element of our society;
the backbone of America, the people who
during their productive years paid into
pension funds, educated their children
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and sent their sons to our wars. It is
these middle class fixed income older
citizens who have been most cruelly pun-
ished by inflation. Now when they are
old and have no way to improve their
economic situation, they find them-
selves, through no fault of their own,
deprived of the decent housing, security,
independence and dignity that they have
rightfully earned.

The situation is particularly tragic for
those who live alone because for many
they are not living at all—merely exist-
ing. Some are virtually prisoners in
their own deteriorating homes; fearful,
insecure, starved for companionship
and meaningful activity. Not infre-
quently, this loneliness and financial in-
security spawns malnutrition, prema-
ture aging, sickness, and death.

These fine, proud older Americans
simply cannot compete in the private
market for the housing and support-
ive services that their age and economic
circumstances require. Worse yet, our
primary vehicle for delivery of subsi-
dized housing, section 236 of the housing
statute, simply does not and cannot do
the job.

Our bill will do the job; swiftly, effi-
cienfly and at minimal cost.

Mr. BrackBURN of Georgia and I have
for sometime found ourselves working
on parallel paths, studying existing pro-
grams, evaluating new ideas and pro-
posals, seeking a workable solution to
the problem. We have concluded that
new legislation, this legislation, is the
answer.

I will be surprised if those responsible
for administration of the section 236 pro-
gram do not challenge my statement that
the 236 program or its refurbished coun-
terpart section 502 of the administration
housing bill cannot adequately respond
to the specialized needs of the elderly.

Fortunately, we have some impres-
sively authoritative support for our con-
tention that this kind of new legislation
is essential.

For example, the President’'s Task
Force on Aging, in its report published
April 1970, made the following recom-
mendation:

Recommendation 16.

Establishment of a Separate Identity for
Federal Housing Programs for the Elderly.

We recommend that the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in admin-
istering Federal housing programs recognize
the needs of the elderly for specialized hous-
ing arrangements by developing and using
separate guidelines for the provision of such
arrangements concerning design, funding,
and operation.

Technical staff work which preceded
the 1971 White House Conference on
Aging included an in-depth detailed
study and analysis of existing legislation
and programs related to housing and
supportive services for the elderly. This
120-page study-report, published in
March 1971, included this forthright, un-
equivocal finding and recommendation:

Certain obvious gaps in housing adequacy
emerge . . . Among the major concerns is
the broad question of commitment of re-
sources at the Federal level to the needs of
the elderly population, many of whom can-
not be competitive In the general housing
market for rental or sales housing.

The above fact would lead to the con-
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clusion that housing programs specifically
identified and funded for the elderly popula-
tion should be reestablished and the num-
ber of units increased. In addition, staff
sensitive to the needs of the elderly are re-
quired to provide guldance on the specilal
nature of these programs in HUD central,
regional, and area offices.”

Then, just this past December, the
White House Conference on Aging, in
clear terms recommended and urged new
legislation in this area. Their findings
and recommendations were the product
of the collective wisdom, intelligence, ex-
perience, and goodwill of more than 3,000
delegates from across the Nation.

Enactment of this bill, the Older
Americans Act of 1972, will effectively
implement the most significant recom-
mendations of the President's Task Force
on Aging and the 1971 White House Con-
ference on Aging concerning elderly
housing and related programs.

The bill contains four major elements:
First, it will allow the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development to make di-
rect 3-percent loans to organizations de-
signed to construct specialized housing
facilities for the elderly. When the hous-
ing projects so funded become opera-
tional and 90-percent occupied, they will
be eligible for refinancing by conversion
to the interest assistance program, there-
by immediately repaying Federal loan
moneys to a revolving fund. A revolving
fund of approximately $500 million would
be initially created by refinancing of Fed-
eral housing loans already outstanding
using interest assistance funds already
appropriated for fiscal year 1972 and new
appropriations of less than $20 million
for fiscal year 1973. This housing pro-
gram would provide approximately 35,000
units of specialized elderly housing dur-
ing its first 2 years of operation.

The second part of the bill provides for
direct 100-percent grants to nonprofit
organizations and public bodies to build
senior citizen centers, including senior
centers built in conjunction with housing
projects so as to provide outreach and
supportive services to residents and non-
residents in the neighborhood and com-
munity.

The third program embodied in the bill
provides that HUD may make either
grants or loans to elderly persons living
in their own homes to rehabilitate their
homes to keep them in a decent, safe and
sanitary condition. Qualifications for the
grant or loan would be based upon in-
ability to receive similar funding through
private lending organizations. For those
able to repay the money, they would be
expected to do so and the interest rate
would be 3 percent. However, for those
whose incomes were insufficient to be
able to repay the money, a direct grant
would be made for the rehabilitation of
their home, and the Secretary of HUD
would have the first lien against the
property when it was transferred due to
death or sale.

Finally, the bill provides for a special-
ized organizational component within
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development led by an Administrator
for Housing and Related programs for
Older Americans. The Administrator
would have responsibility for operating
the elderly housing program, the senior
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citizen center program, and the loan
and grant program for rehabilitation of
owner-occupied housing. Additionally,
the Administrator would have authority
and responsibility for initiation and con-
duct of research programs concerning
the health, physical, emotional and social
aspects of all housing and related pro-
grams for the elderly; and the develop-
ment and implementation of programs
for training professional and semiprofes-
sional staff personnel to improve the
competency, efficiency, and sensitivity of
the management of federally assisted
housing projects and programs for the
elderly would be within his jurisdiction.
In short, he will synthesize all elements
essential to a comprehensive and effec-
tive program.

We have heard from our constituents,
the personal tragedies of individual cases,
the mounting frustration and dispair of
churchmen and others who have at-
tempted unsuccessfully to employ exist-
ing, nonspecialized HUD programs, to
help older people. We have studied the
work product of the researcher, the
scholar, the experts. It is extraordinarily
rare when every view, every informed
opinion, all recommendations merge,
agree and coalesce into one. I genuinely
believe that this bill does in fact represent
the remarkable opportunity for the Con-
gress to make law which will have the
support and endorsement of every right-
thinking person.

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
FRANK T. BOW OF OHIO

(Mr. MINSHALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, we
learned with deep regret a few days ago
that our distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. Bow), has de-
cided to retire at the end of his current
term of office.

As his friend, a fellow Ohiocan and a
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee to which he has rendered such out-
standing service in the role of ranking
minority member, I feel a great sense of
loss.

It is not surprising that the same sen-
timents are shared by the people of his
congressional district and have been ex-
pressed in the news media of that area.
I would like to include with my remarks
editorials on the subject of Mr. Bow’s
retirement from the Canton, Ohio, Re-
pository and the Massillon, Ohio, Eve-
ning Independent. I should also like to
include a copy of Mr. Bow's statement
announcing his retirement, one of the
most thoughtful and considerate state-
ments I have ever read.

STATEMENT

It has been my honor and privilege to rep-
resent the 16th District of Ohlo in the Con-
gress for 22 years, longer than any other
incumbent. I am thankful to those who have
supported me in the past and have Indicated
they will do so in the future. A recent poll

taken in the new district indicates I can be
re-elected without serlous opposition. The

hour has arrived when I must decide whether
to continue the dificult task involved in
being the leader of my party’s membership
on the appropriations committee, or see some-
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one else from our district start up the ladder
of seniority.

We have many capable men, particularly in
the Republican party, already schooled in the
art of government, who would serve the dis-
trict with competence and distinction.

I will be 71 years of age at the next elec-
tion. It is well known I have suffered several
heart attacks. Although my doctors tell me
I am physically sound for my age, it s also
true that two more years of the pressures of
this office would not be without risk.

Mrs. Bow, who has been so loyal to me and
to the district, deserves respite from the re-
sponsibllity a Congressional wife must as-
sume, usually without acknowledgment or
thanks.

Therefore, after careful and prayerful con-
sideration, I have made the decision that I
will not be a candidate for re-election to the
93rd Congress.

I have had a loyal and competent staff, I
would hope my successor would see fit to
continue those who know the distriet and
have served it well.

The President, my longtime friend, has
asked me to continue. I regret I will not be
with him to complete the program he has
instituted, and which has been in the best
interests of the nation. However, I shall be
happy to serve where I can in a limited
capacity.

I am deeply grateful for the privilege of
serving in the House of Representatives and
for the support and warm friendship of the
people of this district. I have endeavored to
justify in every way the faith they have ex-
pressed In me, and shall continue to serve in
the same manner during the year ahead.

Me. REPUBLICAN T0 RETIRE

The 16th Congressional District will have
a new congressman, Frank T. Bow, of Canton,
who has served the district faithfully for 22
years, announced Friday that he will not be
a candidate for re-election. He will retire
upon completion of his present term. And
this opens the door for a new representative
to the distriet.

Already standing in the doorway are State
Sen. Ralph Regula of Navarre, who today an-
nounced that he would seek the nomination
of the Republican party, and Virgil L. Mus.
ser, Massillon clty solicitor, who will seek the
Democratic nomination.

We have mixed feelings on Congressman's
Bow's decislon to retire. He has been a good
congressman, otherwise he never could have
been elected to 11 terms in office. He has rep-
resented the district well in Washington and
through his efforts millions of dollars in fed-
eral funds have been secured and invested in
projects and other programs in the district.

He has served with distinction and at the
present time holds the all-important post of
ranking minority member of the powerful
house appropriations committee.

We have every reason to believe that Con-
gressman Bow could have been elected to a
12th term in office had he chose to seek it,
for he is just as attentive today to matters
brought to his attention with requests for
help from residents of the district as he was
when he first took office. And because of his
high position in congress, he is likely to get
action quicker than perhaps some lesser
known legislator.

But Congressman Bow Is 71 years old, and
though his health is good, he has been the
vietim of several heart attacks in recent
years. There comes a time when reason and
good judgment dictate a slowing down from
the dally rigors of hard work and the con-
gressman believes that this is the time for
him. “While the doctors tell me I am physi-
cally strong for my age, it is also true that
two more years of the pressures of this office
would not be without risk,” he sald In an-
nouncing his decision,

So this is the other emotion of our mixed
feelings: Congressman Bow is deserving of
the less vigorous hours retirement will bring.
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He might have taken the step two years ago
had not Republicans in high places begged
him to stay on the job. It would be unkind
and selfish not to accede to his wishes at
this time and we hope that he and Mrs. Bow
will have many happy hours in the less
strenuous years ahead. She, too, deserves
respite from the responsibilities a congres-
sional wife must assume, “usually without
thanks,” as the congressman puts it.

It is significant that the first two men to
announce themselves as candidates for Bow's
seat are from western Stark county.

The Republican party is fortunate that it
has a man of the stature of Ralph Regula
ready and willing to make a bid for the of-
fice.

He is the first Republican to enter the race
and will be a hard running candidate. He Is
respected by Republicans throughout the
district and state because of his sincere and
arduous work in the Ohio Statehouse. After
five years on the Ohio Board of Education,
he ran for state representative and was elect-
ed, then moved up to the state senate and
is now serving his fifth year. He is one of
Ohlo’s best known and most respected legis-
lators. It is a good year for him to run since
it is an off-election year for him, which
means his seat in the Ohlo senate is not in
jeopardy.

Musser's bid for congress will be his third.
He has twice carried the flag for the Demo-
cratic party in unsuccessful attempts to un-
seat Bow. While his experience in public
office has been limited to that of city so-
licitor, he has been prominent in Democratic
circles, having formerly served as president
of the Ohio League of Young Democrats and
two years as president of the Young Demo-
cratic Clubs of America.

We don't look for a flock of candidates en-
tering the race in elther party, though others
have been mentioned In political circles—
among them Stanley Cmich, Canton mayor,
& Republican and Joseph Sommer, a Demo-
crat, former county commissioner and now
administrator of the Ohio Bureau of Work-
men’s Compensation in Columbus,

And so the political pot is now simmering,
lE}'::I;urt-.‘. announcements may bring it to a

il.

REPRESENTATIVE Bow: FRIEND OF THE PEOPLE

Canton’s Mr. Invincible on Capitol Hill
has decided to clean off his desk at the end
of the year and devote full attention to his
most loyal supporter and wife, Caroline.

From a purely selfish standpoint, we regret
the decision of Frank T, Bow to bypass an-
other 16th Distriet campalign but we under-
stand and respect the wisdom of such a
move made largely for reasons of health.

Mr. Bow has been a Republican watchdog
in the U.S. House of Representatives for
more than two decades. He has kept an eye
on federal matters as well as always belng
sensltive to the best interest of his con-
stituents.

When Canton officials have journeyed to
Washington—whether to promote funds for
housing, crime fighting or other important
local projects—Rep. Bow always could be
counted on to follow through. More times
than not, he was successful.

As ranking Republican on the House Ap-
propriations Committee, the Cantonian was
operating from a position of strength on
Capitol Hill which pald off time and again
for his constituents.

Because of his leadership role made pos-
sible by senlority but achieved mainly
through dedication and ability, he has been
one of the most powerful congressmen ever
to represent this district—certainly the most
effective representative from this area in
modern times. In the last three years his
position has been further enhanced by the
fact he has been a personal friend and
trusted confidante of President Nixon.

Mr. Bow has been an outspoken legislator,
knowledgeable in domestic affairs and for-
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eign policy. He has been a vocal critic of
waste.

But his constituents know him best, per-
haps, in the area of one-to-one service. They
may not know that he helped get the money
for a hospital in India or rescued projects
vital to Ohio, but they do know that he pro-
vided them assistance on individual problems
when help was badly needed.

His staff operated under the rule that it
was to give as much aid as possible on in-
dividual requests and Mr. Bow made himself
available. in numerous cases.

In return for this type of concerned serv-
ice, his constituents returned Rep. Bow to
office every time he asked them to do so.

That fact, In itself, says more about Rep.
Frank T. Bow than could a mountain of
words.

To the richly deserved titles of Mr.
Republican, Mr, Invincible, and friend
of the people, we must add Mr. Sincerity,
Mr. Integrity and, as the President
refers to him, Mr. Responsibility.

For 22 years, FRANK T. Bow has served
the 16th District of Ohio with a selfless
dedication unparalleled in modern times.
His vast knowledge of human sentiment
and an inherent sense of fairplay cou-
pled with the determined exercise of au-
thority, have paid off time and again for
his constituents. Frank Bow would best
be described as a perfect statesman, elo-
quent in debate, immovable when he has
made the right decision, and equally ju-
dicious when dealing with his subordi-
nates as when conferring with the great
powers of the world.

Whether it is when making decisions
affecting millions of Americans or when
thrilling a small boy, visiting Washing-
ton, by taking time to chat with him,
Frank Bow always displays the same
sincerity and modesty that has endeared
him to so many.

He has been referred to as the watch-
dog of the Treasury and the holder of
the Nation’s purse strings. The respon-
sibility with which he has fulfilled his
duties as leader of the minority on the
Appropriations Committee must be re-
spected by all.

For the past 22 years, FRANK Bow has
been “the man you know” to the peo-
ple of the 16th District of Ohio. The
mutual respect and loyalty they hold has
been unsurpassed in that area. And now
that he is retiring, his constituents as
well as the entire country will realize
what a great man and true American
Frank Bow is. It is true that a moun-
tain of words could be said about FrRANK
T. Bow, but then he is a mountain of a
man.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. MIKVA asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and fo include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MIK VA, Mr. Speaker, I regret that
1 was absent on Judiciary Committee
business when the House voted on H.R.
10088, a bill to increase the ceiling on
appropriations and to make boundary
changes for various national parks, Had
I been present I would have voted “yes”
on roll 12.

Unfortunately the bill did not apply
to the Indiana Dunes National Park,
which is seriously threatened by erosion
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and is desperately in need of immediate
development if the natural beauty of the
sand dunes is to be preserved.

I am hopeful that the necessary ac-
quisitions can be made and the necessary
funds provided for the development of
the Indiana Dunes Park before it is too
late.

SET A DATE

(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per-
msision to extend her remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent on television revealed to the Ameri-
can people his peace proposals made in
secret talks in Paris, to try to show that
reasonable offers to end the war have
been made by his administration.

Apparently, the President seeks to con-
vince us that he can do nothing more
and thereby prepare us for new enemy
offensives, new American offensives and
possibly new reintroduction of addi-
tional U.S. forces to “save the lives of
our remaining men.”

Under analysis, it should be obvious
that at the core of his plan, Mr. Nixon
still insists that the existing Thieu re-
gime be protected as a condition for our
withdrawal. He thus chooses the welfare
of Thieu’s government over the release
of American prisoners of war.

Our only remaining purpose in Viet-
nam should be to secure the release of
our prisoners, and then get out. We can
do this by setting a fixed withdrawal date
as Congress has urged the President
to do.

For the benefit of my colleagues, I am
inserting editorials and articles which
support this analysis.

Our people have endured years of re-
peated promises and a rehash of old
peace proposals, while the fighting in
Vietnam continues and our prisoners are
still held captive. This fact is inescapable
and will remain so, further Presidential
declarations notwithstanding.

The material follows:

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 2, 1972]
Viervam: A LiMITED WAR FOR LIMITED ArMs—

We are not going to work our way out of
the war in Vietnam—or out of the agony
it has brought to the homefront—until we
learn to talk about it in something less than
absolute and, in an important sense, old-
fashioned and irrelevant terms. This is the
lesson once again underscored by the re-
sponse to President Nixon's latest plan for
peace—the response which says that to ques-
tion the President's terms as too rigid
amounts to a recommendation for “abject
surrender,” in the words of Senate Minority
Leader Hugh Scott.

“Surrender"”? To whom? With whom, when
you get down to it, are we at war? Is “war”
even the word for a struggle in which we
have been engaged in various times, and at
s0 many different levels of intensity—finan-
clal backer; military adviser; principal com-
batant; and now, running the reel backward,
once again no more than a marginal par-
ticipant? Wars, as thls country has known
them, are to be won or lost (In our case,
won) . But we have not declared war on North
Vietnam and the most we ever could have
hoped to “win" was prevention of South Viet-
nam’s losing political control of its territory
at the hands of a guerrilla insurgency. If the
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government in Ssigon should lose control to
the North Vietnamese some other way—by
a failure of its own will even after a political
settlement, by sheer fatigue on the part of
the people, or by greed or corruption or sheer
incompetence—would President Nixon none=-
theless "“become the first President in history
to lose a war,” as he was putting it to visitors
not so very long ago.

The answer, it seems plain to us, is No:
at this point, having expended over 50,000
lives and several billion dollars and ten years
(or twenty if you wish to go back to our
beginning efforts in Indochina), it is fair to
say that we have done all that we could rea-
sonably do for the South Vietnamese; that
we have given them the time and the weap-
ons and the money; and that the rest is up
to their own will which nobody else can
supply. To go on seeking to furnish what
only they can furnish for themselves is to
invite with certainty that specter—so ab-
horrent to the President—of a great natlon
reduced to the position of a “pitiful, help-
less glant” unable to have its way, or make
good its word, or bring its power to bear. We
could have had our way with North Viet-
nam—but only at what was long ago judged
to be an unacceptable risk of a confronta-
tion with China or the Russlans, and a far
wider war. So we rejected the means of con-
ventional war—invasion, occupation, subju=-
gation, all the absolutes that have been com-
mon to past wars, including even Korea,
where you could draw a line and call it a
front, and work out a truce along it and
agree on a cease-fire which was more or less
enforceable. Anybody who thinks you can do
that with any assurance of success in Viet=
nam has not been there.

And yet, having renounced conventional
means, we continue to talk and to think in
terms of conventional ends, and about “los=-
ing” a war that was never ours to lose. We
continue to forget that we began with a ges-
ture of economic support for South Vietnam
under President Eisenhower, when we
thought economic aid would do the trick.
When it didn't, we moved to military ald
(also under Mr. Eisenhower), and when that
wasn't enough we brought in military ad-
visers (in the Kennedy administration) and
then authorized them to go out on military
operations and to shoot, and that didn’t turn
the tide elther. So it was that under Presi-
dent Johnson we moved combat units into
battle and began the bombing and vastly ex-
panded our efforts on the theory that a
“graduated response,” llke a thumbscrew,
would soon become unbearable to Hanol.
Only it didn't; instead it became unbearable
at home and that was when we “surrendered"
in the sense that we abandoned the thumb-
screw in March, 1968, by holding back the
next increment of American troops and, in
the name of Vietnamization, began a steady
withdrawal from the war. This withdrawal
had only something to do with the course of
the war on the ground in Vietnam and a lot
more to do with the state of mind at home;
the former could be ratlonalized while the
latter was an Inescapable fact.

In short, we abandoned even the strictly
limited and unconventional means we had
been employing—and still continued to hold
out the hope of conventional and comfort=
able ends. So it is that in 1972 we continue
to talk about honoring our “commitments”
without bothering to define them in realis-
tic terms; to cry “shame” at the thought of
an inconclusive or even adverse outcome; to
shout “surrender” at those who suggest that
there are limits upon what you can do when
you are progressively limiting the means you
are prepared to employ in order to do it. As
Mr. Charles W. Yost writes elsewhere on this
page today, “it is far too late for the United
States to play a decisive role either in prop-
ping up the Salgon government or in chang-
ing it,”” and we would agree. “Decisive,"” how-
ever, 1s the critical word. For once we have ac-
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cepted the principle of the limits upon us,
there are still things this country can do—
and stlll things in the way of disengagement
that it cannot do abruptly or irresponsibly—
in the interest of trying to influence the out-
come of the struggle in Vietnam as best it
can, and these will be the subject of another
editorial.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 2, 1072]

UNITED BTATES Is LATE AcAIN WITH VIETNAM
ConcessioNs, Bur IT's Nor Too Late To
MAKE A DEAL FOR THE POW's

(By Charles W. Yost)

Among the many tragic aspects of United
States involvement in Vietman, two particu-
larly stand out at this moment when the
administration has revealed iis latest “peace
proposal.” The first is that seven years after
the massive involvement which most Ameri-
cans now believe was an appalling mistake,
the administration is still determined to win
the war, even while leaving it. The second
is that concessions on our part necessary for
& negotiated settlement have always come
much too late.

There was a time, some years ago, when a
plan similar to the one now offered by the
administration might have succeeded in end-
ing the war. In 1968 I prepared for a private
organization a plan for a Vietnam settle-
ment which contained most of the elements
of the latest United States proposal. This
plan was submitted to the incoming admin-
istration in December, 1968, It is most grati-
fying to find that it has been in large part
adopted nearly four years later.

There are, however, two significant differ-
ences between the two plans. The first is In
timing. At the beginning of 1969, the United
States had more than half a million troops
in Vietnam, and Hanol might possibly have
been willing to pay a high price to get them
out quickly. By the summer of 1973, the
United States forces will presumably be down
to about 30,000; our leverage is already vastly
less; and the price we could now exact for
what we have to offer would be a small one.

The second significant difference—this one
substantive—between my plan of 1968 and
the administration’s of 1971 was that I sug-
gested that new elections be conducted, not
by “an independent body representing all
political forces in South Vietnam," but by
a neutral interim government having that
representative character.

Such an interim arrangement might pos-
sibly have been saleable to both sideg in
1969 if the United States had pressed hard
enough. It is not now, because we have long
since passed decision-making from ourselves
to Thieu.

The administration proposal leaves Thieu's
authority essentially intact, and from Hanol's
point of view, this is a fatal defect. While the
plan provides for the resignation of Presl-
dent Thieu and his vice president one month
before the election takes place, and for the
“independent” election supervision, it other-
wise leaves the entire apparatus of govern-
ment, executive and legislative, national and
local, police and milltary, in the hands of
the present regime.

This is the apparatus that would in fact,
whatever else might be stipulated, “run" the
elections. Under those circumstances the re-
sult would be a foregoing conclusion. The
fact that President Thieu has cheerfully ac-
cepted this program suggests that he is not
worrled about its outcome.

Naturally every American would be de-~
lighted if Hanol would accept the adminis-
tration's latest “peace proposal.” We would
however, be deluding ourselves enormously—
for about the hundredth time in the Vietnam
war—Iif we really expected that they would.

So far Hanol's rejection seems unequivocal.
The official Chinese press agency has charac-
terized it as a “plan for persisting in the
war of aggression against Vietnam and Indo-
china.” That does not sound hopeful.
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To be quite frank, there never was any
sound reason for believing that Hanol would
accept at this late date a cease-fire and po-
litical “settlement” which would be almost
certain to confirm the Thieu regime in office.

The idea of a cease-fire Is particularly
chimerical. For many years the previous ad-
ministration and this one have been pursu-
ing this particular will-o-the-wisp. It was
always entirely clear that the North Viet-
namese would never agree to a cease-fire of
any slgnificant duration as long as United
States or South Vietnamese forces held the
populated centers in the south. To do so
would have been to admit that they had lost
the war, which they have not been and are
not willing to do.

One cannot help but wonder, therefore,
whether this latest proposal, like all the
similar ploys of the Johnson administration,
was not put forward, and splced by the excit-
ing, bustling back and forth to secret meet-
ings, chiefly in order to persuade the Ameri-
can electorate that its government has “gone
the last mile for peace”—while it continues
to wage the war.

As cynics have noted, the rejection of this
“peace proposal” and the anticipated launch-
ing of new offensives by Hanol could easily
be used as pretexts for more United States
bombing and hence more, not less, United
States involvement.

The only way quickly to end United States
participation in the war is the one repeatedly
proposed by maforities in the Congress—to
offer a firm and early date for total United
States withdrawal in exchange only for the
silmultaneous release of our prisoners.

The future of Vietnam will eventually be
settled between the two Vietnamese govern-
ments, either by negotiating or by continued
fighting. It is far too late for the United
Btates to play a declsive role either in prop-
ing up the Salgon government or in chang-
ing it. Vietnamese politics is no longer our
business. That should be the ultimate mean=
ing of “Vietnamization.”

It is not too late, however, for us to make
a deal for the release of our prisoners. After
all, they are of no use to Hanol except as
leverage for bargalning the United States out.

Once Hanol s convinced the United States
is going out completely, out of Vietnamese
politics as well as out of the war, a deal on
prisoners should still be possible. But the
longer we walt, the more we pretend to pur-
sue phantom “peace proposals,” the less and
less our leverage for the release of our pris=-
oners will become.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 1, 1872]

AFTER A LONG, INCONCLUSIVE War—A NoON=-
CoMmMUNIST SoUTH VIETNAM CANNOT BE
GUARANTEED

(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

In 1962 in Hanol, Pham Van Dong re-
marked to French journalist Bernard Fall
that “Americans do not like long, inconclu=
sive wars and this is going to be a long, in-
conclusive war. Thus we are sure to win in
the end.” A decade and three Presidents
later it 1s still an Iinconclusive war. And
Pham Van Dong is still the North Vietnam-
ese Premier.

During that same visit to Hanol Ho Chi
Minh told Fall that “it took us eight years
of bitter fighting to defeat you French in
Indochina .. The Americans are much
stronger than the French, though they know
us less well. It may perhaps take 10 years
to do it .. .” Ho is dead but clearly his

spirit, and his aim, live on.

It seems to me that Americans today must
keep such remarks as these in mind as they
assess the disclosures by President Nixon of
Henry Kissinger's secret negotiations with
the North Vietnamese and the peace propos-
als put to Hanol. We suffer from a baseball
syndrome; we want to see the final score
and then go home to dinner. The North Viet-
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namese don't think that way; to them there
is no final out until their sgide has won.

There is an aphorism from the American
slde that can be applied to the current situ-
atlon in Indochina, In 1954 when he returned
to Washington from the Geneva Conference
that decreed the “temporary” division of
Vietnam, Undersecretary of State Walter
Bedell Smith remarked that “it will be well
to remember that diplomacy has rarely been
able to gain at the conference table what
cannot be gained or held on the battlefield.”

In truth, neither side has prevalled on the
battlefield. And there is stalemsate at the
conference table. The American eight-point
peace plan, in sum, must seem to Hanol to
be a proposal for surrendering their victory
aim. The North Vietnamese nine-point plan,
judging from Kissinger’s description of it
since it has yet to be published, in sum,
seems to Washington to be a proposal for
surrendering South Vietnam to the control
of the Communists,

There are, as the Nixon administration
contends, some new elements in the Ameri-
can proposals. But the sum of it is that
Hanol must take its chances on an election
in the South in which the Vietcong or
Natlonal Liberation Front would compete. It
is probable that the Communists would end
up as & minority; they know that and so do
Messrs, Nixon and Kissinger. I have never
thought the Communists would participate
in an election except as a mechanism to con-
firm a deal already set that would give them
key Cabinet and other posts in a Salgon re-
gime. Wide-open, nation-wide elections as
the West knows them are both abhorrent to
Communist regimes and foreign to the Viet-
namese, North and South, as a technique for
distributing power. Past elections in the
South have been more of a charade than a
reality—the result of Americanization of
that part of Vietnam—despite all the trum-
peting in Washington about them.

Kissinger sald that the North Vietnamese
told him that there could be no solution that
did not include a political element and that
they asked the United States for “an Iindi-
rect overthrow" of the Salgon government;
in short, that the United States cooperate In
turning over South Vietnam to the Commu-
nists. A perusal of Hanol’s public statements
supports that reading; presumably the nine-
point program, once we see the text, will
too.

President Nixon is not prepared to do so,
any more than was President Johnson of
whom the same thing was asked. It is {llu=
minating that, according to Hanol's spokes=
man in Paris, Kissinger remarked at the se-
cret talks that "you must not nourish the
illusion that we can settle the problem of
the war only because of the question of the
prisoners of war.” Secretary of State Rogers
some months ago publicly said substantially
the same thing, In effect, both were saying
that Mr, Nizxon will not make a deal to turn
the South over to the Communists simply to
get back the POWs.

Now it is being said that Mr. Nixon has
made a “generous" offer. But Hanol does
not want just a chance to win in the South;
it wants a certainty. Mr, Nixon is willing to
glve Hanol at least some chance but not any-
thing like a certainty. And from what has
been reported from Saigon one can imagine
that President Thieu’s agreement to resign
before a new electlon is based either on his
belief that the procedure offers him a near
certalnty or his estimate that Hanol will not
eccept anything less than near certainty for
its side and therefore that there is not going
to be any such election.

Where does this leave us? With the likell-
hood of a continuing inconclusive war, with
a continuation of the withdrawal of Ameri-
can forces but with the probability of a re-
sidual force remaining in the South at elec-
tion time next November plus the certainty
that American planes will stay in adjacent
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areas outside Indochina. This is not, of
course, absolutely certain for Mr. Nixon be-
fore election day could dramatically pull out
the last man. But how would he square that
with past declarations that some forces will
remain until the prisoners are released?

The POWs are hostages and hostages not
just for complete American withdrawal but
for a political settlement favorable to Hanol.
There are conceivable ways fto reach that
kind of a settlement such as a deal, con-
firmed by & sham election, to replace the
Thieu regime with some form of coalition
giving the Communists real power in Salgon
and the strong expectation of eventual total
power. But that deal is not likely one to be
made by Mr. Nixzon. If it is made it will be
made by anti-Thieu South Vietnamese who
manage by coup or otherwise to displace
him and probably only when they are sure
Washington is powerless to prevent such a
deal.

The truth of the matter is that the United
States, despite the vast expenditure of blood
and treasure, has failed to guarantee the
survival of a non-Communist South Viet-
nam. If the Nixon administration, or its suc-
cessor, is determined, as Kissinger put it, to
end the division at home over the war it can
only pull out completely, hope Hanol then
will release the POWs and leave it to Saigon
and Hanol to settle the political issue.

[From the Washington Evening Star, Feb. 1,
1972]
TExXT OF SECRET PROPOSALS RELEASED BY NORTH
VIETNAM

Paris.—Following is the text of the nine-
point “peace initiative” which North Viet-
namese officials presented to Dr. Henry A.
Kissinger, President Nixon's adviser for na-
tlonal security affairs, at a secret meeting
in Paris last June 26:

1. The withdrawal of the totality of U.S.

forces and those of other forelgn countries
in the U.S. camp from South Vietnam and
other Indochinese countries should be com-
pleted within 1971.

2. The release of all military men and civil-
jans captured in the war should be carried
out parallelly and completely at the same
time with the troop withdrawal mentioned in
Point 1.

3. In South Vietnam, the United States
should stop supporting Thieu-Ky-Khiem so
that there may be set up in Saigon a new
administration standing for peace, independ-
ence, neutrality and democracy. The pro-
visional revolutionary government of the Re~
public of South Vietnam will enter into talks
with that administration to settle all inter-
nal affairs of South Vietnam and to achieve
national concord.

4, The U.8. government must bear full re-
sponsibility for the damages caused by the
United States to the people of the whole
of Vietnam. The government of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam and the provi-
sional revolutionary government of the Re-
public of South Vietnam demand that the
U.S. government reparations for the damages
caused by the United States in the two zones
of Vietnam.

5. The United States should respect the
19654 Geneva agreements on Indochina and
those of 1962 on Laos. It should stop its ag-
gression and intervention in the Indochina
countries and let their peoples settle by
themselves their own aflairs.

6. The problems existing among the Indo-
chinese countries should be settled by the
Indochinese parties on the basis of mutual
respect for independence, sovereignty, and
territorial integrity, and non-interference In
each other's internal affairs. As far as it is
concerned, the Democratic Republic of Viet-
nam is prepared to join in resolving such
problems.

7. All the parties should achieve a cease-
fire after the signing of the agreements on
the above-mentioned problems.
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8. There should be an international super-
vision.

9. There should be an international guar-
antee for the fundamental national rights of
the Indochinese peoples, the neutrality of
South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia and
lasting peace in this region.

The above points form an
whole.

integrated

[From the Washington Evening Star,
Feb. 1, 1972]

COMPARISON OF POINTS

American 1. Total withdrawal from South
Vietnam of all U.S. forces and other foreign
forces allied with the government of South
Vietnam within six month of an agreement,

North Vietnamese 1. Withdrawal of total-
ity of U.8. forces and those of other foreign
countries in U.8. camp from South Vietnam
and other Indochinese countries should be
completed within 1971.

American 2. Release of all military men
and innocent civillans captured throughout
Indochina carried out parallel with troop
withdrawals. Both sides present complete
list of those held throughout Indochina on
day agreement is signed.

North Vietnamese 2. Release of all military
men and civilians captured in the war car-
rled out parallel with troop withdrawal.

(The North Vietnamese points 3 and 4
cover basically the same ground as American
point 3 and are combined for comparison.)

American 3. Political future of South Viet-
nam will be left for South Vietnamese peo-
ple to decide, free from outside interference,
in a free and democratic presidential elec-
tion within six months of an agreement. The
election will be run by an independent body
representing all political forces in South
Vietnam, will be under international super-
vision and will be open to all political forces
in South Vietnam. The incumbent president
and vice president of South Vietnam resign
one month before the election, with the
chairman of the Senate assuming adminis-
trative caretaker responsibilities except those
pertaining to election. The United States
will remain completely neutral, abide by the
election’s outcome and define its military
and economic assistance relationship with
any government that emerges.

Both sides agree that South Vietnam and
other Indochina countries adopt a foreign
policy consistent with the military provi-
slons of the 1954 Geneva accords and that
North and South Vietnam should discuss and
decide reunification of Vietnam without con-
straint and annexation from either party
and without forelgn interference.

North Vietnamese 3 and 4. In South Viet-
nam, the United States should stop support-
ing Thieu-Ky-Ehiem so that there may be set
up in Salgon a new administration standing
for peace, independence, neutrality and de-
mocracy. The provisional revolutionary gov-
ernment of the Republic of South Vietnam
will enter into talks with that administra-
tion to settle all internal affairs of South
Vietnam and to achieve national concord.

The U.S. government must bear full re-
sponsibility for damages it causes to people
of the whole Vietnam. U.S. payment of rep-
arations is demanded.

American 4. Both sides will respect the
1954 Geneva agreements on Indochina and
those of 1962 on Laos. There will be no for-
eign intervention in the Indochinese coun-
tries and the Indochinese people will be left
to settle their own affairs by themselevs.

North Vietnamese 5. The United States
should respect the 1954 Geneva agreements
on Indochina and those of 1962 on Laos. It
should stop its aggression and intervention
in the Indochina countries and let their
peoples settle by themselves their own affairs.

American 5. Problems existing among Indo-
chinese countries will be settled by the Indo-
chinese parties on the basis of mutual respect
for independence, sovereignty, territorial in-
tegrity and noninterference in each other’s
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affairs. Among the problems that will be
settled is the implementation of the principle
that all armed forces of the countries of
Indochina must remain within their national
frontiers.

North Vietnamese 6. Problems existing
among the Indochinese countries should be
settled by the Indochinese parties on the
basis of mutual respect for independence,
soverelgnty, and territorial integrity, and
noninterference in each other's internal af-
fairs. As far as it is concerned, the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam is prepared to
join in resolving such problems.

American 6. There will be a general cease-
fire throughout Indochina, to begin when
the agreement is signed. As part of the cease-
fire, there will be no further infiltration of
outside forces into any of the countries of
Indochina,

North Vietnamese 7. All the parties should
achieve a cease-fire after the signing of
the agreements on the above-mentioned
problems.

American 7. There will be international
supervision of the military aspects of this
agreement, including the cease-fire and its
provisions, the release of prisoners of war
and innocent clvilians, the withdrawal of
outside forces from Indochina, and the im-
plementation of the principle that all armed
forces of the countries of Indochina must
remain within thelr national frontiers.

North Vietnamese 8, There should be an
international supervision.

American 8. There will be an International
guarantee for the fundamental national
rights of the Indochinese peoples, the status
of all the countries in Indochina, and lasting
peace in this region.

Both sides express their willingness to par-
ticipate in an international conference for
this and their appropriate purposes.

North Vietnamese 9. There should be an
international guarantee for the fundamental
national rights of the Indochinese peoples,
the neutrality of South Vietnam, Laos and
Cambodia and lasting peace in the region.

The above points form an integrated whole.

CALLING FOR THE RECOGNITION OF
BANGLADESH BY THE UNITED
STATES

(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per-
mission to extend her remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I have intro-
duced a bill calling upon our Govern-
ment to recognize the Government of
Bangladesh.

Bangladesh is a reality. The people of
Bangladesh displayed the inimitable will
of humanity to seek freedom regardless
of the cost or the overwhelming odds
against achieving that goal. No force on
earth has been able to dissuade these
people that they must any longer submit
to the cruel, unfeeling rule of others. They
have attained their freedom. Bangladesh
is a reality. It is a political, spiritual en-
tity unto itself—and it will remain so.
This undauntable spirit of freedom is
reason enough for the speedy diplomatic
recognition of Bangladesh by the United
States.

Even exclusive of our admiration for
their remarkable demonstration of the
indestructible free human spirit, there
are any number of reasons for early
diplomatic recognition. We have never
had any disagreement with the people or
political leaders of Bangladesh. They
have never been our foes in battle or in
international diplomacy. They have not
been unfriendly in thought or deed to-
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ward the United States. If we have offi-
cial disagreements with any country on
the subcontinent, and we should not, we
have no basis for unfriendliness or re-
fusal to recognize Bangladesh.

Neither can we take issue with the
political structure under which Bangla-
desh intends to rule itself. In fact, the
free and overwhelming election of its
leaders by the people precipitated the
horrors visited on that country. The
newly formed government intends to
continue to choose its leaders according
to the will of the people. If we desire to
see more democracies in the world, let us
recognize and support those who seek to
govern by democracy.

We have been told the present admin-
istration seeks to revise our foreign pol-
icy posture, that we cannot respond ably
in today’s world with yesterday's anti-
quated ideology, and that we intend to
view the world as it exists. We are on the
verge of recognizing the People’s Repub-
lic of China, which we have been prone to
see as an enemy, after more than 20 years
of officially blinding ourselves to the
reality of its political existence. If the
administration does indeed intend to
recognize the realities of the world, it
might well begin by speedy recognition
of Bangladesh.

And we need not fear that we will be
the first country to accord Bangladesh
the diplomatic dignity it has earned at
such a dear cost. Twenty countries have
already recognized it, including Australia,
New Zealand, Yugoslavia, Russia, and
Great Britain. Several other countries
are also on the verge of extending formal
recognition. Let us not be one of the last.

We have already suffered great losses
of prestige on the subcontinent and
throughout the world by our incompre-
hensible official posture throughout this
tormenting situation. We erred in siding
with West Pakistan; we erred in contin-
uing to supply arms to the oppressors;
we erred in castigating India for difficul-
ties not of their making; we erred in sid-
ing with oppression over humanity. We
have been proven wrong every step of the
way, and the world knows it. I hope the
administration will not further com-
pound its errors.

Our goal on the subcontinent should
be to help restore some semblance of
normalcy as quickly as possible. We must
take whatever steps are necessary to re-
lieve the enormous amount of human
suffering—the starvation, the wrecked
villages and homes, the displaced millions
who were forced to flee to India. These
are humanitarian goals which can be
aided immensely by speedy diplomatic
recognition of Bangladesh. Politics should
not be allowed to impede our response to
these cries of human anguish. Mr.
Speaker, I urge the House fo give early
and favorable consideration to my bill to
demonstrate to the administration and
the world that we in Congress are vitally
concerned about the plight of Bangla-
desh and wish to see it formally recog-
nized by the U.S. Government.

OH, TO BE A STAGEHAND AT
KENNEDY CENTER

(Mr, SKUBITZ asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
closure by the New York Times this past
Monday that stagehands at the John P.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts
make as much as $1,500 per week illumi-
nates why Center officials want Congress
to appropriate $1,500,000 for an annual
maintenance fund.

The Center was originally “sold” to the
Congress as an edifice that would be
largely built by public contributions with
a relatively small share to come out of
the taxpayers’ pockets. Subsequently, the
Congress was asked and consented to two
huge construction appropriations. An
additional $6 million remains in dispute
and I have little doubt that we will be
asked also to make that good from the
Treasury.

The original premise was that opera-
tionally the Center might be self-suf-
ficient. Of course, we were told as a back-
ward nation culturally we owed some-
thing to the arts and humanities and
maybe, just maybe, the Center might run
an operating deficit. Well, as one who
appreciates music and the theater, and
even opera on occasion, I felt sympa-
thetic. I even understand and agree with
special rates for students and some sub-
sidy for patrons who cannot afford $10
seats.

Now, perhaps in an effort to partially
disguise obvious operating deficits, the
Center has come up with the proposition
that its budgets should be considered on
two levels: One for the operation of the
three theaters; and the second as a tour-
ist attraction for visitors. It is for this lat-
ter purpose, says the Center, that it re-
quires $1,500,000 for annual maintenance
costs. The effort is to place it in the same
category with the Washington Monu-
ment or the Lincoln Memorial as a tour-
ist attraction and to patronize its pri-
vately operated restaurants.

If that is the true objective, let us turn
the Center over to the National Park
Service to operate. I am sure they can do
it for less money and far more efficiently.

Of course, I think this double budget
proposal is a sham, a clever device de-
signed to bamboozle Members of Con-
gress. Mr. Roger Stevens and his staff
must realize that the sanity must be
questioned of whoever signed a labor
contract that permit stagehands to earn
$78,000 a year, even if they work 15 hours
a day. I know Members of this body who
work 16 hours a day and also work Satur-
days and Sundays who do not get time
and a half or double time and who do not
make that kind of money. Moreover, they
take abuse and frustration from all sides;
just let Mr. Stevens tell one of his stage-
hands what he should do and Mr. Stevens
will be told what he can do with his in-
structions and where he can go.

Seriously, Mr. Speaker, a contract that
permits this kind of fleecing of the pub-
lic is unconscionable. It ought to be can-
celed and revised before any official of
the Center has the temerity to appear
before Congress again.

I include in the Recorp the New York
Times article of February 1, 1972, as
part of my remarks:
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STAGEHANDS AT KENNEDY CENTER Sam To
Earn Up TO $1,600 A WEEK
(By Christopher Lydon)

WASHINGTON, January 31.—Stagehands at
the Kennedy Center are making as much ss
$1,500 a week under a union contract—ap-
parently the richest in the American thea-
ter—that has become the management's big-
gest embarrassment and headache.

For 126 members of the International As-
sociation of Theatrical and Stage Employes,
there are at last four factors that make for
a bonanza:

1. Hourly rates that are the highest, on
average, in the country: $7.70 for the head
electrician, carpenter and property man Iin
each of three theaters, down to a minimum
$6.60 for their subordinates. The comparable
hourly wages in Los Angeles are $6.25 and
$4.35, On Broadway department heads get
$8.66 an hour, but their more numerous as-
slstants get $5.85, or 75 cents less than their
counterparts here.

2. A rule requiring four hours of pay for
each assignment or “call.” At the EKennedy
Center—particularly in the frantically busy,
multipurpose concert Hall—there may easily
be four or five calls a day. Stagehands get a
full four hours of pay for each of the first
two calls and time and a half, or six hours
of pay, for each one thereafter,

8. A minimum complement of three de-
partment heads during each use of each thea-
ter and a “fly man" to handle scenery in
the Opera House and Eisenhower Theater.

4. An apparent shortage of stagehands to
work Washington’s booming schedule of per-
forming arts, so that by midweek the avail-
able help has clocked its 40 hours and con=-
tinues at time and a half or double time.

UNION AGENT SILENT

William Bennett, the stagehands’ business
agent here for more than 30 years, does not
discuss his contracts with outsiders.

As a reporter introduced himself last week,
Mr. Bennett proffered his calling card and
alerted the German shepherd that guards
his office on New York Avenue.

“I hope I can do you a favor some day,”
sald Mr. Barrett, smiling cordially. “I know
why you're here, but I have nothing to tell
you.”

Eennedy Center officlals, who say pay-
checks in the neighborhood of $1,000 a week
are commonplace, offer this example of how
paychecks get fattened up:

The day’s first assignment in the Concert
Hall, a four-hour call to set up the platforms
and chairs on stage for the National Sym-
phony Orchestra, might start at 8 AM. and
be completed by 10:30 AM. Another four-
hour call for heads of the three stage-hands
departments might be for a one-hour Chil-
dren’s concert at midmorning. At noon there
could be a third call for a two-hour National
Symphony rehearsal, and at 2:30 P.M. there
could be a fourth to rehearse the next day's
jazz show for an hour and a half. In the
evening, of course, there is a separate call
for the National Symphony’s concert, which
lasts perhaps two hours.

At the end of a day that had spanned 13
hours and included eight hours work, each
department head would have had five calls—
three at overtime—and would have been paid
over $200, and more if he had already worked
40 hours that week before the day began.

All Sunday work is paid at time and a half
unless, as is usually the case, stagehands
are already on overtime by Sunday. The Sun-
day rate then goes to double time.

SHIFTS ARE OVERLAPPING

The fact that three theaters are clustered
together in the single Kennedy Center works
to the stagehands advantage in the over-
lapping calculation of overtime.

A man who puts in 40 hours during the
week In the Concert Hall starts any weekend
work in the Opera House at time and a half,
even though he is working in a different
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theater for a different producer on a differ-
ent show,

Thus the local sponsors of the Ballet Folk-
lorico of Mexico last weekend had to pay 16
stagehands time and a half and double time
fer moving the show in and out of the cen-
ter for an unprofitable two performances.

The stagehands negotiated their contract
only weeks before the Eennedy Center's Sep-
tember opening, when tickets to perform-
ances had already been sold. They were In a
strong bargaining position at the start and
appear to have pressed their advantage.

One afternoon during the American Bal-
let Theater's first visit in September, for ex-
ample, as stagehands worked on the lighting,
dancers came onstage for a workout. The
union insisted on being paid for a rehearsal,
charging the Eennedy Center for eight hours
lighting and a four-hour rehearsal call, at
overtime.

In New York, the American Ballet theater
dancers are allowed to use the City Center
stage while stagehands are out to lunch. But
at the Kennedy Center, stagehands return-
ing from lunch found dancers on stage and
billed the center for another four-hour call.

There have been other fights about what
constitutes a rehearsal, but the union al-
way seems to win. Last October, when
Garay Graffman, the plano soloist, walked on-
stage before a concert with the National
Symphony, ran his fingers up and down the
plano, the union promptly billed for the
services of three department heads at a full
four-hour rehearsal call. The Eennedy Cen-
ter protested but paid.

Patrick Hayes, managing director of the
Washington Performing Arts Society, speaks
hopefully of a new contract in which re-
hearsals would be redefined to exclude warm-
ups and the calculation of overtime hours
could not overlap from one show to another.

But Roger L. Stevens, chalrman of the
center, says, he is probably stuck with the
contract, though he wishes he never signed
it. The stagehands contract has clearly cut
the occasional profits and increased the typl-
cal losses on Kennedy Center shows, but
there is no evidence that it has driven at-
tractions away.

SPACE SHUTTLE

(Mr. BOB WILSON asked and was
given permission fto extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. BOB WILSON., Mr. Speaker, my
remarks will be very brief and are de-
signed to express my complete support
for the newly announced program for
the space shuttle. While I cannot say
that I have found a complete and persua-
sive logic in some of the programs that
we have been called upon to consider in
the Congress, I find here, in the space
shuttle program, a step that is simplicity
itself as far as where we go next in the
important work of space study and
exploration.

For something like 2 years a task force
has been studying to discover what is
the next thing we should do in the space
program. The people engaged in this
study are experts, and I am not an ex-
pert. But from what I know of our past
Saturn-Apollo program and from what I
have learned about the new plans for
a space shuttle I will say that the task
force had done an outstanding job. This
year, 1972, will see the end of our series
of manned flights to the moon. The
flights already taken and the two that
yet remain will have accomplished what
this country set out to do some 10 years
ago, and accomplished it in the most
dramatic and satisfying fashion. These
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flights were the beginning and from them
we have learned, as the task force has
now enunciated for us, what our next
step should be. The step that they have
chosen and the plans that they have out-
lined add up, to my mind, to both scien-
tific and commonsense.

There will be controversy; controversy
here in the Congress and controversy
among the people of the country over
this program. There will be those who
state that all that man needs to know
about space can be discovered with in-
strumented vehicles, that there is no
need for man himself to travel in space.
I have not the slightest doubt that very
much of what we need to know can
indeed be found out in very effective
fashion with instrumented vehicles. In-
deed this has already been well estab-
lished by our programs so far. I do feel,
however, that until optics are developed
that embrace and are coupled with the
ability to make judgments, until com-
puters are devised that approximize the
thinking processes of the human brain,
it will be necessary that man himself ob-
serve, ponder, and make human judg-
ments about what he is seeing and ex-
periencing.

I draw an analogy, perhaps it is too
simple a one, between a space program
involving only encapsulated instruments
speeding around the earth and a mili-
tary program of defense that would con-
template only missiles. It may be a meas-
ure of the conservatism of my thoughts
on such matters that leads me to say
that there is & certain sterility, a certain
implicit limitation, to a defense program
that did not contemplate a mix of mis-
siles and of manned aircraft. I have a
fundamental belief in the need for man
as a direct participant in our defense and
in our space efforts. Much of the work in
space will be done through pure in-
strumentation; undoubtedly some of it
can be done very much better this way.
But, as in the case of our defensive and
offensive systems, I personally will con-
tinue to hold the view and, to the ex-
tent that I am able, to insist that man,
whether in a bomber or in a space ve-
hicle, be a part of the program.

This program of the space shuttle will
go forward. The questions that will be
rajsed will also be answered. It is my
sincere hope that I will find throughout
the membership of Congress a substan-
tial reflection of the kind of approach
that I have enunciated toward the space
shuttle program. I feel quite certain that
this will be so.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (aft the re-
quest of Mr. Hastings) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Veysey, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Mirrer of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. Roeison of New York, for 5 min-
utes, today.

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mazzor1) and to revise and
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extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr . ROSTENKOWSKI,
today.

Mr. Gonzarez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. McEKay, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MurpHY of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. James V., StanTON, for 15 minutes,
today-

Mrs. Arzug, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. StepHENS, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Bogas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. UpaLyn, for 60 minutes, on Febru-
ary 23.

Mr. Froop, for 60 minutes, on Febru-
ary 17.

for 5 minutes,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. Savior, to revise and extend his
remarks immediately preceding the vote
on the amendment offered by Mr. TEAGUE
of Texas today.

Mr. McCrory to extend his remarks
prior to vote on Teague of Texas amend-
ment.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, Hastings) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SPRINGER.

Mr. DErwINSKI in two instances.

Mr, Hemz in 10 instances.

Mr. Wynman in two instances.

Mr. ARENDS.

Mr. BROTZMAN,

Mr. BELCHER,

Mr. Corrins of Texas in three in-
stances.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. HosMER in two instances.

Mr. Bos WiLson in two instances.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,

Mr. pv PONT.

Mr. Ros1son of New York.

Mr. SCHWENGEL,

Mr. AnpErson of Illinois.

Mr. McCrLure in two instances.

Mr. MicHEL in six instances.

Mr. CORDOVA.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mazzorr) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Carey of New York.

Mr, HARRINGTON.

Mr. Long of Maryland.

Mr. Bracer in five instances.

Mr. Hamvrvron in four instances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in two instances.

Mr. OBEY in four instances.

Mr. Dow.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. GONZALEZ,

Mr. PreYER of North Carolina.

Mr. MurrHY of Illinois.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. CaeeLL in two instances.

Mr. BincHaM in three instances.

Mr. BurkE of Massachusetts in two in-
stances.

Mr. BLATNIK,

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. BoGGs.

Mr. MEeTCALFE in two instances.

Mr. MorcaN in two instances.

Mr. Roy in three instances.

Mr. MurrPHY of New York.
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Mr. Roncario in five instances.
Mr. SIKES.
Mr. ST GERMAIN.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 42 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, February 7, 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:

1545, A letter from the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs, transmitting the Annual
Report of the Veterans' Administration for
Fiscal Year 1971, pursuant to 38 U.B.C. 214
(H. Doc. No. 82-208); to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs and ordered to be printed
with illustrations.

1546. A letter from the Becretary of the
Army, transmitting reports of the number
of officers on duty with Headquarters, De-
partment of the Army, and detailed to the
Army General Staff on December 81, 1971,
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 3031(¢); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1547. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting the annual report for
calendar year 1971 on the progress of the
Army Reserve Officers’ Training Corps flight
instruction program, pursuant to 10 U.B.C.
2110; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1548. A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, transmitting the annual report for fis-
cal year 1971 on the progress of the Naval
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps flight in-
struction program, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
2110(b); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices,

1549. A letter from the Secretary of the Air
Force, transmitting the semiannual report
of the Department of the Alr Force on ex-
perimental, development, test, and research
procurement actlon, covering the perlod
ended December 31, 1971, pursuant to 10
U.S.0. 2357; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1550. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a re-
port of actual procurement receipts for medi-
cal stockpile of civil defense emergency sup-
plies and equipment purposes, covering the
quarter ended December 31, 1971, pursuant
to section 201(h) of the Federal Civil De-
fense Act of 1950, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

15561. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs), transmitting an errata sheet for in-
clusion in the report of the 1971 quadrennial
review of military compensation required by
87 U.8.C., 1008(b); to the Committee on
Armed Services,

1552. A letter from the Chlef of Legislative
Affalrs, Department of the Navy, transmitting
notice of the intention of the Department of
the Navy to donate a surplus 45-ton Porter
model BB-04 diesel locomotive to the
Charleston, S.C., chapter of the National
Rallway Historical Soclety, pursuant to 10
U.8.C. 7545; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1553. A letter from the Chairman, District
of Columbia Armory Board, transmitting the
annual reports and financial statements for
fiscal year 1971 of the District of Columbia
National Guard Armory and the Robert F.
EKennedy Memorial Stadium, pursuant to
Public Laws 80-605 and 85-300; to the Com=-
mittee on the District of Columbla.
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1554. A letter from the Becretary of the In-
terior, transmitting the annual report for
1970 on the administration of the Federal
Metal and Nonmetallic Mine Safety Act; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

15565. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Comprehensive Drug Abuse
Prevention and Control Act of 1970 to dis-
charge obligations under the Convention on
Psychotropic Substances relating to regula-
tory controls on the manufacture, distribu-
tion, importation, and exportation of psy-
cotropic substances; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1566. A letter from the SBecretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the first annual re-
port on the activities of the Department of
Transportation under the Emergency Rail
Bervices Act of 1970, together with an ele-
vation of the financial condition of the rail-
roads which have outstanding certificates
guaranteed under the act, pursuant to sec-
tion 10 of the act; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

REcCEIVED FRoM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

1557. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on problems in the Ehmer Republic (Cam-
bodia) concerning war victims, civilian
health, and war-related casualties; to the
Commission on Government Operations.

1568, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the economies avallable by better
selection of office copiers by Federal agencles,
General Services Administration; to the Com=
mittee 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. WALDIE: Committee on Post Office.
and Civil Service. S. 2896. An act to amend
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code,
relating to adopted child (Rept. No, 92-811).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on Public
Works. H.R. 12741. A bill to extend the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act through
June 30, 1972 (Rept. No. 92-812). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Unlon.

Mr. GARMATZ: Commiftee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 12143. A bill to
provide for the establishment of the San
Francisco Bay Natlonal Wildlife Refuge
(Rept. No. 92-813). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas: Committee on
Ways and Means. HR. 12910. A bill to pro-
vide for a temporary increase in the public
debt limit (Rept. 92-814). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 12905. A bill to amend title III of the
act of March 3, 1933, commonly referred to
as the Buy American Act, with respect to
determining when the cost of certain articles,
materials, or supplies is unreasonable; to
define when articles, materials, and supplies
have been mined, produced, or manufactured
in the United States; to make clear the right
of any State to give preference to domesti-
cally produced goods in purchasing for pub-
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lic use, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.
By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 12808. A bill to revise the Welfare and
Pension Plans Disclosure Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. CHAPPELL:

H.R. 12907. A bill to assist in combating
crime by reducing the incldence of recidi-
vism, providing improved Federal, State, and
local correctional facilities and services,
strengthening administration of Federal cor-
rections, strengthening control over proba-
tioners, parolees, and persons found not
guilty by reason of insanity, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 12908. A bill to amend certain pro-
visions of chapter 311 of title 18, United
States Code, relating to parole; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 12909. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MILLS of Arkansas (for himself,
Mr. UrimaN, Mr. ByrNEs of Wis~
consin, and Mr. BETTS) :

H.R. 12010. A blll to provide for a tempo-
rary Increase In the public debt limit; to the
Commitiee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DOW:

H.R. 12011, A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to correct certain inequities in
the crediting of National Guard technician
service in connection with civil service re-
tirement, and for other purposes; to thé
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. pu PONT:

H.R. 12912, A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to provide that full
credit be given for all active military service
by retired Armed Forces members for deter-
mining retention and annual leave in the
civil service; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. EILBERG:

H.R. 12913. A bill to provide for Federal
collection of State individual income taxes,
to provide funds to localities for Federal
high-priority purposes, and to provide funds
to States to encourage more efficlent use of
revenue sources; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 12014, A Dbill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for a com-
prehensive review of the medical, technical,
social, and legal problems and opportunities
which the Nation faces as a result of medical
progress toward making transplantation of
organs, and the use of artificial organs a prac-
tical alternative in the treatment of disease;
to amend the Public Health Service Act to
provide assistance to certain non-Federal
Institutions, agencies, and organizations for
the establishment and operation of reglonal
and community programs for patients with
kidney disease and for the conduct of train-
ing related to such programs; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself and
Mr, Brown of Ohlo) :

H.R. 12915. A bill to expand the member-
ship of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to include elected
school board officials; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. FLYNT (for himself and Mr,
LANDRUM) @

H.ER. 12916. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.8.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certaln circumstances exclu-
sive territorlal arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. FLYNT:

H.R. 12017. A bill to amend section 4492
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 to
exempt from the tax on the use of civil alr-
craft antique alrcraft which recelved their
type certificates before 1941; to the Coms-
mittee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 12018. A bill to provide financial and
other ald to enable the United States to assist
Jewish refugees to emigrate from the Soviet
Union to Israel or the country of their
choice; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HOSMER (for himself, Mr.
HovrreLp, Mr. Price of Illinois, Mr.
AspINaLL, Mr. Youne of Texas, Mr.
AnpErsoN of Illinois, Mr. EoMOND-
soN, Mr. McCurLrocH, and Mr. HaN-
sEN of Idaho) :

H.R. 12919. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes; to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

By Mr. HUNGATE (for himself, Mr.
Danmerson, Mr, FLOWERS, Mr. KEAT-
ING, and Mr, MANN) :

H.R. 12920. A bill to amend section 1979
of the Revised Statutes to provide that cer-
tain clvil actions for the deprivation of
rights may not be brought by certain per-
sons convicted of crime and to provide a
time limitation with respect to such civil
actions; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

By Mr. STEFHENS:

HR. 12921, A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C, 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances exclu-
sive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. KEING:

H.R. 12922, A bill to retrocede a portion of
the District of Columbia to the State of Mary-
land; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia,

By Mr. KEOCH:

H.R. 12023, A bill to provide for monthly
furloughs for Federal prisoners; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MIZELL (for himself, Mr.

BrownN of Michigan, Mr. CoLLIER, Mr,
CorLrmvs of Texas, Mr. CLEVELAND,
Mr. CRANE, Mr. DErwINSKI, Mr. Dg-

VINE, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. FIsHER,
Mr. FLYNT, Mr. HosMER, Mr. JoNAS,
Mr., EEmpP, Mr. KING, Mr. MaTHIS of

Georgia, Mr. RARICK, Mr. RHODES, °

Mr. ScEMITZ, Mr, SCHWENGEL, M.
SteicER of Arizona, Mr. TerrY, and
Mr. WiLLIAMS) :

H.R. 12924, A bill to repeal the provisions
of law which relate to the checkoff procedure
for financing presidential election cam-
palgns; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MOLLOHAN:

H.ER. 12925. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.8.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certaln circumstances exclu-
sive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. NEDZI:

H.R. 12926. A bill to provide that, in the
case of the death of a petitioner on any ap-
proved petition for preference status under
paragraph (1), (2), (4), or (5) of section
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, the allen beneficiary will be allowed a
period of sixty days from the date of such
death to become the beneficiary of another
petition without losing his preference status,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H.R. 12927. A bill to amend the Postal Re-
organization Act of 1970, title 39, United
States Code, to eliminate certaln restrictions
on the rights of officers and employees of the
Postal Service, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. NICHOLS:

H.R. 12828. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to require the heads of the re-
spective executive agencles to provide the
Congress with advance notice of certain
planned organizational and other changes or
actions which would affect Federal civilian
employment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.
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By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr, WiL-
LIAM D, Forp, Mr. Quie, Mr. ERLEN-
BORN, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. STRATTON, Mr.
Diwgern, Mr. PuciNski, Mr, Har-
PERN, Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr. STEIGER of
Wisconsin, Mr. RoBison of New York,
Mr. DaNIELSON, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. Exmp, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr, VEY-
SEY, Mr. MEeEps, Mr. RoOBINSON of
Virginia, Mr. RoE, Mr. HATHAWAY,
and Mr. CLEVELAND) :

H.R. 12029. A bill to expand the member-
ship of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to include elected
school board officials; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr, WrL-
Liam D, Forp, Mrs. HECKLER of Mas~
sachusetts, Mr. Stoxes, Mr. LINK,
Mr. HaARRINGTON, Mr. MaLLAarY, Mr.
BurxE of Florida, Mr. CoLLIER, and
Mr. MANN)

H.R. 12930. A bill to expand the member-
ship of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to include elected
school board officials; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. POAGE (for himself, Mr. ABEr-
NETHY, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. BERG-
LAND, Mr, BurLison of Missouri, Mr.
DE LA Garza, Mr, DENHoOLM, Mr, Fo-
LEY, Mr. JoNEs of North Carolina,
Mr. JoneEs of Tennessee, Mr. KyL,
Mr. LiNg, Mr., McMaN, Mr.
MaTHIS of Georgia, Mr MATSUNAGA,
Mr., MELcHER, Mr. MizeLL, Mr. PricE
of Texas, Mr, PURCELL, Mr. Sisk, Mr.
STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. ViGorITO, and Mr,
ZWACH) :

H.R. 12931. A bill to provide for improving
the economy and living conditions in rural
America; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 12932, A bill to designate as a Federal
crime murder, or an attempt to commit mur-
der, of certain non-Federal officers; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

HR. 12933. A Dbill to amend section 1905
of title 44 of the United States Code relat-
ing to depository libraries; to the Committee
on House Administration,

H.R. 12934, A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that progres-
sive muscular atrophy developing a 10 per
centum or more degree of disability within
seven years after separation from active serv-
ice during a period of war shall be presumed
to be service-connected; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. RANGEL:

HR. 12035. A bill to regulate the inter-
state trafficking and sale of hypodermic
needles and syringes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROBISON of New York:

HR. 12036. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide assistance and
encouragement for the establishment and
expansion of health maintenance organiza-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 12937. A bill to amend the Soeclal
Security Act to require employers to make an
approved basic health care plan avallable to
their employees, to provide a family health
insurance plan for low-income families not
covered by an employer’s basic health care
plan, to facilitate provision of health services
to beneficiaries of the family health in-
surance plan by health maintenance organ-
izations, by prohibiting State law interfer-
ence with such organizations providing such
services, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 12938. A bill to provide for compre-
hensive management of the Nation's forest
lands through the application of sound forest
practices, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 12939. A bill to amend chapter 81 of
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subpart G of title 5, United States Code,
relating to compensation for work injurles,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

H.R. 12940. A bill to establish a national
land use policy; to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to make grants to encourage
and assist the States to prepare and imple-
ment land use programs for the protection
of areas of critical environmental concern
and the control and direction of growth and
development of more than local significance;
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 12041, A bill to require the National
Rallroad Passenger Corporation to provide
free or reduced-rate rallroad transportation
to retired railroad employees and their de-
pendents on the same basls that such trans-
portation was available to such employees
and dependents on the date of enactment
of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970; to
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce,

H.R. 12042, A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act to provide that an indi-
vidual may qualify for disabllity insurance
benefits and the disability freeze if he has
enough quarters of coverage to be fully in-
sured for old-age benefit purposes, regardless
of when such quarters were earned; to the
Commlittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 12943. A bill to provide that Federal
assistance to a State or local government or
agency for rehablilitation or renovation of
housing and for enforcement of local or State
housing codes under the urban renewal pro-
gram, the public housing program, or the
model cities program, or under any other
program involving the provision by State or
local governments or housing or related
facilities, shall be made avallable only on
condition that the reciplent submit and carry
out an effective plan for eliminating the
causes of lead-based paint polsoning; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 12944. A bill to provide for the com-
pensation of Innocent vietims of violent
crime in need; to make grants to States for
the payment of such compensation; to au-
thorize an insurance program and death and
disability benefits for public safety officers;
to provide clvil remedies for victims of
racketeering activity; and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SPENCE:

H.R. 12045, A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to clarify the intent of Congress with respect
to the regulation of the possession or receipt
of firearms; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. THONE (for himself and Mr.
WHITEHURST) :

H.R.12046. A bill to amend the Occupa~
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to re-
quire the Secretary of Labor to recognize the
difference in hazards to employees between
the heavy construction industry and the light
residential construction industry; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R. 12047. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. CEDERBERG:

H.J. Res. 1050. A resolution to authorize
the President to designate the period begin-
ning March 19, 1972 as "Natlonal Week of
Concern for Prisoners of War/Missing in Ac-
tion'; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HOSMER::

H.J. Res. 1061, A resolution authorizing the
President to proclaim the fourth Wednesday
in January as National School Nurse Day; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEGGETT:
H.J. Res. 1062. A resolutlon to provide a
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procedure for settlement of the dispute on
the Pacific coast and Hawalli among certain
shippers and assocliated employers and cer-
tain employees; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.
By Mrs. ABZUG (for herself, Mrs.
CHisHoLM, Mr. CoLrLins of Illinois,
Mr. ConyYERs, Mr. DELLuMs, Mr. Ep-
waRrDs of California, Mr. FRASER, Mr.
HaLrPeERN, Mr., HarrmingToN, Mr. HEL-
STOSKI, Mr, MIkva, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. RYAN, Mr. SCHEUER,
and Mr. STOKES) ;

H. Con. Res. 522, A resolution expressing
the sense of Congress that the President
should take the necessary steps to initiate
active negotiations seeking agreement with
the Soviet Union on a comprehensive ban on
all nuclear test explosions, to work toward
extension of a prohibition against nuclear
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testing to the other nuclear powers, includ-
ing France and China, and to declare and ob-
serve an indefinite moratorium on all nu-
clear test explosions; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.
By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself, Mr.
O'NEILL, Mrs. ABzUG, Mr. ADDABEO,
Mr. BiNngHAM, Mr. BoraNp, Mr. Bur-
TON, Mr. BYrNE of Pennsylvania, Mr.
Carey of New York, Mr., CoNTE, Mr.
EI1LBERG, Mr. Fraser, Mr, Giaimo, Mr,
HALPERN, Mr. HANLEY, Mr. HARRING-
ToN, Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts,
Mr. Migva, Mr. RopinOo, Mr. RYAN,
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. JAMES V. STANTON,
and Mr. STRATTON) :

H. Con. Res. 523, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the current situation in Northern
Ireland; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself, Mr.
HvurcHINSON, Mr, Burke of Florida,
Mr. RoyBar, Mr. HosMER, Mr, FAUNT-
ROY, Mr. BLaNTON, Mr. GarMATZ, Mr.
DELANEY, Mr. GErTYS, Mr. HELSTO-
BKI, Mr. McEwEN, Mr. MeETCALFE, Mr.
MarLLary, Mr. SarBanNes, Mr. Dow,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr, LiNg, Mr. DENHOLM,
and Mr. MYERS) :

H. Res. T99. Resolution to amend the
Rules of the House of Representatives to
create a standing committee to be known as
the Committee on the Environment; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. DULSKI:

H. Res. 800. Resolution to provide funds
for the second session, 92d Congress, for the
expenses of the Investigations and studies au-
thorized by H. Res. 217; to the Committee
on House Administration.
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FORESTRY INCENTIVES ACT OF 1972

HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 2, 1972

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the second
session of the 92d Congress faces an un-
usually complex and broad challenge.
The range of issues and problems de-
manding action by the Members of this
body is immense. A sense of urgency is
evident throughout—including real con-
cern over the great need to enhance
and protect our priceless natural en-
vironment.

In comparison, my purpose today is a
simple one but it does deserve priority
attention. It does provide an important
opportunity to strengthen the Nation’s
forestry programs and this, of course,
can be of immense value in the years
ahead.

A few short months ago the House of
Representatives unanimously voted in
favor of H.R. 8817—a bill that I am very
proud to have introduced. This prompt
action and strong support by the Mem-
bers of the House did not surprise me. All
of us have a deep awareness of the vital
importance of the renewable forest re-
sources on which our Nation relies. It
was obvious that the highly successful
cooperative wildfire protection program
under the Clarke-McNary Law of 1924
should not be allowed to be constrained
by dollar ceilings on Federal participa-
tion that was set many years ago. Simi-
larly, we saw that it was time to remove
the constraints set more than 20 years
ago on Federal participation under the
Cooperative Forest Management Act of
1950. In the latter case we also recog-
nized and met the need to broaden the
scope of the law to include technical as-
sistance in protecting and establishing
trees and shrubs which are needed to
enhance the environmental quality of
urban areas and communities. Your
unanimous support last year paved the
way for urgently needed, intensified and
broadened Federal participation in fund-
ing forest resource protection and tech-
nical assistance in forestry and related
activities.

Additional legislation is urgently need-
ed to complement and roundout coop-

erative forestry efforts. This is the bill
I am introducing today. I am speaking
of a forestry incentive program. This bill
is built upon the foundation of time-
tested procedures and arrangements be-
tween the U.S. Forest Service, and other
Federal agencies, State forestry organi-
zations, private landowners, and others.
The bill provides renewed emphasis, a
broadened scope of activities, and a posi-
tive-effort toward motivating nonindus-
trial forest landowners to increase the
flow of public benefits from the manage-
ment and use of the resources they
control.

The Members of this distinguished
body need no reminder of the fact that
the public spotlight is on the Nation’s
forest lands. Never, have I seen more
intense interest in what is taking place
in the woods. Battle lines are drawn be-
tween those who would lock up and pre-
serve the forest landscape intact and
those who see the need to increase the
flow of timber, water, wildlife, and out-
door recreation opportunities to meet the
urgent needs of the American citizen of
today and tomorrow. To date the debate
has centered on the public lands—par-
ticularly the National Forests. Difficult
problems exist and hard decisions must
yet be made by the Congress in this
regard.

But, happily, there is another side to
the coin—another string to our forestry
bow, if you will—the 300 million acres
of timberland owned by some four mil-
lion Americans, These smaller tracts con-
stitute 59 percent of the Nation’s pro-
ductive forest land base—more than
three times the comparable acreage in
the great National Forest System. These
lands already—in the aggregate—pro-
duce huge amounts of the pulpwood,
sawlogs and other timber products need-
ed by America’s growing economy. How-
ever, these small properties are produc-
ing at only a fraction of their potential—
half or less in terms of wood products.
In terms of wildlife production; use for
hunting, hiking, and other outdoor rec-
reation activities, the fraction is probably
even smaller, Natural beauty and water-
shed protection are examples of addi-
tional public benefits that can be sub-
stantially increased from these lands.

When protection from wildfires and
adequate technical assistance to guide
their efforts are assured—the last re-

maining obstacle preventing owners of
small forest properties from managing
and developing their resources is the
motivation and the funds needed to make
the necessary investments. Planting trees,
cultural work in established stands, seed-
ing to prevent soil erosion, creating im-
proved wildlife habitat, providing public
access for recreational use—these all
cost money. Prospective dollar returns on
investments to produce benefits to the
public frequently are insufficient to en-
courage the landowner to make the nec-
essary additional expenditures. Now it
should be noted that landowners already
are making a sizeable investment. The
purchase price of the land, or income
foregone that could come from sale of the
land, the annual taxes, and other ex-
penses are borne by the landowner. A
program of financial incentives is needed
to trigger the forestry investments
that can result in major increases
in public benefits from these lands. That
is what my new bill is all about. I con-
sider such incentives justified because
the public benefits that accrue from
well tended forest land are significant.

Without going into detail regarding
these public benefits, let me cite just
three examples. Expanding demands for
lumber, pulp and other products needed
to meet housing and other needs are
clearly evident. For example—housing
starts in 1971 set an all-time high. These
pressures will increase the relative prices
to be paid by future consumers unless
well-planned investments on these lands
are made now. To dampen future price
rises, we need to assure an abundant
supply of timber of the species and sizes
needed in the future. Clearly it is better
to provide Federal incentive funds now
rather than permit wood to price itself
out of much of its present and potential
market, Significantly higher prices will
add to consumer costs, and worse, will
encourage use of substitutes which must
come from the Nation’s store of non-
renewable resources rather than its re-
newable forest resource. These 300 mil-
lion acres can indeed hold the key to
the adequacy of future supbplies.

As another example, if we are success-
ful in meeting an increased portion of
the total timber demand through har-
vests on these lands, the extreme pres-
sures falling on public forest lands will
be eased. As landowners are motivated
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