May 31, 1973

plicated 1life, the assessment of the "“slde
effects” of technology has become Increasingly
important to the total community. Technol-
ogy assesment as defined by the OTA is the
full and balanced analysis of all significant
primary-secondary, indirect and delayed con-
sequences for impacts present and foreseen
of the technological innovational soclety en-
vironment for the economy. Technology As-
sessment is not intended as a deterrent or
mechanism to halt or slow the development
of technology.

The Congress of the United States today
is faced more and more with highly impor-
tant polltical decisions based on highly in-
tricate technical matters closely related to
technology and its use. The need to pass
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legislation on such items as new missiles,
super-sonic transports, environmental pollu-
tion, health and safety, etec., requires objec-
tive expert advice to gulde these decisions.
This need resulted in the passing of the
Technology Asesssment Act in 1972 which
created the Office of Technology Assessment.

Because the engineering profession is con-
cerned with the impact of technology on the
economic and soclal structure and fully ac-
cepts its responsibility as a contributor to
the implementation of technological change,
the Engineers Joint Council felt it was a
matter of extreme importance to create the
Technology Assessment Panel which would
then serve as a focal point to marshal the
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total resources of the engineering and pro-
fessional community.

The Engineers Joint Council is a Counecil
of professional engineering socleties, The
total membership in these member body so-
cleties is approximaetly 600,000, all of whom
are directly connected with the engineering
and professional communities, and are inti-
mately concerned with the development, use
and application of technology in industry.

The following societies will serve as active
members, through their representatives, on
the Technology Assessment Panel: SESA,
ASCE, ASEE, ECPD, SFPE, SAE, APCA, ATAA,
ASQC, IEEE, AIIE, SME, ISA, ASM, AICE,
ATME, ASHRAE, ASME, NACE, and SPHE.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, May 31, 1973

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Honorable Wirriam H. HUDNUT
III, of Indiana, offered the following
prayer:

This is the day which the Lord hath
made. Let us rejoice and be glad in it.

Let us pray.

O Thou Eternal God, our loving Heav-
enly Father, we do thank Thee for the
opportunities that come to us to serve
Thee and to serve our country, and we
pray that in our day and in our genera-
tion, through our ministry in this House
of Representatives, we may perform
something worthy to be remembered by
the people of this great Nation and by
You, our Father. And to You be the glory
and the praise, now and forever, world
without end. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 6912. An act to amend the Par Value
Modification Act, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
bill (HR. 6912) entitled “An act to
amend the Par Value Modification Act,
and for other purposes,” requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. SparkMAN, Mr. PROXMIRE,
Mr. WiLLIaAMS, Mr. TowER, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. ErviN, and Mr. PErcY to be conferees
on the part of the Senate.

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

S. 1317. An act to authorize appropriations
for the U.S. Information Agency; and

S. 1501. An act to amend the Water Re-
sources Planning Act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1974.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

INCREASE IN PRICE OF NATURAL
GAS

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, it appears
that step No. 2 in the administration’s
efforts to have Government cave in to
the oil and gas companies came yester-
day with the Federal Power Commis-
sion’s decision to allow a 73-percent in-
crease in the price of natural gas.

Step 1 was the administration’s hint
Tuesday that the gas tax might be in-
creased.

The gas price increase approved yes-
terday—from 26 cents a 1,000 cubic feet
to 45 cents—will yield the three gas
companies who received the increase—
Belco Petroleum, Tenneco, and Texaco
Oil—a 27.5-percent rate of return on
total investment.

For the Government to guarantee that
kind of return is outrageous, especially
when the companies specifically refused
to guarantee that any additional profits
from the increase will be plowed back
into additional exploration and develop-
ment efforts.

When the companies imply—as they
have—that they will not be doing more
exploration and development for addi-
tional gas reserves, unless the prices they
get are substantially increased, then its
time for the Government to say: “To hell
with you, we will do the job ourselves.”

Mr. Speaker, when the present price
of natural gas was increased to 26 cents
in 1971, industry indicated it would in-
crease its exploration and development
to ease the gas shortage.

The result instead has been decreas-
ing gas reserves and increasing gas
shortages, for which the companies are
now being rewarded with an increased
rate of return and no doubt increased
profits.

If the major oil and gas companies had
paid as much attention to research over
the past 5 years as they have to advertis-
ing and promoting their own cause, we
might not be in as serious a bind as we
are today.

ANNUAL CONGRESSIONAL
BASEBALL GAME

(Mr. CONTE 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, CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
that everyone in this Chamber was
thrilled by the recent news that major
league baseball apparently will be re-
turning to the Nation’s Capital next year.

But I am pleased to announce today
that the fans in this great Chamber will
not have to wait until next spring to see
topnotch baseball played as it has rarely
been played before.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, I am referring to
that annual exhibition of Capitol talent,
that refreshing exercise of brain and
brawn, that storied struggle of titans,
that summer outing that causes flutters
in the hearts of little children and grown
men alike—yes, Mr. Speaker, I am re-
ferring to the annual congressional
baseball game.

The mere fact that there will be no
major league games in Washington this
year is not a big enough obstacle to block
the annual congressional battle.

Once again this year, the game will be
played—if that is the right term. The
memorable night will be July 30 at Balti-
more's Memorial Stadium, and the game
will be a prelude to a major league con-
test between the Baltimore Orioles and
the Detroit Tigers.

While this will necessitate a short bus
ride up the Baltimore-Washington Park-
way, all the traditional hoopla and out-
standing talent that have marked previ-
ous congressional games will again be
provided.

Despite losing the last nine consecutive
games to my slick fielders and heavy hit-
ters, my colleague from Pennsylvania
and opposite number on the diamond, Mr.
CLARK, promises to field enough Demo-
crats to fulfill at least the numerical re-
quirements for a team.

If they can do that in spite of their re-
cent adversity on the ballfield, surely
every Member of this body should match
their sacrifice by coming out to the game
July 30 to see the Republicans’ 10th con-
secutive victory in this glorious series.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 6912, TO AMEND THE PAR
VALUE MODIFICATION ACT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 6912) fo
amend the Par Value Modification Act,
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and for other purposes, with Senate
amendments thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendments, and agree to the
conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Tex-
as? The Chair hears none, and appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. PAT-
MAN, GownzarLeEz, REvUss, MoorHEAD of
Pennsylvania, Rees, Hanwna, Younc of
Georgia, STARK, STEPHENS, WIDNALL,
Jounson of Pennsylvania, J. WiLLiam
StaNTON, CRARE, FRENZEL, and CONLAN.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 5293, PEACE CORPS AUTHOR-
IZATION

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 5293) au-
thorizing additional appropriations for
the Peace Corps, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
MORGAN, ZABLOCKI, HAYS, FASCELL, MAIL-
LIARD, FRELINGHUYSEN, and BROOMFIELD.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 5610, TO AMEND FOREIGN
SERVICE BUILDINGS ACT, 1926

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanl-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’'s
table the bill (H.R. 5610) to amend the
Foreign Service Buildings Act, 1926, to
authorize additional appropriations, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?
The Chair hears none, and appoints the
following conferees: Messrs. Hays, MoRr-
GAN, ZABLOCKI, MAILLIARD, and THOMSON
of Wisconsin.

AUTHORIZING U.S. POSTAL SERVICE
TO RECEIVE FEE FOR EXECUTION
OF PASSPORT APPLICATION

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Foreign Affairs be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 7317)
to authorize the U.S. Postal Service to
continue to receive the fee of $2 for exe-
cution of an application for a passport,
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, do I understand this
provides for 1-year extension?

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman is exactly
correct.

Mr. GROSS. And that is pending a
study by the Postal Service as to the
continuance of this service?

Mr. HAYS. That is right. The Postal
Service has been studying it and they
claim they could not finish their study
so this is continuing it for an additional
year until they do finish the study and
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to accommodate the public in making ap-
plications for passports.

Mr. GROSS. May I assume that the
gentleman will not be particularly inter-
ested in a further extension?

Mr. HAYS. Well, I can only say to the
gentleman that if the Postal Service
looks favorably on it and the thing has
increased and has worked, we might con-
sider making it permanent. However,
that would come to the committee in the
regular way.

Mr. GROSS. Yes. I thank the gentle-
man for that response.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from Ohio? .

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill as follows:
HR. 7317

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Conyress assembled, That section
2 of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize the
United States Postal SBervice to recelve the
fee of $2 for execution of an application for
a passport”, approved May 14, 1971 (22 US.C.
214 note), is amended by striking out “June
30, 1973" and inserting in lieu thereof “June
30, 1974".

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

A NEW TRADITION BEGINS

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, in the
next 10 or 15 minutes we shall have the
pleasure in this chamber of welcoming
a charming and bright new addition to
the House page staff, Miss Heidi Stam,
of Brooklyn, N.Y. She will start her work
here very shortly.

Heidi got her position here on her own
initiative. She sought the job for almost
2 years and knew what she wanted and
went after it.

She is a very bright young lady, and I
am sure that the House will be enriched
by her presence. Brooklyn and the Nation
shall be very proud of her.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 7806, HEALTH PROGRAMS
EXTENSION ACT OF 1973

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 418 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

as

H. Res. 418

Resolved, That upon the adoption 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. T806)
to extend through fiscal year 1974 certain
expiring appropriations authorizations in the
Public Health Service Act, the Community
Mental Health Centers Act, and the Develop-
mental Disabilities Services and Facilities
Construction Act, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall continue not to
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Inter-
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state and Forelgn Commerce, the bill shall be
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule by titles instead of by sections. At the
conclusion of the consideration of the hill
for amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit. After the
passage of H.R. 7808, the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce shall be dis-
charged from the further consideration of
the bill 8. 1136, and 1t shall then be in order
in the House to move to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the sald Senate bill
and insert in lieu thereof the provisions
contained in H.R. 7806 as passed by the
House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. MurpHY) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DeL CrawsonN) pending
which I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 418
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate on H.R. 7806, a bill ex-
tending through fiscal year 1974 appro-
priations in the Public Health Service
Act, The Community Mental Health
Centers Act, and the Development Dis-
abilities Services and Facilities Con-
struction Act.

H. R. 7806 authorizes $1,270,566,000 for
the 12 health programs included in the
bill. It restricts the authorization under
section 314(e) of the Public Health
Service Act to support of programs for
which no other authority is contained in
title I of H.R. 7806. It also extends the
provision of the Medical Facilities Con-
struetion and Modernization Amend-
ments of 1970 which are designed to as-
sure availability of appropriated health
funds. ;

Mr. Speaker, this bill extends many
health programs which are greatly need-
ed to aid our progress in the field of
medical research. I urge adoption of
House Resolution 418 in order that we
may discuss and debate H.R. 7806.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 418 is the rule under
which we will consider H.R. 7806, Health
Programs Extension Act of 1973. This is
an open rule with 1 hour of general de-
bate. The rule has two additional pro-
visions—the bill will be read for amend-
ment by title instead of by section and
the House-passed language will be in-
serted in S. 1136.

The primary purpose of H.R. 7806 is to
extend through fiscal year 1974 certain
expiring appropriations authorizations in
the Public Health Service Act, the Com-
munity Mental Health Centers Act, and
the Developmental Disabilities Services
and Facilities Construction Act. A com-
parable bill, S. 1136, passed the Senate
on March 29, 1973.

This legislation is needed because on
June 30, 1973, 12 major health programs
will expire. The committee wants time to
consider the future of existing, expiring
health programs, because the adminis-
tration has made it clear that, unless re-
quired to continue these programs, they
will terminate five of them as soon as
their authorities expire.
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The total 1 year authorization in this
bill is $1,270,566,000. The total authori-
zation for fiscal 1973 for these programs
was $2.28 billion.

H.R. 7806 would also extend the 1970
Hill-Burton amendment in the Medical
Facilities Construction and Moderniza-
tion Amendments of 1970 which assures
the availability and expenditure of ap-
propriated health funds.

In addition, this legislation also con-
tains a provision which denies any court,
public office, or public authority the right
to require individuals or institutions to
do abortions or sterilizations contrary to
their religious beliefs or moral convic-
tions because an individual or institution
received funds under these health acts.

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

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. 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.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 7724, NATIONAL BIO-
MEDICAL RESEARCH FELLOW-
SHIP, TRAINEESHIP, AND TRAIN-
ING ACT OF 1973

Mr. MURPHY of TIllinois. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Rules, I call up House Resolution 417
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 417

Resolved, That upon the adoption 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. 7724) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to establish a national program
of biomedical research fellowships, trainee-
ships, and training to assure the continued
excellence of blomedical research in the
United States, and for other purposes. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendment thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. MurpPHY) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. DEL
Crawson) pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 417
provides for an open rule with 1 hour
of general debate on H.R. 7724, a bill ex-
tending the national program of biomedi-
cal research fellowships. The bill au-
thorizes the Secretary of Health, Educa-
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tion, and Welfare to conduct the pro-
gram through the National Institutes of
Health and the National Institute of
Mental Health.

H.R. 7724 provides for first, authoriza-
tion of training and fellowships at NIH
and NIMH, and at other public or non-
profit private institutions; second, lim-
iting support for individuals under the
legislation to 3 years; third, requir-
ing individuals supported to perform 2
years of research, teaching or practice
for each year of support; fourth, request-
ing that the National Academy of
Sciences do a 1-year study for the Con-
gress of the Nation’s needs for research
workers and programs for training them,
with appropriate recommendations; and
fifth, requiring that the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare not sup-
port any research in the United States
or abroad of an unethical nature.

Mr. Speaker, this program has been a
well-established and fundamental part of
our Nation's medical research effort for
over 30 years. I urge adoption of House
Resolution 417 in order that we may dis-
cuss and debate H.R. 7724,

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 417 is an open rule
with 1 hour of general debate. The rule
provides for the consideration of H.R.
7724, the National Biomedical Research
Fellowship, Traineeship, and Training
Act of 1973.

The primary purpose of H.R. 7724 is to
provide a 2-year authorization for a na-
tional program of biomedical research
fellowships and training, administered
through the National Institutes of Health
and the National Institute of Mental
Health.

In addition, the bill includes provisions
limiting the fellowships to 3 years, and
requiring recipients of training to spend
2 years in health research or teaching for
each year of training received. The hill
requires that the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare not support any
research of an unethical nature. There is
also a provision in the bill requesting that
the National Academy of Science conduct
a study of the Nation’s need for bio-
medical research personnel and report to
Congress within 1 year.

The total cost of this bill is $207,947,000
for fiscal year 1974 and an equal amount
for fiscal year 1975.

The legislation does not have the bless-
ing of the administration. However, Mr.
Speaker, I urge the adoption of this rule
so that the House may work its will on
the legislation.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the reso-
lution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 6458, EMERGENCY MEDI-
CAL SERVICES ACT OF 1973

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 415 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

; The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
OWS:
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H. REs. 415

Resolved, That upon the adoption 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. 6458)
to amend the Public Health Service Act to
authorize assistance for planning, develop-
ment, and initial operation, research, and
training projects for systems for the effec-
tive provision of health care services under
emergency conditions. 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 Foreign Com-
merce, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider without intervention of any
point of order the text of the bill H.R. 8220
if offered as an amendment to the bill H.R.
6458, At the conclusion of the consideration
of H.R. 8458 for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit., After the passage of H.R. 6458, it shall
be in order in the House to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill 8. 504 and to move to
strike out all after the enacting clause of
the sald Senate bill and insert in leu thereof
the provisions contained in H.R. 6458 as
passed by the House,

Mr. MURPHY of Ilinois. Mr, Speaker,
I yield the usual 30 minutes for the
minority to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. DerL CrLawsoN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 415
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for the consideration of
H.R. 6458, the Emergency Medical Serv-
jces Act of 1973. The rule also provides
that it shall be in order to consider with-
out the intervention of any point of order
the text of the bill H.R. 8220 if offered
as an amendment to H.R. 6458 and that
after the passage of H.R. 6458 it shall be
in order to take from the Speaker's table
the bill S. 504 and to move to strike out
all after the enacting clause of the Sen-
ate bill and insert in lieu thereof the
provisions contained in H.R. 6458 as
passed by the House.

H.R. 8220, the proposed amendment,
was introduced by the chairman of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, Mr. Staccers, It is a bill to
provide for the continued operation of
all Public Health Service Hospitals.

H.R. 6458 authorizes Federal assist- -
ance for the planning and development
of communitywide emergency medical
systems. The bill authorizes grants and
contracts for planning and feasibility
studies related to such emergency medi-
cal systems, and authorizes grants for
the establishment and initial operation
of such systems. It also authorizes grants
to health professional schools for re-
search and training in emergency med-
ical services.

Both the House and the Senate passed
legislation with similar purposes in the
92d Congress, but the Congress ad-
journed before a conference was held.

The total cost of this bill, for a 3-
year period, is $145 million.

Mr. Speaker, it is estimated that proper
emergency care could save approximately
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60,000 lives annually. I urge the adoption
of House Resolution 415 in order that
H.R. 6458 may be considered.

Mr. DELL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 415 provides for the
consideration of HR. 6458, the Emer-
gency Medical Services Act. This is an
open rule with 1 hour of general debate.
The rule also makes the text of H.R. 8220
in order as an amendment without the
intervention of a point of order. This
amendment continues the operation of
Public Health Service Hospitals. In addi-
tion, House Resolution 415 makes it in
order to insert the House-passed lan-
guage in S. 504.

The purpose of H.R. 6458 is to provide
new authority for the support of emer-
gency medical services. In the 92d Con-
gress, the House passed a similar bill
(H.R. 15859), as did the Senate, but a
conference was not possible because of
time at the end of the second session.

It has been estimated that proper
emergency care could save approxi-
mately 60,000 lives annually. In emer-
gency situations many ambulance at-
tendants are not properly trained; only
5 percent of the Nation’s ambulance
personnel have completed the standard
instruction course. Another problem is
that numerous States have laws which
discourage doctors from stopping to
render assistance to accident vietims.

This bill will provide grants to public
and nonprofit entities for planning, es-
tablishment, and expansion of emergency
medical service systems. Grants to
schools are authorized for research and
training programs dealing with emer-
gency medical service. Because of the
lack of coordination of Federal pro-
grams, the bill establishes an Inter-
agency Technical Committee on Emer-
gency Medical Services, which is to be
chaired by the Secretary of HEW or his
designee. The bill also provides for a
study of legal barriers which impede the
effective delivery of medical care under
emergency conditions. The Secretary is
required to report his findings to Con-
gress within 12 months.

At present there is an impressive
project being undertaken by the military
assistance to safety and traffic program—
MAST—which is a joint effort by DOD,
DOT, and HEW. Its purpose is to aug-
ment civilian emergency capabilities by
using military helicopters, et cetera, on
a time-available basis. H.R. 6458 au-

. thorizes the Secretary of Defense and/or
the Secretary of Transportation to
undertake this type of assistance pro-
gram, to the extent that it will not
interfere with their primary missions.

The total cost of this bill, over a 3-year
period is $145,000,000.

Mr. Speaker, there is the exception in
connection with the amendment that
was requested by the chairman, and
there is no objection apparently on the
part of the committee, for the text of
H.R. 8220 to be in order as an amend-
ment without the intervention of a point
of order. HR. 8220 has been introduced
in the House since the consideration of
the rule and this is the proposed amend-
ment which I am going to take the liberty
of reading so the Members of the House
will know what is proposed:

That the Secretary of Health, Education,
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and Welfare is directed to take such action as
may be necessary to assure that all the hos-
pitals of the Public Health Service shall, un-
ti1 such time as the Congress shall by law
otherwise provide, continue in operation as
hospitals of the Public Health Service and
continue to provide inpatient and other
health care services to all categories of indi-
viduals entitled, or authorized, to receive
care and treatment at hospitals or other sta-
tions of the Public Health Service, in like
manner as such services were provided to
such categories of individuals at hospitals
of the Public Health Service on January 1,
1973.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
there was some concern as to whether or
not the administration would attempt to
phase out programs of this kind and
eliminate this. The committee apparent-
ly wanted to see that the services were
continued without interruption.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the
rule and reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. 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.

ORGANOPHOSPHOROUS
PESTICIDES

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I am
joined in these remarks by the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. Rosinson) and
the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. SymMmms).

The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration just recently issued some
emergency temporary standards for ex-
posure to organophosphorous pesticides
through the Federal Register of May 1,
1973. These regulations would have a
devastating effect on agriculture in the
United States, and I have today peti-
tioned by the Secretary of Labor and the
Solicitor of that Department to immedi-
ately suspend the implementation of
these regulations and, in the process, to
lend stability to our agricultural complex.
I insert my communications in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD:

May 31, 1973.
ALFRED G, ALBERT, Esq.,
Deputy Solicitor, U.S. Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.:

For your attention: Re. Part 1910—Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Standards, Emer-
gency Temporary Standard for Exposure to
Organophosphorous Pesticides (F.R. May 1,
1978, Part 1I)—. Petitions for Review and Stay
of these amendments have been filed in the
Circuit Courts of Appeal of the following
Jurisdictions: New Orleans—by Florida Peach
Soclety, San Francisco—by Washington
Horticultural Society and Chicago—by Amer-
fcan Farm Bureau Federation. I have today
wired Secretary of Labor Brennan, urging
his immediate suspension of the implemen-
tation of these amendments, pending ju-
dicial indings on same.

GeORGE A. GOODLING,

KENNETH J. ROBINSON,

STEVEN 8. SYMMSs,
Members of Congress.

May 31, 1973.
Hon. PETER J. BRENNAN,
Secretary, U.S. Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.:

May 31, 1973

Seriously urge you act immediately to sus-
pend implementation of Part 1910—Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Standards, Emer-
gency Temporary Standard for Exposure to
Organophosphorous Pesticides (F.R. May 1,
1973, Part I)—pending judicial finding on
petitions filed in various Courts of Appeal for
Review and Study of these amendments. Al-
ternative is agricultural chaos. Please respond
to this request and communication promptly.

GEORGE A. GOODLING,

KENNETH J. ROBINSON,

BtevEN D. Bymms,
Members of Congresa.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 168]

Evins, Tenn.
Pisher
Flynt
Foley
Fraser
Fuqua
Goldwater
Gray
Gubser
Harvey
Hébert
Henderson
Hunt
Ichord
Eetchum
Landrum

Adams
Alexander
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Biagel
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs

B!

ray
Burke, Calif,
Camp
Carney, Ohlo
Carter

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, N.Y.
Sandman
Satterfield
Spenca
Steiger, Ariz.
Stratton
Sullivan
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
Udall

White
Wilson,

Chisholm
Clark
Coughlin
Cronin
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell

Martin, Nebr.
Mazzoll
Milford
Minshall, Ohio
Moakley
Donohue Mollohan Charles, Tex.
Esch Murphy, N.Y. Winn

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 355
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HR. 7357 AMENDMENT TO
RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 416 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REs, 416

Resolved, That the adoption of this resolu-
tion 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 conslideration of the bill (H.R. 7357)
to amend section 5(1)(I) of the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to simplify admin-
istration of the Act; and to amend section
226(e) of the Social Security Act to extend
kidney disease medicare coverage to railroad
employees, their spouses, and their depend-
ent children; and for other purposes. 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 chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, the bill shall be read for
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amendment under the five-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments there-
to to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois is recoznized for 1 hour.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the usual 30 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. DL CLawson), and pending that I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Sreaker, House Resolution 416
provides for an oren rule with 1 hour of
general debate on H.R. 7357, a bill
amending the Railroad Retirement Act.

H.R. 7357 has three major purposes:
First, to simplify administration of the
social security minimum guaranty provi-
sion contained in section 3(e) of the
Railroad Retirement Act; second, to
liberalize the eligibility conditions for
children’s benefits under the Railroad
Retirement Act to conform with the lib-
eralizations provided in such benefits
under the Social Security Act by Public
Law 92-603, approved by the 92d Con-
gress; and third, to extend kidney dis-
ease medicare coverage to railroad em-
ployees, their spouses, and their depend-
ent children on the same basis as such
coverage is now provided for persons in-
sured under the Social Security Act.

The cost resulting from H.R. 7357 bal-
ances with the savings from technical
amendments to Public Law 92-603 and
Public Law 92-460, so there is no addi-
tional cost involved.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of House
Resolution 416 in order that we may
discuss and debate H.R. 7357.

Mr. DEL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker,
today we will consider H.R. 7357, amend-
ments to the Railroad Retirement Act.
The rule under which we will consider
this bill is House Resolution 416, an open
rale with 1 hour of general debate.

There are three major purposes of
H.R. 7357: One, it liberalizes eligibility
for children’s benefits under the Rail-
road Retirement Act to match the lib-
eralizations in such benefits provided
under the Social Security Act by Public
Law 92-603, approved at the end of the
92d Congress. Two, it simplifies admin-
istration of the social security minimum
guaranty provision contained in section
3(e) of the Railroad Retirement Act;
and three, it extends kidney disease
medicare coverage to railroad employees,
on the same basis as such coverage is
now provided for persons insured under
the Social Security Act.

The provision extending kidney disease
medicare coverage is an amendment to
the Social Security Act which is within
the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Ways and Means. However, the commit-
tee report contains a letter from the
Committee on Ways and Means approv-
ing this provision with the understand-
ing that by doing so the Ways and
Means Committee does not give up any
jurisdiction which it now has.

The committee report estimates that
there will be no additional cost as a
result of this bill because the increased
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¢ost resulting from these amendments
to the Railroad Retirement Act is bal-
anced off by the savings from technical
amendments to Public Law 92-460 and
Public Law 92-603.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this rule in order that the House may
begin debate on H.R. 7357.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF

ILLINOIS

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MurpHY of
Illinois: On page 1, line 1, of House Resolu-
tion 416, after the words “Resolved, That’,
insert the word *“upon”.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I have offered this amendment because
the word “upon” was inadvertently left
out of the resolution. It is a technical
amendment.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. MURPHY).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question ocn the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

HEALTH PROGRAMS EXTENSION
ACT OF 1973

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. 7806) to extend through
fiscal year 1974 certain expiring appro-
priations authorizations in the Public
Health Service Act, the Community
Mental Health Centers Act, and the De-
velopmental Disabilities Services and
Facilities Construction Act, and for
other purposes.

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 con-
sideration of the bill HR. 7806, with Mr.
CuarrLEs H. WiLson of California in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
SrtaccErs) 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 consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 7806, a bill to extend the expiring
health programs for 1 year.

This bill, H.R. 7806, is a very impor-
tant piece of legislation for the Congress.
At the end of June, 12 of our most im-
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portant health programs will expire in-
cluding the Hill-Burton program, com-
munity mental health centers program,
and the regional medical program. The
administration has proposed to terminate
these and other programs. They have
done so in a way which does not allow
the Congress a reasonable opportunity
to consider them. Our committee is pres-
ently working on appropriate revision of
all of these programs but the adminis-
tration has refused to date to give us any
assurance that they will continue the
programs until we have completed our
consideration.

H.R. 7806 is sponsored by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HASTINGS)
and all other Members of the Subcom-
mittee on Public Health and Environ-
ment. It was reported from the subcom-
mittee and the full committee unani-
mously. Its purpose is to allow the Con-
gress the opportunity to do the job of
rewriting its own health programs.

The bill would authorize for the 12
expiring programs appropriations in fis-
cal year 1974 at the level contained in
the second, vetoed, fiscal year 1973 HEW -
Labor appropriations bill, a total author-
ization of $1,270.6 million; restrict the
authorization under section 314(e) of the
Public Health Service Act to support of
programs for which no other authority is
confained in title I of H.R. 7806; deny
any court, public official, or public au-
thority the right to require individuals
or institutions to perform abortions or
sterilizations contrary to their religious
beliefs or moral convictions because an
individual or institution had received
assistance under the Public Health
Service Act, the Community Mental
Health Centers Act, or the Developmen-
tal Disabilities Act; and extend the pro-
vision of the Medical Facilities Construc-
tion and Modernization Amendments
of 1970—Hill-Burton amendments—de-
signed fo assure availability of appropri-
ated health funds.

I would like to emphasize that the
amount of money we are authorizing, $1.2
billion, is a lot of money but is the
amount that the Congress wanted to
spend this fiscal year on these programs
and is less than the administration wants
to obligate on these programs. Further,
these are important health programs on
which millions of people depend and the
congressional determination of their fu-
ture is an important issue. For all of these
reasons, I urge the overwhelming passage
of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I think that this suffi-
ciently explains the purpose of the hill.
However, I might list the 12 programs
in total.

Program Authorization
Health Services Research—Admin-
istration would extend perma-
nently
Health Statistics—Administration
would extend permanently____
Public Health Training—Admin-
istration would terminate with

842, 617

14,518

23, 300
Migrant Health—Administration
would terminate specific legisla-
tive authority and fund under
general authority at the same
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Comprehensive Health Planning
and  Services—Administration
would extend permanently-__..

Medical Libraries—Administration
would extend permanently with
revisions

Hill-Burton Administration
would terminate with no phase-

Health—Administration
would terminate with no phase-
out

Regional Medical Programs—Ad-
ministration would terminate
with no phase-out. (Heart, can-
cer, and stroke)

Family Planning—Administration
would terminate specific legisla-
tive authority and fund under
general authority at the same

159, 000

118, 024

Community Mental Health Cen-

ters—Administration would ter-
minate with phase-out

Developmental Disabilities—Ad-

ministration would extend per-

manently with modifications__

234, 120

41, 760

1,270, 000

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

Mr. Chairman, I should like to preface
further remarks by pointing out that our
committee, I believe without question,
recognizes the need for some change in
the programs that we presently have. We
find that year by year new programs have
been added, and now many of them over-
lap. Administrative costs are high and
getting even higher. Something must be
done to improve the situation.

We have a multitude of social pro-
grams. There are many that duplicate
one another, and of these a great num-
ber are in the health fields. We must cure
this situation, and we must have the time
to do the job properly.

On June 30 of this year—or in about 1
month from now—several of the impor-
tant public health authorities are due to
expire. Many of these programs have
achieved great records of success, many
others have not done as well, while still
other programs have outlived their use-
fulness.

It is clear that a great deal of thought
and study must be given to these expiring
authorities. Which ones should be con-
tinued or even expanded? Should some
be discontinued? Should they be modi-
fied? Should parts of some be merged
while other parts are discontinued?

These and many other questions must
be considered if we are to give the public
health laws the full attention they de-
mand. It is clear that we cannot give this
sort of attention to these programs in the
1 month we have left before expiration.

The bill we are now considering, H.R.
7806, is designed to give us the time we
need to fully and fairly review those pro-
grams due to expire. It does not make
substantive changes in these programs, it
merely extends them for 1 additional
year. During that year the Congress can
revise the public health laws without the
fear of making serious mistakes through
undue haste.

It is to the great credit of my friend
and distinguished colleague, Jim HasT-
mGs of New York, that he introduced
this measure in the House. Mr. HasTiNGS’
contribution to the Subcommittee on
Public Health and Environment has been
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considerable. This is but another ex-
ample of his diligence and plain good
sense. I am pleased to have joined with
him in cosponsoring this measure.

I should point out, Mr. Chairman, that
this bill comes to the floor with one
amendment unanimously approved by
the full Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. This amendment
dealing with “project grants for health
services development,” subsection 314
(e) of the Public Health Service Act, has
the effect of extending the broad flexible
authority now contained in that pro-
vision.

When the language was originally
written in 1966 the committee indicated
its intention to provide such flexibility
and thus to overcome “undue rigidity in
the categorical financing of federally as-
sisted health programs.”

The authorization for this provision is
consistent with the budget requests for
four programs the administration would
fund under this authority. While it is ex-
pected that these funds will be used for
the requested programs, the provision
does provide sufficient flexibility to allow
the administration the option of request-
ing a reallocation of funds or a supple-
mental appropriation at a later time.

As we are all aware, this bill is in-
tended to afford the Congress the time it
needs to thoroughly review and where
necessary, to rewrite and reorganize pub-
lic health laws. The administration has
given a great deal of thought and study
to the programs authorized by these laws.
They are strongly recommending that
many of them be discontinued as fed-
erally supported efforts and that others
be significantly modified. While I feel
that it is premature for us to go along
with these proposals before we have had
an opportunity to fully study the pro-
grams and issues involved, I am deeply
impressed by much of the underlying
logic contained in the administration’s
proposals. I hope that as we review and
redraft the public health laws, we give
the administration’s plan the full weight
it deserves.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7806 is the neces-
sary means to an important end. I sup-
port the measure and urge my colleagues
to do likewise.

I should like to point out that recom-
mendations were made by the adminis-
tration to drop certain programs, includ-
ing Hill-Burton, with the understanding
that much of the financing for hospitals
can now be achieved through other pro-
grams.

About $800 million will be paid through
medicare and medicaid; about $1 billion
by private insurance companies through
depreciation allowances now available.

The administration has also noted that
56 regional medical programs are now in
operation. Many are in almost direct
conflict with comprehensive health
planning agencies. The result is a great
deal of confusion. We must develop a
means for revising and, hopefully, coor-
dinating the functions of these programs.

So when the Members take a look at
all of the programs that we are talking
about here, I think it will be conceded
that some change is necessary. In view
of the dollar crisis that we are now in-
volved in, we should do everything pos-
sible to try to streamline the administra-
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tion of these programs so that more of
our dollars can reach the people.

Our committee has repeatedly endorsed
the idea that the total dollar outlay for
Federal programs has got to stay within
the administration’s budget.

For the same programs included in
this measure the administration has re-
quested $1.3 billion; we would authorize
$1.27 billion. It is true that of the $1.3
billion requested by the administration
only about $820 million will be needed for
obligation during fiscal 1974. I agree that
funding must be kept to the minimum
reasonable level.

I would further like to emphasize that
what is needed for our health programs
is change—well thought out and sensible
change.

We believe changes ought to be made
and I hope the committee will get right
to it and make the changes that are
necessary.

In the Rules Committee the other day
it was suggested that if we extend this
legislation for 1 year, at the end of
that year we will be back for another ex-
tension. I indicated that I would even en-
tertain the idea of a 6-month extension.
However, the main author of the bill and
I have discussed this and finally rejected
the idea. The point should be made
though, that we must get on with this
important work at once.

Certainly I want to compliment HEW
for trying to make some changes. I think
these changes are necessary. I am trying,
at this point, only to make it clear that
we in the committee recognize there is
a need for change. We are concerned
about the overlapping of programs, and
the great many dollars which are being
spent on programs but, yet, are not
reaching the people who need them. It is
our hope that we can get down to busi-
ness and make the changes that are nec-
essary during the next few months. We
hope that we can work with the admin-
istration in developing new, more
streamlined, and more workable pro-
grams.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yislding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in full support
of this bill which is an extension act
for 1 year of significant health programs.
I think it is a bill which is eritical to the
proper development of health legisla-
tion over the next 3 or 4 months. As has
been stated, it provides for a simple 1-
year extension of existing programs
which would expire June 30, 1973.

The purpose of this bill, however, goes
far beyond the extension of programs
because the underlying effect of the bill
is to assert that it is the Congress that
is to determine health policy in this
country and not the Federal bureaucracy.

Mr. Chairman, our committee writes
bills whose authorizations expire every
3 years, in order to insure oversight of
the programs authorized under our leg-
islation. This year 12 programs expire.
These are programs developed as long
ago as 1946, when the Hill-Burton Act
was first enacted, and as recently as
1970, when the Developmental Disabil-
ities Act was signed by President Nixon.
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A substantial number of these programs
require detailed revision. It will, how-
ever, be impossible to complete our job
by June 30, when all 12 programs
expire.

During the last few months of the
last session of the Congress, Mr. Chair-
man, our subcommittee attempted to re-
vise and extend some of these 12 pro-
grams for a year, so that this year’s log-
jam would not occur. We were prevailed
upon—successfully—by officials at the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare to wait until the Department’s
position on expiring programs could be
developed. Although the budget submis-
sions gave som= hints of what the pro-
posals would be, it was not until March
that the administration's legislative rec-
ommendations were submitted to the
Speaker. Even more importantly, the rec-
ommendations do not contain meaning-
ful substantive revision, as the committee
expected in 1973 when we acceded to
HEW's request not to extend some of
these programs at that time. The re-
quest is little more than an “up or down”
approach to the 12 programs and leaves
to the Congress—and only the Con-
gress—the responsibility for much need-
er evaluation and revision of the
program.

In the request, HEW seeks extension of
five of the programs with virtually no re-
vision. These include health statistics,
health services research and develop-
ment, medical libraries, developmental
disabilities, and comprehensive health
planning. It seeks extension of two of
the programs by funding them under
broad general authorities, despite the ex-
istence of legislative guidelines for these
programs carefully developed by the
Congress. These are migrant health and
family planning. But most critically, Mr.
Speaker, HEW recommends abrupt ter-
mination of five substantial health pro-
grams—regional medical programs, as-
sistance to new community mental health
centers, assistance to schools of public
health, assistance to schools of allied
health, and the Hill-Burton hospital con-
struction and modernization program.
While no member of our subcommittee
would assert that based on the programs’
experience over the past 3 years, these
programs do not need modification, ab-
rupt termination is unthinkable. It would
ignore the good features that should be
retained in these programs through re-
vision of the programs or incorporation
of them into other health programs. It
ignores the welfare of millions of per-
sons, of educational institutions and
health care facilities that depend upon
these programs. In fact, the Assistant
Secretary for Health, Dr. Charles E. Ed-
wards, in testimony before our subcom-
mittee last month, acknowledged the ne-
cessity for phaseout time even if these
programs were to be completely termi-
nated, which, by the way, I assure my
colleagues will not be the recommenda-
tions of our subcommittee.

I asked Dr. Edwards if HEW would
need a period of adjustment if the sub-
committee were to decide to terminate
authorities under 314(e) of the Public
Health Service Act. Dr. Edwards re-
sponded that, yes, HEW would need a
little adjustment period. This is what
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the subcommittee would provide these
individuals and institutions at the very
least—a period of adjustment of 1 year.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, presently
there is very broad authority in the Pub-
lic Health Service Act and we are ad-
dressing ourselves to that issue as well so
that we can stop overlapping. We have
already taken up one of four bills that
the committee will develop this year to
revise expiring programs. One of the pur-
poses of that bill will be to refine this
broad authority which has been used by
the bureaucracy to go off on its own in-
stead of staying within the guidelines
that the Congress itself desires to set.

I think one section of this bill should
be clarified, Mr. Chairman. The commit-
tee has authorized to be appropriated un-
der section 314(e) funding for only those
programs which have no other current
legislative authority. It should be clearly
understood that these programs are the
only programs which HEW has the au-
thority to fund under this section. As the
committee report indicates, we would like
to see 314(e) used to develop new and
innovative programs as originally in-
tended, and would be receptive to admin-
istration requests in the form of legis-
lation to implement the amendment in
this fashion.

Mr. Chairman, it is important to note
that this bill is hardly a budget buster.
The authorization figures in this bill are
based on the second 1973 fiscal year
vetoed appropriation bill. In fact, the
total authorization for this bill is ap-
proximately $3 million less than the ad-
ministration’s 1974 budget request for
these programs. So it is not money that
is the issue, Mr. Chairman. The issue is
whether or not it will be the Congress or
the bureaucracy that will determine
health policy for this country.

Finally I want to commend the mem-
bers of the subcommittee for their very
diligent work. All of the members have
participated in a most active way. The
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN)
on the minority side and the author of
this bill the gentleman from New York
(Mr, HasTINGs) have been most vigorous
in trying to bring about proper legisla-
tion in the health field. Then of course
I thank the Members of the majority
who have all had a significant input. I
would like to recognize them here on the
floor: The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SATTERFIELD) , the gentleman from Maine
(Mr, Kyros), the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SymincTON) and the gentle-
man from North Caroclina (Mr. PREYER)
and the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
Roy). Moreover, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. HExNz) and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HUDNUT),
have had substantial input.

Of course we are very sorry that
another member of the subcommittee,
our very distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. CARTER),
because of illness in his family was un-
able to be here, but his office has sent
word that he is in strong support of this
legislation.

We have tried to present this legisla-
tion in a very bipartisan manner for the
best interest of the Nation’s health. I
urge the bill’s adoption.

There are some who fear that a 1-year
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extension might phase us into snother
extension, and ancther extension, feel-
ing that perhaps we will not really get
down to cases and make the changes that
appear to be necessary.

I would like to have the chairman
comment and endorse on what he has
already said, but the point is that we are
not going to sit around and wait. We are
going to do the job that ought to be done.

Mr. Chairman, I agree 100 percent
with what the gentleman has just said.
We are going to look at expiring pro-
grams as quickly as possible, look at the
recommendations of HEW, and try to
make quick judgments so that we can
bring specific recommendations to the
Congress to act on them.

Our committee has no opposition to
changes where programs are not operat-
ing. I am sure the gentleman will sub-
stantiate that we are willing to make
changes, but we want to do it properly.
We just cannot automatically cut off a
program without looking at it and mak-
ing some adjustment.

In fact, as I stated earlier, the Assist-
ant Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare in testimony before our commit-
tee the other day, when I asked him,
“Suppose we just terminated the broad
authority, found in section 314(e) of the
PHS Act, as of June, would you need a
period of time to make some adjust-
ments?"” He said to the effect that “Of
course we would need time."”

And that is the reason why the pas-
sage of this legislation is necessary.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HASTINGS) .

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, HR.
7806, the Health Programs Extension
Act of 1973, would extend several provi-
sions of the Public Health Service Act,
the Developmental Disabilities Act, and
the Community Mental Health Centers
Act for 1 year; to June 1974,

Among the programs to be continued
are: comprehensive health planning,
regional medical programs, Hill-Burton
hospital construction, and community
mental health centers.

The administration has proposed
elimination of 5 of the 12 major health
authorities included in this extension.

When I first introduced this measure
in February, I made it very clear that my
support for 1 year extension does not
constitute a blanket endorsement of all
of these programs. It merely indicates
support for the proposition that this
Congress has the right, indeed the re-
sponsibility, to thoroughly review and de-
termine the future of programs that the
Congress itself has created.

This then is the major thrust of H.R.
7806, To provide this Congress, through
activities of the Subcommittee on Public
Health and Envircnment, the necessary
time to reconstruct these health pro-
posals, to eliminate those that are no
longer productive, to improve those that
are viable.

The passage of this measure will re-
cord the faet that Congress is a coequal
branch of the Federal Government, to-
gether with the executive branch.

I must advise the House, Mr. Chair-
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man, that the work of restructuring
these health programs has already be-
gun, and I am confident that before the
calendar year 1973 has concluded, that
this House will have the opportunity to
express itself on many of the new
proposals.

In considering this legislation, the
Subcommittee on Public Health and En-
vironment made every effort to keep au-
thorization levels within the constraints
of the administration’s budget request
for fiscal year 1974. These efforts were
successful.

The total authorization level in this
bill is $1.27 billion—this compares most
favorably with the administration’s re-
quest of $1.3 billion.

It is true that the administration
would allocate these funds in a different
manner. They would substantively mod-
ify the applicable acts by terminating
some programs and increasing emphasis
on others. Our measure would extend
these programs on an interim basis while
providing only a minimum level of fund-
ing—thus we would be able to adhere to
the administration’s budget levels while
at the same time assuring program con-
tinuity.

H.R. 7806 also contains a freedom of
conscience provision relating to abortion.
This measure is designed to protect any
individual or institution, who, for moral
or religious convictions, do not wish to
participate in an abortion or steriliza-
tion procedure, from so doing merely be-
cause it has received Federal assistance
under the Public Health Service Act, the
Community Mental Health Centers Act,
or the Developmental Disabilities Act.

Mr. Chairman, the public health pro-
grams of this Nation touch the lives of
millions of Americans every day. These
are our constituents. This Congress put
these measures into law, and it is this
Congress that should determine which of
these measures should continue in the
law.

In order to live up to this responsi-
bility, we must have a reasonable
amount of time to fully examine all al-
ternatives and determine a final course
of action.

H.R. 7806 would afford us this time
and I strongly urge its passage.

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

Mr. HASTINGS. Certainly, I yield to
the distinguished minority leader, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. GERALD
R. Forp).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Mr. Chairman,
I think the comments made by the gentle-
man from Minnesota, the gentleman
from New York, and the gentleman
from Florida are very helpful.

Let me ask this hypothetical but also
a very real question:

First, is there a comparable bill in
the other body? And if so, how does it
relate to this proposal?

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
might say that I am glad the gentleman
asked the question. The Senate, by a vote
of 72 to 19 has passed the extension act.
There are differences, however, in that
they extended at last year's authorization
level. We, section by section, program
by program, go to an authorization which
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equaled last year's appropriation. That
is the major difference.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Would the
gentleman from Florida wish to com-
ment? I would appreciate having his
observation.

Mr. HASTINGS. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. ROGERS. I would be glad to com-~
ment.

We believe, from the discussion we
have had, that we the Senate committee
is very satisfied with the appropriation
levels available in the House bill. I hope
rather optimistically that perhaps the
Senate will accept the House action. I
would hope that would be the case, and
there is some reason for the hope.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am grateful
for the comments of the distinguished
gentleman from Florida. On this assur-
ance I believe the situation changes some
what significantly in this body, and cer-
tainly so on the basis of the comments
made and the colloquy between the gen-
tleman from Minnesota and the gentle-
man from New York, and others on the
Democratic side. If we can rely on this
assurance, and I certainly do, then there
is a rationale which is perfectly under-
standable for a 1-year extension as pro-
posed.

Mr. HASTINGS. I thank the gentle-
man for his support.

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

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

Mr. HEINZ. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I must say I deeply ap-
preciate the comments of the distin-
guished minority leader on H.R. 78086,
The Health Programs Extensions Act of
1973. As a member of the House Sub-
committee on Public Health and Envi-
ronment, I should like to take this op-
portunity to compliment the leadership
and hard work of the gentleman from
Florida, my subcommittee chairman,
PauL Rocers, as well as that of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
(Mr. HasTings) and 2ll those on the sub-
committee who have worked so long and
hard on this bill.

‘This bill extends for 1 year the author-
izations for 12 major health programs
which expire on June 30, 1973. This in-
cludes programs for health services re-
search and development, health statis-
tics, public health training, migrant
health, comprehensive health planning,
medical libraries, Hill-Burton hospital
construction, allied health training, re-
gional medical, and family planning and
population research. The total 1-year
authorization level for this bill is $1.21
billion, equal to the amount of budget
authority requested by the administra-
tion for these programs.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare has proposed, however, a
radical revamping of current Federal
health programs. HEW has asked Con-
gress to phase out several programs, in-
cluding public health training, Hill-
Burton, allied health training, regional
medical programs, community mental
health centers, and support for develop-
mental disabilities. In addition, HEW
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seeks to reduce funding for health serv-
ices research and development, and to
hold funding at 1973 levels for family
planning and population research and
developmental disabilities. Slight in-
creases are requested for medical librar-
ies and health statistics, while compre-
hensive health planning is slated for sub-
stantial funding increase.

The Health, Education, and Welfare
Department’s proposals deserve the most
careful and complete congressional con-
sideration. These proposals would re-
direct Federal efforts in the health area
and have serious implications for the
present and future health needs of our
citizens as well as for our health care
institutions. H.R. 7806 will allow the pub-
lic health and environment subcommit-
tee the time needed to fully consider
these proposals on their merits.

The time has certainly come for Con-
gress to reexamine completely all current
Federal health programs in light of the
Nation’s health needs in the 1970’s and
in light of current and future budgetary
restrictions. While the administration is
to be praised for confronting such diffi-
cult questions as the appropriate Federal
role in health and how well current pro-
grams mesh with that role, under our
constitutional system of government it
is Congress that must determine the an-
swers to those difficult questions. H.R.
7806 provides the additional time neces-
sary for Congress to review all health
programs, and to consider thoroughly
the administration’s proposed new de-
parture for Federal health efforts. Then
the programs that Congress agrees are
no longer necessary or appropriate or
have failed may be phased out or re-
structured, while any programs neces-
sary may be continued, revitalized or
supported with increased resources.

There is an important additional rea-
son for swift and unanimous approval of
HR. 7806. It contains provisions pre-
venting health care personnel from be-
ing compelled by their employers to co-
operate in sterilizations or abortions
when they find such procedures morally
abhorrent.

A recent Federal court case in Mon-
tana has made urgent the auestion of
whether Congress intended Federal
money to be used as a lever to force
religiously affiliated hospitals to per-
form medical procedures they regard as
violating their religious or moral con-
victions. In the Montana decision, the
judge ordered the Catholic hospital in
Billings, Mont., to perform a sterilization,
even though such an operation is con-
trary to Catholic moral codes. One of
the bases for the court order was the
one-time receipt by the hospital of Fed-
eral Hill-Burton construction assistance.

Section 401(b) of H.R. 7806 guaran-
tees that the mere receipt of Federal
health funds cannot be used as the basis
for requiring any institution to allow the
performance of sterilizations or abor-
tions in its facilities. This language as-
sures that institutions that have ob-
served moral codes in the past will not
be forced to depart from them simply be-
cause alt some past time they received
Federal funding from programs under
the committee’s jurisdiction. The pro-
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posal deserves the support of the full
House.

Mr, Chairman, H.R. 7806 is a good bill.
It represents a real meeting of the
minds on the part of the minority and
the majority members of the subcom-
mittee, as well as the full House Com-
merce Committee and I, therefore, urge
my House colleagues to support H.R.
7806.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Cheairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. I am delighted fto
yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MICHEL. Did I correctly under-
stand, in answer to one of the questions,
the gentleman responded by saying that
the authorizing legislation here for 1
vear is at last year’s appropriation level
rather than at the authorizing level?

Mr. HASTINGS. The gentleman is en-
tirely correct. We took the figures from
last year’s actual appropriations and sub-
stituted those for this year’s authoriza-
tion.

Mr. MICHEL. Further, the bill that
passed the other body was at what level?
At the authorizing level?

Mr. HASTINGS. They went the simple
extension route, which would have in-
cluded last year's authorization. How-
ever, as the gentleman from Florida pre-
viously mentioned, we have reason to be-
lieve the other body in its wisdom will
accept the House version.

Mr. MICHEL. I would certainly hope
s0.
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

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

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

Mr. NELSEN. I should like to point out
that in our discussions in the commit-
tee we tried to devise language for our
report dealing with the overall health
budget. We wanted to indicate our feel-
ing that we should keep our level of ex-
penditure within the budget requests.
How to do that was problematical, be-
cause we do not make the appropriations.

I believe that some kind of endorse-
ment of that idea would have a bolstering
effect on the Appropriations Committee.
It would be an indication of our willing-
ness to support it.

Mr. HASTINGS. I thank the gentle-
man for his comment.

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

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

Mr. BUCHANAN. I should like to join
other Members in commending the gen-
tleman from New York, the chairman of
the subcommittee and others responsible
for this legislation. Their leadership has
been of decisive importance to a great
many people across the land who will di-
rectly benefit from these programs. I
thank them for it.

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

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

Mr. BAKER. I rise in support of this
legislation. I respect the excellent job
which has been done by our colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in suport of HR.
7806, which extends 12 major health
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programs through fiscal year 1974. I
respect the excellent job our colleagues
have done and am pleased to count my-
self among the many cosponsors of this
legislation—and I hope a solid majority
of the Members of this House will vote
to approve this important measure.

My record here in the House, I believe,
reflects my deep concern over Federal
spending and my support of efforts to get
the Nation back on the road to fiscal
sanity. And, I cannot argue with the
evidence that many of our health pro-
grams should be revised and, perhaps,
some should be terminated.

However, I am convinced they should
not be terminated until Congress has
had a chance to evaluate them and pro-
pose alternatives where needed. This
legislation gives us the time we need to
review our health programs and to de-
velop proposals and to enact new pro-
grams to meet the needs of this Nation
for better health care in the years to
come.

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

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

Mr. HUDNUT,. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7806, the Health Pro-
grams Extension Act of 1973. This bill
would extend for 1 year—or less, if over-
sight hearings can be held promptly and
Congress can undertake the necessary
evaluation which is the prerequisite for
arriving at definitive conclusions about
terminating or continuing these pro-
grams—12 major health programs for
which authorizations expire on June 30,
1973. These include: health services
research and development, national
health surveys and studies, public health
training, migrant health, comprehensive
health planning services, assistance to
medical libraries, Hill-Burton program,
allied health professions training, re-
gional medical programs, population re-
search and family planning, the Com-
munity Mental Health Centers Act, and
the Developmental Disabilities Services
and Facilities Construction Act. In writ-
ing this bill, our Subcommittee on Public
Health and Environment has geared the
total authorizations as closely as possible
to reflect the fiscal year 1973 appropria-
tion levels. The total authorizations pro-
vided in H.R. 7806 are $1,250,966,000.

The authority for all of these programs
expires on June 30 and obviously the
Congress cannot do a thorough job of
evaluating and restructuring each one
separately. While it is true that the ad-
ministration has raised serious questions
about the effectiveness of several of the
programs such as Hill-Burton and re-
gional "‘medical programs, the Congress
should have an opportunity to work its
will on the shape of this legislation. In
order to permit an orderly transition
period, I feel it is necessary to extend all
these legislative authorities for up to 1
year—and that is exactly what H.R. 7806
will do. It represents an attempt to buy
needed time.

One of the programs which is par-
ticularly deserving of support is the Com-
munity Mental Health Centers Act which
was passed originally by the Congress in
1963. Since that time it has resulted

17449

in the funding of some 500 new commu-
nity mental health centers with a pro-
found effect upon the delivery of mental
health services in this country. There is
documented evidence that these centers
have contributed significantly to a de-
cline in the census of state mental in-
stitutions. For example, the population
of Central State Hospital in Indiana has
declined from 2,100 to below 900 since
the advent of the initial community men-
tal health center. There is no reason why
the progress that has already been made
cannot be duplicated throughout America
if Federal funds for new centers con-
tinue to be available. About 1,500 catch-
ment areas have been identified in the
United States for this program, and with
only 500 centers operational, we are only
one-third of the way home. We should
continue to a complete conclusion, before
terminating Federal participation in
these demonstrably successful pro-
grams.

In addition to extending the health
programs, HR. 7806 contains a reason-
able, successful, and necessary freedom
of conscience provision relative to abor-
tions. The last section of the bill states
that no court or other public authority
may require an individual or organiza-
tion to participate in, or make its facili-
ties or personnel available for, the per-
formance of abortions if there is objec-
tion on the basis of religious beliefs or
moral convictions.

This legislation has strong bipartisan
support. It is cosponsored by all members
of the Subcommittee on Public Health
and Environment. The Interstate Com-
merce Committee reported it out with-
out dissent. It is my hope that it will
receive an overwhelming endorsement by
the House of Representatives.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. EckHARDT) a member of
the committee.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. StacceErs), the chairman of the
commiftee, and I wish to compliment
him and the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
RoGERS), as well as the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Hastings), the author of
the bill, for the product that is presented
to us-here, which I think is excellent. I
intend to support it.

There is a question I should like to ask
of the chairman. I direct the gentleman'’s
attention to section 401(b) of the bill,
and I wish to ask him if he has the same
impression of the meaning of that sec-
tion that I do. It says that the receipt of
any grant under the three acts referred
to does not authorize any court or public
authority to require an individual or fa-
cility, such as a hospital, to participate
or make its facilities available for abor-
tion or sterilization.

Mr. Chairman, I would think that no-
body would be compelled today to per-
form any act of this nature contrary to
his religious beliefs or moral convictions,
and I think the Roe case of the Supreme
Court would not affect those personal
rights. Therefore, I was worried about
the inclusion of this language when the
bill was before our committee. It seemed
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to me to be unnecessary. I wondered
what it was really intended to do.

Mr. Chairman, what troubled me was
the provision that the receipt of the
grants under the laws in question were
said not to “authorize any court” to re-
quire certain things.

Now, I am not so much concerned one
way or the other about the abortion
question, but I am very much concerned
about not writing any laws that infringe
on any courts’' rights to interpret the
Constitution. If we create Federal courts,
as we have, and they are called upon to
deal generally with the Federal law and
the Constitution, I do not think we can
hamper them in their interpretation of
the Constitution by means of a statute.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that is not what
section 401(b) is designed to do.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, in
reply to the question of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. EckrarpT) I would
agree with him that it is not. The an-
swer would be: No, it is not.

All we are saying here is that the
receipt of assistance under the statutes
mentioned in 401(h) is not intended, in
and of itself, to authorize any person, in-
cluding a court, to require a facility to
perform sterilization or abortion proce-
dures.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Then do I under-
stand correctly that we are not attempt-
ing in the statute to curtail the exercise
in the Federal Court of any right which
an individual may assert as his constitu-
tional right?

Mr. STAGGERS. Certainly not.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I

must say that I think this is a fine piece

of legislation. I think it should be fully
supported.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. NEL-
seEN) if he would agree with what the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
STAGGERS), the chairman of the commit-
tee, has said in this regard.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that the details and the
interpretation here have been based on
pretty careful examination by proper
legal counsel. I would have to say that I
would go along with their interpreta-
tion. Although I am not a lawyer myself,
I would say it is my understanding that
it is all right. :

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman,

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts (Mrs.
HECKLER) .

Mrs. HECEKLER of Massachusetts.
Mr, Chairman, I would like to compli-
ment this distinguished committee on
the bill which we have before us. It is
comprehensive and responsible legisla-
tion. I would particularly like to com-
pliment them for including title IV sec-
tion (b) in the bill, because it is ad-
dressed to what I believe is a funda-
mental problem in our society today.

Tifle IV section (b) recognizes that
the right of conscience exists for both
individuals and institutions. It provides
that an individual, a hospital, or other
medical entity, may follow the dictates
of its religious or moral conviction in
facing the question of performance of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

abortions or sterilizations, without jeop-
ardizing its -eligibility for Federal
assistance.

This biil does not directly affect the is-
sue of abortion; it merely states that
Federal funds cannot be used as grounds
for compelling those who are opposed to
abortion or sterilization to perform what
to these individuals and institutions are
repugnant acts.

Mr. Chairman, T think it is extremely
important that in our society we respect
this right of conscience. As my col-
leagues will recall, the right of con-
science has long been recognized in the
parallel situation in which the individ-
ual’s right to conscientious objector
status in our selective service system
has been protected. This doctrine has
been continually approved in Congress,
and has even been expanded by the Su-
preme Court to include moral conviction
as well as formal religious belief.

I know all of my colleagues agree that
abortion is a profoundly moral issue, on
which people differ sharply. It is vital
that the freedom of religious belief and
moral conviction with regard to this is-
sue be respected, just as military consci-
entious objection is respected. Therefore,
I believe that we in this Chamber should
ratify the provision which the Commerce
Committee so wisely saw fit to include in
this legislation.

For some months, I have been working
to secure passage of a protection for the
the right of conscience in the abortion
question. In February, I introduced H.R.
4797, which was cosponsored by 47 of my
colleagues, listed below, and which pro-
vided that individual hospital workers
could not be forced to assist at an abor-
tion if the practice was contrary to their
personal moral belief:

CosPONSORS

Archer, Burke of Massachusetts, Don Clau-
sen, Cronin, Delaney, Derwinski, Esch, For-
sythe, Gude, Gunter, Hanrahan, Hansen of
Idaho, Helstoski, Holifield, Holt, Howard, Hu-
ber, Hudnut, Jordan.

Ketchum, EKuykendall, Lujan, Madigan,
Mazzoli, McCollister, Mink, Moakley, Nedzi,
Obey, Powell of Ohlo, Quie, Rhodes, Rinaldo,
Roncallo of New York, Roy, Ryan, J. Wm.
Stanton, Sullivan, Whitehurst, Zwach.

Steiger of Wisconsin, Conte, Mayne, Sisk,
Broomfield, O'Nelll, Earth.

Subsequently, I introduced a compan-
ion bill, H.R. 6445, which extended the
right of conscience to institutions as well
as individuals. This was in line with a
similar proposal by Senator CHURCH in
the other body. The following Members
of the House cosponsored this legislation:

COSPONSORS

Murphy of New York, Madigan, Chisholm,
McKay, Fritchard, Whitehurst, ‘Moakley,
O'Brien, Huber, Frenzel, McCollister, Grasso,
Studds, Boland, Burke of Massachusetts,
Sisk.

Although the specific mechanism pro-
vided in my original legislation is not
incorporated in H.R. 7806, the thrust and
intent of the provision before us are the
same, and I wholeheartedly support it.

It is erucial that the House of Repre-
sentatives protect one of the most pre-
cious rights—the right to say “no” out of
moral belief, without the threat the vast
array of Federal assistance programs will
be shut off as a consequence. I firmly be-
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lieve that every Member of the House
can support this bill regardless of one’s
position on the question of abortion it-
self. We are concerned here only with
the right of moral conscience, which has
always been a part of our national tra-
dition.

For those who still question the rela-
tionship of this legislation to the recent
Supreme Court decisions on abortion, let
me say that the Court decisions were in
fact very narrowly drawn, and they leave
in their wake a broad range of policy
questions to which Congress must ad-
dress itself. While on the one hand, in
Roe against Wade and Doe against Bol-
ton, the Court acknowledged the right to
seek an abortion, on the other hand,
the Court refrained from compelling re-
ligiously affiliated hospitals to perform
abortions. Further, statutes which ex-
tended the legal right of individuals in
this regard to institutions were ruled
permissible.

What is thereby left to Congress, and
what is now provided in this legislation,
is the application of this dicta to the
question of Federal assistance to those
individuals and institutions which assert
their right of conscience. Rather than
conflicting with the Court rulings in
these two cases, H.R. 7806 fulfills them.

This is responsible, carefully drafted
legislation. It establishes a strong pro-
tection against any possible repression
or disecrimination which might arise out
of the vacuum left by the Court decisions.
I urge the support of my colleagues.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts, I
am glad to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I wish
to associate myself with the remarks of
my distinguished colleague from Massa-
chusetts. She has explained this problem
with great clarity and commonsense. I
have supported her position on the right
of conscience for the individual, and I
also believe that we must protect that
right. I can attest to the leadership
which the gentlewoman from Massachu-
setts has provided in this field. It is be-
cause of her commitment to individual
rights and religious freedom that we in
the House have an opportunity today to
enact legislation that will insure that re-
ligious belief and moral conviction will
never disqualify a person or a hospital
from eligibility for Federal assistance.
Certainly my support, and the support
of many of my colleagues for the gentle-
woman's original legislation gives ample
evidence of the widespread commitment
there is in this House for the cause of the
individual right of conscience.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman. I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield whatever time he may require to
the distinguished member of the sub-
committee, Dr. Roy of Kansas.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to associate myself generally with the
remarks of the gentlewoman from Mas-
sachusetts and congratulate her on her
statement with regard to the freedom of
conscience amendment which has become
title IV of H.R. 7806.

I supported this in subcommittee and
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in committee, and I feel we will get strong
support here on the floor of the House
today to adopt this very important por-
tion of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this afternoon we are
considering three bills reported from the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. These three bills are impor-
tant to the future health of the people
of this country.

The first bill, H.R. 7806, concerns the
extension of various health programs.
There is a great need for this legislation.
For without the passage of this legisla-
tion, there can be no appropriations for
these programs and several of them—the
Hill-Burton hospital construction pro-
gram, the regional medical program, and
the programs to assist schools of public
health and allied health—will die.

The central question with respect to
this legislation is one of responsibility.
There is no doubt that the Federal Gov-
ernment has a responsibility to the peo-
ple to limit the Federal budget, to limit
taxes. But the Federal Government also
has a responsibility to survey the needs
of the people and to act to meet those
needs if no other source of assistance is
apparent.

The Federal Government also has re-
sponsibility with respect to its own pro-
grams; to survey such programs periodi-
cally; to improve those which are not
functioning in an optimal manner; and
to discard those which are no longer
needed. This responsibility also includes
the responsibility to continue those pro-
grams which continue to be needed and
to base changes or discontinuation of
programs on hard studies and careful
analysis,

But if we look at the administration’s
activities in the health field, we find that
its decisions are arbitrary and irrational.
In 1972, Dr. Merlin DuVal, then Assistant
Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare, told the members of the Subcom-
mittee on Public Health and Environ-
ment, that the administration would
submit detailed legislative recommenda-
tions in connection with the 1972 budget.
It was reported that the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare was at
that time reviewing the programs in de-
tail and would have necessary and de-
sirable amendments when the fiscal year
1974 budget was presented.

Such proposals were not, in fact, sub-
mitted with the fiscal year 1974 budget.

They were not, in fact, received until
late in March. And these proposals,
promised as a result of extensive review
and careful analysis revealed no such ex-
tensive review and careful analysis.
Those proposals would extend, with vir-
tually no revision, five of these expiring
programs. They would place two others
under a brecad general authority obviat-
ing the need for their extension and
negating existing congressional guide-
lines for them. And they would terminate
five others.

In view of this late presentation, this
lack of careful consideration, and this
lack of necessary and desirable amend-
ments on the part of the administration,
extensive congressional review is appro-
priate at this time. The congressional re-
view which was begun, then delayed, at
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the express request of the administra-
tion.

This is the situation, then, which
necessitates the extension of all of these
programs, unchanged, for 1 year.

If these programs are extended, by
H.R. 78086, it is anticipated that most of
them would be revised, and some of them
may be terminated within the year. But
such changes or terminations would be
responsible. They would be after the
committee has had an appropriate op-
portunity for careful and detailed con-
sideration and after the Congress has
had the opportunity to vote upon them.

In developing this legislation, careful
consideration was given to an appro-
priate level for authorization for these
programs during fiscal year 1974. The
authorization provided in this legislation
is not excessive. It is far less than the
amounts previously authorized for these
programs. In fact, the decrease is from
$2.2 billion for fiscal year 1973 to $1.2
billion for fiscal year 1974. The basis for
the figures in the legislation come from
the second, vetoed fiscal year 1973 Labor-
HEW appropriation legislation. If we
can compare this to the administration’s
own budget request for these programs
for fiscal year 1974, we find the admin-
istration figure of $1.30 billion is some-
what more than the amount authorized
under this bill.

Mr. Chairman, because of the need for
Government to act responsibly, and be-
cause of the need for the Congress to
play its role in responsible Government,
especially in an instance in which the
administration is acting irresponsibly, I
urge the passage of this legislation.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield whatever time he may require to
the distinguished member of the subcom-
mittee, Mr. SymincToN, of Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
simply want to say it has been a great
privilege working on this legislation
under our chairman and with the ma-
jority and minority members.

I think this subcommittee has worked
as hard on this particular piece of leg-
islation as on any I have seen.

I submit, based on all of the testimony
we have received and the various ex-
tension involved here, that it enjoys the
full support of the medical community
in this country in order to do the job
that has been given us to do.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. LEHMAN) .

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad to see that the Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee has reported
out this legislation to extend several of
our health programs for another year.
In particular, the regional medical pro-
gram, the Community Mental Health
Centers Act, and the migrant health
programs are important to Florida.

Dr. Clyde E. Moore, chairman of the
Florida Regional Advisory Group, wrote
to me saying:

The Reglonal Medical Program concept is
virtually tailor-made for Florida. It enables
the decisions regarding the use of available
funds to be made here by citizens most
knowledgeable about Florida's unique health
needs and problems. FRMP’s funds have been
used in a manner which is enabling the State
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to *“catch up” medically. The Program has
operated efficiently and effectively without
bureaucracy or organizational inertia.

Unlike most States, Florida was late in
establishing medical schools within its
borders due to the existence of laws
against the dissection of the human body.
In fact, Florida's first medical school,
which is at the University of Miami, is
barely 20 years old, and Florida’s third
medical school has not yet graduated its
first class.

Consequently, many Floridians in need
of medical care, and who could afford to
do so, have gone to medical centers out
of State for specialized kinds of care.
Others, who could not afford the expenses
involved in going out of State, have done
without.

Under the regional medical program,
Floridians have been able to remain
within the State to obtain kidney trans-
plant surgery. Two transplant centers
have already been established at Gaines-
ville and Miami, and a third is planned
for Tampa. Kidney dialysis centers have
been made possible by RMP in Jackson-
ville, Orlando, and Pensacola.

Despite claims that the regional med-
ical programs have had high administra-
tive costs, in Florida, administrative costs
have been held to 4 percent.

Another program headed by FRMP
has been the launching of a demonstra-
tion project to bring new techniques to
fight hospital-acquired infections to 10
hospitals in the Dade and Broward
County areas, The project was so suc-
cessful that a similar project is being
planned for the Hillsborough-Pinellas
area.

The second program of importance to
Dade County is the Community Mental
Health Centers Act. There now exist in
Florida only 10 community mental health
centers. Dade County does not have one.
However, a grant is pending in Washing-
ton awaiting funding, and another is in
the review process.

Aside from: the needs of my own dis-
trict, such centers which have proven to
be successful are needed on the nation-
wide scale, as originally envisioned. The
National Mental Health Association es-
timates that the annual economic loss in
the Nation due to mental health related
causes is $300 billion in any given year.

Migrant health programs are a third
category of importance to south Florida.
In 1972, Florida received a little over $2.5
billion to provide health care to its mi-
grant workers. The recent outbreak of
typhoid at a labor camp in South Dade
County, and the subsequent emergency,
indicate that the needs of the migrants
in this country have hardly diminished.

I urge my colleagues to lend their sup-
port to the extension of these programs.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Miss JORDAN).

Miss JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in support of the
bill H.R. 7806. My interest in the bill is
both general and specific. It is specific in
light of the needs of the Texas Medical
Center, which is located in my district.
My general interest was expressed in my
cosponsorship of similar legislation, H.R.
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6332, which proposed to extend the life of
the same broad range of vital health pro-
grams. Mr. Chairman, the Congress can-
not allow this significant Federal support
for health care and its delivery systems
to be precipitously terminated as this ad-
ministration proposes to do. Pending con-
gressional oversight and legislative im-
provements, these programs must be kept
alive so that the training of health care
personnel and the delivery of important
health services are not disastrously dis-
rupted. I hope that this measure as
worked out by the committee does pass.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. ABzUG).

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I was pleased to hear
the gentleman who is managing the bill
state that section 401(b) does not con-
stitute an attempt to curtail the assertion
in a Federal court of any right which an
individual may assert as a constitutional
right.

The abortion cases which were decided
by the Supreme Court in January, Roe
against Wade and Doe against Bolton,
held that the constitutional guarantees of
privacy and due process of law limit the
right of the Government to interfere with
the right of a woman to terminate a
pregnancy that she does not desire to
continue.

It has been held in a number of cases
that hospitals receiving Federal funds are
subject to the same limitations as is the
Government when constitutional rights
are involved. In Sams v. Ohio Valley Gen-
eral Hospital Association, 413 F.2d 826
(4 Cir., 1969), the court wrote as follows:

Bubstantial Federal moneys invited and
flowing into the defendant hospitals under
the Hill-Burton Act entail, in return, obli-
gations of observance of Federal constitu-
tional mandates. Disregard of them is State
action, for the act trusts the State to main-
tain a fair and just governance of these hos-
pitals accepting the ald of the legislation.

The Sams case is similar to the sit-
uation presented to us today, for the
constitutional right there being violated
was the right to travel, a right—like the
right of privacy—which is nowhere in
the constitution explicitly delineated, but
which has been interpreted as being a
constitutional guarantee. A constitution-
al right is no less sacred because it is not
explicitly spelled out in the Constitution.

In Simkins v. Moses H. Cone Memorial
Hospital, 323 F. 2d 959 (4 Cir., 1963), the
court held that racial discrimination by
an institution receiving Federal health
funds was impermissible. The court re-
ferred to the erroneous view that for
an otherwise private body to be subject
to the antidiscrimination requirements
of the 5th and 14th amendments it must
actually be rendered an instrumentality
of government, and stated that the
proper criterion to be applied in a case
of this sort is whether the State or the
Federal Government, or both, have be-
come so involved in the conduct of these
otherwise private bodies that their activ-
ities are also the activities of these gov-
ernments and performed under their
aegis without the private body neces-
sarily becoming either their instrumen-
tality or their agent in the strict sense.
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To allow health care institutions re-
ceiving Federal funds to prohibit the use
of their facilities for legal, safe surgical
procedures protected by fthe Constitu-
tion would violate the rights of individ-
ual citizens to have abortions or sterili-
zations and the rights of physicians and
other health care personnel to perform
such procedures.

There is an additional constitutional
obstacle with regard to hospitals oper-
ated by religious organizations. Giving
such an institution Federal funds while
it refuses to perform, on religious
grounds, abortion or sterilization pro-
cedures, would violate the establishment
clause of the first amendment.

There is also the issue of discrimina-
tion against persons of lesser means. The
clearest example of this is that of a
woman who desires an abortion but
whose local hospital—an institution re-
ceiving Federal funds—refuses to per-
form such operations. Unless she can
afford to go to another hospital, per-
haps hundreds of miles distant, her
constitutional right will be rendered ut-
terly meaningless. I might add that this
is far from a hypothetical case, for there
1s presently pending before the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit
the case of a woman who desires an abor-
tion in a midwestern municipality in
which all three hospitals—all of which
receive governmental assistance—refuse
to permit the use of their facilities for
the procedure.

Congress may not by statute limit con-
stitutional rights. Nor, having created
Federal courts inferior to the Supreme
Court, may it hamper them in their in-
terpretation and enforcement of the Con-
stitution by means of a statute.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7806 and H.R. 7724. We
have under consideration today legisla-
tion that tests the Federal commitment
to the health care needs of our Nation.
H.R. 7806 now under debate would au-
thorize the continuation of 12 major
health programs due to expire on June
30. Once that bill is dispensed with, we
will proceed on H.R. 7724, legislation
to extend for 2 years biomedical research
training and fellowship grants.

These two bills represent a response
by the House to the fiscal year 1974
budget proposals submitted by President
Nixon. The administration budget for
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare reduces Federal support for
health care delivery and service pro-
grams, in some cases to extinetion, and
decreases basic research funds. These
proposals were presented in the name of
economy—something all American tax-
payers want—but this is false economy
when we place in jeopardy the welfare
of America’s people.

Before turning to the merits of the leg-
islation before us, I am compelled to
register a note of thanks to two of our
colleagues. I speak of Paur RoGERs of
Florida and of my New York colleague,
JiM HastinGgs. H.R. 7806 and H.R. 7724
are the products of their leadership and
it is to them that we owe this oppor-
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tunity to protect the health needs of our
country. I should also add that I am for-
tunate to represent a district whose med-
ical community is regarded as among the
finest in our country. Representatives of
the University of Rochester School of
Medicine and Dentistry and medical per-
sonnel involved in the numerous pro-
grams threatened by the administraton’s
budget proposals mounted an unprece-
dented effort to bring their concerns to
Congress. They have worked closely with
Mr. Hastings and with Mr, RoGers and
his subcommittee and their efforts have
had a measurable impact on the legis-
lation now at hand.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7806, the Health
Programs Extension Act, is a device to
buy time and thereby avoid the whole-
sale disruption or scrapping of a number
of vital programs. These programs in-
clude public health training, the Hill-
Burton hospital construction program,
regional medical programs, community
mental health centers, allied health
training, migrant health, and family
planning and population research. To be
sure, many of the programs extended by
this bill need to be reappraised. Members
of the medical community whom I have
consulted have been quick to agree that
there is a need for restructuring certain
programs to meet the changing health
needs of our country. However, this re-
structuring must take place through
close congressional scrutiny and indepth
deliberation and that process has already
begun in the hearings underway in the
Public Health and Environment Sub-
committee. I am confident that these
hearings will produce sensible alterna-
tives to programs extended by this bill.
It must also be recognized that in re-
porting a bill to extend these health pro-
grams, the Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee has kept wholly within
responsible budget limitations. H.R. 7806
sets a total authorization level of $1.27
billion, compared to the $1.31 billion re-
quested by the administration. While the
specific allocations of funds vary from
the administration request, this bill can-
not be labeled fiscally irresponsible.

In a similar vein, HR. 7724 does not
amount to an across-the-board dismissal
of the administration viewpoint. In the
fiscal year 1974 budget, the administra-
tion recommends that health research
fellowship and training grants be phased
out over a period of 5 years. H.R, 7724
would provide new budget authority for
traineeships and fellowships for 2 years,
during which time reasonable alterna-
tives can be formulated. Furthermore,
H.R. 7724 incorporates major modifica-
tions to improve the quality and opera-
tion of the training and research pro-
grams. For example, no fellowship or
traineeship may extend beyond 3 years,
with certain exceptions. All award recipi-
ents must engage in health research or
training or serve in the Health Services
Corps within a reasonable time after
completing the traineeship or fellowship.
The Government may recover the full
cost of training or a fraction of it, plus
interest, from those who fail to fulfill the
service requirement. While I have yet to
see sufficient evidence that would support
the administration’s arguments against
the fellowship and training programs,
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these modifications should certainly
satisfy many of the objections to the
current operation of the programs.

Both H.R. 7806 and H.R. 7724 emerged
from the subcommittee and the full com-
mittee by unanimous votes. I urge that
the full House respond with an over-
whelming endorsement of this essential
legislation.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
FoUNTAIN) .

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 7806, extending for
1 fiscal year, through 1974, expiring ap-
propriations authorizations in the Pub-
lic Health Service. Act, the Community
Mental Health Centers Act, and the De-
velopmental Disabilities Services and
Facilities Construction Act.

In fact, I would like to commend the
committee for its action. This will give
the committee an opportunity to care-
fully and thoroughly examine each of
these programs to determine which
should survive and which should be
terminated, or modified and even redi-
rected.

As the committee report points out,
unless action such as this is taken, the
President, as he has already stated, will
terminate at least five of them as soon
as their authorities expire. Like the com-
mittee, I do not necessarily feel that all
of these programs should be continued.
In fact, I doubt that many of them
should be continued indefinitely without
appropriate modifications. A careful
study and evaluation of them may
prompt the committee to completely
terminate any one or more of them.
Some of them, obviously, can be vastly
improved. These are changing times, de-
manding new approaches and maybe
better answers to the many problems we
face in the health areas covered by this
legislation.

Even if some of the programs need to
be terminated we cannot overlook the
millions of people who have come to de-
pend upon them for health services in
one form or another. We cannot over-
look the responsible institutions and per-
sonnel involved. For many reasons, a less
abrupt approach than absolute termina-
tion of a health program appears to me
to be the responsible way to act. When
a program which has been successful or
even just partially successful is termi-
nated, appropriate provision should be
made for properly phasing it out. Ade-
quate provision should also be made for
those dependent upon it, and every pre-
caution should be taken to preserve those
programs or parts of programs which
have been successful.

I do not know what the Appropriations
Committee will do about these programs.
It may make some substantial cuts, but
in any event, the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce is recom-
mending to this House, through this leg-
islation, that it be given a reasonable
period of time in which to consider the
future of all these programs in a thor-
ough and responsible manner. In the
meantime, the good they do will be con-
tinued. If the committee should fail to
do its job, then we ourselves may have
to take the ball and run with it, but in
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that event, we could make some serious
mistakes.

As the committee evaluates each of
these programs during the months that
lie ahead, 2ll of the institutions and peo-
ple affected by them will also be able to
prepare themselves for such action as
the committee studies may prompt them
to anticipate.

And then, too, this legislation puts the
Congress in a position of insisting upon
its constitutional prerogative of direct-
ing the executive branch in connection
with health programs which the Con-
gress itself created. After all, the Con-
gress is supposed to legislate and the
Executive is supposed to administer.

I definitely feel that we must establish
an expenditures ceiling and to wisely do
this, we must develop a set of priorities.
That is why I favor passage of a budget
control act. At the same time, when
countless thousands of people and in-
stitutions will be affected by the termi-
nation, or substantial changes in any
program, such terminations or changes
just must not be done overnight. We may
momentarily save money in the process,
but we may end up costing the taxpayers
much more in the long run.

For these and many other reasons
which have already been clearly pointed
out here today, I support H.R. 7808,
known as the Health Program Extension
Act of 1973.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of section 401(b) of the
bill which would establish congressional
intent on the question of whether courts
should be authorized to require abortions
and sterilizations in institutions receiv-
ing Federal funds.

Subsection (b) clearly states that the
receipt of any grant or contract or loan
or loan guarantee under the Public
Health Service Act, the Community Men-
tal Health Centers Act, or the Develop-
mental Disabilities Services and Facil-
ities Construction Act by any individual
or entity does not authorize a court to
require the individual or entity to per-
form an abortion, or assist in the per-
formance of an abortion, or provide fa-
cilities for the performance of an abor-
tion, contrary to the religious beliefs or
moral convictions of such individual or
entity.

This congressional intent is also ex-
plained on pages 15 and 16 of the com-
mittee’s report.

In short, this section indicates that
Congress is opposed to court orders that
compel individuals or institutions to per-
form or facilitate the performance of
abortions because they have received
Federal financizal assistance.

The need for this section has been
made apparent by several recent court
decisions. Perhaps the best known of
these decisions is Taylor against St. Vin-
cent’s Hospital, a Montana case in which
the court enjoined a hospital from deny-
ing the plaintiff the use of hospital fa-
cilities for the performance of a “tubal
ligation.”

This decision was based, in part, upon
a determination that the hospital was
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“acting under color of law” because of the
benefit “it has received by virtue of Hill-
Burton funds.”

In a very recent decision, which is now
on appeal in the the seventh circuit, Dis-
trict Judge Myron Gordon issued a pre-
liminary injunction ordering the staff of
Bellin Memorial Hospital in Green Bay
to assist a doctor in the performance of
a nontherapeutic abortion. The injunc-
tion was bottomed on the court's find-
ing that there was “State action here”
by the hospital because it received Hill-
Burton funds.

These decisions are simply unaccept-
able as a matter of public policy. Those
who receive Federal financial assistance
to advance medicine should not, on ac-
count of that assistance, be compelled
to violate their religious beliefs and moral
scruples in matters that involve life it-
self.

Congress did not establish this newly
found constitutional right to abortion. I
was manufactured last January and im-
posed upon the Nation by the Supreme
Court.

Section 401 makes clear that, as far as
Congress is concerned, the vindication of
this new right to an abortion shall not
come at the expense of the long-estab-
lished right to conscience, simply be-
cause Federal funds are tangentially in-
volved.

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to vote for exten-
sion of several health programs the Nix-
on administration wants to end. These
programs have helped millions of peo-
ple and have alleviated human suffer-
meg.

The programs include: Public health
training, Hill-Burton health facilities
construction, allied health training, re-
gional medical programs, and commu-
nity mental health centers. These pro-
grams would expire on June 30, 1973,
but I am convinced should be extended.
I do not speak only as one of the spon-
sors of the legislation we are now con-
sidering, but as a person who is deeply
interested in improving the health of
the American people. Our males and fe-
males rank poorly with other nations in
longevity and we should do somethig
about it—but the administration’s plan
is the wrong approach.

I will only make a few observations
in the brief time I have. In Middlesex
County, N.J., alone, the Roosevelt Hos-
pital, in Edison, received Federal grants
of $487,781 in expanding the hospital
there. This was made possible by the
Hill-Burton program the administra-
tion wants to terminate. It also wants to
end community mental health centers
funding, but it was an $800,000 Federal
staffing grant that has made possible
one of the finest mental health centers
in the East—the one of Perth Amboy.
If the administration is sueccessful in
terminating this fine and humane pro-
gram, two other centers now almost
completed will suffer greatly—the strue-
tures located in South Amboy, and at
Rutgers University.

Mr. Chairman, my major concern is
the health of our people. We are the
wealthiest Nation in the world, but we
are far from the healthiest. Our citi-
zens should have the best medical care
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in the world. And passage of this legis-
lation would help achieve this goal. I
want to commend the gentlemen from
New York (Mr. Hastincs), the chief
sponsor, and the main sponsor in the
Senate, Epwarp M. KENNEDY, of Massa-
chusetts, for their strong leadership in
this important fight. I hope that H.R.
7806 is enacted, not only for the sake of
the afflicted, but for the benefit of this
Nation, for good health helps make a
Nation great.

Mr. HICKS. Mr, Chairman, it has been
said that America is facing a health
crisis. In attempting to deal with this
situation, can we afford to allow expira-
tion of the 12 important health pro-
grams we are discussing here today? I
think not. It is imperative that Congress
take time to examine these programs in
detail and preserve those that have been
most effective in our communities. Pas-
sage of this bill will allow us an additional
year for study and evaluation of such
health care fundamentals as community
health centers, medical libraries, fam-
ily planning, public health training, and
health services research and statistics.

I am particularly concerned about the
preservation of the regional medical
programs. These innovative and efficient
health care delivery support systems
would be indiscriminately eliminated un-
der the administration’s budget request.
The activities of the Washington/Alaska
regional medical program demonstrate
that this action is unjustified.

In the Northwest, RMP health care
services are provided to more than 380,-
000 persons. At least 72,000 of these pa-
tients depend on the RMP for specific
disease services and activities, such as
programs for heart, cancer, stroke, kid-
ney, and emergency and primary medi-
care.

Two programs of particular impor-
tance to the Sixth Congressional District
are the emergency medical service and
the nurse practitioner program. The
Tacoma,/Pierce County EMS will train
370 emergency medical service personnel
in cooperation with Tacoma Community
Coliege, purchase emergency vehicles
and equipment, and set up a compre-
hensive communications system that will
provide round-the-clock emergency serv-
ice for the area.

With the difficulty in attracting phy-
sicians to rural areas, the nurse prac-
titioner program has fulfilled an espe-
cially important health care delivery
need in my district. The nurse clinics ini-
tiated by the RMP already have dem-
onstrated the effectiveness of nurse prac-
titioners in providing health care in
delivery need in my district. The nurse
clinies initiated by the RMP already
have demonstrated the effectiveness of
nurse practitioners in providing health
care in communities lacking adequate
physician coverage.

Other RMP projects that are highly
important to the medical well-being of
the residents of my area include shared
hospital services, kidney patient care,
pediatric pulmonary disease control,
stroke nurse clinical training, and serv-
ices at the Seattle Urban Indian Clinic.

The RMP has become an integral part
of Puget Sound’s total medical program.
Until Congress can make its determina-
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tion, it is important that these services
be continued not only in our area of the
country, but throughout the Nation.
Therefore, I urge you to support H.R.
7806.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in support of H.R. 7806, the Health Pro-
grams Extension Act, which, if acted
upon favorably by my colleagues today,
will reauthorize 12 major health pro-
grams which expire in June of this year.

It is unlikely that Congress will act
upon legislation in this session more im-
portant to the well-being of our citizens
than H.R. 7806. As a sponsor of the origi-
nal legislation, I believe this bill is an
absolute necessity if we are to live up to
our responsibilities to insure adequate
health care for our citizens.

I need not go into the long list of truly
significant programs in this bill. Suffice it
to say that today we are not considering
one program, but more than a dozen, in-
cluding health services research and de-
velopment, comprehensive health plan-
ning, medical libraries, family planning
and population research, regional medi-
cal, and other programs now in opera-
tion under the Community Mental
Health Center Act, the Public Health
Services Act, and the Developmental Dis-
abilities Services and Facilities Con-
struction Act.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
programs that are of particular concern
to me, including the public health train-
ing, and allied health training programs.
These programs are slated to be phased
out by this administration at a time
when the need for an all-out program in
this area should be our concern. Our
schools of public health which have con-
tributed so much in the area of research
and training would literally be forced to
close down these efforts unless we act
favorably on this bill. The argument is
made that these efforts can be main-
tained under other programs such as na-
tional student defense and work study.
This, to me, is a factitious argument in
that the administration also proposes to
phase out and replace these programs.

The fact remains that cutting back on
Federal support in this area would prob-
ably ruin the research careers of thou-
sands who cannot afford the high cost
of research training, and considering
that our needs will become greater, not
less, in this area, this is a time to ex-
pand, and extend, not end, these vital
Programs.

Mr. Chairman, I could go on all day
pointing out the need for the programs
under this bill. But I do not think this
necessary because I believe the impor-
tance of these programs is self-evident. I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this legislation.

Mr. BOLAND, Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port H.R. 7806, a bill to extend through
fiscal year 1974 certain expiring appro-
priations authorizations in the Public
Health Service Act, the Community Men-
tal Health Centers Act and the Develop-
mental Disabilities Services and Facili-
ties Construction Act.

As the cosponsor with my colleague
from Massachusetts, Congresswoman
MARGARET M. HECKLER, of H.R. 7340, the
right of conscience in abortion proce-
dures bill, I am pleased that provisions of
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our legislation is contained in title IV of
the bill before the House.

Mr. Chairman, our bill (H.R. 7340)
provided that respect for an individual’s
right not to participate in abortions con-
trary to that individual’s conscience be
a requirement for hospital eligibility for
Federal financial assistance, and for
other purposes.

I want to commend the gentlewoman
from Massachusetts, Congresswoman
HeckLER, for her lucid presentation on
our bill. It was our intent in sponsoring
H.R. 7340 to protect both institutions and
individuals who oppose abortion on moral
grounds, and to effectively prevent im-
positions upon individual rights and
liberties. ]

Also, I want to thank the gentleman
from Florida, Chairman PauvL RoGers of
the Subcommittee on Public Health and
Environment, and the gentleman from
West Virginia, Chairman HARLEY STAG-
cERs of the full Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, for including our
provisions for the right of conscience in
abortion procedures legislation in sec-
tiun 4)1 of the committee bill.

This section 401 provides that receipt
of financial assistance under any of the
acts being extended by this bill does not
constitute legal basis for a judicial or
administrative order requiring an indi-
vidual to aid in performing a steriliza-
tion or abortion, if such activity is con-
trary to the individual's religious or
moral beliefs.

Nor does receipt of financial assistance
provide legal authority for a judicial or
administrative order requiring the pro-
vision of personnel or facilities by any
entity for the performance of steriliza-
tion or abortion, if such activity is con-
trary to the religious or moral beliefs
of the personnel or prohibited by the en-
tity for religious or moral reasons.

Mr. Chairman, I trust that this lan-
guage will provide the clear safeguards
for the conscientious convictions of in-
stitutions and individuals who oppose
abortion on moral grounds, as intended
in our bill, H.R. 7340.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7806, legislation which
I have cosponsored to extend through
fiscal year 1974 various vital Federal
health programs. It is essential that this
measure pass in order to give the Con-
gress the opportunity to reevaluate and,
if necessary, restructure these programs
in an orderly and constitutional fashion.

The following 12 programs would be
extended by the pending bill: Health
services research; health statistics; pub-
lic health training; migrant health;
comprehensive health services; medical
libraries; Hill-Burton anti-impoundment
provision; allied health; regional medi- .
cal programs; family planning; commu-
nity mental health centers; and develop-
mental disabilities.

The administration arbitrarily has
proposed termination of many of these
programs, along with drastic cutbacks in
others. No workable alternatives have
been advanced by the administration to
provide the much needed health services
presently delivered by these programs.
Congress has a responsibility to extend
the programs so that we may make pro-
vision for individuals adversely affected
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by proposed terminations, and so that we
can preserve and enlarge upon those
parts of programs which have proven
successful.

As the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Public Health, Con-
gressman Rocers, has stated:

It is the Congress that has developed these
programs, and it is the Congress that will de-
termine their fate.

One program that the administration
wishes to end, for example, involves com-
munity mental health centers. These
centers, even with inadequate financing,
have operated as one of the most hu-
mane, effective, and economical systems
of health care yet developed.

The history of care for the mentally ill
in this country should be a source of em-
barrassment to every American. Only re-
cently have we begun to develop new ap-
proaches to the treatment of mental ill-
ness. One of the most promising of these
approaches is the community mental
health center program which seeks to
treat people in their own community
without having to institutionalize them.
Yet, the administration, which has en-
dorsed the concept of community mental
health centers, wants to end Federal sup-
port for the program with no guarantee
that States or localities can, or are will-
ing, to finance the centers.

Mr, Chairman, the health of our people
is our most precious national resource.
Every American, regardless of economic
circumstance, should be able to live out
his years without fear of the high cost
of sickness. Admittedly, we are a long
way from the realization of this goal,
but we will be even further from it if we
permit the administration to succeed in
its attempt to scuttle these important
programs.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I ear-
nestly hope that this pending bill, HR.
78086, the Health Programs Extension Act
of 1973, will be speedily adopted by this
House this afternoon.

In essence this measure extends,
through fiscal year 1974, 12 health pro-
grams under the Public Health Services
Act, the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters Act and the Individual Disabilities
Services and Construction Act, all of
whose authorizations are due to expire
on June 30 next. This measure also ex-
tends for 1 year the provision of the
1970 Hill-Burton amendments designed
to insure the availability of expenditure,
against administration withholding, of
appropriated health funds and further
protects the right and freedom of indi-
vidual conscience and institutional de-
termination to refrain, without depriva-
tion of Federal funds, from participation
in any program or action that violates
their known ethical standards.

Mr, Chairman, the evidence in support
of this measure very clearly shows that
any summary wholesale ending of these
health programs would impose excep-
tional hardships on great numbers of
people who solely depend upon them
for health services and cannot, now,
reasonably obtain them elsewhere. The
testimony also shows this extending
legislation is essential so that additional
congressional study and opportunity may
be had to preserve those parts of these
health programs that have proved to be
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successful and to provide other avenues
of services to those who presently de-
pend on existing programs, when these
programs are terminated.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, our ap-
proving action on this bill will simply and
sensibly provide an opportunity to re-
examine all these health programs in an
orderly fashion, prevent exceptional
hardships from being visited upon great
numbers of people who are least able to
protect themselves and reassert and re-
affirm our legislation determination to
exercise the constitutional prerogatives
which traditiona.ly belong to this Con-
gress. I therefore urge overwhelming ap-
proval of this bill in the public interest.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, on May
5, 1973, I held congressional hearings on
a wide range of health programs in New-
ton, Mass. During these hearings I re-
ceived expert testimony from a number
of physicians, nurses, medical educators,
and health administrators on the public
health programs that we are now con-
sidering as part of the Health Programs
Extension Act of 1973, H.R. 78086.

These hearings, which I have shared
with my colleagues in Congress, con-
firmed my belief that the Health Pro-
grams Extension Act of 1973 deserves the
resounding approval of this body of Con-
gress. The occasion for this legislation,
as I am sure my colleagues know, is that
the existing authority for 12 public
health programs authorized by the Pub-
lic Health Service Act, the Community
Mental Health Centers Act, and the De-
velopmental Disabilities Services and
Facilities Construction Act, is due to
expire on June 30 of this year. H.R. 7806
would extend the authorization of each
of these programs for 1 year at a fund-
ing level of $1.27 billion—the exact
amount of the second vetoed HEW -Labor
appropriations bill of 1972.

Apart from the expiration of authority
that will occur on June 30 without this
bill, this legislation is particularly sig-
nificant in the light of the administra-
tion’s proposals in the area of public
health. After months of delay, in late
March of this year, the administration
revealed its long-awaited position on
public health programs. Five of the ex-
isting 12 preograms were to be termi-
nated or phased out: Hill-Burton hospi-
tal construction, the regional medical
program, allied health training grants,
public health training grants, and
community mental health centers.
Two other public health programs, mi-
grant health and family planning, were
to have been combined under the gen-
eral authority of section 314(e) of the
Public Health Service Act. The remaining
five prcgrams were to be continued, and
in some cases to be granted permanent
authorizations.

In response to these proposals I and
other Congressmen joined our distin-
guished colleague, Congressman HasTt-
INGS, in sponsoring HR. 6240, legisla-
tion similar to that before us today,
which also extended the existing author-
ity for public health programs for 1 year.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the ad-
ministration position can be criticized
on two grounds. First, it represents an
abdication of responsibility. Throughout
the latter part of the 92d Congress the
administration requested the House In-
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terstate and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tee to delay extending authorizations for
public health programs until the admin-
istration completed its review of the pro-
grams and formulated a position. The
position that finally resulted, as I have
noted above, can not be characterized
as constructive.

It is the duty of any Government offi-
cial—elected or appointed—to try to see
that public funds are well spent. It is
incumbent upon legislators and adminis-
trators alike to do their best to improve
Federal programs—even those that are
demonstrated successes, such as many of
those we are ccn:idering today. The ad-
ministration’s response to this task of
good government is to go after programs
with an ax. The administration has pro-
posed no substantial improvements, it
has only designated those programs that
it would either “keep or throw.”

Because of this short-sighted manner
of dealing with public health programs, it
is necessary for Congress to exercise re-
sponsible judgment where the executive
branch has demonstrated that it will not.
This is what H.R. 7806 is about. The
Public Health Subcommittee of the In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee has already begun work on a
sweeping reorganization of the Public
Health Service, and has promised a
thorough review of each of the programs
before us today. To responsibly conduct
its examinations, the committee must not
be restrained by the pending demise of
authorizations for these programs. For
this reason at least, a 1-year extension
Oif all of the existing programs is a neces-
sity.

I believe that there are still more im-
portant reasons to extend these pro-
grams. Each and every one of the 12
public health programs to be extended
performs a valuable service to the cit-
izens of our country. Few concerns are as
important to the citizens of our country
than the quality and the availability of
health care. Each of these programs con-
tributes to the quality and availability of
health care, and are positive investments
in a better future for America.

I would like to focus on two programs
singled out by the administration for
termination: the regional medical pro-
gram and the community mental health
centers program, both of which are par-
ticularly important to the State of Mas-
sachusetts which I represent.

In a statement I made on May 14 of
this year on the regional medical pro-
gram, I suggested that the administra-
tion was attempting “sleight of hand”
tactics with funds for health planning.
I would like to repeat the sense of those
remarks on this occasion.

‘While comprehensive health planning
is one of the very few public health
programs slated to receive an increase
in funding during the 1974 fiscal year
under the administration’s budget, its
companion regional medical program is
to be terminated entirely. In fiscal 1972
the RMP program was funded at $99.5
million. One year later the funding was
cut in half to $58.3 million. Now the ad-
ministration proposes to end funding for
RMP’s altogether. It does not require a
budgetary expert to see that the admin-
istration’s proposed increase of $2.5 mil-
lion for comprehensive health planning
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is but a drop in the bucket when com-
pared with a loss of nearly $60 million
in funds for regional medical programs.

The regional medical program, I be-
lieve, has been victimized by a number
of unfair accusations. It has been
claimed that the regional medical pro-
gram duplicates other existing Federal
health programs, and is therefore un-
necessary. I dispute this claim. In fact,
RMP's provide a valuable service in en-
couraging cooperation between medical
institutions and among the health com-
munity. Most important, RMP’s serve to
bring developments in the medical field
from the laboratory or the research in-
stitution to the patient care health-de-
livery level. Further, RMP’s serve to co-
ordinate efforts between other Federal
health care programs, and actively as-
sist private health care agencies as well
in controlling chronic diseases such as
cancer, heart disease, kidney disease,
and stroke. The tri-State regional medi-
cal program, to which Massachusetts
belongs along with New Hampshire and
Rhode Island, is an excellent example
of how RMP’s can offer wide-ranging
health delivery and development services.

As I have suggested before, there may
be ways in which the regional medical
program can be improved. But the need
for improvement in no way justifies the
severity of the action desired by the
administration. Surely in this case the
administration’s intended cure is far
worse than the disease.

I wholeheartedly concur in the action
of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee in recommending an author-
ization of $159 million for the regional
medical program in the coming year.
This program has had many successes—

I count the RMP operating in Massa-
chusetts among those successes—and it
deserves to be improved, not eliminated.

If it is curious that the administra-
tion proposes to terminate the regional
medical program because it claims RMP
to have been a failure, it is especially
curious—if not a bit bizarre—that the
administration should suggest the elimi-
nation of the community mental health
centers program because it is a success.

Here the administration’s logic is that
since the program has worked so well it
no longer needs government support. Of
course, this argument neglects the eco-
nomic realities involved. Funds appro-
priated under the Community Mental
Health Centers Act, for staffing grants
and construction, amount to more than
one-third of the total revenues of com-
munity mental health centers nation-
wide, according to the National Institute
of Mental Health.

The administration suggests that the
Federal share can be made up by in-
creased third-party financing, by in-
creased State and local contributions,
and conceivably from increased patient
charges. In the first instance, the last
10 years has convincingly demonstrated
that the availability of third party fi-
nancing for outpatient care of the sort
emphasized by community mental health
centers is minimal. Private health insur-
ers—Blue Cross, Blue Shield, and so
forth—are slanted toward inpatient
hospitalization care. Public health in-
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surance programs, notably medicare and
medicaid, suffer from both inadequate
coverage of mental illness and structural
restrictions on outpatient ambulatory/
clinical care. In 1971, medicare and
medicaid combined made up only 7 per-
cent of the revenues of community
mental health centers. It is unreasonable
to expect this percentage to jump much
higher. It is equally unlikely that the
contribution of private health insurers
will rise much from the 1971 level of 9
percent.

Increased support from State and local
governments is also improbable, given
the historic neglect of mental health at
the State and local level and the hard-
pressed financial resources of State and
local governments. My distinguished col-
league PauL RoceRrs, chairman of the
Public Health Subcommittee of the In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tee, has referred to this action as being
not “buck-saving,” but “buck-passing.”
It is revenue sharing in reverse—taking
away Federal moneys and dropping the
burden upon the States.

Finally, to suggest that the needed
funds could be raised from increased
patient—user—costs is to ignore the ob-
vious result of such an action—decreased
use of services. Community mental health
services should be available to the widest
possible spectrum of our citizenry, but
such will not be the case if would-be pa-
tients must turn away because of lack
of funds.

I believe that the community mental
health centers program is worthwhile,
and ought to be continued, if not ex-
panded. It is worthy of note that the
committee report on the Health Pro-
grams Extension Act of 1973 states that:

All testimony heard by the Committee on
this program, including that of the Admin-
istration, has agreed that the Community
Mental Health Centers program has been a
Success. . . .

This program has done much to im-
prove the conditions of the mentally ill
in our country, and has assisted mate-
rially in achieving long-overdue im-
provements in the neglected realm of
mental health care. Already the program
is credited with a substantial contribu-
tion to the one-third reduction in pa-
tients in State mental hospitals that has
occurred in the last 5 years. More im-
portant, the basic concept of the commu-
nity mental health center—the preven-
tive approach and the emphasis on out-
patient care—is demonstrably sound.

It has been estimated by mental health
groups that as many as 20 million Ameri-
cans could benefit from professional
mental health care, and that nearly half
that number—another 9 million—could
benefit from alcoholism and drug de-
pendency care of the sort that is offered
by many community mental health
centers.

This is no time to pull the plug on the
community mental health centers pro-
gram. I fully agree with the provisions of
the Health Programs Extension Act of
1973, which extend the authorization of
the program at a level of $234 million.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
in the House to give this bill the over-
whelming support it deserves. Not only
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for the sake of continuing the vitally im~
portant public health programs, but for
the sake of good government.

Mr., WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7806, the Health Pro-
grams Extension Act of 1973, As a co-
sponsor of this legislation, I feel it is
imperative for Congress to enact this
extension in order to give itself needed
time to study the merits of those health
programs due to expire on June 30.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the ad-
ministration has proposed the outright
termination of five of the programs ex-
tended under this act. Although there
very well may be excesses in some of
these programs which need revamping,
I do not believe that the President has
a mandate, either from Congress or from
the American people, to scrap these pro-
grams entirely before even allowing Con-
gress sufficient time to determine their
strengths and weaknesses. His decision
has already created havoc for those par-
ticipating in these programs and threat-
ens to undermine our efforts to improve
and upgrade health care delivery sys-
tems in this country. Through his deci-
sion, the President has placed Congress
in the untenable position of having to
develop alternative health programs in
a matter of a few months. This neces-
sarily precludes a thorough review and
comprehensive hearings with health ex-
perts across the country to determine
where our health care priorities should
lie. I do not believe that the future of
health care for this Nation or health care
delivery systems for our people should be
decided so haphazardly. On an issue as
vital and far reaching as health care, I
would expect the administration to work
in a spirit of cooperation with the Con-
gress and, through careful review and
reevaluation, to develop stronger, im-
proved health programs. In addition, the
authorty for determining when these
programs should end lies with the Con-
gress, not with the executive branch,
and the Congress must reassert its right-
ful role in deciding the future of these
programs,

Mr. Chairman, by enacting this exten-
sion we provide both Congress and the
executive with the time and the oppor-
tunity to work together to study our
health care picture. We express to the
American people our refusal to neglect
their health care needs and our deter-
mination to develop meaningful and ef-
fective health delivery systems. I urge
my colleagues to join with me in sup-
porting H.R. 7806 as a necessary step in
demonstrating a responsible and con-
cerned attitude toward the future of
health care in the United States.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to urge my colleagues in the
House to approve the extension of the
authorization for appropriations under
the Public Health Services Act, the Com-
munity Mental Health Centers Act, and
the Developmental Disabilities Services
and Facilities Construction Act. Early in
this session I sponsored legislation which
would extend these authorizations.

My sponsorship of the legislation
stems from my deep concern over the
critical shortage of health care facilities
and personnel available in most com=-
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munities of Arkansas. First Congres-
sional District. It is also a result of my
belief that these programs we propose
to extend have aided significantly in
working toward solutions to these short-
ages.

I have long recognized that every Fed-
eral program should be reviewed to see if
it is meeting its objectives. If it is not,
why not? And, what services the pro-
gram is actually performing. Programs
which are not successfully performing
needed services should not be continued.
Programs which are well organized, and
are meeting needs of the areas they
serve should be continued. When it is
found that programs are working to meet
the objectives established for them and
have expanded to serve related needs
they should be reviewed, and, if neces-
sary, revised under the direction of the
Congress.

But, I am at a complete loss to under-
stand how an executive branch which
claims to be cost-conscious can justify
jettisoning programs which are perform-
ing for new and unproven programs with
all the problems and expense such an
experiment entails.

What our people in Arkansas need is
help now in resolving their health care
problems through improvement of exist-
ing programs, not a new, bureaucratic
structure that may or may not do a bet-
ter job at some point in the future, after
it overcomes its organizing pains.

This is not to say that the Congress,
during the coming year, should not

evaluate the programs which we propose
to extend by our action here today. Such
a study should be undertaken. But, it

would be folly to discontinue success-
fully operating programs while awaiting
the results of that examination.

It would be well to point out here, I
believe, that what is proposed in H.R.
7806 will be less costly than the admin-
istration’s proposal.

There are two programs affected by
the legislative proposals before us to-
day to which I would like to give special
attention. These are the Hill-Burton
health facilities construction program
and the regional medical program.

In discussing the health facilities con-
struction program, the writers of the
“Budget of the United States Govern-
ment’—someone deep in the recesses of
the Office of Management and Budget, I
assume—said on page 136:

Over the past two decades, the medical
facilities construction program has spent
more than $3.7 billion in Federal funds to
assist over 10,000 hospitals and other health
facilities. This program has resulted in 470.-
000 new hospital beds. Currently, the Nation
is experiencing an over-supply of hospital
beds, which has contributed to the inflation
in medical care costs. The national average
bed occupancy rate 1s now 73%. In view of
these facts the medical facilities construc-
tlon program is being terminated. Any fur-
ther construction that might be needed can
be financed from charges for patient care
through private, State and local borrowing.

A close and critical examination of
this paragraph is warranted. I would not
challenge the facts in the first two sen-
tences. But, I believe that our people in
the First Congressional District, indeed,
throughout most of Arkansas, would be
astonished to learn that rather than fac-
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ing a severe shortage of health facilities,
they are actually in an over-supply
situation.

In fact, I am advised by Dr. J. A. Har-
rel, director of the Arkansas Department
of Health, that the State plan shows a
need for adding 750 beds and for re-
placing 526 during the coming year. Dr.
Harrel also says that the plan identifies
a need for adding 822 new long term
care—nursing home—beds and for re-
placing 987 existing beds. This is hardly
evidence of an over-supply of facilities.

It is my understanding that this study
shows that 259 hospital beds in First
District need modernizing and that the
State plan allocates 253 new beds for the
district. In the nursing home area, there
is a need for 270 new beds and 268 mod-
ernized beds in the First District during
the coming year. The First District has
a population of more than 480,000 per-
sons, yet it has only 1,731 hospital beds
and 3,002 nursing home beds.

While it may be true that some areas
of the Nation are over-supplied with in-
patient beds in health care facilities, that
situation is cold comfort to communities
like those in First Congressional District
which don't have enough. It may be true
that areas which have had more facili-
ties than current demands require should
not receive further Federal assistance.
But, areas which have not fared so well
and which must struggle even to meet the
funding requirements under the existing
Hill-Burton program should not be pe-
nalized for the excesses of the other
areas. And, in these areas where there
are large members of medically indigent
persons, how can we justify the higher
medical costs which will be involved in
the financing scheme the executive
branch proposes.

A sufficient quantity of good quality,
affordable health care facilities is essen-
tial to nonmetropolitan area efforts at
improving their communities. We cannot,
as a Nation, afford to follow a policy
which discriminates against the country-
side, hampering its communities’ at-
tempts to become or remain attractive
living places for our citizens. To do so will
inevitably stimulate more migration from
the countryside into the metropolitan
areas further aggravating the overcrowd-
ing problems of those areas.

This statement which I have taken
from the budget is a boldly, bald attempt
by the executive to snatch away from the
Congress more of its power to legislate.
It says flatly, “In view of these facts the
medical facilities construction program is
being terminated.” It does not purport
to request that the Congress repeal the
programs it has enacted. It attempts
to tell the Congress what is going to hap-
pen whether the Congress likes it or not.
I for one, am not as a Member of Con-
gress. prepared to dance to that piper’s

une.

This situation also bears directly on the
quesfion of the regional medical pro-
grams.

Again on page 137, the writers of the
“Budget of the United States Govern-
ment"” presume to instruct the Congress
on what is to be the fate of a congres-
sionally enacted program. They say
“, . . the original objective of RMP—to
improve quality care—will now be a
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major responsibility of the nationwide
system of Professional Standards Re-
view Organizations. For these reasons,
the RMP will be phased out in 1974....”

Here is another blatant example of
the highandedness with which the
Executive is trying to treat the Congress.
It is constitutionally irresponsible.

I can not speak for all the State re-
gional medical programs across the
country. But, in Arkansas the RMP has
been a valuable aid to efforts to upgrade
the quality of health care provided our
people. If it is typical of other such
programs, then it is unconscionable to
disrupt the momentum for improvement
which has been achieved. If Arkansas
is not typical of RMP’s in other states,
then the answer is not to destroy a suc-
cessful program, but rather to examine
its operation and develop similar
strengths in other RMP’s.

In recent weeks, since it became
known that the executive branch
wanted to kill the regional medical pro-
grams, I have received a stream of com-
munications from the First District and
Arkansas medical community in sup-
port of its work. I would like to share
with you one example of those com-
munications. I have selected this letter
from Dr. Winston K. Shorey, dean of
the University of Arkansas School of
Medicine because it includes a summary
of the history, activities, programs and
operations of the Arkansas regional
medical program. This illustrates the
kind of work that an RMP can and
ought to do.

Dr, Shorey’s summary follows:

ARKEANSAS REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAM

1. History of Regional Medical Program.

A. Authorized by Congress as a result of
recommendations of Commission on Heart
Disease, Cancer and Stroke chaired by Dr.
Michael DeBakey.

(1) Legislation was considered by House
health committee chaired by Congressman
Oren Harris of Arkansas.

(2) Legislation as initially introduced pro-
vided for a bricks and mortar development
of satellite facilities afiliated with a medical
center,

(a8) In Congressman Harrls' committee the
legislation was completely rewritten into the
form that was adopted.

(1) Testimony by people from Arkansas
before Mr. Harris' committee had a great
deal of input into the final legislation.

(3) Legislation that passed was oriented
toward education of physicians and other
health personnel in modern methods and
techniques in patient care.

(a) Direct patient services limited to that
required for teaching and demonstration.

(4) As time has gone on there has been
increased emphasis on direct patient services.

2. History of Arkansas Regional Medical
Program.

A. Legislation did not stipulate who should
organize a regional medical program or what
constituted a region.

(1) It did stipulate that a region must
include a medical school and that a program
should be affiliated with a medical school.

(2) It stipulated that there should be a
Regional Advisory Board which would have
responsibility for program.

(3) It stipulated that some responsible
body should be the grantee institution with
fiscal responsibility for the program.

B. Upon recommendation from UAMC, the
President of the University of Arkansas ap-
pointed the initial Regional Advisory Group,
requesting that it form an Arkansas Regional
Medical Program.
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(1) Initial Regional Advisory Group con-
stituted the State of Arkansas as the region.

(2) Dean of the School of Medicine became
initial coordinator,

(3) Application submitted for planning
grant and this was approved.

C. Planning grant utilized to:

(1) Becure office space.

(2) Provide core personnel.

(8) Tour the State of Arkansas to discuss
RMP with county medical societles, hospital
staffs, nursing groups, and other health pro-
fessionals.

(4) Prepare application for operational
funds.

D. University of Arkansas Medical Center
became grantee Institution.

(1) RMP staff reports administratively to
Dean, School of Medicine.

(2) Throughout operation of RMP the
attempt has been made for it to stand by
itself with as little image of it as a TAMC
activity as possible.

(a) Objective as a state-wide activity re-
lating to all health activities rather than
limited to medical center.

E. Dr. Roger Bost became coordinator as
program became truly operational.

F. Upon Dr. Bost's resignation, Dr. C. Wil-
liam Silberblatt became coordinator.

G. Regional Advisory Group has enlarged
itself and has increased its representation
through the years.

H. Emphasis has been upon supporting
programs and projects that spring from the
grassroots rather than formulating programs
centrally and implementing them downward.

3. Relationship with Comprehensive Health
Planning.

A. The two programs began at about the
same time in Arkansas.

B. Initial decision to bring the two pro-
grams into as close a relationship as possible
in Arkansas.

(1) This was not the attitude at the na-
tional level.

C. Offices for the two programs were pro-
vided in adjoining space.

D. The two programs have worked very
closely together and have supported each
other.

(1) RMP has had greater resources and
been able to supply CHP with professional,
technical, and clerical help.

(2) CHP has been an official agency of state
government and able to bring about changes
developed through RMP,

(3) The combined energles of the two pro-
grams have resulted in success in several
situations where there has been competition
among states and regions for funds.

(a) State-wide Comprehensive Kidney Dis-
ease Program, §1,575,000.

(b) Experimental Health Service Delivery
Bystem (Arkansas Health Systems Founda-
tion), $1,690,000.

(c) State-wide Emergency Medical Services
System, $3,400,000.

(d) State Health Statistics Center, 400,000,

(e) Four (4) Health Service/Education Ac-
tivities (Fayetteville, Fort Smith, Batesville,
Jonesboro), $125,000.

(f) State-wide Family Planning Program,
$2,100,000.

4. Arkanses Regional Medical Program as
a catalytic agency.

A, The staff of ARMP has served to bring
together groups of health professionals to
develop objectives that otherwise would not
have occurred.

(1) Central Arkansas Radiation Therapy
Agency.

(a) All hospitals in Little Rock will pool
Xx-ray therapy in one institution. This will
be the educational unit in x-ray therapy for
the School of Medicine as well as patient care
fer all hospitals.

(b) ARMP served to get the initial orga-
nization started and is no longer a part of
the organization.

(¢) No direct RMP funds were involved,
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but ARMP staff devoted time to initial or-
ganization,

B. Has provided many meetings and work-
shops to acquaint professionals with new
concepts and developments.

(1) Area Health Education Centers.

(a) Lald ground work which led to medi-
cal school’s proposal for Area Health Edu-
cation Centers throughout state.

(2) Physicians’ Assistants.

(a) Meeting in Hot Springs introduced
concept to physicians of Arkansas.

(3) Professional Service Review Organiza-
tions.

(a) Meeting In Hot Springs to introduce
concept to physicians.

5. Direct Funding of Projects.

A, Major projects currently on-going.

(1) Training of nurses for activity in Coro-
nary Care Units Baptist Medical Center,
$34,100.

(2) Stroke project at Mountain Home. De-
velopment of a Department of Rehabilitation
and Physical Therapy, $12,900.

(3) Stroke project at Harrison. Develop-
ment of a Dept. of Rehabilitation and Physi-
cal Therapy, $17,700.

(4) Medical technology training. A re-
fresher program for medical technologists
at Baptist Medical Center, $27,500.

(6) Laboratory Quality Control. A program
to upgrade quality of laboratory procedures
in hospitals in Northeast Arkansas. Con-
ducted by pathologist in St. Bernard’s Hos-
pital, Jonesboro, $40,700.

(6) Program for dietitians. Provides work-
shops for food services supervisors in hos-
pitals and nursing homes, $52,700.

(7) Nursing Home Program. Program to
upgrade capability of nursing home aldes and
fosters work with families of patients. Con-
ducted by Arkansas League for Nursing,
$105,800.

(8) Comprehensive Kidney Disease Pro-
gram. UAMC, Baptist Medical Center, VA
Hospital, Regional Hospitals through state,
#577,300.

(9) Rural Arkansas Medical Extension
Bervices, Medical school faculty make con-
sulting and teaching visits to hospitals
throughout state. Approximately twenty
communities each month. Telephone con-
sultation services. Information regarding
rural communities needing physicians trans-
mitted to students and young physicians,
£160,300.

(10) Cardiac Rehabilitation Program.
UAMC and State Hospital. Program to de-
velop rehabilitation services for patients
with heart disease, $33,600.

(11) Consumer Education Program. Con-
ducted as a collaborative effort between Uni-
versity Cooperative Extension Service and
State Department of Health, $132,200.

B. Developmental Projects.

(1) Partial funding of program of Depart-
ment of Pediatries, UAMC to train nurse
clinicians, $34,400.

(2) Partial funding of program to deter-
mine feasibility of utilizing physicians' as-
sistants in Arkansas, Camden, Arkadelphia,
Lavaca, $16,500.

(3) School of Pharmacy. Continuing edu-
cation program, £6,000.

(4) Partial funding of program to train
high school dropouts to be health alds. East
End Clinie, Little Rock, $5,900.

(6) Remote cardiac monitoring. Cen-
tralized monitoring of coronary care beds in
hospitals with tco few patients to efficlently
do it themselves. Beds in Booneville, Dan-
ville, and Mena are monitored by St. Ed-
wards Hospital in Ft. Smith. Beds in Os-
ceola are monitored in Blytheville. (Plan to
monitor beds in Murphreesboro, Nashville,
Prescott, and Gurdon in Texarkana), $26,000.

(6) Pediatric Oncology. A program provid-
ing consultation services by faculty members
from UAMC to children with cancer in Texar-
kana, $13,100.

(7) Blood Lipid Program. A program to
provide both education and services to physi-
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clans in locating families with high risk for
coronary heart disease due to nigh blood
cholesterol and lipids, $15,000.

(8) Provision of a physician for tne Bear-
den Clinic one day a week, $6,000.

(9) First aid kits, thermal blankets, and
inflatable splints in every state police patrol
car, $7,000.

(10) Evaluation of Ilibrary collections
throughout state preparatory to making ap-
plication for funds relative to allied health
teaching program, $7,000.

(11) Pilot program in speech therapy unit
at UALR preparatory to making application
for larger amount of funds, $2,600.

(12) Speech training program for individ-
uals who have had laryngectomy, $10,000.

(13) Program for assisting in the repair
and maintenance of electronic equipment
used in health facilities throughout state,
$750.

(14) Development of training program in
digestive diseases. St. Vincent Infirmary,
$13,000.

(15) Assistance to Sickle Cell Association
in public education regarding sickle cell dis-
ease, $300.

(168) Assistance to East End Clinic to pro-
vide physical examinations and screening of
fifteen individuals each Monday evening with
objective of accomplishing complete exam-
ination of all persons atiending the clinic.
Professional services furnished by 810th Sta-
tion Hospital, Army Reserve, $4,000.

(17) Assistance to program for instructing
teachers of 5th and 6th grades in teaching
health matters to children. Camden, Ft.
Smith, Little Rock, $600.

(18) Assistance to Central Arkansas CHP
{b) agency in making it possible to merge
and become part of State Economic Develop-
ment District, $3,500.

C. Discretionary expenditures of funds
that have been avallable. Example below.

(1) Purchase of equipment from several
clinics throughout state.

(2) Conduct of conferences, workshops
and seminars,

(3) Assistance to School for Allied Health
Professions UAMC.

(4) Travel of medical student to rural
health conference.

(5) Assistance to Arkansas Data Center in
its development stage.

(6) Expenses of site visit when grant ap-
plication for Arkansas Health System Foun-
dation was being reviewed.

(7) Purchase of teaching tapes for nurses”
continuing education.

D. Maintenance of the program staf of
RMP.

A group of highly competent individuals
has been brought together with expertise in
analyzing health needs, stimulating appro-
priate people and agencies to take action to
meet these needs, and reviewing proposals
that are generated to accomplish this. Pro-
posals are critically reviewed, assistance is
provided in improving proposed programs,
and final proposals are prepared for action
by Regional Advisory Group and the na-
tional RMPS agency for funds.

Programs sponsored by RMP are constantly
monitored and evaluated for effectiveness.

The RMP staff has made itself avallable
to many individuals and agencies for health
development, Example: An application for
funds to provide family planning services
had been disapproved. Assistance from RMP
staff resulted in approval of grant for ap-
proximately $750,000 to provide services in
Southeast, Northwest, and Southwest Ar-
kansas.

Annual funds for core staff, $500,000.

6. Regional Medical Programs Service 1is
among the health programs that President
Nixon and his administration have decided
to discontinue.

A. No funds requested in President's
budget for RMP beyond June 30, 1973,

B. Telegram sent to each program on Feb-
ruary 1, 1973 stating that programs are to be
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phased out by June 30, 1973 with the pos-
sibility of extending to February 15, 1874
some activities that cannot be discontiaued
by June 30th.

(1) Subsequent communications from
RMPS of DHEW indicate that June 30th
should be considered the realistic termina-
tion date of RMP activities,

7. The purposes of the presentation that
has been made above are:

A. Information to responsible people in
government regarding what will be lost with
discontinuation of RMP.

B. Request for consideration of a longer
and more orderly phase out perlod if, indeed,
the program is not worthy of continuation.

C. Request for support encouraging Con-
gress to give further consideration toward
continuing the existence of Regional Medical
Programs.

B. A draft letter dated February 27, 1973
from Dr. Harold Margulies, Director of Re-
gional Medical Programs Service, has been re-
celved reviewing Arkansas Reglonal Medical
Program as if it were to be continued. This
letter results from the annual national re-
view of the program as of October 26, 1972.
The following is quoted from the letter.

“It was recommended that ARMP be
funded at the November, 1971, NAC approved
level of $1,700,000 (direct costs). The recom-
mendation includes a developmental com-
ponent and maximum funding of $375,000
(d.c.) for the kidney disease project. ARMP's
overall progress during the last three years
has been excellent, but does not warrant in-
creased funding beyond the Council's pre-
viously recommended level.”

The need for these programs is amply
clear. They have established their value
and demonstrated their capacity to bene-
fit society many times over. For these
reasons, I urge that the House, and the
full Congress, vote to approve this ex-
tension of the appropriations authoriza-
tion for these worthwhile programs.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, the bill
we are considering, H.R. 7806, extends for
1 year 12 health programs under the
Public Health Service Act, the Commun-
ity Mental Health Centers Act, and the
Developmental Disabilities Services and
Construction Act. The authorization for
next fiscal year is $1.27 billion dollars,
$1.01 billion less than the existing au-
thorizations for the present fiscal year.

The total authorized in this bill is $30
million lower than the amount requested
by the administration. The administra-
tion, however, proposes to terminate five
of these important health programs, and
a major part of its budget request re-
flects closeout costs. This bill provides
for a 1-year extension to insure that pro-
vision is made for those who depend on
programs that are to be terminated, and
to preserve those parts of programs that
have proven successful.

An important principle is involved
here. In the name of economy the ad-
ministration is suddenly seeking to elim-
inate important health services to many
citizens. The fact that this bill proposes
$1 billion less than the current authori-
zation is a clear indication of the will-
ingness of the Congress to tighten its
belt and to cut marginal spending. To
allow immediate termination of pro-
grams, however, without allowing ade-
quate time for congressional review or
for the provision of alternative services,
is irresponsible.

In the past few months I have recieved
many letters indicating the dismay felt
in Towa over the phaseout and proposed
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termination of one of these services in
particular—the regional medical pro-

ams. These programs have not only
provided improved health care in many
regions of the country, but they have
also allowed physicians to explore prac-
tical methods of reforming the Nation’s
health care delivery system.

Leaving aside for the moment the ob-
vious advantages of involving the pri-
vate sector in developing new mecha-
nisms for medical delivery, I would like
to call to your attention the specific ben-
efits the regional medical programs have
brought to some Iowans. The parents of
a 2 pound, 10 ounce premature baby in
Dubuque gave credit to the Dubuque
Prenatal Care Center for saving their
baby’s life. They wrote that the expan-
sion of this program—

To make such centers within reasonably
close reach all over Iowa . .. would be a
wonderful thing for other parents finding
themselves in a position like ours. It is hard
for us to think of more important ways that
a little government money could be spent
than in making this program possible, Surely
the cost could not be much, compared to
the tragedies prevented and the happy,
healthy babies sent home instead of their
lives being snuffed out for lack of the right
kind of care when they need it.

Another Towan suffered a heart attack
and credits the coronary care unit at the
county hospital with saving his life. The
personnel staffing this unit had all been
trained through an Iowa heart associa-
tion program funded by the Iowa re-
gional medical program. The patient
wrote that—

The training these people had received is
the reason I am alive today. You can see
why I think the Iowa Reglonal Medical Pro-
gram has been doing some very important
things. It would be a real shame if the IRMP
had to quit training people to save lives as
they did mine. There is a possibility these
people would have received this training
elsewhere, but I would hate to stake my life
on it, wouldn't you?

I am sure that other Members have
received equally compelling arguments
in favor of the programs that the ad-
ministration wants to terminate. There
may be areas in which these programs
can be improved, and when alternative
methods of providing the services are
available, we may want to terminate
some of the Government efforts. At this
time, however, I urge all Members to
support the 1 year extension of these
programs and to reject amendments
which would eliminate them.

Mrs. BURKE of California. Mr, Chair-
man, the measure before us carries
major implications beyond this hour.
Our vote on H.R. 7806 will not only de-
termine the fate of several expiring
health programs, but it also could affect
our own future as Members of this body.

This legislation would extend for one
year the Public Health Service Act, in-
cluding regional medical programs, com-
munity mental health centers and Hill-
Burton construction assistance which
were not included in the President’s fis-
cal year 1974 budget.

The administration tells us its budget
request is only a recommendation, yet as
I speak at least one of these programs
is rapidly being dismantled, much like
the OEO program was. I refer to regional
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medical programs—RMP—which in
California is associated with the State's
nine medical schools. I am told that 260
employvees in California already have
been laid off or are on terminal vaca-
tions. By June 30, $1.8 million in project
activities in California will have been
terminated in response to HEW orders.

This action raises serious questions
from both a legal and constitutional
standpoint.

U.S. District Court Judge William
Jones recently ruled that the adminis-
tration could not dismantle OEO’s com-
munity action programs when it was the
intent of Congress to continue them. He
further stated that only Congress has
the power to terminate the programs
either by failing to include the com-
munity action programs in a continuing
resolution or by failing to appropriate
funds for them.

The Senate has expressed its intent
with regard to RMP and the other ex-
piring public health service authorities
by voting 72-19 for a 1 year extension.
The Senate bill, S. 1136, is similar to the
measure we are considering. Legislation
which concerns the future of these pro-
grams beyond fiscal year 1974 also has
been introduced by our esteemed col-
league, the Honorable Paul Rogers,
Chairman of the House Subcommittee on
Health and Environment. I urge my col-
leagues to take similarly strong action
by passing H.R.. T806.

Failure to act on so important an issue
would create a dangerous precedent
which could make every program we en-
act vulnerable to termination without
specific congressional approval. That, in
my opinion, would constitute a forfeiture
of the constitutional powers entrusted
to us.

This view is shared by many. The Sac-
ramento Bee published in our State capi-
tal where I served as an assemblyman for
the past 6 years, noted the following
remarks:

Termination of the RMPs marks the fourth
major health program to fall under Nixon's
budget ax. The others, all of which have
roused Congress to wrathful indignation, are
the Hill-Burton hospital construction grant
program, the Research Training Grants and
Community Mental Health Centers.

These are programs established by the peo-
ple’s representatives in Congress and as such
should be beyond purview of the President's
executive role. It is his constitutional duty
to see that the will of the people, expressed
through the Congress, s carried out as legls-
lated.

Added the Fresno Bee:

The Regional Medical Programs have
proved a valuable link in the chain of bring-
ing to the people the benefits of research and
new medical treatment, largely in outlying
regions which lack such facilities.

In a nation where health care delivery
already is in a state of crisis, this action by
the President is unconscionable. Members of
Congress have shown an encouraging mili-
tancy to protect their constitutional preroga-
tives, and the President’s series of drastic
cutbacks in such domestic needs will surely
strengthen the legislators' determination to
resist. They should do so not only in defense
of Congress’ powers, but also for the common
welfare.

A l-year extension of this act would

provide Congress the opportunity denied
it by the executive branch to review the
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programs involved and make its own
recommendations. Certainly, my own re-
view leads me to believe that the RMP’s
and some of the other programs may
have been misjudged as to their effec-
tiveness by overzealous budget cutters.

This possibility is openly acknowledged
in the HEW budget justification which
states:

Despite Federal expenditures in excess of
$500 million for these activities, however,
there is little evidence that on a nationwide
basis the RMP's have materially affected the
health care delivery system. Further expendi-
ture of scarce Federal health resources on
this program, therefore, cannot be justified
on the basis of available evidence.

The key phrase in that brief synopsis
is available evidence. I might also point
out that the $500 million referred to
covers a T-year period for which the
average expenditures amounted to a lit-
tle over $60 million. In contrast, at the
height of the Cambodian bombing, ad-
ministration officials have estimated that
the bombing cost $1 million a day.

What concerns me is the fact that the
administration’s rationale for cutting
these programs does not square with the
performance in California of the RMP.
In fact, one of the RMP areas, based at
UCLA, was singled ouf by the Harvard
University Center for Community Health
and Medical Care. Its evaluation released
in December 1972, stated that projects
and core staff activities are “characteris-
tically relevant, innovative and designed
for direct action” and that the UCLA
area “had responded energetically to
the new RMPS mandate to facilitate
change within the health delivery sys-
tem.”

RMP’s

director Harold Margulies,
M.D., expressed similar confidence in
RMP just this past January at a national
meeting in St. Louis. So did other high
HEW officials, including Merlin K. Du
Val, M.D., former assistant secretary for

health and scientific affairs.
RMP coordinators:

Today, I feel greatly comforted by the
knowledge that RMP's have continued to
gain in strength and maturity; they have
come to represent a powerful local and na-
tional resource that is critical to our prog-
ress in achieving HEW goals.

Many people have opined that RMP's stock
seems to have been sinking over the last year
or so. If this is so0, I think the trend has re-
versed, primarily because you have demon-
strated great capacity in meeting new chal-
lenges. As the Administration followed
through on the President’'s Health Message
of last year you took on new responsibilities
which were developmental rather than cate-
gorical. You have acted more swiftly than
your critics had expected. It is never easy to
alter directions when so many commitments
and expectations are involved—It is especially
difficult when the program has barely begun
to establish itself.

These statements lead to the conclu-
sion that the President and his budget
officials may not have had all the facts
available in considering RMP’s future. It
would alsc explain the inaccuracies in the
testimony of the former Budget director
who now heads the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

The Secretary of HEW repeatedly
stated that the greatest expenditure of
RMP funds has been in the area of con-
tinuing education, although the ‘“Fact
Book” printed by his agency in May in-

He told
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dicates these activities constituted only
16 percent of the fiscal years 1972 RMP
budget. I do concur with the Secretary,
however, that these health profession-
als—including physicians—should pay
their own way which they do in the
RMP’s which I am familiar with in Cali-
fornia through fees and tuition charges.
Nonetheless, it must be remembered that
it is the public who benefits from the in-
creased skills and capabilities of those
who deliver medical care.

There is also no doubt that some of
these public health services do overlap
with other Federal efforts which is a
concern I share with Secrettary Wein-
berger of HEW. It is my understanding,
however, that Congressman RoGers’ Sub-
committee on Public Health and En-
vironment has already begun to tacklé
this problem and assures me that specific
areas of authority for health planning,
research, health services, etc, will be
spelled out in a revised Public Health
Services Act on which they are hard at
work.

Mr. Chairman, few can argue with the
need to hold Federal expenditures to a
realistic level. I support the recent action
of the Senate which demonstrated its
willingness to work with the executive
branch toward that goal in the passage
of a $268 billion spending ceiling. But,
as Secretary Weinberger testified re~
cently, that is not the issue involved in
the decision to terminate these particular
programs.

Rather, HEW is seeking a new ap-
proach we all know as revenue-sharing.
It is built on the premise that Federal
money should be returned to local com-
munities to spend on programs which
the localities determine are priority
needs.

Ironically, the President’s budget pro-
poses to cut one of the programs which
has consistently followed that philos-
ophy. More than 20,000 practicing phy-
sicians, nurses, hospital administrators
and consumers are actively involved in
RMP decisionmaking as members of re-
gional advisory groups and community
committees. That is how a health aware-
ness project got started in southern
California with only $1,000 in RMP
funds. To date, it has provided direct
access to health information and refer-
rals to more than 2,000 residents.

A recent progress report on the 56
RMP regions indicates that almost 10
million people were directly served
through projects and programs support-
ed by this agency in 1972. I would like
to share with you some of the activities
underway in my congressional district.

One of the first paramedic programs
in the county was initiated by RMP vol-
unteers with local hospitals, city and
county fire departments and the Los
Angeles County Heart Association.
Frederick Gordon of Inglewood is alive
today after suffering two heart attacks
because firemen trained by RMP were
able to administer lifesaving therapy in
time.

RMP is currently working with other
emergency medical service interests to
assure ambulance drivers and attend-
ants also are properly trained. First
steps also have been taken to achieve
better coordination of emergency medi-
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cal services at all levels in the county
which includes 77 incorporated cities.
That is no easy task, but the progress
achieved so far faces a setback without
other means of support.

One-year-old La Trina Knight is an-
other person who directly benefited from
RMP. Her anemic condition and heart
murmur were diagnosed by Antonio
Clark, R.N., a pediatric nurse practitioner
at the Compton health services facility.
Mrs. Clark is among 30 registered nurses
who were prepared through RMP to as-
sume greater responsibilities for routine
child care and counseling, thereby free-
ing already overburdened pediatriciane
to spend more time with seriously ill ir-
fants. Although more than 90 nurses
were originally scheduled to be frained
as pediatric nurse practitioners, this
number will be reduced substantially
without RMP support.

Ronnie Jacobson almost did not cele-
brate his first birthday this month. Born
prematurely, he suffered from severe
hyaline membrane disease, one of the
major disorders which contributed to the
death of 3,800 newborns in California
last year. Many of these infants could
have been saved if they had had the
benefit of skilled care and modern tech-
nology. RMP is helping to extend this
capability to hospitals throughout south-
ern California by offering intensive
training to physicians and nurses. The
real beneficiaries, of course, are patients
like Ronnie.

There are three projects outside my
district which deserve special mention.
They, too, will be affected by the RMP
phaseout:

California Regional Kidney Disease Pro-
gram which anticipated providing life-saving
therapy to all good medical candidates by
1975.

The Firebaugh-Mendota Medical Center
which has provided primary care to more
than 15,000 rural residents of Central San
Joaquin Valley, many of whom previously
travelled 100 miles round trip to see a doec-
tor. This project will receive only one-third
of the RMP funds promised it because of the
phase out.

An Extended Care Facllitles Project which
has enabled more than 600 nursing home
administrators and directors of nursing serv-
ices in Southern California to increase their
skills and knowledge of patient care and work
more closely as a team.

Elderly patients are receiving better
care because of this investment.

Several other projects in California
totaling another $1.8 million were ap-
proved and ready to be initiated when
HEW orders came to shut down.

Among them was a health consortium
of hospitals and educational institutions
which volunteers spent many hours de-
veloping. This project would have facili-
tated cooperative educational programs
based on a realistic assessment of man-
power needs. Just as business saves
money by pooling resources so did this
project anticipate a considerable savings
it could pass on to patients. The consor-
tium also encompasses an important ed-
ucational concept—that of a career
ladder—which I hope will not be lost.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot help but feel a
program capable of generating this kind
of commitment among health profes-
sionals deserves more than a casual dis-
missal. In my view RMP has not only
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fulfilled its promise, but it also holds
out vast resources yet to be tapped. I
urge my fellow colleagues not to let this
investment in the health of our citizens
be diverted to less noble causes, and
urge their support of H.R. 7806.

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Chairman, 13 of the
Nation’s public health programs are
scheduled to expire at the end of the
current fiseal year on June 30. These pro-
grams include Hill-Burton, the Commu-
nity Mental Health Centers Act, compre-
hensive health planning, the regional
medical program, and several others.

The purpose of our bill, HR. 7806, is
simply to extend these programs for 1
vear, thus affording the Public Health
Subcommittee and the U.S. Congress time
to consider these programs fully to de-
cide which ones should be continued,
which are in need of modification, which
might be combined, and which might
even be terminated.

Some of the authorities dealt with in
our bill are proposed to be continued in
the administration’s fiscal year 1974
budget. Some—including the Community
Mental Health Centers Act, Hill-Burton,
and the regional medical program—are
proposed to be terminated by Executive
flat. Our bill states simply that it is the
Congress and not the executive branch
which should determine the fate of these
programs. And this is by no means a
partisan issue. Indeed, it is worth noting
that H.R. 7806 passed both our subcom-
mittee and the full Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce on unani-
mous votes. The full House should act
likewise.

There is no doubt, Mr. Chairman, that
the Public Health Act is in need of major
overhaul. Our subcommittee has already
begun this monumental task. We have
introduced new legislation to revise three
of the existing programs, and a second
bill to revise two more will be introduced
shortly. This effort will take us many
months, but in the end we will have done
the job properly. Meanwhile, HR. 7806
is deserving of our full support.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill HR. 7806. I am es-
pecially interested in title IV which rec-
ognizes the rights of individuals and in-
stitutions to decide whether or not to
take part in abortion or sterilization op-
erations. Similar language is included
in 8. 1136, which passed the Senate on
March 27.

It is my belief that every medical
worker has the right to abide by his or
her moral code in this situation. Con-
scientious objection to the taking of un-
born life deserves as much considera-
tion and respect as does conscientious
objection to warfare.

As a cosponsor of the so-called “con-
science clause,” I urge favorable action
by the House today and wish to thank
the distinguished Mrs. HeckrEr for all
her efforts in this area.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
the Clerk will now read the bill by ftitles.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 7806

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

SectioNn 1. This Act may be cited as the
‘Health Programs Extension Act of 1973".

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC
HEALTH SERVICE ACT

REFERENCES TO ACT

Sec. 101. Whenever in this title an amend-
ment is expressed in terms of an amendment
to a section or other provision, the refer-
ence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Public
Health Service Act.

HEALTH SERVICES RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 102. Section 304(c) (1) is amended (1)
by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (2)
by inserting before the period at the end
thereof & comma and the following: “and
$42,617,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974,

NATIONAL HEALTH SURVEYS AND STUDIES

BSec. 103. Section 305(d) is amended (1)
by striking out “and” after “1972,” and (2)
by striking out the period and inserting in
lieu thereof a comma and the following:
“and $14,6518,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974",

PUBLIC HEALTH TRAINING

Sec. 104. (a) Section 306(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“, and $10,300,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974,".

(b) Section 309(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after "1972,”, and (2)
by inserting after *1973" the following “, and
$6,5600,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974,

(c) Section 309 (c) is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “and” after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: *, and
$6,600,000 for fiscal year ending June 30,
1974",

MIGRANT HEALTH

Sec. 105. Section 310 is amended (1) by
striking out “and"” after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: *, and
$26,760,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974”.

COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PLANNING SERVICES

Sec. 106. (a) (1) Section 314(a) (1) is
amended (A) by striking out “and” after
“1972,”, and (B) by inserting after “1973”
the following: “, and $10,000,000 for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1974".

(2) Section 314(b) (1) is amended (A)
by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (B)
by inserting after “1973" the following: *“,
and $25,100,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(3) Section 314(c) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (B) by
inserting after “1973” the following: “, and
$4,700,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(4) Section 314(d) (1) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after *1972,”, and (B) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
$90,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(5) Section 314(e) is amended by insert-
ing at the end thereof the following: “There
is authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, $198,100,000 for
grants by the Secretary to public or nonprofit
private neighborhood health centers to cov-
er part of their cost of providing health
services. The Secretary may make a grant
under the preceding sentence to only those
neighborhood health centers which received
a grant in the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, under the first sentence of this sub-
section or under title II of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964. There is authorized
to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, $13,000,000 for grants by the
Secretary to public or nonprofit private fam-
ily health centers to cover part of their cost
of providing health services. The Secretary
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may make a grant under the preceding sen-
tence to only those family health centers
which received a grant in the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973, under the first sentence
of this subsection.”

(b) The first sentences of sections 314(b)
(1) (A) and 314(c) are each amended by
striking out “and ending June 30, 1973" and
inserting in lieu thereof “and ending June
30, 1974."

ASSISTANCE TO MEDICAL LIBRARIES

Sec. 107. (a) Section 394(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“ and $1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974",

(b) Section 395(a) is amended by insert-
ing after the first sentence the following
new sentence: “To enable the Secretary to
carry out such purposes, there is authorized
to be appropriated $95,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974."”

(c) Section 395(b) is amended by insert-
ing after the first sentence the following
new sentence: “To enable the Secretary to
carry out such purposes, there is authorized
to be appropriated $900.,000 for the filscal year
ending June 30, 1974."

(d) Section 396(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (2)
by inserting after ““1973” the following: “,
and $2,705,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(e) Section 397(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after ““1972,", and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
£2,002,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(f) Section 398(a) is amended by insert-
ing after the first sentence the following new
sentence: “To enable the Secretary to carry
out such purposes, there is authorized to be
appropriated $340,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974.".

HILL-BURTON PROGRAMS

Sec. 108. (a) (1) Section 601(a) is amended
to read as follows:

“(a) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974—

“(1) $20,800,000 for grants for the con-
struction of public or other nonprofit facili-
ties for long-term care;

“(2) $70,000,000 for grants for the con-
struction of public or other nonprofit out-
patient facilities;

“(3) $15,000,000 for grants for the con-
struction of public or other nonprofit reha-
bilitation facilities;”.

(2) Section 601(b) Iis amended (A) by
striking out “and” after *“1972,”, and (B)
by inserting after *“1973” the following: ”
and $41,400,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(8) Section 601(c) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after “1972,", and (B)
by inserting after “1973” the following: *,
and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) (1) Section 621(a) is amended by strik-
ing out “through June 30, 1973" in para-
graphs (1) and (2) and inserting in lleu
thereof “through June 30, 1974”.

(2) Section 625(2) is amended by striking
out “for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973”
and inserting in lieu thereof “for each of
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1974".

TRAINING IN THE ALLIED HEALTH PROFESSIONS

Sec. 109. (a) Section 792(b) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“ and $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 792(c) (1) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972,", and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: ", and
$18,245,00 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(¢) BSection 793(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972;", and (2) by
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inserting after “1973" the following: *; and
$6,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(d) Section T94A(b) Is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972;"”, and (2) by
inserting after *1873" the following: “; and
$100,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 110. Section 801 (a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
$159,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974,”.

POPULATION RESEARCH AND FAMILY PLANNING

Sec. 111. (a) Section 1001(c) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972;", and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
*, and $111,600,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 1003(b) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after '"“1872", and (2) by
inserting after “"1973" the following: “; and
$3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974”7,

(¢) Bection 1004(b) is amended (1) by
striking out “and"” after “1872;", and (2)
by inserting after “1973" the following: *;
and $2,615,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(d) Section 1005(b) is amended (1) by
striking out “and" after "1972"; and (2)
by inserting after “1973" the following: *;
and $0909,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE COM-
MUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS
ACT

REFERENCES TO ACT

Sec. 201. Whenever in this title an amend-
ment is expressed in terms of an amendment
to a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section
or other provision of the Community Men-
tal Health Centers Act.

CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE FOR MENTAL HEALTH

CENTERS

Sec. 202. (a) Section 201(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and" after “1072,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“, and $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 207 is amended by striking
out “1973" and inserting in lieu thereof
*1974".

STAFFING ASSISTANCE FOR MENTAL HEALTH

CENTERS

Sec. 203. (a) Section 221(b) is amended
by striking out “1973” each place it occurs
and inserting in lleu thereof *“1974".

(b) Section 224(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after 1972, (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
$40,131,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974”, and (3) by striking out
“thirteen succeeding years” and inserting in
lieu thereof “fourteen succeeding years".

ALCOHOLISM PROGRAMS

Sec. 204. (a) Section 246 is amended by
striking out *“1973" and inserting in lieu
thereof “1974".

(b) Section 247(d) is amended by striking
out “for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973" and inserting in lieu thereof “for each
of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1974™".

DRUG ABUSE PROGRAMS

Sec. 205. (a) Section 252 is amended by
striking out “1973” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1974".

(b) Section 253(d) is amended

(1) by
striking out “and" after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
$1,700,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(¢) Section 256(e) is amended by striking

out “$75,000,000" and inserting in lieu

thereof “$60,000,000".
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OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS FOR ALCOHOLISM AND
DRUG ABUSE PROGRAMS

Sec. 206. (a) Section 261(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“, and $36,774,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 261(b) is amended (1) by
striking out “nine fiscal years" and inserting
in lieu thereof “ten fiscal years”, and (2) by
striking out “1973" and inserting in lieu
thereof “1974".

MENTAL HEALTH OF CHILDREN

SEc. 207. (a) Section 271(d) (1) is amended
(1) by striking out “and" after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“ and $16,515,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 271(d) (2) is amended (A) by
striking out “eight fiscal years” and Inserting
in lieu thereof “nine fiscal years”, and (B)
by striking out “1973" and inserting-in lieu
thereof “1974".

TITLE III—AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVEL-

OPMENTAL DISABILITIES SERVICES

AND PACILITIES CONSTRUCTION ACT

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
SERVICES AND PLANNING

S8Ec. 301. (a) Section 122(b) of the Devel-
opmental Disabilities Services and Facilities
Construction Act is amended (1) by striking
out “and” after “1972;", and (2) by inserting
after “1973" the following: *‘; and $9,250,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1874".

(b) Section 181 of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1873" the following:
“ and $32,500,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(c) Section 137(b)(1) is amended by
striking out “the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973" and inserting in lieu thereof “each of
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1974".

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 401. (a) BSection 601 of the Medical
Facilities Construction and Modernization
Amendments of 1970 is amended by striking
out *“1973" and inserting in lieu thereof
“1974".

(b) The receipt of any grant, contract,
loan, or loan guarantee under the Public
Health Service Act, the Community Mental
Health Centers Act, or the Developmental
Disabilities Services and Facllitles Construc-
tion Act by any individual or entity does not
authorize any court or any public official or
other public authority to require—

(1) such individual to perform or assist in
the performance of any sterilization proced-
ure or abortion if his performance or assist-
ance in the performance of such procedure or
abortion would be contrary to his religious
beliefs or moral convictions; or

(2) such entity to—

(A) make its facilities available for the
performance of any sterilization procedure or
abortion if the performance of such proced-
ure or abortion in such facilities is prohib-
ited by the entity on the basis of religlous
beliefs or moral convictions, or

(B) provide any personnel for the per-
formance or assistance in the performance of
any sterilization procedure or abortion if the
performance or assistance in the performance
of such procedure or abortion by such per-
sonnel would be contrary to the religious be-
liefs or moral convictions of such personnel.

Mr, STAGGERS (during the reading) .
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.
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COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 4, strike out
lines 4 through 21 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

(5) Section 314(e) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, (B) by in-
serting “and $230,700,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, after “1973,"”, and (C)
by adding at the end thereof the following:
“No grant may be made under this subsec-
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
to cover the cost of services described in
clause (1) or (2) of the first sentence if a
grant or contract to cover the cost of such
services may be made or entered into from
funds authorized to be appropriated for such
fiscal year under an authorization of appro-
priations in any provision of this Act (other
than this subsection) amended by title I
of the Health Programs Extension Act of
1973.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEINZ

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HEinz: Page 13,
insert after line 24, the following:

(c) No entity which receives a grant, con-
tract, loan, or loan guarantee under the
Public Health Service Act, the Community
Mental Health Centers Act, or the Develop-
mental Disabllities Services and Facilities
Construction Act after the date of enactment
of this Act may—

(1) discriminate in the employment, pro-
motion, or termination of employment of any
physician or other health care personnel, or

(2) discriminate in the extension of stafl
or other privileges to any physician or other
health care personnel,
because he performed or assisted in the per-
formance of a lawful sterilization procedure
or abortion, because he refused to perform
or assist in the performance of such a proce-
dure or abortion on the grounds that his
performance or assistance in the perform-
ance of the procedure or abortion would be
contrary to his religious beliefs or moral
convictions, or because of his religious beliefs
or moral convictions respecting sterilization
procedures or abortions.

Mr, HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, freedom of
conscience is one of the most sacred, in-
violable rights that all men hold dear.
With the Supreme Court decision legal-
izing abortion under certain circum-
stances, the House must now assure peo-
ple who work in hospitals, clinics, and
other such health institutions that they
will never be forced to engage in any pro-
cedure that they regard as morally ab-
horrent.

Under the present language, H.R. 7806
assures that no hospital or health care
institution would be forced to perform
abortions or sterilizations contrary to its
religious or moral code simply because it
had received Federal funds under one of
the health acts treated in this bill. But
we must also guarantee that no hospital
will discharge, or suspend the staff priv-
ileges of, any person because he or she
either cooperates or refuses to cooperate
in the performance of a lawful abortion
or sterilization because of moral convic-
tions.

The amendment that I offer to H.R.
7806 simply states that hospitals or other
health care institutions receiving funds
under the Federal programs treated in
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this bill may not discriminate against
those who on the basis of their religious
or moral convictions, either participate
in or refuse to participate in lawful abor-
tions and sterilizations. I also wish to
reassure my colleagues, and make crystal
clear at the outset, that it is not the
intent or the effect of this amendment
to in any way compel health care entities
to make available any facilities for ster-
ilization or abortion procedures against
their moral or religious convictions. This
point was raised prior to my offering this
amendment by the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts (Mrs. HECKLER), and I be-
lieve she is in agreement with my amend-
ment.

I wish to stipulate two other aspects
of the amendment:

It is germane—it treats only legisla-
tion in the jurisdiction of the committee,
that is, the three health acts mentioned
in H.R. 7T808.

It applies only to entities who receive
Federal funds under these programs
after the date of enactment of this pro-
posal. We would not, therefore, be at-
taching a new condition to Federal as-
sistance received 5, 10, or even 20 years
ago.

It in no way prevents hospital action
against personnel who perorm unlawful
abortions or sterilizations.

Congress must clearly state that it will
not tolerate discrimination of any kind
against health personnel because of their
beliefs or actions with regard to abor-
tions or sterilizations. I ask, therefore,
that the House approve my amendment
to title IV, section 401.

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

Mr. HEINZ. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I have
read the amendment, and I am in agree-
ment with the gentleman on his amend-
ment to the bill. I agree to it, and I be-
lieve the committee would, too.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINZ) .

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. CrarLes H. WiLson of California,
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.
7806) to extend through fiscal year 1974
certain expiring appropriations author-
izations in the Public Health Service
Act, the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters Act, and the Developmental Disabili-
ties Services and Facilities Construection
Act, and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 418, he reported the
bill 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.

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 372, nays 1,
not voting 59, as follows:

[Roll No. 169]
YEAS—372

Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Fole;

Abdnor
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander

Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins

Hays

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

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield

Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan

Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Keating

Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevlill
Biester
Bingham
Boges
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
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Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel

Miller

Mills, Ark.
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.

Mitchell, N.Y,

Mizell
Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Callif.

Moorhead, Pa.,

Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix

Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reld
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo

Adams
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Badillo
Beard
Biaggl
Blackburn
Blatnik

Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Bt Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
SBcherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Bisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Arlz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes

NAYS—1
Crane

Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Fisher

Flynt

Fraser
Fugqua
Goldwater
Gubser
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Stubblefield
Stuckey
Btudds
Symington
Symins
Talcott
Taylor, Mo,
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanlk
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams

NOT VOTING—58

Minshall, Ohio
Mollohan
Murphy, N.Y.
O'Neill

Owens

Powell, Ohio
Price, I11.
Randall

Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass,

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Colller
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver

v
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

Td,

Willilam D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington

Eemp

King
Eluczynski
Eoch
Kuykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Latta
Lehman
Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MeCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madigan
Mahon
Mallliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds

Rarick
Rooney, N.Y.
Bandman
Spence
Stratton
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.
Udall
White
Wilson,
Charles, Tex,
Winn

Bray

Burke, Calif.
Camp
Carney, Ohlo
Carter
Coughlin
Cronin
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell

Harvey
Hunt
Ichord
Jones, N.C.
Ketchum
Landrum
Leggett
McCormack
Madden
Martin, Nebr.
Melcher
Milford

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Annunzio with Mr. Winn,

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr., Hunt.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Fuqua with Mr, Camp.

Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Gold-
water.

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Powell of Ohlo.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Bray.

Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Cronin,

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr, Cough-
lin,

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Beard.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Carney of Ohio with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Udall.

Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr. Dick-
inson.
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Mr. Dingell with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Minshall of Ohio.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Fisher.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. SBandman.

Mr. Flynt with Mr. Spence.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Madden.

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Martin of Ne-
braska.

Mr. Adams with Mr. Ichord.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr,
Rarick.

Mr. Randall with Mr. White.

Mr. Melcher with Mr, Owens.

Mr. Milford with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Price of Illinois with Mr. Stratton.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

i A motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of House Resolution 418, the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce is discharged from the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (8. 1136)
to extend the expiring authorities in
the Public Health Service Act and the
Community Mental Health Centers Act.
y The Clerk read the title of the Senate

ill.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BracGERs moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the bill 8. 1136 and
to insert in lieu thereof the provisions of
H.R. 78086, as passed, as follows:

SHORT TITLE

Secrron 1. This Act may be clited as the
“Health Programs Extenslon Act of 1973".
TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC

HEALTH SERVICE ACT
REFERENCES TO ACT

Sec. 101. Whenever in this title an amend-
ment is expressed in terms of an amendment
to a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section
or other provision of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act.

HEALTH SERVICES RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 102. Section 304(c)(l) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting before the period at the end
thereof a comma and the following: “and
$42,617,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974",

NATIONAL HEALTH SURVEYS AND STUDIES

Sec. 103. Section 305(d) 1s amended (1)
by striking out “and” after “1972,” and (2)
by striking out the perlod and inserting in
lieu thereof a comma and the following:
“and $14,518,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

PUBLIC HEALTH TRAINING

Sec. 104. (a) Section 306(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“, and $10,300,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974,".

(b) Section 309(a) is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “and” after “1972,”, and (2) by in-
serting after “1973"” the followlng: *“, and
sﬁ:?DO,DOO for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974,

(¢) BSection 309(¢) i1s amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: *, and
BBT0.00Q for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

MIGRANT HEALTH

Sec. 105. Section 310 is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1072,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: *, and
$26,760,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974,
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COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PLANNING SERVICES

Sec. 106. (a)(l) BSection 314(a)(1) is
amended (A) by striking out “and” after
*“1972,”, and (B) by inserting after "“1873"
the following: “, and $10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1874".,

(2) Section 314(b) (1) (A) is amended (A)
by striking out “and” after **1972,”, and (B)
by inserting after *“1973” the Tfollowing:
*, and $25,100,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1874”.

(3) BSection 314(c) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (B) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
$4,700,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(4) Section 314(d) (1) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after *“1972,”, and (B)
by inserting after *“1973" the following: *,
and $80,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(6) - Section 314(e) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, (B) by in-
serting “and $230,700,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974,” after “1973,”, and (C)
by adding at the end thereof the following:
“No grant may be made under this subsec-
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
to cover the cost of services described in
clause (1) or (2) of the first sentence if a
grant or contract to cover the cost of such
services may be made or entered into from
funds authorized to be appropriated for
such fiscal year under an authorization of
appropriations in any provision of this Act
(other than this subsection) amended by
title I of the Health Programs Extension Act
of 1978.”

(b) The first sentences of sections 314(b)
(1) (A) and 314(c) are each amended by
striking out “and ending June 30, 1973" and
inserting in lieu thereof “and ending June 30,
1974,

ASSISTANCE TO MEDICAL LIBRARIES

Sec. 107. (a) Section 394(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after *1972", and
(2) inserting after “1973" the following: *,
and $1,5600,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 395(a) is amended by insert-
ing after the first sentence the following new
sentence: “To enable the Secretary to carry
out such purposes, there is authorized to be
appropriated $95,000 for the flscal year end-
ing June 30, 1874."

(¢) Section 395(b) is amended by insert-
ing after the first sentence the following new
sentence: “To enable the Secretary to carry
out such purposes, there is authorized to be
appropriated $900,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1874.”

(d) Section 396(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973” the following: “, and
$2,705,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(e) Section 397(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
$2,902,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974".

(f) Section 398(a) is amended by insert-
ing after the first sentence the following new
sentence: “To enable the Secretary to carry
out such purposes, there is authorized to be
appropriated $340,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974.".

HILL-BURTON PROGRAMS

Sec. 108. (a) (1) Section 601(a) is amended
to read as follows:

“(a) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974—

“(1) $20,800,000 for grants for the con-
struction of public or other nonprofit facil-
ities for long-term care;

“(2) $70,000,000 for grants for the con-
struction of public or other nonprofit out-
patient facilities;

“(3) $15,000,000 for grants for the con-
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struction of public or other nonprofit re-

habilitation facilities;".

(2) Section 601(b) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after *“1972,", and (B)
by inserting after *'1973" the following: “,
and $41,400,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974",

(3) Bection 601(c) is amended (A) by
striking out “and” after *19872,”, and (B)
by inserting after "“1973" the following: “,
and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) (1) Section 621(a) is amended by strik-
ing out “through June 30, 1973" in para-
graphs (1) and (2) and Iinserting in lleu
thereof “through June 30, 1974".

(2) Section 625(2) is amended by striking
out “for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973 and inserting in lieu thereof “for each
of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1974".

TRAINING IN THE ALLIED HEALTH PROFESSIONS
Sec. 109. (a) Section 792(b) is amended

(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and

(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:

“ and $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending

June 30, 1974".

(b) Bection 792(c) (1) is amended (1) by
striking out “and" after “1972,”, and (2) by
inserting after '“1973" the following: “, and
$18,245,000 for the filscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(c) Sectlon 793(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972;", and (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
$6,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974",

(d) Section T94A(b) 1s amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972;", and (2)
by inserting after “1973" the following: *;
and $100,000 for the flscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 110. Section 901(a) is amended (1)
by striking out “and” after “1872,”, and (2)
by inserting after “1973" the following: *,
and $159,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974,".

POPULATION RESEARCH AND FAMILY PLANNING
Sec. 111. (a) Section 1001(c) is amended

(1) by striking out “and” after “1972;”, and

(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:

“ and $111,500,000 for the fiscal year ending

June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 1003(b) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972;", and (2)
by inserting after “1873" the following: *
and $3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(c) Section 1004(b) 1s amended (1) b
striking out “and” after “1972;”, and (2
by inserting after “1973" the following: *
and $2,615000 for the fiscal year endinj
June 30, 1974".

(d) Section 1005(b) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after “1972;", and (2)
by inserting after '“1973" the following: *i
and $909,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE COM-
MUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS
ACT

REFERENCES TO ACT

Sec. 201. Whenever in this title an amend-
ment is expressed in terms of an amendment
to a section or other provision, the refer-
ence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Community
Mental Health Centers Act.

CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE FOR MENTAL

HEALTH CENTERS

Sec. 202, (a) Section 201(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“, and $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974",

(b) BSection 207 is amended by striking
out “1873" and inserting in lleu thereof
“1974".
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STAFFING ASSISTANCE FOR MENTAL HEALTH

Sec. 203. (a) Section 221(b) is amended
by striking out *“1973" each place it occurs
and inserting in lieu thereof “1874".

(b) Section 224(a) is amended (1) by
striking out “and” after *1872,”, (2) by
inserting after “1973" the following: “, and
#49,181,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974", and (3) by striking out “thirteen
succeeding years” and inserting in lieu there-
of “fourteen succeeding years'.

ALCOHOLISM PROGRAMS

SEc. 204. (a) Sectlon 246 is amended by
striking out “1973" and inserting in lleu
thereof “1974".

(b) Section 247(d) is amended by striking
out “for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973"
and inserting in lleu thereof “for each of
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1974".

DRUG ABUSE PROGRAMS

Sec. 205. (a) Section 252 is amended by
striking out *"1973" and inserting in lieu
thereof *1874".

(b) Section 253(d) is amended (1) by
striking out *“and” after *“1972,”, and (2)
by inserting after “1973" the following: “,
and $1,700,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974".

(¢) Section 256(e) is amended by striking
out “§75,000,000” and inserting in lleu
thereof “$60,000,000”.

OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS FOR ALCOHOLISM AND
DRUG ABUSE PROGRAMS

Sec. 206. (a) Section 261(a) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
«, and $36,774,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974",

(b) Section 261(b) is amended (1) by
striking out “nine fiscal years” and inserting
in lieu thereof “ten fiscal years”, and (2) by
striking out “1973"” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1974”.

MENTAL HEALTH OF CHILDREN

Sec. 207. (a) Station 271(d) (1) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after "1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1973" the following:
“, and $16,515,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974".

(b) Section 271(d) (2) is amended (A) by
striking out “eight fiscal years" and inserting
in lieu thereof “nine fiscal years”, and (B)
by striking out “1973" and inserting in lieu
thereof 1974,

TITLE III—AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVEL-

OPMENTAL DISABILITIES SERVICES

AND FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION ACT

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROFPRIATIONS FOR
SERVICES AND PLANNING

Sec. 801. (a) Section 122(b) of the Devel-
opmental Disabilities Services and Facllities
Construction Act is amended (1) by striking
out “and” after “1972;”, and (2) by inserting
after ““1973" the following: *; and $9,250,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1074".

(b) Section 131 of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after *“1972,”, and
(2) by inserting after “1873" the following:
*, and $32,5600,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974",

(c) Section

137(b) (1) is amended by
striking out “the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973" and inserting in lieu thereof “each of
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1874”.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS

MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 401. (a) Section 601 of the Medical
Facilities Construction and Modernization
Amendments of 1970 1s amended by striking
out “1973” and inserting in lleu thereof
1074,

(b) The receipt of any grant, contract,
loan, or loan guarantee under the Public
Health Service Act, the Community Mental
Health Centers Act, or the Developmental
Disabilities Services and Facilitles Construc-
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tion Act by any individual or entity does not
authorize any court or any public official or
other public authority to require—

(1) such individual to perform or assist in
the performance of any sterilization pro-
cedure or abortion if his performance or as-
sistance In the performance of such proce-
dure or abortion would be contrary to his
religious beliefs or moral convictions; or

(2) such entity to—

(A) make its facilities available for the
performance of any sterilization procedure
or abortion if the performance of such pro-
cedure or abortion in such facilities is pro-
hibited by the entity on the basis of religious
beliefs or moral convictions, or

(B) provide any personnel for the perform-
ance or assistance in the performance of
any sterilization procedure or abortion if
the performance or assistance in the perform-
ance of such procedure or abortion by such
personnel would be contrary to the religious
beliefs or moral convictions of such per-
sonnel.

(c) No entity which receives a grant, con-
tract, loan, or loan guarantee under the Pub-
lic Health Service Act, the Community Mental
Health Centers Act, or the Developmental
Disabilities Services and Facilities Construc=
tion Act after the date of enactment of this
Act may—

(1) discriminate in the employment, pro-
motion or termination of employment of any
physician or other health care personnel, or

(2) discriminate in the extension of staff
or other privileges to any physiclan or other
health care personnel,
because he performed or assisted in the per-
formance of a lawful sterilization procedure
or abortion, because he refused to perform
or assist In the performance of such a pro-
cedure or abortion on the grounds that his
performance or assistance in the performance
of the procedure or abortion would be con-
trary to his religlous beliefs or moral con-
victions, or because of his religlous bellefs or
moral convictions respecting sterilization
procedures or abortions.

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. 7806) was
laid on the table.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the title of the
bill (8. 1136) passed today by the House
with an amendment, be amended to read
as follows: “An Act to extend through
fiscal 1974 certain expiring appropria-
tions authorizations in the Public Health
Service Act, the Community Mental
Health Centers Act, and the Develop-
mental Disabilities Services and Facili-
ties Construction Act, and for other pur-
poses.”

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

There was no objection.

NATIONAL BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH
FELLOWSHIP, TRAINEESHIP, AND
TRAINING ACT OF 1973

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill (H.R.
T7724) to amend the Public Health Service
Act to establish a national program of
biomedical research fellowships, trainee-
ships, and training to assure the con-
tinued excellence of biomedical research
in the United States, and for other pur-
poses, be considered in the House as in
the Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

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

SHORT TITLE

Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the
“National Biomedical Research Fellowship,
Traineeship, and Training Act of 1973".

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

Sec. 2. (a) Congress finds and declares
that—

(1) the success and continued viability of
the Federal blomedical research effort de-
pends on the availability of excellent sclen-
tists and a network of institutions of excel-
lence capable of producing superior research
personnel;

(2) direct support of the training of scien-
tists for careers in biomedical research is an
appropriate and necessary role for the Fed-
eral Government; and

(3) graduate tralning and research fellow-
ship programs should be the key elements
in the training programs of the National In-
stitutes of Health, the Natlonal Institute of
Mental Health, and their respective research
institutes.

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to in-
crease the capability of the National In-
stitutes of Health, the National Institute of
Mental Health, and their respective research
institutes to carry out their statutory re-
sponsibility of maintaining a superior na-
tional program of biomedical research into
the basic blological processes and mechanisms
involved in the physical and mental diseases
and impairments of man.

BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH FELLOWSHIPS,
TRATNEESHIPS, AND TRAINING

Sec. 8. (a) Part G of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act is amended by adding
after section 454 the following new section:

“BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH FELLOWSHIPS, TRAINEE=
SHIPS, AND TRAINING

“SEec. 4556. (a) The Secretary shall provide
biomedical research fellowships, traineeships,
and training in the following manner:

“(1) The Secretary shall establish and
maintain fellowships for (A) biomedical re-
search at the National Institutes of Health
and the National Institute of Mental Health,
and (B) tralning at such Institutes of in-
dividuals to undertake such research. Any
reference in this section to the National In-
stitutes of Health and the National Institute
of Mental Health shall be considered a refer-
ence to the Institutes and their respective re-
search institutes, divisions, and bureaus.

*“{2) The BSecretary shall establish and
maintain fellowships for (A) biomedical re-
search at non-Federal public institutions and
at nonprofit private institutions, and (B)
training at such public and private institu-
tions of individuals to undertake such re-
search.

“{3) The Secretary shall (A) provide train-
ing, and establish and maintain traineeships,
in the Institutes (referred to in paragraph
(1)) in matters relating to the cause, diag-
nosis, prevention, and treatment of the dis-
ease (or diseases) to which the activities of
such Institutes are directed; and (B) make
grants to public or nonprofit private insti-
tutions for tralneeships in such matters.
Training and traineeships provided under
this paragraph (or under grants made there=-
under) may not include residency training
or traineeships.

“(b) (1) No fellowship or traineeship may
be awarded under subsection (a) (or under
any grant made thereunder) to, and no train-
ing may be provided under such subsection
for, any individual unless such individual
provides, in such form and manner as the
Secretary shall by regulation prescribe, as-
surances satisfactory to the BSecretary that
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the individual will meet the requirement of
subsection (c)(1).

“(2) The award of fellowships and trainee-
ships by the Secretary under subsection (a),
the making of grants for traineeships under
such subsection, and the number of persons
receiving training under such subsection,
shall each be subject to review and approval
by the appropriate advisory councils to the
Institutes referred to In subsection (a) (1)
(A) whose activities relate to the research
or tralning under such fellowships, trainee-
ships, or traineeship grants or (B) at which
such training will be conducted.

“(8) The period of any fellowship, trainee-
ship, or training (or any combination
thereof) provided any individual under sub-
gection (a) (or under any grant made there-
under) may not exceed three years in the
aggregate unless the Secretary for good cause
shown waives the application of the three-
year limit to such individual.

“(4) (A) No fellowship or traineeship may
be awarded by the Secretary under paragraph
(1), (2), or (8) (A) of subsection (a) to any
individual unless the individual has sub-
mitted to the Secretary an application there-
for and the Secretary has approved the
application. The application shall be in such
form, submitted in such manner, and con-
tain such information, as the Secretary may
by regulation prescribe.

“(B) Fellowships and traineeships awarded
under subsection (a) shall provide for such
stipends and allowances (including travel
and subsistence expenses and dependency
allowances) for the fellows and trainees as
the Secretary may deem necessary. A fel-
lowship awarded under subsection (a)(2)
may also provide for payments (in such
amount as the Secretary determines is ap-
propriate) to be made to the institution at
which the research or training, for which the
fellowship is awarded, is conducted for sup-
port services provided such individual by
such institution.

“(6) No grant for traineeships may be
made under subsection (a) (3) (B) unless an
application therefor has been submitted to,
and approved by, the Secretary. Such ap-
plication shall be in such form, submitted in
such manner, and contain such information,
as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe.
Traineeships under a grant under subsection
(a) (3) (B) shall be awarded in accordance
with such regulations as the Secretary shall
prescribe.

“(e) (1) (A) Each individual who receives a
fellowship or traineeship, or receives train-
ing, provided under subsection (a) (or under
a grant made thereunder) shall, in ac-
cordance with paragraph (2), engage in
health research or teaching, or if authorized
under paragraph (B), serve as a member of
the National Health Service Corps (estab-
lished under section 329), for a period com-
puted as follows: For each year during which
the individual receives such a fellowship or
traineeship and for each year of such train-
ing the individual received, the individual
shall (i) engage In twenty-four months of
health research or teaching, or (ii) (if so
authorized) serve as a member of such
Corps for a period of twenty-four months.

“(B) Any individual who

“(1) received a fellowship or traineeship,
or received training, provided under subsec-
tion (a) (or under a grant made there-
under), and

“(i1) is a physician, dentist, nurse, or
other person trained to provide health care
directly to individual patients,
may, upon application to the Secretary, be
authorized by the Secretary to serve as a
member of the National Health Service Corps
in lleu of engaging in health research or
teaching if the Secretary determines that
there are no sultable health research or
teaching positions available to such individ-
ual to enable him to comply with the re-
search or teaching requirement of this para-

graph.
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“(2) The requirement of paragraph (1)
shall be complied with by any individual to
whom it applies within such reasonable pe-
riod of time, after the completion of such in-
dividual’'s fellowship, traineeship, or training
(as the case may be), as the Secretary shall
by regulation prescribe. The Secretary shall
(A) by regulation prescribe (i) the type of
research and teaching which an individual
may engage in to comply with such require-
ment, and (ii) such other requirements re-
specting such research and teaching as he
deems necessary; and (B) to the extent fea-
sible, provide that the members of the Na-
tional Health Service Corps who are serving
in the Corps to meet the requirement of
paragraph (1) shall be assigned to patient
c

are.

“(3) (A) If any individual to whom the
requirement of paragraph (1) is applicable
falls, within the period prescribed by para-
graph (2), to comply with such requirement,
the United States shall be entitled to recover
from such individual an amount equal to the
product of—

“(1) the aggregate of (I) the amount of
assistance provided to such individual under
subsection (a), and (II) the sums of the
interest which would be payable on such
assistance if, at the time such assistance
was provided, such assistance were a loan
bearing interest at a rate fixed by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, after taking into
consideration private consumer rates of in-
terest prevailing at the time such assistance
was provided and if the interest on each such
assistance had been compounded annually,
and

(1) a fraction (I) the numerator of which
is the number obtained by subtracting the
number of months equal to one-half the
number of months of research or feaching
performed by the individual in compliance
with paragraph (1) from the total number
of months in the period of research or teach-
ing required to be performed by such indi-
vidual by such paragraph, and (II) the de-
nominator of which is a number equal to
such total number of months.

Any amount which the United States. is
entitled to recover under this subparagraph
shall, within the three-year period begin-
ning on the date the United States becomes
entitled to recover such amount, be paid to
the United States. Until any amount due the
United States under this subparagraph on
account of any assistance provided under
this section is paid, there shall acerue to the
United States interest on such amount at
the same rate as that fixed by the Secretary
of the Treasury pursuant to clause (i) with
respect to the assistance on account of which
such amount is due the United States.

“(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A)—

“(1) in determining the amount of assist-
ance provided an individual the Secretary
shall include amounts pald to the individual
(or to any institution on his behalf) under
a fellowship or traineeship and the cost (as
determined in accordance with regulations
of the Secretary) of any training provided
such individual; and

“(i1) the time at which assistance shall be
considered as having been provided under
subsection (a) to an individual shall, in the
case of a traineeship or fellowship, be the
date on which the traineeship or fellowship
is awarded and shall, in the case of train-
ing, be the date on which such training was
begun.

“{4) (A) Any obligation of any individual
under paragraph (3) shall be canceled upon
the death of such individual.

“(B) The Becretary shall by regulation
provide for the walver or suspension of any
such obligation applicable to any individual
whenever compliance by such individual is
impossible or would involve extreme hard-
ship to such individual and if enforcement
of such obligation with respect to any in-
dividual would be agalnst equity and good
conscience.
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“(d) (1) There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to make payments under fellow-
ships awarded under subsection (a) (2), $54,-
599,000 for each of the fiscal years ending
June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975.

*“(2) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to make payments under grants un-
der subsection (a)(3)(B), $153,348,000 for
each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1974,
and June 80, 1975.”

(b) Section 433(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out the last two sentences.

(¢) The heading for such part G is
amended by striking out "ADMINISTRATIVE”
and inserting in lieu thereof *“GENERAL".

LIMITATIONS ON RESEARCH

Sec. 4. Part G of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act is further amended by
adding after section 455 (as added by sec-
tion 3 of this Act) the following new sec-
tion:

“LIMITATIONS ON RESEARCH

“Sgc, 4566. The Secretary may not conduct
or support research in the United States
or abroad which violates any ethical standard
respecting research adopted by the National
Institutes of Health, the National Institute
of Mental Health, or their respective research
institutes.”

STUDIES RESPECTING BIOMEDICAL
PERSONNEL

Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare shall, in accordance
with subsection (b), arrange for the con-
duect of studies to—

(1) establish (A) the Natlon's overall need
for blomedical research personnel, (B) the
subject areas in which such personnel are
needed and the number of such personnel
needed in each such area, and (C) the kinds
and extent of training which should be pro-
vided such personnel;

(2) assess (A) current training programs
available for the training of biomedical re-
search personnel which are conducted under
the Public Health Act at or through the
National Institutes of Health, the Natlonal
Institute of Mental Health, and thelr respec-
tive research institutes, and (B) other cur-
rent training programs available for the
training of such personnel;

(3) identify the kinds of research positions
available to and held by individuals complet-
ing such programs;

(4) determine, to the extent feasible,
whether the programs referred to in clause
(B) of paragraph (2) would be adequate to
meet the needs established under paragraph
(1) if the programs referred to In clause (A)
of paragraph (2) were terminated; and

(5) determine what modifications in the
programs referred to in paragraph (2) are
required to meet the needs established under
paragraph (1).

(b) (1) The Secretary shall request the
National Academy of Sciences to conduct
such studies under an arrangement under
which the actual expenses incurred by such
Academy in conducting such studies will be
pald by the Secretary. If the National Acad-
emy of Scilences is willing to do so, the Secre-
tary shall enter into such an arrangement
with such Academy for the conduct of such
studies.

(2) If the National Academy of Sciences
is unwilling to conduct one or more such
studies under such an arrangement, then
the Secretary shall enter into a similar ar-
rangement with other appropriate nonprofit
private groups or assoclations under which
such groups or asseciations will conduct such
studies and prepare and submit the reports
thereon as provided in subsection (c¢).

(e¢) The studies required by subsection (a)
shall be completed within the one-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of the enactment
of this Act; and a report on the results of
such study shall be submitted by the Secre-
tary to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Committee on Labor and

RESEARCH
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Public Welfare of the Senate before the ex-
piration of such period.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
7724, the National Biomedical Research
Fellowship, Traineeship, and Training
Act of 1973.

This bill, the National Biomedical
Research Fellowship, Traineeship, and
Training Act of 1973, was reported by
the Subcommittee on Public Health and
Environment and the Full Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce unan-
imously, and is cosponsored by all Mem-
bers of the Subcommittee.

In the last few months the present
administration has proposed and begun
terminating long and well established
programs for training medical research-
ers at the NIH, the NIMH, and through-
out the rest of this country. As many of
you know, this action has been violently
opposed by practically every person and
school concerned with medical research
in this country. The bill before us today
is intended to provide new authority to
the Department of HEW for continuing
these programs.

Several changes in the programs have
been incorporated into the bill. First, a
requirement has been added for 2
years of service in either medical re-
search, teaching, or practice for each
year of training given by the program:
second, the training in the bill has been
limited to a 3-year period for train-
ing in doing medical research; third, spe-
cific authorizations of appropriations for
this program have been added for the
first time. These amount to $207,947,000
for fiscal year 1974, and again for fiscal
year 1975; fourth, a requirement for a
study of programs to train medical re-
searchers has been added; and fifth, a
requirement has been added that the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare shall not support any unethical
medical research.

I am well aware that the present ad-
ministration opposes this legislation, but
we have had few subjects for which there
has been such unanimous support as this
one and I, therefore, recommend its pas-
sage, as an important and necessary step
toward preserving our Nation’s capacity
to do medical research—a capacity un-
matched by any other country in the
world.

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

Mr. Speaker, HR. 7724, the National
Biomedical Research Fellowship, Train-
eeship, and Training Act of 1973, would
provide authority to conduect research
training programs through the National
Institutes of Health and the National In-
stitute of Mental Health.

It is difficult, with the information
now available, to make an accurate esti-
mation as to what our Nation’s biomed-
ical research needs will be in the next
several years. We cannot, however, afford
to gamble with the manpower supply
levels for such a critical function in our
society. The bill does contain a provision
for an outside study of our research
training and the methods best suited to
meeting those needs. But until such time
as we have the results of that and related
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work, we must do our best to assure the
availability of an adequate number of
qualified researchers.

An interesting feature of this bill is
the requirement that individuals who re-
ceive support under the program must
perform 2 years of approved research;
teaching, or practice for each year of
such assistance received. This is to help
assure that some individuals will not take
advantage of the Federal funding and
then fail to return any benefit to the tax-
payers. People who receive support will
be obligated to participate in meaningful
work related to their area of expertise.

It should also be noted that no indi-
vidual may receive in excess of 3
years of assistance—at least not without
a Secretarial waiver. This will help guard
against the so-called career trainees
while at the same time helping many
students over the most economically dif-
ficult period of their training. The lim-
itation will also have the benefit of mini-
mizing the period of required service
for individuals receiving support.

Mr. Speaker, though I agree with
and support the provisions of this bill,
I should like to raise a related mat-
ter of great concern to me. At present
there seems to be no effective method
for tracking funds made available for
fellowships and traineeships in research.
The money goes out to the medical in-
stitutions and from that point on there
is little accountability. We do not know
how much of it is actually used for edu-
cating the individual recipient, how
much goes into the institution’s general
accounts.

It may not be wrong for us to sub-
sidize medical schools and teaching hos-
pitals—but we should know just how and

- to what degree we are doing this.

I hope that either through regulations
or, if necessary, by legislation we can
achieve a better accounting of the money
being spent to educate and develop our
researchers.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker—and I urge
my colleagues to support this legislation.

I would like also to say that this bill
is one of the measure that the admin-
istration, suggested be dropped. They
are deeply concerned about the concern
the medical schools’ handling of the
grant money. They do not feel this money
should be used for the instifutions’ gen-
eral funds.

However, the committee was of the
opinion that it might be able to pro-
vide for better guidelines. We may be
able to give HEW more authority to di-
rect where the money goes and how it
is used by the schools.

I think the compelling testimony that
we received from medical schools would
indicate that without these research and
training grants some of our very basic
research would go neglected and our
health causes would be lost in the proc-
ess. Therefore, we decided to go ahead
with this bill, hopefully to come up with
improvements when we review the entire
package.

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

Mr. Speaker, following World War II
this Nation embarked on a substantial
effort through which medical research
could, and, in fact, has evolved from a

17467

limited, private endeavor to a major na-
tional commitment commanding sub-
stantial support from the Federal Gov-
ernment. For the past 20 years a corner-
stone of that effort has been the national
program of biomedical research fellow-
ships, traineeships, and training, where-
by students and their parent institutions
receive support for research and train-
ing in the biomedical sciences. As a di-
rect result of this program, the United
States now supports the finest biomed-
ical research program in the history of
the world. For reasons never made clear
to members of the Subcommittee on
Public Health and Environment, this
year’s budget request proposes the award
of no new traineeships or fellowships
this year. H.R. 7724 is designed to coun-
teract that decision.

Mr. Speaker, the bill would provide
line-item authorizations for traineeships
and fellowships at the 1972 obligation
level, instead of the broad, open ended
authority presently found in the Public
Health Service Act. It would also estab-
lish guidelines for such programs. Sup-
port to individual recipients would be
limited to 3 years. Individuals so sup-
ported would be required to engage in
2 years research teaching or practice in
the National Health Service Corps for
each year of support received, or repay
the amount received under the program.
It would direct a new, independent study
of the traineeship and fellowship pro-
gram by the National Academy of Sci-
ences, a nongovernmental unit.

I should point out, Mr. Speaker, that
the authorization levels in this bill is not
all new money. For fiscal year 1974,
for example, the total budget request is
approximately $136 million and the bill
authorizes about $208 million—a differ-
ence of $72 million.

Mr, Speaker, during hearings on the
proposed phaseout, the subcommittee re-
ceived not one shred of evidence that
would indicate that the proposed phase-
out would be anything but disastrous to
our nation's biomedical research effort.
Administration testimony spoke in terms
only of HEW being “prepared to consider
any specific evidence that anyone can
develop that the phaseout of this pro-
gram will result in shortages of specific
categories of research personnel.” [Testi-
mony of John 8. Zapp, D.D.S., Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare for Legislation (Health)
before House Subcommittee on Public
Health and Environment, March 20,
1973.1

Nor only is this an interesting shifting
of the burden of proof, Mr. Speaker, it
is an inaccurate statement. The Presi-
dent’s own Science Advisory Committee,
in a recently released report has con-
cluded that the problems of health care
delivery are urgent, and require their
own solutions, but a reduction in the
biomedical research and research train-
ing effort would be a mortgaged solu-
tion with unacceptable consequences,
namely, reductions in the rate of medical
progress, in the quality of medical educa-
tion, and ultimately in the health of the
American people.

The support of biomedical research
should be consistent. Erratic changes in
the level of financial support of a scien-
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tific enterprise destroy morale, vitiate
planning, and waste human and capital
resources. The report recommends that
“g, stable base be established for support
of research training programs and fel-
lowships at both predoctoral and post-
doctoral levels, adequate to assure an un-
interrupted flow of research and teach-
ing manpower for both basic and clinical
science. The level of support should be
established on the basis of the most pre-
cise estimates possible of the present and
future needs for both Ph. D.’s and M.D.
scientists for research and teaching in
colleges, universities, research institutes,
government agencies, and industry. The
activities supported by training grants
involve a large amount of patient care,
and further reduction of support will
have effects on American medicine far
beyond limiting the output of research
scientists. Therefore, Federal support for
research training programs and fellow-
ships should be maintained at least at
the fiscal year 1969 level with adjust-
ments for inflation, until a thorough
analytic study can be made of the direct
and indirect, immediate and long term,
consequences of alternation of the pres-
ent levels and mechanisms of support for
research training programs and fellow-
shlps."

That is far from all the evidence, Mr.
Speaker. A recent report of the National
Institutes of Health, in response to a
request from the Office of Management
and Budget, reaffirmed the necessity for
the traineeships and fellowships. Two
of the NIH recommendations adequately
summarize this extremely thoughtful re-

port:

First. That direct support of the train-
ing of candidate biomedical scientists
for careers in research be reaffirmed as
an appropriate and necessary role for
the Federal Government.

Second. That the existing instuments
of support—the graduate training grant
and the research fellowship—continue
to be the key elements in the NIH train-
ing program.

Mr, Speaker, no less a health spokes-
man than Benno Schmidt, Chairman of
the President’s National Cancer Panel
has appealed directly to the President to
reverse this decision. Moreover, some of
the most forceful testimony on the deci-
sion was offered by three Nobel Laure-
ates, James D. Watson, director of the
Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory, Cold
Spring, N.Y., Joshua Lederberg, of Stan-
ford University; and Arthur Kornberg,
also of Stanford. Dr. Watson called the
decision “myopic reasoning”; Dr. Leder-
berg stated that “only disaster will fol-
low” from the decision; and Dr. Korn-
herg concluded that:

I may sound dramatic to say it but today
lights are going out in laboratories in many
parts of America.

These are not men prone to exaggera-
tion, Mr. Speaker. These are men who
have devoted their lives to biomedical re-
search, and who have been recognized by
their peers as the best in their fields.

Mr. Speaker, as you know, with re-
spect to the traineeship program it has
been the procedure to award a portion
of the moneys to the individual recipient
and a portion to the institution. The
committee expects that the Secretary of
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Health, Education, and Welfare would
require in the award of such traineeships
that accurate records be maintained with
respect to how much money an institu-
tion receives under traineeships.

Mr. Speaker, this bill would reverse a
decision that has enormous implications.
There are many who feel that the deci-
sion would revert this country’s biomedi-
cal research status to pre-World War II
days, when the brightest research sci-
entists in this country went to Europe to
train, because many European counfries
supported biomedical research programs
superior to those supported by the United
States. This must not happen again, Mr.
Speaker, through fiat of the Office of
Management and Budget. A vote for this
bill will do much to insure that it will
not.

I urge adoption of the bill.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RONCALLO OF

NEW YOREK

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RoNcALLO of
New York: Page 10, line 18, insert "“(a)"
after “Sec. 456."; strike out the close quota-
tion marks in line 22; and after line 22 in-
sert the following:

“(b) The SBecretary may not conduct or
support research in the TUnited States or
abroad on a human fetus which is outside
the uterus of its mother and which has a
beating heart.”

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Speaker, this amendment would do noth-
ing more than spell out in precise terms
the sense of the committee report, which
states on page 12:

The Committee feels that present standards

of ethical conduct make research on living
fetuses unethical.

I commend the committee for making
this determination and for including in
its bill a section regarding limitations on
research. Indeed this is the subject of
H.R. 7850 which I presently have pend-
ing before the committee and which
would ban the use of any appropriated
funds by any agency for live fetus re-
search. H.R. 6849, which I later reintro-
duced with 24 cosponsors would make
such activities a Federal crime if the re-
search itself or the institution in which
it takes place is federally funded. This
bill is before the Judiciary Committee.

The committee restriction in the re-
ported bill would ban research in viola-
tion of ethical standards adopted by NIH
and NIMH. I applaud this as far as it
goes, for who would want to see HEW use
funds for research declared unethical by
those institutes? My amendment would
in no way change or replace the com-
mittee’s language. Rather it adds an ad-
ditional paragraph specifically restricting
the use of funds for live fetus research.
The committee says it understands that
it is the current position of NIH not to
fund these activities. However, when the
NIH Deputy Director for Science, Dr.
Robert Berliner, made such a statement
to the press, the Scientific Director of
NIH’s National Institute for Child Health
and Human Development was not so
sure. Dr. Charles U. Lowe was quoted by
the Washington Post as saying, “You
know we are dealing with 14,000 grants,”
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and “we are not insofar as we know”
financing any such research.

“Insofar as we know,”’ Mr. Speaker,
“Insofar as we know"”! If the top officials
dealing with fetal research at NIH dis-
agree or are not sure what their policy
is, maybe it is about time Congress told
them what it should be. Congress is ac-
cused, and I am sorry to say, justly so, of
forever abdicating its responsibility for
setting policy to the executive branch.
Time and again we vote to let the Presi-
dent or his Cabinet officers decide things.
Today we would let NIH decide if funds
are to be spent on live fetus research. It
is our responsibility to legislate and their
duty to execute our policies.

If it is our policy not to allow HEW to
conduct or support this type of research,
let us say just that. Let us take back the
reins right here where they belong, in
Congress. My amendment takes back
those reins.

This is not an antiabortion bill. We
are not concerned here with how this live
human fetus gets to the operating table.
All we say is, if I cannot live, let me die
in peace. Do not cut tissue samples while
Istill have a heartbeat; do not stick tubes
in me; do not artificially prolong my life
when the decision has already been made
that I cannot survive just to watch what
happens, only to shut off the machine
when we are done and watch me die. No
matter how we feel about the abortion
issue, no matter when we believe life
starts, we can all agree that this fetus,
no longer connected to its mother’s life
support system, existing independently
with a beating heart, is a human life, a
human baby if you will, however fleeting
its time on earth. It is a human life en-
titled to the same dignity as any other

. human life. If we can get upset about

vivisection on dogs, can we not be just as
concerned about vivisection on humans?
What would be the next step, vivisection
of our terminally ill or our handicapped?

Second, the amendment would not in
any way restrict the use of experimental
therapeutic procedures in an attempt
to save the life of the fetus, to allow it to
develop into a mature viable infant. A
good case in point is an attempt by the
Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia to
save the life of moribund newborn in-
fants with respiratory distress syndrome
using an experimental lung substitute
machine. Improvement in early trials was
only temporary, but encouraging results
and valuable data were obtained. Is it
not much better to gain knowledge this
way, in an attempt to save the infant?

Lest you think “it can’t happen here,”
it has happened here, right here in our
Nation’s Capital at George Washington
Hospital where a British doctor contin-
ued his overseas research in this country.
Although I am told this research was not
federally funded, the next case might
be. If the British, the Scandinavians or
other Europeans want to do this on their
own soil, I still think it is wrong, but
we can make it as difficult as possible for
anyone to do it here in the United States.

Mr. Speaker, HEW's fiscal year 1973
estimated obligations for basic and ap-
plied research in the life sciences total
over 114 billion dollars. Now we want to
give them more than 200 million dollars
additional.
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As a human being, I am revolted at the
thought that we might have reached the
era of “1984"” where we lower ourselves
to performing vivisection on our own
kind. If my colleagues share my revul-
sion, I hope they will see fit to pass this
amendment.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to compliment
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RonNcALLO) , who is now in the well, on his
amendment. I think it expresses the in-

.tent of the committee, but I think the
language proposed by the gentleman
from New York which reads. “The Secre-
tary may not conduct or support research
in the United States or abroad on a hu-
man fetus which is outside the womb of
its mother and which is alive with a
beating heart,” is good language, and
again I certainly wish to compliment the
gentleman from New York for offering
this amendment. We were made aware of
this situation when we read in the Wash-
ington Post of a test being conducted
and there were denials and statements
that it would not be done in the future.

But certainly it is the prerogative of
the gentleman to offer such language,
and I certainly back the gentleman 100
percent in support of the right of the
gentleman to offer this amendment.

Again, I compliment the gentleman
from New York.

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

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from South Dakota.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for yield-
ing to me. I commend you for the initia-
tive in proposing the amendment to re-
strict medical research on aborted fetus
specimens to that same ethical standard
acceptable to all medical research. I un-
derstand that the intent and purpose of
your amendment seeks to do no more.
Certainly, that cannot be wrong.

Medical research has resulted in great
benefits to all of us in the control of
diseases and human aflliction.

The issue of abortion, as we now know
it, cannot be a license for the over en-
thusiastic experimentation of research
by any person. If that exists as a fact—
it must be stopped. If it is contemplated
by the rationale of science—it cannot
be permitted. I cannot condone the bar-
baric behavior of the 18th and 19th cen-
tury and I will not passively concede to
wrong in the alleged practices of “right.”

The argument and reasoning that to
limit experimental research on the life
of a delivered, living fetus to that bio-
medical research equal to other human
beings is to acknowledge wrong in all
other substandard conduct of profes-
sional medical ethics is without merit.
That line of argument is no more con-
vincing than an antibank robbery statute
should make legal all other crimes.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the committee to
accept the amendment and abreast of
that—the amendment should be adopted
as an expression of this representative
and legislative bedy of the people in a
cause that is human, just. and right.

CXIX——1103—Part 14

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

I thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RoncarLo) for yielding. I urge the
adoption of the amendment and I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorb.

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. That is
correct.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman.

(Mr. DENHOLM asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.)

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

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I want to compliment
the gentleman for offering this amend-
ment. I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 7724 contains a pro-
posal for amending the Public Health
Service Act under a heading, “Limita-
tions on Research.” As reported by the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, section 456 would forbid the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to conduct or support research
which violates any ethical standard re-
specting research adopted by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, the National
Institute of Mental Health, or their re-
spective research institutes.

As much as I approve the intent of this
language, I find it lacking in precision.
It would permit the directors of these
institutes to define “any ethical standard
respecting research.”

The committee, in its report, states
that it intends by this phrase to prevent
experimentation on live fetuses. I intend
to say that, also. Hence, I support the
amendment proposed by my colleague,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RowcaLro).

This amendment would add a para-
graph which would clarify the intent.

Honest and sincere persons can have
differences about when life begins, either
at conception or at some later time. We
should, however, be able to agree that a
fetus which has been removed from a
mother’s womb and which has a heart
beat is entitled to the equal protection
of our laws.

I urge that this House make its lan-
guage precise and its intent clear by
means of the amendment by the gentle-
man from New York.

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

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I also
want to compliment the gentleman for
bringing this amendment to the floor.
I think it is an important amendment
and certainly in keeping with the
philosophy that we are hearing lately
that the Congress should take some re-
sponsibility and stand up and draw
some guidelines, I believe the argument
that we should leave this to the whim
of the people who draw the regula-
tions—whoever they are—in NIH,
would be a very weak argument in an
area this sensitive.

I am fully in support of the genitle-
man’s amendment. s
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Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
thank the gentleman. I want to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of Mr.
RoncaLro, in bringing this amendment
to our attention. I think it is one of the
most important we will have to con-
sider in a long, long while.

Mr. Speaker, several minutes ago, Mr.
RoncarLo spoke about research on living
fetuses going on right here in Washing-
fon, D.C. The research in question is
work being carried on by Dr. Geoffrey
Chamberlain of Kings College Hospital
in London. The research began in Eng-
land but is being concluded here at the
George Washington University Medical
School.

This experimentation, through which
none of the living fetuses connected to
the artificial placenta survived more
phan 5 hours and 3 minutes, raises some
important ethical and legal questions
that merit serious deliberation now.

The human fetuses used in these ex-
periments are alive, what are their
rights? Since they are incapable of giv-
ing their consent to their use as experi-
mental subjects, who can morally and
legally give consent for them—their
mothers, their fathers, both parents, the
State, perhaps no one. What if the par-
ents are minors?

One of the living human fetuses used
by Dr. Chamberlain was taken from a
14-year-old girl. Is this type of human
experimentation morally licit and legal?
I do not think it is.

I strongly urge support of this amend-
ment.

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I thank
the gentleman.

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

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the gentleman for bringing
this amendment to this body. I should
like to say that in my opinion it is a very
important step toward rejecting the
utilitarian view of mankind that disre-
gards the intrinsic values of human ex-
istence. Instead, the amendment ac-
knowledges and protects the conviction
that human life is unique and precious,
and that it is to be celebrated, not
derogated.

I urge the acceptance of the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I, too, want to commend the gentleman
for making explicit what congressional
policy will be in this area. I do want to
say that one greatly admires the doctors
working in the Child Health Institute,
and the other institutions at NIH. We
want to make clear that the policy of
doctors working there, as well as the
technicians and pelicy people at NIH, is
exactly in accordance with the gentle-
man's language.
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I believe that of any place in the en-
tire world, the NIH is the greatest source_
of hope and compassion, especially for
children’s diseases—leukemia, and many
blood and immunology-related diseases.
NIH frequently is the sole hope of many
parents that their son’s or daughter’s
crippling childhood disease will be cured.
I know the gentleman will agree that
NIH policy, as evidenced by the type and
philosophy of medicine practiced out
there, is not such that we should have to
convince them this should be policy;
there is agreement with such policy as
it presently operates.

As a matter of fact, the whole policy
position was clear in that area, and cer-
tainly we are not in favor of using the
fetus as an experiment.

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

Mr. Speaker, I think the introduction
of the amendment is appropriate, I am
against it, but I think it conveys the wish
of this Congress, of every individual here,
I am sure, and across the Nation, who
has any compassion in any way that we
should not experiment with fetuses.

I would like to tell the House this: If
we start putting in amendments, for ex-
ample, like this, we would have to put
many more in. We have said the NIH
has already said they do not think this
is ethical, and we have said our thinking
is that it is not ethical. In reading the
bill, it says:

The Secretary may not conduct or support
research in the United States or abroad which
violates any ethical standard respecting re-
search adopted by the National Institutes of
Health, the National Institute of Mental
Health, or thelr respective research institutes.

NIH is definitely against this research,
and the sense of it, but if we start amend-
ing this, there are many other areas of
research that they support and which
we have not mentioned in the bill.

There has been unethical research
time and again in these other areas: Hu-
man beings in whom the brain has been
destroyed and the body kept alive, for
example. The institutes have said this
is not ethical. There were times when
drugs have been given to people without
permission, The National Institutes of
Health have sald this is not ethical.
There are many more examples. I am
against them and many persons in the
Chamber are against it. The National
Institutes of Health have said all these
are unethical, so let us not start naming
just one. If we do we will have to name
them all before we are through. So let us
not pick out one. I am against it and I
know many Members of the House are
against it. So let us not single out just
one. Many of these other examples are
not making headlines but the national
institutes have said they are unethical
and should not be done. We have said
80 in our legislation, and not just for
one but for all of them.

Miss JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas.

Miss JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
terested in the proviso that human ex-
periments have the protection of the
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force and effect of the law. As I read the
paragraph of the bill the gentleman re-
ferred to, and then heard his reference
to the National Institutes of Health, all
we have is a determination of policy and
policy is something that can change as
the board of directors change. How can
we be sure we will not have a repeat of
the Tuskegee experiment on humans?

Mr, STAGGERS. We had that experi-
ment and hundreds of others, and, as the
genflewoman knows, some have not been
ethical, they should not be and shall not
be continued. We have put that in this
bill. We have said this to cover any and
all of them. I do not think we ought to
pick out just one type of research and
say that it should not be done. We are
trying to cover the whole field.

I agree with the gentlewoman that
that was one of the most despicable ex-
periments I know of. It is good that it
was brought to light and stopped. We
want it to be stopped on fetuses, and on
those whose minds have been destroyed
as well.

Miss JORDAN. So it is fully the gen-
tleman’s intent that this proviso would
be applicable to the Tuskegee and any
similar experiments, to prevent that
happening, even though the language the
gentleman cites has not the full force
and effect of law.

Mr. STAGGERS. The Secretary is di-
rected—it says “may not”—and this is
the law, not to continue or support re-
search of any kind which is unethieal. It
would be a violation of the statute.

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

Mr. Speaker, I hesitate to take the well
today on an issue involving a commit-
tee on which I do not have the privilege
of sitting, but I think this is a matter of
great moment to every Member of the
House and to all people who have a re-
spect for human life.

I listened with great care to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from West Virginia, who
says that the report contains a clear
statement of the congressional intent. He
also says there is no intent on the part
of the National Institutes of Health, the
NIH, to change present policy which is
1t1(;) respect human life and not derogate

But if the chairman will bear with me
a moment, I had great concern when I
read two articles in April written by Mr.
Victor Cohn in the Washington Post. I
put these in the Recorp and wrote let-
ters to NIH authorities asking for a clear
and unequivocal statement from them
as to whether it is NIH policy and posi-
tion not to perform experiments on nor
to finance performance of experiments
on live human aborted fetuses.

Mr. Speaker, I have tried in two or
three series of letters with NIH, which
includes one from Dr. Sherman, the Act-
ing Director of NIH, to get straight,
honest answers from them, But I do not
think they are willing to let us know
specifically what their position is.

The letter I just received yesterday
from Dr. Sherman contains a list of in-
dividuals whose names I will insert in
the REcorp by permission of the Chair,
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who comprise a committee which is
studying the whole proposition of human
biomedical experimentation and research
which would include that done on prison-
ers, institutionalized persons, children,
the developing fetus, and the aborted
fetus.

I am satisfied that, at this time, NITH
does not have an absolutely clear state-
ment of policy on this issue. It could well
be that this type of experimentation,
which I conceive to be very disrespectful
of life and absolutely appalling, might, in
fact, be conducted with Federal funds.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that if the
amendment as proposed by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RONCALLO)
does in fact bring to a halt now, today,
immediately, this kind of possible experi-
mentation, it seems to me his is a very
good amendment.

The material referred to follows:

ArPrIL 27, 1978.
Dr. RoperT W. BERLINER,
Deputy Director for Science,
National Institutes of Health,
Bethesda, Md.

Dear Dr. BERLINER: I am writing to express,
in the strongest terms possible, my alarm
over the recent publicity suggesting that
Federal funds may have been used in sup-
port of research involving 1#ve human fetuses.

Aside from my personal feelings that such
a practice is disrespectful of human life and
morally repugnant, my political perceptions
tell me that such a use of public monies is
wholly unacceptable to a vast majority of
American taxpayers.

The statement published in the Wash-
ington Post on April 15, 1973, to the effect
that no present or foreseeable circumstances
would justify N.I.H., support for such re-
search, does not completely satisfy me.

I would like to see an outright policy
statement from N.I.H. totally banning any
form of support for research—present or fu-
ture—involving live fetuses.

Your careful consideration of this request
will be greatly appreciated.

With best wishes and regards.

Sincerely,
RomaNo L. MazzoLi,
Member of Congress.

ArrIL 27, 1073.

Dr. GERALD D, LAVECK,

Director, National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development, National In-
stitutes of Health, Bethesda, Md.

DEeaR Dr. LaVeck: I am writing to express,
in the strongest terms possible, my alarm
over the recent publicity suggesting that
Federal funds may have been used in support
of research involving live human fetuses,

Aside from my personal feelings that such
a practice 1s disrespectful of human life and
morally repugnant, my political perceptions
tell me that such a use of public monies is
wholly unacceptable to a vast majority of
Amerlcan taxpayers.

The statement published in the Washing-
ton Post on April 15, 1973, to the effect
that no present or foreseeable circumstances
would justify N.I.H, support for such re-
search, does not completely satisfy me.

I would lke to see an outright policy
statement from N.I.H., totally banning any
form of support for research—present or fu-
ture—involving live fetuses.

Your careful consideration of this request
will be greatly appreclated.

With best wishes and regards.

Sincerely,
RomanNo L. MazzoLr,
Member of Congress.
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NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH,
Bethesda, Md., May 9, 1973.
Hon. Romano L. MazzoLI,
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

DeAR Mn. Mazzori: Dr. Robert Berliner,
NIH Deputy Director for Science, and Dr.
Gerald LaVeck, Director, National Institute
of Child Health and Human Development
have asked that I respond on their behalf
to the letters addressed to them on April 27,
1973, Your communication expressed your
deep concern over the possibility that NIH
might be engaged in research involving live
aborted human fetuses.

First, let me assure you that the NIH
does not finance or conduct research on live
aborted human fetuses,

In carrying out our basic mission to im-
prove the health of the nation, the NIH con-
ducts and supports a major portion of the
bMomedical research in this country. All
research conducted or supported by NIH
involving human subjects is performed un-
der guildelines which require the protection
of the rights and welfare of the subjects, the
weighing of the risks of such activity against
its benefits and assurance of Informed con-
sent from the subject. We agree to finance
such procedures only when we are assured
by a panel of experts that the particular
study is necessary, and that it holds promise
of substantial benefit to mankind. We re-
quire that the local expert panel know the
circumstances under which the research is
to be done. We also require that the judg-
ment as to the appropriateness of the re-
search be made by persons other than the
scientist who plans it. Our final decision to
support such research involves our judgment
of its sclentific merit and full consideration
for the ethical issues it presents.

Since our present guildelines for research
with human subjects were adopted in 19686,
necessary and life-saving research activities
have grown increasingly complex giving rise
to new and unexpected ethical issues. For
example, it was during this period that re-
ports began to be received of research upon
live human fetuses performed in certain Eu-
ropean countries.

In December 1972, the NIH set up a com-
mittee to make a comprehensive review of
existing guidelines and policies on the pro-
tection of human subjects taking into ac-
count any problems which might be foreseen
from new areas of biomedical investigation
which offer hope for improving health. As &
part of this review, we are focusing special
attention on the meaning of “informed con-
sent” in subjects such as prilsoners, institu-
tionalized patients, children, the developing
fetus and the aborted fetus.

The committee has made no recommenda-
tion as yet. You may be assured that before
any revised or new policies are finally rec-
ommended or adopted on any of the many is-
sues related to research with human subjects
opportunity will be given for public com-
ment. We are convinced that this approach
to the problems of fetal research, as well as
the many other sensitive current questions
about the use of human subjects will lead to
responsible, humane and defensible policy
conclusions.

We deeply appreclate your interest and
would be most happy to provide further
information.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN F. SHERMAN, Ph. D.,
Acting Director.

May 23, 1973.

Joraw F. SHErRMAN, Ph. D.

Acting Director, Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, Public Health Serv-
ice, National Institutes of Health,
Bethesda, Md.
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Dear Dr. BHERMAN: This is In further ref-
erence to your letter of May 9, 1873.

I desire the names and addresses of the
members of the committee which was set up
by the N.IH. last December to study gulde-
lines and policies on research on human sub-
jects to include research on human fetuses.

It 1s my intention to contact these indi-
viduals to express my views on this subject.

In further reference to this matter, I am
enclosing copies of articles which appeared
in the Washington Post of April 10 and April
13, 1973. In these articles, Dr. Kurt Hirsch-
horn states that American scientists are go-
ing abroad to conduct research on aborted
human fetuses at N.I.LH. expense.

Is this a true statement? If not, can you
verify that it is false?

I awailt your early advice.

Sincerely,
Romano L. MazzoLz,
Member of Congress.
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH,
Bethesda, Md., May 25, 1973.
Hon. RoMano L. MazzoLl,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. Mazzoni: In response to your
request of May 23, 1973, I am providing here-
with the roster of members of the inter-
agency Study Group for Review of Policles
on Protection of Human Subjects In Blomed-
ical Research. This is the group which was
mentioned in my May 9 letter to you as being
engaged in a comprehensive review of exist-
ing guidelines and policies on the protection
of human subjects in research. The group is
focusing particular attention on the gues-
tions surrounding the use of subjects such
as prisoners, institutionalized patients, chil-
dren, the developing fetus and the aborted
fetus.

To assist the S8tudy Group a staff paper on
the subject of fetal research is being de-
veloped by Dr. Charles U, Lowe, Scientific
Director, National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development, National Insti-
tutes of Health, Bethesda, Maryland 20014.
Dr. Lowe's staff paper and recommendations
will be presented to the Study Group about
July first. After review in draft by the
Study Group and before approval by the
NIH Director all recommendations for new
or amended guidelines will be made avall-
able for public comment, and of course your
comments will be welcomed and given care-
ful attention.

In your letter, inquiry was made as to the
truth of certaln published statements to the
effect that American sclentists are going
abroad to conduct research on human fetuses
at NIH expense.

During the week of April 10 we conducted
& search of files on all current NIH grants
and contracts and verified that there is no
evidence that research involving the use of
live aborted human fetuses is being con-
ducted with NIH support. It is possible that
individuals who are or have been grantees
of NITH might have carried out such re-
search though we are not aware of it. In
any case NIH is not supporting and has not
knowingly supported research with live
aborted human fetuses.

If we can provide additional information,
please let us know.

Sincerely yours,
JouN F. SHERMAN, Ph. D,,
Acting Director.

Stupy GrOUP FOR REVIEW OF POLICIES ON
ProTECTION OF HUMAN BSUBJECTS IN BIo-
MEDICAL RESEARCH

ROSTER
Dr. Ronald W. Lamont-Havers, Chairman,
Deputy Director, National Institute of Arth-
ritis, Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases, Na-
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tional Institutes of Health, 9000 Rockville
Pike, Bethesda, Maryland 20014.

Mr., Seymour Bress, Executive Secretary,
Division of Research Grants, National Insti-
tutes of Health, Westwood Bldg., 5333 West-
bard Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20016.

Dr. Thomas Chalmers, Director, Clinical
Center, National Institutes of Health.

or

Dr. Roger Black, Assoclate Director, Clini-
cal Center, National Institutes of Health
9000 Rockville Pike, Bethesda, Maryland
20014.

Dr. Carl Douglass, Deputy Director, Divi-
sion Research Grants, Natlonal Institutes of
Health, Westwood Bldg., 5333 Westbard Ave-
nue, Washington, D.C. 20016.

Miss Mary McEniry, Assistant to the Di=-

‘rector for Regulatory Affairs, Food and Drug

Administration (BD-30), Parklawn Bldg.,
5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, Maryland 20852.
Mr. Joel Mangel, Office of the General
Counsel, Office of the Secretary, Parklawn
Bldg., 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, Maryland

20852,

Dr. Murray Goldsteln, Assoclate Director
for Extramural Programs, Natlonal Institute
of Neurological Diseases and Stroke, National
Institute of Health, 9000 Rockville Pike, Be=
thesda, Maryland 20014. :

Dr. Leon Jacobs, Associate Director for
Collaborative Research, Office of the Di-
rector, National Institutes of Health, 9000
Rockville Pike, Bethesda, Maryland 20014,

Dr. Carl Leventhal, Assistant to the Dep=-
uty Director for Sclence, Office of the Di-
rector, National Institutes of Health, 9000
Rockville Pike, Bethesda, Maryland 20014.

Dr. Charles McCarthy, Office of Legislative
Analysls, Office of the Director, National In-
stitutes of Health, 9000 Rockville Pike, Be-
thesda, Maryland 20014,

Dr. Richard B. Stephenson, Training Offi-
cer, Office of the Director, National Institutes
of Health, 9000 Rockville Pike, Bethesda,
Maryland 20014,

Mr. David Eefauver, Assistant Director for
Extramural Programs, National Institute of
Mental Health, Parklawn Bldg., 5600 Fishers
Lane, Rockville, Maryland 20852.

Dr. Frances O. Kelsey, Scientific Investi-
gations Staff, Food and Drug Administra-
tlon, Parklawn Bldg., 5600 Fishers Lane, Rock-
ville, Maryland 20852,

Dr. Franklin Neva, Chief, Laboratory of
Parasitic Diseases, National Institute of Al-
lergy and Infectious Diseases, National In-
stitutes of Health, 8000 Rockville Plke, Be~-
thesda, Maryland 20014.

NEED FOR A TOTAL PROHIBITION AGAINST RE-
SEARCH INvOLVING LIVE Human FETUSES
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, apparently in

response to the glare of publicity, the Na-

tlonal Institutes of Health has recently pro-
mulgated a policy statement indicating that
1t knows of no circumstances which would

Justify NTH support for research involving a

live human fetus.

I would like to contend that this state-
ment is wholly inadequate since it clearly
leaves the door wide open for the future
discovery of circumstances, which in NIH's
opinion might justify such morally repugnant
research.

It is my personal opinion—and also my
reading of public sentiment—that there can
be no circumstances which would Justity
the use of public moneys in support of prac=
tices so disrespectful of human life. Nor, do
I feel that such research should even receive
verbal support from & public agency.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I want to call
upon my colleagues in the Congress to join
me in requesting that the National Institutes
of Health adopt a policy of absolute prohibi-
tion against any form of support for research
involving live human fetuses.

Additionally, I insert in the Recorp the
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following two articles by Mr. Victor Cohn,
which appeared in the Washington Post on
April 10, 1973 and April 13, 1973, respectively:

NIH CoNsSmERING ETHICS—LIVE-FETUS
RESEARCH DEBATED

(By Victor Cohn)

The possibility of using newly-delivered
human fetuses—products of abortions—for
medical research before they die is being
strenuously debated by federal health offi-
clals.

So Is the question of whether or not federal
funds ought to be used to support such re-
search in a country where abortion is con-
sidered immoral by millions.

A proposal to permit such studies was rec-
ommended to the Natlonal Institutes of
Health 13 months ago, it was disclosed yes-
terday by a doctors’ newspaper, Ob.-Gyn.
(Obstetrician-Gynecologist) News.

Officials at NIH, prime source of funds for
American research laboratories, differed yes-
terday on whether the recommendation had
at least temporarily become “NIH policy.”

But they agreed that NIH is considering
the ethics of the matter afresh in the light of
last year's revelation of an Alabama syphilis
study in which the human subjects were
neither informed about their disease nor
treated for it.

They also agreed that most scientists feel
that it is both moral and important to health
progress to use some intact, living fetuses—
fetuses too young and too small to live for
any amount of time—for medical study.

Most such scientists would apparently
agree with the recommendations of still an-
other NIH advisory body—made in Septem-
ber, 1971, but again not disclosed until yes-
terday—that a fetus used in research must
meet at least two out of three criteria: (1)
it be no older than 20 weeks: (2) no more
than 500 grams (1.1 pounds) in welght; and
(3) no longer than 26 centimeters (9.8
inches) from crown to heel.

Such tiny infants if delivered intact may
often live for an hour or so with beating
heart after abortion.

They cannot live longer without aid, pri-
marily because their lungs are still unex-
panded. But artificial aid—fresh blood and
fresh oxygen—might keep them alive for
three or four hours.

Sclentists in Great Britain and several
other countries are regularly doing studies
in this way, medical sources sald yesterday.

British sclentists generally weork under a
set of strict though unofiicial guidelines set
last year by a government commission named
to end what virtually everyone agreed was
an abuse—obtaining months-old fetuses for
research and keeping them alive for up to
three or four days.

Before permitting research on fetuses sald
the British commission, a hospital ethics
committee must satisfy itself “that the re-
quired information cannot be obtained in
any other way.”

This is often the case, one well-known
genetics researcher, Dr. Kurt Kirschhorn of
New York's Mount Sinal Hospital and Medi-
cal School, sald in an interview yesterday.
Indeed, he added, some U.S. sclentists are
going to Sweden or Japan or other countries
to do such research and doing so with the
help of their NIH funds.

Using the fetus, Hirschhorn said, it may
be possible “to learn how differentiation oc-
curs”"—the way cells develop into different
parts of the body. "“We could learn more
about inborn anomalies,” or birth defects.

“I don’t think it’s unethical,” he sald. “It's
not possible to make this fetus into a
child, therefore we can consider it as nothing
more than a plece of tissue. It is the same
principle as taking a beating heart from
someone and making use of it in another-

person.”
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Dr. Andrew Hellegers, professor of obstet-
rics at Georgetown University and director of
the Kennedy Institute for the Study of Hu-
man Reproduction and Bioethics, argued with
this view at one NIH advisory meeting. "It
appears,” he said, “that we want to make the
chance for survival the reason for the
experiment."

“Isn't that the British approach?" another
member asked him.

“It was the German approach. 'If it is go-
ing to die, you might as well use it,' " Helle-
gers replied, referring to Nazi experiments on
doomed concentration camp inmates during
World War II.

Despite some views like his, an NTH Human
Embryology and Development Study Sectlon
decided in September, 1971, that: “Planned
sclentific studies of the human fetus must
be encouraged if the outlook for maternal
and fetal patients is to be improved. Accept-
able formats for the conduct of . . . carefully
safeguarded, well controlled investigations
must be found.”

For example, this group warned, “under no
circumstances” should attempts be made to
keep a fetus alive indefinitely for research.

The study section’s recommendations were
greatly modified by the National Advisory
Child Health and Human Development Coun-
cil—the advisory group to NIH's National In-
stitute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment—in March, 1872,

“It was my understanding that the ad-
visory councils recommendations were ac-
cepted last year.” Dr. Phillp Corfman, acting
director of the Child Health Institute, said
yesterday. “But everyone knew they would
require more work on specific guidelines.”

However, Dr. Charles U. Lowe, the instl-
tute’s scientific director—who was asked last
year to head a group to help develop such
guldelines—sald: “The council statement
was sent to the director of NIH, but it is not
at the present time policy. It has no standing
except as a council expression."”

The Child Health Institute is supporting
no research using live, intact fetuses, he said.
Other sources said they know of no such proj-
ects supported by any NIH institute, though
one added, “we'd have to survey some 12,000
projects to be sure.”

Lowe sald he personally agrees with the
British commission’s feeling that such re-
search is proper and ethical if properly con-
trolled.

“But I haven't decided in my own mind
yet,” he added, “whether we can go along
with Great Britain, using federal dollars.
First, we have an articulate Catholic minor-
ity which disagrees. Second, we have a sub-
stantial and articulate black minority"” sen-
sitive on issues of human life.

Hirschhorn for his part argued: “How do
we know what drugs do to the fetus unless
we find out?" A position is needed, he main-
tained, between those “who say we're not
doing any harm to a fetus that’s going to die
anyway" and those who would require
“highly complex forms"” before & medical
scientist can do anything.

STATEMENT ON RESEARCH

Note—This statement backing the regu-
lated use of human fetuses in medical re-
search was approved in March, 1972, by the
National Advisory Child Health and Human
Development Council but not made public.
The council is an advisory body to the Na-
tional Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, part of the National Institutes
of Health.

Scientific studies of the human fetus are
an integral and necessary part of research
concerned with the health of women and
children. Because of the unigue problems in-
volved and a growing competence and inter-
est in this field ethically and scientifically
acceptable guldelines for the conduct of such
investigation must be developed.
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In all cases, applicable state and/or na-
tional laws shall be binding.

Guidelines for human investigation used
to protect the rights of minors and other
helpless subjects are applicable.

The study protocol must be reviewed and
approved by the appropriate institutional
review committee to Insure that the rights
of the mother and fetus will be fully con-
sidered.

It is the duty of these committees to in-
sure that the investigator shall not be in-
volved in the decision to terminate a preg-
nancy, the product of which is intended for
study within his own research grant or
authority.

Continuing review by the institutional
committee must be undertaken in approved
projects.

Informed consent must be obtained from
the appropriate party(ies).

NIH Vows Nor To FuND FETUS WORK
(By Victor Cohn)

The National Institutes of Health will not
fund research on live aborted human fetuses
anyplace in the world it promised yesterday
in a policy statement that is likely to become
government-wide practice soon and probably
& guide for most American sclentists.

NIH, from its headgquarters in Bethesda,
finances nearly half of all U.S. medical re-
search, and the federal government finances
nearly two-thirds of the country's $3.5 bil-
lion a year total.

NIH “does not now support” any such re-
search, sald Dr. Robert Berliner, deputy di-
rector for sclence, and "“we know of no cir-
cumstances at present or in the foreseeable
future which would justify NIH support.”

Some scientists have said that at least a
few research programs involving study of live
aborted refuses in the short time before they
die have been supported with NIH funds,
some of them performed by U.S. sclentists
abroad.

Dr. Charles U. Lowe, sclentific director of
NIH's National Institute for Child Health
and Human Development, qualified Ber-
liner's statement slightly by commenting,
“You know we're dealing with 14,000 grants,”
and “we are not insofar as we know"” financ-
ing any such work.

Berliner's statement was read to nearly 200
Roman Catholle high school students gath-
ered in an NIH auditorium for questions and
protest. The students were organized by a
group from the Stone Ridge Country Day
School of the Sacred Heart led by Renee
Meter, Theo Tuomey and Marla Shriver, 17,
daughter of SBargeant Shriver.

The students got together after a Wash-
ington Post story Tuesday reported that fed-
eral health officlals were debating the advisa-
bility of such studles and were considering
issuing federal guidelines for anyone doing
them.

“Why are they drawing up guidelines if
they don't Intend to use live fetuses?" one
skeptical gquestioner asked Dr. Lowe, refer-
ring to federal advisory groups who have in
fact supported the idea of some such re-
gearch.

“Any organization develops policy through
review,” Lowe replied. The advisory groups
were made up on non-federal, university sci-
entists, and “they can say anything they
want,” Lowe sald, but “policy is made by
NIH.”

Research involving the fetus has been
going on in many countrles with liberal
abortion policles, Many medical sclentists are
eager to study fetal developments as a guide
to prevention and treatment of many dis-
eases and abnormalities.

Such research has focused on two main
kinds of procedures: some studies during
the minutes or hours while some fetuses
still live or can be kept alive, and opera-
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tions on fetuses to get cells or organs that
can be kept alive in the laboratory.

It is only the first kind that NIH said
yesterday that it would not support. Merely
taking tissues for study "is about the same
thing as taking kidneys or a heart for a
heart transplant,” said Dr. Berliner in an
interview.

Lowe told the students that "I see no
need at this point” for studies of the live
fetus, though he admitted that many scien-
tists in the Scandinavian nations, Britain
and the United States feel differently.

As to reports that some U.S. scientists
have done such research in trips abroad,
some of them with NIH funds, Lowe said,
“I can't agree"” that this has happened.
Also, he sald, “I object strongly to profes-
sional scientists doing in other countries
what ethics here would not permit.”

In a serles of statements preceding this
week'’s meeting, officials of the United States
Catholic Conference called for a constitu-
tional amendment “protecting the life of
the unborn,” for a national commission of
theologians, sclentists, lawyers and citizens
to monitor sclentific advances and recom-
mend ethical guidelines, and for congres-
sional study and regulation of experiments
on human beings.

John Cardinal KErol of Philadelphia,
speaking for the ‘conference’'s executive
committee, expressed “shock” at the pos-
sibility of federal support of studies on live,
aborted bables. “If there s a more unspeak-
able crime than abortion itself,” he said
“it is using victims of abortions as living
human guinea pigs.”

In other statements:

The Catholic Bishops' Ad Hoc Committee
on Population and Pro-Life Affairs termed
the matter “cause for moral outrage.”

The Washington area’s St. Luke’s Guild
of Catholic Physicians stated unequivocal
opposition to experimental use of living
fetuses “‘at any time and under any circum-
stances.”

Maryland Right to Life, and anti-abortion
group, pointed out that the Maryland Gen-
eral Assembly this year passed a joint reso-
lution calling on Congress to propose a con-
stitutional amendment to protect unborn
human beings—intended to upset the recent
Supreme Court decislon on abortion.

[From the New York Times, May 6, 1973]
FETUSES—WHAT PRICE RESEARCH?

WasHINGTON.—A few years ago, medical
sclentists in Helsinkl injected rubella wvac-
cine into 35 pregnant women who were
scheduled to have abortions. The doctors
wanted to find out what effect the live virus
in the vaccine would have on the fetuses.

The experimental question was impor-
tant and could not really be answered by
animal research. Rubella, also known as
German measles, is a major cause of still-
births and birth defects, and the vacclne
was developed to prevent them, yet it was
not clear whether the wvaccine would be
safe to use In a pregnant woman. The
study strengthened the evidence that it
would not be safe for the fetus.

Bo there was reason for the experiments,
but was it ethical to do them? There was

nothing in the research that was going to,

help the fetuses, nor could thelr “informed
consent” be obtalned.

A final report on the project was pub-
lished last summer in the New England
Journal of Medicine. The authors included
not only the doctors in Finland but also
American scientlsts of Case Western Re-
serve University and the National Instit-
utes of Health.

Although the report caused no ethical
stir at the time, it is doubtful that the
American participation in the project
would be possible now. The climate of
opinion seems to have changed.
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While this has happened totally inde-
pendently of the rubella story, that project
does exemplify the growing problem con-
cerning research involving the fetus. The
issues are complicated and are often laden
with emotlon. If a fetus is to be aborted
and therefore cannot survive, is it not
wasteful to throw it away without attempts
at learning things that might help other
babies survive or avoid crippling defects?

On the other hand, if it is human, does
anyone have the right to do research on it
without consent—and whose consent? The
mother would ordinarily be the person to
ask, but she has already asked for abortlon.
Can she be sald to have the best interest of
the fetus at heart?

One question often raised by laymen is
whether or not experiments on the fetus
could inflict pain. But the term “pain” is
subjective. It has no meaning unless the
subject is consclious and the fetus, presum-
ably, is not. One of the ironies of the al-
ready tangled problems of fetal research is
that anyone dissatisfled with that answer
could only dispute it by doing research on
the fetus.

The issues concerning fetal research have
arisen in this country bhecause of several
factors, only one of which is the recent
liberalization of abortion laws. In recent
years scientists have gained increasing abil-
ity to maintain life artificially in the labora-
tory. There is continued sclentific impetus
and need to learn more concerning the de~
tails of human development and its prob-
lems. . . . The question was: is it justifiable
to use aborted human fetuses in research
almed directly at developing artificial means
of keeping an early premature baby alive
until it i1s sufficiently developed to live on
its own? Dr. Robert S. Morison, professor of
sclence and soclety at Cornell, argued that,
with proper safeguards, it is permissible. He
sald that the research could be of great help
to future bables, and that the experiments
on the aborted fetus did not alter its pros-
pects for life because the decision to abort
had already decided that. He noted that a
special problem would arise if the research
progressed far enough to offer the prospects
of survival to the aborted fetus wunder
study—a fetus by definition no longer
wanted by the mother.

Sumner B. Twiss Jr. of the Department of
Religious Studies at Brown University said
the research in question should not be
done. He argued that it raised insoluble
problems concerning “informed consent,”
serious moral problems involving disposal of
the fetus at the end of the experiments and
a real dilemma when the research neared
the stage of being successful.

The example the two men discussed was
not hypothetical, but was the subject of an
actual research grant application in Britain,
where a review committee decided in favor
of the project.

Dr. André Hellegers, professor of obstetrics
and gynecology at Georgetown University,
believes that the United States Supreme
Court, which has already ruled that women
have rights to abortion, may ultimately have
to rule on the question of whether a fetus,
viable or not, has individual rights once It
has been removed from the womb.

HaroLp M. ScHMECK, Jr.

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL).

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate the gentleman from Kentucky
on his statement, and wish to be associ-
ated with his remarks.

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota for his association.
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Mr. Speaker, I would only conclude by
saying that it seems to me that the least
Congress can do today—a Congress which
as has been earlier pointed out would not
be shunted off onto the sidetrack on the
great, major, profound life and death is-
sues of this country and of this world,
and which should reassert itself on these
issues—is to say that we today feel, not-
withstanding what may be clear though
unwritten policy; notwithstanding what
might be the unwritten rules and regula-
tions of NIH regarding human experi-
mentation; we say today that life is too
precious to be experimented with. We say
today that life in the form of a tiny hu-
man infant should not be played around
with, we should not play God with peo-
ple, and we should bring these reprehen-
sible practices to a?}a.lt today.

Mr, Speaker, I am honored to join
my distinguished colleague from New
York today in opposing experimentation
on living fetuses, and compliment him
on focusing attention on this despicable
practice.

This is a practice which seems to have
grow in acceptability in medical re-
search circles, due to lack of knowledge
on the part of the public and lack of
adequate restrictions by the Govern-
ment, \

I think it is time the Federal Govern-
ment goes on record as opposing this
practice, signaling Congress intent to re-
spect the dignity of life. Regardless of
the circumstances surrounding the past
or future status of the fetuses upon
which experiments are being performed,
I think we have to morally put a stop
to this practice and any similar en-
croachments upon the misuse of living
humans. To allow such practices to con-
tinue and possibly expand into other
areas strikes me as nothing short of a
20th century form of barbarism.

As we expand our knowledge about the
human organism and expand our cap-
abilities for living longer, transplanting
madterials from one organism to another,
and performing mental and physical op-
erations which can substantially alter
the character of an individual, we are
going to have to be on special guard to
make sure that the dignity of human
life is not violated. Experimentation is
fine, and advances in science and medi-
cine are to be welcomed, but not at the
cost of undermining the very thing which
we are seeking to improve through sci-
ence—the value of a human life.

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

Mr. MAZZOLLI. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. HILLis).

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
compliment the gentleman from Ken-
tucky on his statement, and associate
myself with his remarks.

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. I yield to my colleague
from Kentucky (Mr. SNYDER) .

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
state that my distinguished colleague
from the Third District of Kentucky has
done his homework. I appreciate very
much his bringing this subject to the
attention of the House.
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Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? ;

Mr. MAZZOLI. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KEMP) .

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I wish to com~
pliment the gentleman from Kentucky
on his remarks and associate myself with
those remarks. I wish to commend him
for taking the well and bringing the at-
tention of this House to this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I also would like to rise
in support of the amendment proposed
by my friend and colleague the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RONCALLO).

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? 4

Mr. MAZZOLI I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. GUYER).

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, I too wish
to go on record as being 100 percent in
favor of this amendment.

I think it is time to stand up and be
counted, and I want to be identified.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the
Roncallo amendment and am proud to
say that this measure may well be the
first breakthrough in this Congress for
the most important “Right to Life”
principle.

I heartily concur with my colleague
from New York, that a human life, how-
ever tiny, and however brief its candle
of light may be permitted to glow, is
entitled to its God-given place on Earth,
and the dignity of an entity in life as in
death.

The horrendous reports of doctors
performing experiments on human, live
fetuses both abroad and in this country,
such as the incident of a British doctor
taking a human fetus from a 14-year-
old girl, and subjecting it to callous tests
and experiments, is both morally and
humanly illicit.

The highest court in our land, which
in one verdict announces that a proven
murderer cannot be given capital
punishment for his crime, and then in
another verdict announces that the
taking of a human life by abortion, is
legal—poses a problem as to the rights
of all of us human beings. What are the
rights of these tiny lives? They are in-
capable of giving consent to their being
used as experimental subjects. Who can
morally and legally give consent for
them—their parents, the state, or who?

I congratulate my colleagues today for
standing up and being counted in sup-
port of an amendment which will make
crystal clear that no funds appropriated
under this measure, nor any similar act
or authority by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare may be used at
the expense of live human fetuses. They
may in many cases have not had protec-
tors, but today the U.S. Congress is say-
ing they will have.

As this amendment and the bill it em-
braces, which surely will assist our re-
searchers to explore the hidden myster-
ies of cancer, heart disease, dental and
mental health, and related areas of un-
conquered life-takers, is passed into
statute, all of us can have the good warm
feeling of accomplishment today.

This little floor drama, which burst
into near acclamatioh, may just be the
voice and the rising eurtain to herald
the opening of the door on the related
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legislative measures, some of which are
locked up in committee and subcommit-
tee. By such breakthrough, may be the
vehicle that proclaims from the Nation's
Capital that life in America is still pre-
cious; that all human beings, young and
old, have divine legacies and God-given
dignity which shall be esteemed both by
precept and example by all of us.

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

Mr. Speaker, I think it would be well
for the House to know the background
of this issue. Of course it would be
extremely difficult to vote against this
amendment and run the risk of the vote
being misinterpreted.

It is the current policy; it is the estab-
lished policy; it is the acting policy of
any research supported now by the NIH
that there shall be no research on a live
fetus. Now, the committee heard, how-
ever, that in Sweden such an experiment
was conducted and that it was mistak-
enly supported by a grant from NIH.
When NIH found out, they stopped it.

But to make it absolutely clear that it
is the policy of the Congress that this
type of research shall not be done, we
put into the language of the bill that no
research supported by any funds from
NIH shall be carried on in an unethical
manner. The bill, therefore, handles the
situation.

Mr. Speaker, right now a committee
in the other body has already started
hearings on this whole problem of ethics
in biomedical research. The Senate
hearings are not just on research on
the fetus, but on all of these ethical prob-
lems such as research on prisoners, im-
proper drug use, and on research being
conducted on patients without their full
knowledge of their risk.

A whole range of problems is involved.
That is the way the problem should be
handled, rather than picking out a situa-
tion here or there and not covering those
other situations.

By simply picking out one we run the
risk of an interpretation that would say,
“We approve of other situations which
are just as unethical.” The committee
language clearly says, “No, we do not ap-
prove any of them.”

I believe that is the position the House
wants to take.

Our subcommittee will go into this en-
tire range of problems later in hearings.
We anticipate action by the other body.
I do not believe the House at this time
wants to say, “We are going to single this
one problem out.”

The language says there shall be no
support for any unethical research. That
is the position I believe each individual
Member would want to take, a total pro-
hibition, including a prohibition against
the use of fetuses.

I would urge that the committee be
supported on the language. The commit-
tee will go into the specific problem in
a proper forum.

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

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida for
yielding.
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Does the gentleman have any way in
which he can assure the House—perhaps
by inserting a statement in the REcorp
which says so—that the clear and un-
equivocal position of NIH is not to con-
sider as ethical research on fetuses?

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, we do have that,
and we will put it in the ReEcorp. We have
a letter from HEW. We will get that
statement.

I will do that for the gentleman.

Mr. MAZZOLI. I would only say fur-
ther along that line that if, for instance,
the House were to vote today to disap-
prove experiments on live fetuses——

Mr. ROGERS. We have done that in
the bill.

Mr. MAZZOLI, If the House were to
vote in favor of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Rowncarrno) I do not believe the House
would be on record as saying that every-
thing else, the Tuskegee experiment or
anything else, is approved.

ivlr. ROGERS. If we do it by law we
will.

Mr. MAZZOLI, How?

Mr. ROGERS. Because we run the risk
of singling out one problem and be sub-
ject to an interpretation of denying what
the committee has done in broad policy.

Mr. MAZZOLI. I would think the
House would be saying only that this ex-
perimentation on the human fetus is so
reprehensible as to be illegal, and that
any other experiment may later be said
to be the same.

Mr. ROGERS. It is already illegal un-
der the provisions of this bill. That is
what I am trying to get across to the gen-
tleman. This bill covers that problem, as
well as the Tuskegee problem, as well as
the improper research on prisoners, as
well as the improper research on per-
sons who have not been advised of their
rights.

I believe we should not simply single
this out at this time, because it might
negate the broad general approach of the
committee,

Mr. MAZZOLI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Speaker, with all due respect for
the chairman of the subcommittee and
the chairman of the full committee, I
do not believe these are times for half
measures. I believe it is important for the
House of Representatives to go on record
today indicating that we do have respect
for human life.

There are some significant differences
between the case alluded to by the chair-
man of the subcommittee in relation to
the medical experiments on prisoners.
One big difference is that when a prisoner
dies, a death certificate must be filled out
indicating the cause of his death. No
one can deny that taking the life of a live
fetus, as the result ot an abortion, is the
taking of the life of a human being, but
there is no requirement that a death
certificate be issued regarding the death
of that child.

It is important that we go on record
today in support of human life. We have
reached a point—because of the Su-
preme Court's decision on January 22
which says that life no longer has any
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value, that we have created a new con-
stitutional right of privacy which per-
mits abortion. It means, in effect, that
the day before an actual birth that the
child can be destroyed.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues:
What is the difference between a child
of minus 1 day age and a child of plus
1 day age? Is there really any biological
differences in a human being at that
point in time?

I submit that there is not. And yet the
Supreme Court recognizes the right to
life of the latter, but not the former.

I commend the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RoncarLo) for his amendment,
and T urge all of my colleagues to go on
record today indicating that we in this
body do, in fact, respect human life, we
must state clearly that we oppose re-
search on live fetuses.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the sub-
committee says that he has assurances
that this research is not going to take
place. The facts are that in countries
where wholesale abortion has been ac-
ceptable, experimentation on live fe-
tuses has gone forward in an unregulated
and accepted way.

The very fact that NIH would conduct
studies to determine whether or not they
should fund experimentation on live
fetuses leads us to the conclusion that
they very definitely are considering it.
No other conclusion is possible.

So, Mr. Speaker, we should make our
position eminently clear today. We
ought, at this point to clarify the record
ﬁ? our position that we cherish human

e.

We have all had experiences with bu-
reaucrats in the executive branch. If
there is ever a loophole for them to
proceed with the implementation of their
own ideas, they use that loophole. If
Congress leaves them a loophole, NIH
will go through it to do whatever they
want to do. This is not the time to leave
loopholes. We must specifically prohibit
research on live fetuses regardless of
assurances which have been given to the
committee.

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

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
the gentleman does not want to leave
the impression that by any action we
take here today we will stop this type of
operation all over the world.

Now, what we have said in the bill and
what those who are against this type
of research have said is that no Federal
funds can support any such research. I
have already said that they have assured
us that it is not their policy, that this
is not done in the United States; they
thought that it might be done outside
the United States, but the bill says it
shall not be done here.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to respond to the gentleman’s re-
marks.

I did not say that this bill is going to
affect what is going on in other countries.
What I am saying is that when a country
adopts a position to allow wholesale
abortion, when it is decided that unborn
life has no value and is expendable, re-
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search on live fetuses is the inevitable
result.

What we need to do today is to go
on record as the House of Representa-
tives saying that we abhor the very con-
cept of research on live fetuses.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, that is
what the committee bill does.

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

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. MazzoL1).

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr., Speaker, I would
like to read for the benefit of the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. HocaN) one
sentence from a letter which I received
yesterday from Dr. John F, Sherman of
the NIH. I had posed the specific ques-
tion to him: “Does the NIH finance this
kind of experimentation?”

His sentence, in reply to my question,
on page 2 of his letter, is as follows:

It is possible that individuals who are or
have been grantees of NIH might have car-
ried out such research though we are not
aware of it,

They are grantees, though they are
not aware of it. They would not specifi-
cally say that this has not occurred and,
accordingly, it seems to me that the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RONCALLO)
has a worthy amendment, and I com-
mend the gentleman from Maryland for
supporting it.

Mr, HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

When it was reported last month that
the National Institutes of Health was
considering financing experimentation
on human fetuses alive after abortions,
I was shocked but not surprised.

The Supreme Court crossed the Ru-
bicon in its January 22 decision when
they declared that an unborn baby is of
no value, that it is a “nonperson.” Since
we have now established in law that
the fetus Las no rights and no value, it
seems academic whether we experiment
on it or not.

But we cannot let this happen. Ulti-
mately we must restore the right to life
to the unborn child. Today we have the
opportunity to take a step in that direc-
tion.

At this point, we have no definitive
statement by the National Institutes of
Health on the subject of experimenta-
tion on live fetuses. It has been reported
that NIH has a policy against live fe-
tus research, but there is nothing to pre-
vent them from changing their minds
whenever they please.

It is the responsibility of Congress to
demonstrate clearly that it will not fund
research of this sort. If we fail to ex-
pressly prohibit this research, we will be
contributing to the disregard for life ex-
pressed by the Supreme Court. Let us
prove that America is not morally bank-
rupt. Let us prove, that we still cherish
and value human life.

The Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee has recognized the need for a
policy to be set, but they have not gone
far enough. In their report on this bill
they state that “present ethical stand-
ards conduct make research in human
fetuses unethical,” however, they fail to
squarely face the issue and adopt a clear
policy of experimentation prohibition.
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The bill restricts research “which vio-
lates any ethical standard respecting
research adopted by the National Insti-
tutes of Health, the National Institute of
Mental Health, or their respective in-
stitutes.” Who decides what is ethical
and what is not. Many in the medical
profession feel it is ethical to destroy un-
born children. I do not and most Ameri-
cans do not.

If Congress does not overwhelmingly
support this amendment we will fail the
American people. We have the oppor-
tunity to establish a national policy, to
set a moral example by approving this
amendment. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment and take the
first step toward restoring the value of a
human life.

Mr. MALLARY. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that I must oppose the amendment of-
fered by the Member from New York
(Mr. Roncarro) which he obviously in-
troduced in good faith and which seeks
to perform a very commendable purpose.

I am certainly not in favor of prejudi-
cial experimentation on any human be-
ing whether it be a human fetus inside
its mother’s womb, an aborted fetus, or
any human being at any stage in its
career or at any age. It is my under-
standing that section 456 of the bill
clearly prohibits any research in the
United States or abroad which violates
any ethical standard respecting research
adopted by the National Institutes of
Health or the National Institute of Men-
tal Health and their respective Institutes.
Clearly, as has been pointed out by the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
Staceers) and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Rocers) it would not be
possible under this bill to conduct the
kind of objectionable research on hu-
man fetuses that is contemplated in this
amendment.

I am very much concerned, however,
that in its commendable intent the
amendment goes much farther than the
author intends and is sufficiently im-
precise in its language so that it might
constitute a serious problem for the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare or for the courts.

In the first place, the amendment pro-
hibits research on a fetus which is out-
side the mother’s uterus and has a beat-
ing heart. It is my understanding that a
fetus is, by definition, an unborn person
and therefore, a fetus, by definition,
could not be outside the mother’s uterus.
I believe that this contradiction implicit
in the amendment might create ser-
ious questions in the minds of anyone
who later attempted to construe the
meaning of this amendment.

My second objection to the amendment
stems from its total prohibition on re-
search on any such fetus if, in fact, it
can be at some time determined exactly
what it is under the terms of the amend-
ment. I am sure that the amendment is
directed at prohibiting any kind of re-
search which might be damaging or in
any way prejudicial to the survival,
health, or comfort of such a fetus. I
would contend that research could be
conducted guite properly on life saving
drugs or devices that might be aimed at
preserving or enhancing the lives of
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such fetuses rather than being damaging
to them. It would seem to me that this
amendment, if it passes, could prevent
the very kind of research that would be,
in the long run, most beneficial in sav-
ing the lives of those same unprotected
young humans that we are professing to
benefit by this amendment.

Mr. Speaker, it is with regret that I
feel that I must oppose this well-inten-
tioned amendment with the full convic-
tion that the bill, as presented by the
committee, provides very satisfactory
protections in this area.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Carey of New York). The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RONCALLO).

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

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
jeet to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum: is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evident-
1y a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 354, nays 9,
not voting 69, as follows:

[Roll No. 170]
YEAS—354

Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Colller
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davls, Wis.
Delaney
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan Helstoski
du Pont Henderson
Edwards, Ala. Hicks
Edwards, Calif. Hillls
Ellberg Hinshaw
Erlenborn Hogan
Eshleman Hollifield
Evans, Colo. Holt

Abdnor
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.

Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrashan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.

Eemp
King
Kluczynski
Eoch

Euykendall
K

yros
Landgrebe
Latta
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEKinney
MecS8padden
Macdonald
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann

Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey

Abzug
Burton
Dellenback
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O'Brien
O'Hara
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Ralilsback
Rangel
Rees

Reid
Reuss
Rhodes
Rilegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan

8t Germain
Barasin
Sarbanes
Satterfleld
Saylor
Bcherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Bikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.

NAYS—9

Dellums
Eckhardt
Holtzman

Bteiger, Wis.
Snyder

Btubblefield
Btuckey
Studds
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.

Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—69

Adams
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Badillo
Beard
Blagel
Blackburn
Blatnik
Bray

Burke, Calif.

Chamberlain
Coughlin

Fisher
Flynt
Fraser
Fuqua
Goldwater
Gubser

Owens
Parris
Powell, Ohio
Price, I1l.
Randall
Rarick

Regula
Rooney, N.Y.
Ro

¥
Bandman
Spence
Bteelman
Stokes
Stratton
Sullivan

Jones, N.C.
Keating
Ketchum
Landrum

Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del

ey
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fountaln
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys

Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hutchinson
Jarman

Johnson, Calif,

Johnson. Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla,
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

Karth
EKastenmeler
Kazen

Crane
Cronin
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dickinson

Diggs
Dingell
Esch

Evins, Tenn.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Annunzio with Mr. Teague of Texas.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Min-
shall of Ohio.

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.
Hunt.

Leggett Teague, Tex.
McCormack Thompson, N.J,
Madden TUdall
Martin, Nebr. White
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
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Mr. Price of Ilinois with Mr. Martin of
Nebraska.
Mr, Fuqua with Mr. Ashbrook.
Mrs. Burke of California with Mr, Gubser.
Mr. de 1a Garza with Mr. Bray.
Mrs. Sullivan with Mrs, Heckler of Massa-
chusetts.
Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Cronin,
Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Roy.
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Chamberlain.
Mr. Adams with Mr. Sandman.
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Blackburn.
Mr. Carney of Ohio with Mr. Spence.
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Udall.
Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr,
Powell of Ohlo.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Stratton.
Leggett with Mr, Goldwater.
Fraser with Mr. Rarick.
Evins of Tennessee with Mr, Beard.
Biaggi with Mr. Steelman.
Flynt with Mr. Dickinson.
Badlillo with Mr. Winn.
McCormack with Mr. Coughlin.
Blatnik with Mr. Ichord.
Fisher with Mr. Harvey.
Hébert with Mr. White.
Madden with Mr. Crane,
. SBtokes with Mr. Regula.

FERREEEERERS

Mr. Randall with Mr. Esch,
Mr. Milford with Mr. Parris.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, 1
regret that I was not recorded on this
vote. I was in the Chamber before this
vote was announced, but I was not rec-
ognized. Had I had the opportunity. I
would have voted “yea.”

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

Mr. Speaker, I am sorry that this
amendment passed.

I voted for it because I did not want
some demagogue to say I voted for ex-
perimentation on fetuses. But I do not
want the people of this land saying I am
for experimentation not covered by the
amendment, on people such as those at
Tuskegee, that should have been includ-
ed here. I said what was in the bill was
entirely adequate, but the House would
not accept that. They brought up an
emotional issue and of course I voted for
it because how could anybody vote other-
wise? Further, I wish to compliment
those with the courage to vote no. “No”
was the right vote on this amendment,
albeit a dangerous one, and those mem-
bers are to be complimented.

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

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I want
to join heartily in the reasoning of the
chairman. I voted “No” and I voted “No”
for the same reason he has stated that
he voted “Yes.”

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

Mr. Speaker, I take this time to ask a
couple of questions of the committee. I
notice on page 15 of the committee report
a statement by the Secretary of HEW
in which this sentence appears:
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The cornerstone of the administration’s
higher education assistance efforts has been
to make assistance available to all needy stu-
dents through the basic opportunity grant
program and the guaranteed student loan
program administered by the Office of Educa-
tion.

My first question is: Are students who
seek to be involved in biomedical re-
search eligible for the basic opportunity
grants?

Mr. STAGGERS. The answer to that
is “No.”

Mr. FINDLEY. They are disqualified
for the basic opportunity grants?

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. O’'HARA. Mr. Speaker, the basic
opportunity grants, because of the rather
inadequate level of funding provided in
the supplemental bill in an amendment
to the law that was made here in the
House just a couple of weeks ago, are
limited in the coming academic year to
full-time entering students, students who
are attending an institution of higher
education for the first time, and those
would be freshmen in effect. So no one
who is not a full-time, first-time stu-
dent this fall would be eligible for a basic
opportunity grant.

Mr. FINDLEY. That is based only on
the level of funding, am I correct? If
funding is more adequate this coming
fiscal year, is it fair to assume that stu-
dents under this program would be eli-
gible for the BOG's?

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, under
existing law, even when the 1973 “first-
time, full-time” limit lapses, and even if
the level of funding reaches a higher
point than I would anticipate in the
immediate future, the authorization for
basic grants is limited to undergraduates.

Mr, FINDLEY. Would students in this
type of training be eligible for the stu-
dent loan?

Mr. O'HARA. Yes, they would.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Speaker, HR. 7724
concerns biomedical research fellow-
ships and traineeships.

There is a great need for this legisla-
tion. Over the past 42 years, this country
has developed the greatest biomedical
research program in the world. That pro-
gram is dependent on the individuals
available to do research. Without the
people, there will not—cannot—bhe a
program. And unless this legislation is
approved, the supply of such people will
be in severe jeopardy.

The first legislation authorizing the
U.S. Public Health Service to support the
training of biomedical researchers was
passed in 1930. Since that time, at least
11 different pieces of legislation have
broadened, modified, and supported that
authority. During that time, the num-
ber of biomedical researchers—and the
amount of high quality research done in
this country—has increased greatly. To-
day, the United States has become the
world’s acknowledged leader in medical
research.

But in its proposed budget for fiscal
year 1974, this administration proposed
the phasing out of all training and fel-
lowship grants in the biomedical area.
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This phase-out would be conducted grad-
ually over the next 5 years by making no
new commitments and allowing existing
commitments to expire.

This administration’s justification for
this action was based on a series of non
sequiturs, half truths, and complete fan-
tasies. It is clear that the real reason for
elimination of this program was that of
reducing the Federal budget. While we
are all supportive of limitations on Fed-
eral expenditures, such limitations should
not threaten programs essential to the
future welfare of the people of this
country.

In “The Training Programs of the In-
stitutes of the National Institutes of
Health,” a volume recently published by
the National Institutes of Health, the au-
thors recommend:

Direct support of the training of candidate
blomedical sclentists for careers in research
be reaffirmed as an appropriate and necessary
role for the federal government.

Additionally, the President’s Science
Advisory Committee Report, “Scientific
and Educational Basis for Improving
Health,” states:

We recommend that a stable base be estab-
lished for the support of both research train-
ing programs and fellowships at both pre-
doctoral and post-doctoral levels, adequate to
insure an uninterrupted flow of research and
teaching manpower, both basic and clinical
sclence.

Additional testimony presented to the
Committee by distinguished scientists,
researchers, and physicians from across
the country supports the conclusions of
these panels. Federal support of biomedi-
cal training is necessary.

The legislation which we consider
here today, H.R. 7724, provides new,
modified authority for the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to con-
duct programs of training and fellow-
ships for biomedical researchers through
the National Institutes of Health and the
National Institute of Mental Health.

The funds authorized by the bill over
2 fiscal years is $415 million—an ade-
quate amount to continue programs
which the administration wants to
eliminate.

Mr. Speaker, we are all interested in
saving money, in reducing the Federal
budget, and in reducing taxes. But such
considerations must be balanced against
those of the real needs of the people and
of an appropriate role for Government.
One of the appropriate roles for the Fed-
eral Government, I am convinced, is that
of supporting the training of our future
biomedical researchers. Without Federal
support, these people will not be trained
in adequate numbers. Yet without these
people, there can be no biomedical re-
search. Without biomedical research,
cancer, heart disease, and other crip-
pling and killing diseases cannot be elim-
inated. For this reason, I urge adoption
of this measure.

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Public
Health and Environment and as a co-
sponsor of H.R. 7724, I rise to urge the
House to approve this legislation.

Training grants and fellowships have
been a well established and fundamental
part of our Nation’s medical research
effort for three decades and during this
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time, the United States has become the
acknowledged world’s leader in medical
research. Our need for health care per-
sonnel, particularly research manpower,
is greater today than ever before.

In some circles, there has been con-
cern that research training funding
should be decreased because the market
for the product, the trainee, is leveling
off or diminishing. The hearings of our
Subcommittee on Public Health and En-
vironment show that this is not true. For
example, the cancer program estimates
a doubling in their scientific manpower
requirements for 1972 to 1978; the heart
program might require an additional 20-
to 30-percent increase in manpower; and
the administration’s own biomedical re-
search budget requests a continued in-
crease though at a lesser rate than pre-
viously. Normal attrition must be re-
placed.

Moreover, the best projections suggest
a further doubling of medical student
output to 25,000 students per year by
1982 which will require marked increases
in faculty. It should also be emphasized
that 82 percent of medical school facul-
ties in the United States were supported
in their training by NIH training grants
and fellowships in the past. Any decrease
in production of academic health man-
power now could lead to a shortage of
academic personnel up to 10 years in the
future. :

The Indiana University. Medical Cen-
ter is located in my congressional district
and during a recent visit to the campus
I noted a plaque in front of the main
building with a quote of Disraeli who
said:

Health 1s the foundation upon which all
of our happiness as a State depends.

Nothing could be more true than this
statement.

The Nation’s medical schools have been
asked to increase the number of physi-
cians to meet America’s health care
needs. Highly trained new faculty are
needed to staff the new and developing
medical schools in order to carry out this
objective. In addition, there is a con-
tinued need for a constant supply of
highly trained and competent biomedical
researchers to meet the Nation’s research
requirements. With increased congres-
sional interest in and recognition of the
need to combat the gamut of diseases
which afflict mankind, and with increased
administration initiatives in such fields
as cancer and heart research mentioned
above, more biomedical scientists will be
needed to carry out the intensified re-
search that will be necessary to come to
grips with these dread diseases.

Equally important is the need to pro-
vide new researchers for new areas of
research. The training grant and fellow-
ship programs are the only adequate
mechanisms for training investigators to
enter into or to develop new research
fields. Thus, maintaining the present
status quo will require increases in the
biomedical manpower pool. We cannot
possibly hope to increase our research
efforts without also increasing our re-
search resources.

While I am well aware of the need to
limit our expenditures, I feel we should
continue our research-fellowship pro-
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grams on & reasonable basis as provided
in H.R. 7724. This bill limits the author-
ization to 2 years with a total expendi-
ture of $415.6 million. This exceeds the
administration’s budget in this area by
only $141 million.

Medical care in the United States in-
volves an annual expenditure of $80 bil-
lion, 7 percent of our gross national
product. Either the $416 million author-
jzation or the $141 million increase over
the administration budget represented
by this legislation would be a very small
proportionate investment in the success
of our research enterprise, and thus in
the health of our people.

The economic benefits of health re-
search investment by any calculation
have returned to society multiples of the
original investment in jobs, taxes, and
decreased hospital days, not to mention
the value of less “pain and suffering.” I
feel that we have presented a good bill
in H.R. 7724 and that it merits favorable
consideration.

Mr. ESCH. Mr., Speaker, I rise today
in support of HR. 7724, the National
Health Research  Fellowship and
Traineeship Act of 1973. This act will
extend health training and fellowship
programs which the administration had
stipulated to be phased out over the next
few years.

I cannot overstate the critical impor-
tance of passing this legislation. The fact
is that without these programs for train-
ing and research in cancer, heart disease,
mental health, and other broad areas of
biomedical research, our efforts to find
answers to the causes of these serious
diseases will be seriously, if not perma-
nently, impaired.

Mr. Speaker,
biomedical research and fellowship
grants have been going on since 1930.
These grants have been instrumental in
the discovery and eventual treatment of
a wide range of health problems in this
country. Today, these programs produce
over 5,000 scientists a year, and by 1983
the projected annual need will be nearly
8,000. As is well known, the costs for
training far outstrips the ability of those
who wish to enter the biosciences to pay.
The facts are that from 70 to 75 percent
who are now engaged in training would
be Is_:;ble to continue without Federal sup-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this is
the time to expand and improve our
efforts in the biomedical research and I
urge my colleagues to join with me in
supporting this important legislation.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I urge
and hope that this pending bill, HR.
7724 the National Biomedical Research
and Training Act, is overwhelmingly
approved by this House today.

The testimony and record show that
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee reported this bill by unani-
mous vote because of their united con-
viction that the proposed termination of
these training programs would very se-
verely disrupt an obviously successful
history of research.

The evidence also reveals that recent
studies by the Health, Education, and
Welfare Department, as well as those of
the President’s own Science Advisory

Federal support for
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Committee supported the continuation of
these programs and it is further worthy
of note, in our legislative determination,
that approval of this measure was ad-
vocated by all the witnesses who ap-
peared before the congressional com-
mittee, other than those that appeared
there on behalf of the administration.

Mr. Speaker, without any reasonable
doubt our biomedical research and train-
ing programs have unquestionably
demonstrated their value in the national
interest and we should be mindful that
no viable alternative to these programs
has been proposed by the administration.
In the light of this failure of the admin-
istration, all the authoritative testimony
in favor, and the imperative necessity to
continue biomedical research in the pub-
lic interest, I hope that the House will
speedy adopt this measure.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
concerned about the so-called Roncallo
amendment offered today.

This is a badly drafted, badly thought
out amendment. Its major effect would
be simply to discourage and prevent re-
search to save the lives of infants born
prematurely. It would have no effect on
the policy presently pursued by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

Because this amendment as drafted
could prevent life-saving research for
premature infants I intend to oppose it.

Mr. CRONIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RoncALLo) to prohibit the use of HEW
funds for research on a live fetus. The
experimentation on human fetuses has
been subject to widespread abuses, and
I urge that this amendment be over-
whelmingly adopted.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
indicate that I fully support the bills
H.R. 7724, National Biomedical Research
Fellowship, Traineeship, and Training
Act of 1973; H.R. 7806, Health Programs
Extension Act of 1973; and H.R. 6458,
Emergency Medical Services Act of 1973.

It is clear that we cannot negotiate
with disease. There are no conference
tables of any size or shape that will per-
mit our sitting down and discussing with
the microscopic killers and cripplers of
our people the possibility of an end to
hostilities. We can be certain that dis-
ease will never sign a treaty of peace.
It is for us, therefore, to choose the path
of waging an even more massive war
against the maladies of mankind, and
to strengthen the supply lines to our
programs for proper health care and for
the prevention of disease.

A war of this magnitude will entail
virtually endless battles, but we must
not avoid the responsibility that we have
to meet the continuing challenge of good
health and good health facilities for all
Americans.

My colleagues and I who serve on the
Public Health and Environment Subcom-
mittee have worked to develop measures
that will help us continue to meet our
responsibility in this area of concern.
I submit that these measures are effec-
tive ones, and they deserve the support
of this body.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr, Speaker, on previous
occasions during this month of May I
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have spoken on the need to continue the
biomedical research programs carried
out under the auspices of the National
Institutes of Health. I am pleased that
today I have the opportunity to stand be-
fore this House to cast my vote in favor
of HR. 7724, the National Biomedical
Research Fellowship, Traineeship, and
Training Act of 1973.

As I noted in the statement I made
earlier today on the Health Programs
Extension Act of 1973, on May b5, 1973, I
conducted congressional hearings on a
variety of health programs in Newton,
Mass. At these hearings I received testi-
mony from many noted health profes-
sionals from the greater Boston area. At
these hearings no single issue received
as much attention as did the research
training programs administered by each
of the National Institutes of Health.

As part of its wide-ranging assault
against health programs, the adminis-
tration announced coincident with the
release of the fiscal 1974 budget that
NIH research training programs—ifel-
lowship and traineeship grants—were to
be phased out. No funds were included in
the 1974 budget for new commitments
to research training grants, and only
those grants made before January 29,
1973, with continuing commitments
would receive any funds at all.

It is hard to understate the potential
damage that these proposals would have
upon medical education, biomedical re-
search, and finally health care in gen-
eral, if they are carried out. Last week
the Association of American Medical
Colleges released the results of a study
it conducted to assess the potential im-
pact of the administration’s 1974 health
budget. These results were shocking. Ac-
cording to this study, 78 medical schools
will be forced to discharge about 1,400
faculty members unless financial sup-
port can be found from other sources.

One out of every 12 faculty members
would lose their jobs, supporting staff
would have to be cut back by 15 percent,
medical school enrollments would have
to be reduced, and research programs
would be cut by as much as one-half.

These are the immediate results. The
long-term results are even more distress-
ing. Biomedical research, supported to
a large measure by the Federal Govern-
ment, has made great strides in the past
decade in conquering the major debili-
tating diseases facing mankind.

This partnership of the Government,
medical education institutions, and tal-
ented biomedical research personnel is
to be terminated, under the administra-
tion’s plans. Not only will ongoing re-
search projects be curtailed, but also new
projects will be limited. The result would
be to shortchange our own future. With-
out the NIH biomedical research train-
ing grant programs, the progress of
man’s efforts to conquer disease and im-
prove health will be stunted,

The effect of these cutbacks upon
medical education will be equally severe.
The extramural NIH fellowships and
training grants provide an important
source of income to medical schools,
particularly in the form of faculty sup-
port. Without these funds, faculty will
have to be reduced, and this cannot help
but harm the quality of medical edu-
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cation and reduce the enrollments in
medical schools. The specter of fewer
doctors, who are less well trained, is
hardly encouraging.

And one must consider those doctors
and future doctors who desire a career
in biomedical research. The costs of post-
graduate training are very high—=$20,000
to $45,000—and thus beyond the reach
of all but a select few. Medical institu-
tions themselves cannot afford to sub-
sidize the postgraduate education of fu-
ture biomedical researchers and medical
educators. The Federal Government
alone has sufficient money, and without
the assistance of the Government many
talented doctors will find the door to
biomedical research and medical educa-
tion closed.

At the congressional hearings on
health programs on May 5, 1973, to which
I referred above, I received very convine=
ing testimony on this subjeet from Dr.
Kurt J. Isselbacher, Mallinockrodt Pro-
fessor of Medicine at Harvard Medical
School, and chairman of the executive
committee of the department of medicine
at Harvard Medical School.

Dr, Isselbacher noted the financial dif-
ficulties attendant upon individuals seek-
ing ecareers in biomedical research:

It should be pointed out that over 36% of
graduate students have a major indebtedness
and over 569% of medical students are in
debt by the time they graduate. More than
B50% of the individuals who are in the train-
ing and fellowship programs [of NIH] are
in debt and 70-76% of this group indicated
that they would not be able to continue their
research training if this tralning had to be
achleved on the basils of loans because of
their already significant indebtedness.

One of the arguments that the admin-
istration has used in defending its posi-
tion is that biomedical researchers can
expect to receive lucrative salaries after
the completion of their training, and that
thus the Government should not be
forced to pick up the tab of their
training.

The administration also suggests that
an excessive percentage of those indi-
viduals receiving NIH grants and fellow-
ships go into private industry after the
completion of their training, rather than
pursuing careers in research and/or
teaching.

In fact, as Dr. Isselbacher suggests,
“more than 80 percent” of individuals
trained in biomedical research choose
careers in research or in medical edu-
cation. The report of the House Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
on the bill before us today supports Dr.
Isselbacher’s contention. The report
states that the “vast majority of those
trained remain in research and teach-
ing for the bulk of their careers,” and
refers to one study, conducted in 1969,
that showed that 90 percent of those
completing arthritis training grants and
fellowships were engaged in teaching
and research.

Contrary to the administration’s as-
sertions, the financial rewards that fol-
low biomedical research training are not
high at all. Another medical profes-
sional, Prof. Robert W. Jeanloz of Har-
bard Medical School, spoke to this point
during the congressional hearings ear-
lier this month:
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After 4 years of College and b5 years of grad-
uate work, these students will normally take
2 to 8 years of postgraduate work at salaries
in the range of 7-8,000 dollars yearly, and
then they will move to academic positions
where some may reach the upper 20,000 dol-
lar range, but many more will remain at
around 20,000 dollars. We are far away from
the 100,000 dollar salaries generally men=-
tioned as a reason to suppress Training
Grants. In the past 15 years, only one student
[from Harvard Medical School] (less than
2%) has found a positlon in Industry, all
the others have gone Into research and/or
teaching positions.

Professor Jeanloz’s position is also sup-
ported by the findings of the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee,
which in the report on H.R. 7724 state
the average annual income of scientists
with doctorates in the field of bioscience
to be $16,000. Surely it is unreasonsable to
ask a man or woman who can expect to
make less than $20,000 per year to
shoulder the $20,000-plus cost of their
postdoctorial training, in addition to the
indebtedness they have probably in-
curred before in completing their college
and graduate education.

Another argument used by the admin-
istration in attempting to eliminate the
research training programs is that there
is no longer a need for more research and
teaching personnel. Yet a study of NIH
training, referred to in the committee
report on the bill we are now considering,
estimated the need for new scientists to
be 6,800 in 1971, 7,100 in 1975, and 7,730
in 1983. Existing training programs do
not meet these goals. Thus I agree with
the statement of the committee report
that “it seems clear that these programs
should be continued if not expanded.”

In the statement I made in this House
earlier today, on the Health Programs
Extension Act of 1973, I commented on
the irresponsible attitude demonstrated
by the administration in its proposals for
health. Specifically, I noted that the
proposals of the administration were
wholly destructive. The same charge
holds true in this case.

Despite the overwhelming evidence of
the success and value of the NIH re-
search training programs, the admin-
istration chose not to try to improve the
programs, but to eliminate them entirely.
Again I question whether this approach
is the mark of a responsible and respon-
sive administration.

And again I must commend the mem-
bers of the Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee for shouldering the re-
sponsibilities of good government where
the administration left off. This bill, the
National Biomedical Research Fellow-
ship, Traineeship, and Training Act of
1973; is responsive not only to the legiti-
mate needs of medical education and bio-
medical research but also to the demands
of fiscal responsibility placed upon the
Government. The bill authorizes a total
of $415.6 million for NIH and NIMH bio-
medical research training programs over
the next 2 years. It establishes a pro-
gram whereby those who receive Govern-
ment support for their research training
and who subsequently go into private
practice or pursue a career in industry
shall repay the Government.

But this repayment clause, I believe,
is sufficiently flexible as to not inter-
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fere with. the vast majority of those in-
dividuals who receive NIH financial as-
sistance and then follow careers in public
health, biomedical research, or teaching.

In 1872 $186 million was expended by
the National Institutes of Health in sup-
port of a total of 18,367 trainees and fel-
lows. In addition, the National Institute
of Mental Health spent $22 million for
training and fellowships for research
personnel. The $186 million spent by
NIH represents only 0.2 percent of total
health expendittres. Surely this is a
very small price to pay for the many
benefits received. The funds expended
on biomedical research training through
NIH and NIMH training and fellowship
grants richly deserve to be termed in-
vestments in the future health and wel-
fare of our Nation.

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 7724, which was
passed unanimously by the Public Health
and- Environment Subcommittee on
which I serve, and by the full Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Our bill would provide new, modified
authority for the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to continue the
enormously successful, 30-year program
of traineeships and fellowships for bio-
medical researchers through the National
Institutes of Health, National Institutes
of Mental Health, and at other public
and: nonprofit private institutions
throughout the country. :

It was unbelievable to me, Mr. Speaker,
that the administration in its fiscal year
1974 budget proposed & complete phasing
out of all training and fellowship pro-
grams over the next 5 years. In the
words of Dr. Arthur Kornherg, director
of Stanford University’s department of
biochemistry—

This was perhaps the most calamatous
decision a government of the United States
could make for the future of medicine and
the welfare of our country.

Dr. Kornberg’s words should not be
taken lightly. For over 40 years, the
Government of this country has sup-
ported the training of biomedical re-
searchers. During this time, the United
States has become the acknowledged
leader of the world in medical research,
and our own National Institutes of
Health has become the world’s single
finest center for biomedical research.
While some modifications may be neces~
sary in our fellowship and traineeship
program—which is a fundamental part
of our Nation’s medical research effort—
I submit that this is hardly the time to
cut out the program entirely.

With a new commitment having re-
cently been made to the American people
by the President and by Congress to
deal with the difficult problems of can-
cer, heart diseasé, birth defects, and so
forth, we must continue to move for-
ward. Research and training programs
must be maintained on a continuing
basis. If we allow the momentum we now
have to dissipate, we will reduce our
medical arts to the dismal state of medi-
cine in the Soviet Union—a clear and
tragic example of neglect and poor ad-
ministration.

For these reasons, and for the future
of medicine in the United States and the
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future health and well-being of our citi-
zens, I urge passage of H.R. T724.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, I would first
like to commend my distinguished col-
league, Mr. RoncaLro of New York, for
his amendment. ‘

As a cosponsor of this human fetus
research bill, I believe if' is a step in the
right direction. The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare would be re-
stricted in any research on a human
fetus which is outside the uterus of its
mother and which has a beating heart.

Although most of the research on live
fetuses is done in foreign countries, it
has also been done right here in Wash-
ington.

We have already passed H.R. 7806 with
the ‘“conscience clause” intact. Now we
have the opportunity to take a second
step in the “life” direction.

On February 1, I introduced a “right
to life"” amendment calling for a con-
stitutional amendment to insure that due
process and equal protection are afforded
to an individual from conception. It is
my opinion that on January 22 the Su-
preme Court aborted the Constitution
and the Declaration of Independence.

In 1776, our forefathers said:

We hold these Truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights, that among these are
Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness.

To take the life of an unborn is to
deny life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness to one who is unable to yet fight
for his own well-being. Biologically, there
is little difference between a day-old baby
and one to be born tomorrow. We must
extend a helping hand to all those that
need help, not just those of a day or
older.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I know
of no further amendments.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the bill.

The previous question was ordered.

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. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The veas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 361, nays 5,
not voting 66, as follows:

[Roll No. 171]

YEAS—361

Blester
Bingham
Blatnik

Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,

Anderson, IN1.
Andrews, N.C.

Andrews,
N. Dak,
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill

Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Erasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman

Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.

Brown, Ohio

Broyhill, N.C.

Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler

Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland

Cochran
Cohen
Colller
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W..Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifleld
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate

Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

KEarth
Kastenmeler
Kazen

Kemp

Euykendall
Kyros

Latta
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MeCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall

McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
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Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan

Bt Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli

SBeiberling
Bhipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Bmith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark

., Bteed

Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Miller
Miils, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Callif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I1l.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Ralilsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts

Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Btubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis,
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Callf,
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, 1.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach
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NAYS—5

Hanrahan
Landgrebe

NOT VOTING—66

Fisher Patman
Flynt Powell, Ohio
Fraser Price, 111,
Fuqua Randall
Goldwater Rarick
Gubser Rhodes
Harvey Rooney, N.Y.
Heckler, Mass. Roy
Sandman

Hunt

Ichord Spence

Keating Steelman

Ketchum Stokes
Stratton

Landrum
Sullivan

Leggett
Teague, Tex.

Findley Symms
Gross

McCormack
Martin, Nebr. Udall
Milford White
Minshall, Ohio Whitten
Mollohan Wilson,
Murphy, N.Y. Charles, Tex.
Dingell O'Neill Winn
Esch Owens
Evins, Tenn. Parris
So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr. Annunzio with Mr. Arends.
Mr, Teague of Texas with Mr. Rhodes.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Bray.
Mr. Price of Illinois with Mr, Coughlin,
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Camp. !
Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. MeCor-
mack.
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Blackburn.
Mr, O'Neill with Mr. Cronin.
Mrs. Sullivan with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-
chusetta,
Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Hunt.
Mr, Mollohan with Mr. Gubser.
Mr. Adams with Mr. Spence.
Mr. Davis of Georgla with Mr, Carter.
Mr, Carney of Ohlo with Mr, Ashbrook.
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Esch.
Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr,
Dickinson.
. Dingell with Mr. Harvey.
. Evins of Tennessee with Mr, Beard.
. Fraser with Mr. Milford.
. Leggett with Mr. Goldwater.
. Randall with Mr. Steelman.
. Roy with Mr. Minshall of Ohio,
. Stokes with Mr. Powell of Ohlo.
. Btratton with Mr. Sandman.
. Whitten with Mr. Crane.
. White with Mr, Eeating.
. Fisher with Mr. Martin of Nebraska.
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Parris.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Winn,
Mr. Ichord with Mr. Badlillo.
Mr. Rarick with Mr. Biaggl.
Mr. Udall with Mr. Owens.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Dickinson
Diggs

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, on the
previous rollcall I was detained. Had I
been able to be present I would have
voted “yea.” I ask unanimous consent
that this statement be printed in the
REecorp right after the previous rollcall.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES
ACT OF 1973

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
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Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6458) to amend the
Public Health Service Act to authorize
assistance for planning, development
and initial operation, research, and
training projects for systems for the
effective provision of health care serv-
ices under emergency conditions.
The motion was agreed to.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 6458, with
Mr. CuarLEs H. Wmson of California
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
StacGErs) will be recognized for 30
minutes and the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. NeLsen) will be recognized for
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself whatever time I may re-
quire.

I rise in support of H.R. 6458, a bill
to give to the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
new authority to support the develop-
ment and expansion of emergency med-
ical services.

This bill is designed to provide new
authority for the support and expansion
of emergency medical services and re-
lated research and training throughout
this Nation.

The Subcommittee on Public Health
and Environment held hearings on this
legislation and related bills with similar
purposes on June 13, 14, and 15, 1972,
in the last Congress and March 15 of
this year. The testimony received was
entirely favorable to the objectives of
the bill except for that of witnesses from
the administration. They felt that new
authority was unnecessary because it
would duplicate existing authority. Fol-
lowing the hearings a clean bill was
introduced and ordered reported to the
House by the full commitee by a voice
vote.

This legislation defines the character-
isties of emergency medical service sys-
tems and provides the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare with
authority to support these systems using
grants and contracts for planning and
feasibility studies; grants for the estab-
lishment and initial operation of the
systems: and grants for their expansion
and improvement. In addition, the Sec-
retary is given authority to make grants
for needed research and training in
methods and techniques of emergency
medical services.

This bill will authorize $145 million
in appropriations over a 3-year period
with all but $40 million to be expended
in fiscal years 1974 and 1975.

In the last Congress legislation similar
to HR. 6458 passed the House with a
two-thirds vote and the Senate, but a
conference was not possible because of
lack of time.
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Mr. Chairman, our committee found
in its hearings that one of the most visi-
ble and unnecessary parts of our coun-
try’'s health care crisis is the present
deplorable way in which we care for
medical emergencies. Every year 55,000
people die in automobile accidents.
Every year 16,000 children die in acci-
dents. Every year 275,000 people die from
heart attacks before they reach the hos-
pital. Our committee believes that as
many as 35,000 of these deaths could be
prevented by adequate, effective emer-
gency medical services.

In addition untold injury and unnum-
bered dollars could be saved by these
same services. Experts have estimated,
for instance, that the cost of accidental
death, disability, and property damage
is $28 billion a year. This legislation
would create the kinds of services which
we are already capable of delivering and
thus stop these unnecessary deaths, and
I, therefore, urge its passage.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HupNUT).

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 6458—without H.R.
8220—the Emergency Medical Services
Act of 1973. The ultimate goal of this
legislation is to help remove the barriers
that prevent the citizens of this Nation
from having prompt access to effective,
efficient, and acceptable emergency
medical services when they need those
services. One of the most visible and best
understood of the many health care
crises faced by the Nation today is the
appalling and unnecessary loss of life
and disability due to sudden catastrophic
illness and/or accidents.

At the present time only limited Fed-
eral support for emergency medical serv-
ices is available. We propose in H.R. 6458
to create new authority under the Public
Health Service Act for assistance by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare in the development of emer-
gency medical services. Briefly, this bill
would: First, define “emergency medical
service systems’”; second, authorize the
making of grants and contracts for plan-
ning and feasibility studies related to the
establishment of such systems; third,
authorize grants for the establishment
and initial operation of such systems;
fourth, authorize grants to health pro-
fessional schools for research and train-
ing in emergency medical services: fifth,
authorize grants for the expansion and
improvement of existing emergency
medical services system: sixth, establish
an Interagency Technical Committee on
Emergency Medical Services, and
seventh, require a report to the Congress
1 year after enactment on legal barriers
to the effective delivery of medical care
under emergency conditions with recom-
mendations for overcoming these bar-
riers.

The bill would authorize appropria-
tions totaling $145 million over the 3-
year period of fiscal years 1974-75 and
1976. Of this amount, $15 million would
be for planning and feasibility grants
and contracts; $95 million for establish-
ment and initial operation grants; $15
million for research and training grants;
and $20 million for expansion and im-
provement grants.
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Grants for establishment and initial
operation must be participated in equally
by the grantee during the first year with
at least 75 percent participation in the
second year. Any systems funded under
this mechanism must be self-supporting
within 2 years. In other words, Federal
funding would be expected to serve only
as “seed money.”

Many lives are lost or permanent dis-
abilities occur each year as a result of the
frequently inadequate state of emergency
medical care resources and systems in
the United States. In many cases hospi-
tal emergency rooms are improperly
equipped or staffed, ambulance drivers
have too little training to handle emer-
gency cases, and communications be-
tween ambulances and hospitals are in-
adequate. There are various other short-
comings as well, such as the lack of
transport facilities such as helicopters
and other aircraft. Studies have demon-
strated that 15 to 20 percent of acci-
dental highway deaths could be pre-
vented if prompt, effective emergency
care were available at the scene of the
accident, on the way to an emergency
facility, and within that facility.

Furthermore, these studies indicate
that some 60,000 lives could be saved per
year by emergency medical services in
times of heart attacks, automobile acci-
dents, and so forth.

Experts in the field of emergency medi-
cal services are unanimous in their
opinion that the present situation need
not exist. We possess the technology and
the expertise to provide efficient, effec-
tive, and acceptable emergency medical
services for all citizens. Unlike cancer,
where much more basic and applied re-
search is needed before cures can be
found, much' death and disability arising
from emergency situations could be pre-
vented now if only existing capabilities
were used. Therefore, I urge the approval
of HR. 6458—without the amendment
H.R. 8220 which would include Public
Health Service hospitals, and is in my
opinion nongermane—so that we can get
a program underway without any further
delays.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS., Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation which would
provide increased emphasis in the area
of emergency medical services.

Accidental deaths claimed 117,000 lives
in the United States last year and were
the fourth leading cause of death in the
Nation, and between the ages of 1 and
38 years were the No. 1 cause of death.
Yet it has Been pointed out that between
15 and 20 percent of the 56,000 highway
deaths each year could be prevented if
we had a proper emergency medical
service system. Even more appalling is
the estimate by the Ambulance Associa-
tion of America that as many as 25,000
Americans are permanently injured or
disabled each year by untrained ambu-
lance attendants and rescue workers.

In 1972, President Nixon signed the
National Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung, and
Blood Act of 1972 which has as one of
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its goals reducing the tremendous mor-
tality from heart attack, yet with a prop-
erly trained emergency medical serv-
ice system in operation, we presently
have the ability to prevent an estimated
30,000 prehospital coronary deaths each
year. Overall we have the ability to each
year save more lives through proper
emergency care than are killed in all
of the automobile accidents In the
country. .

Emergency medical services represent
a missing link in this Nation’s total
health care delivery system. We have too
long looked upon EMS as simply a hori-
zontal taxi service, with proper medical
treatment beginning only affer trans-
portation to the hospital has been ac-
complished. One of the goals of the legis-
lation we are now considering is to bring
an effective and unified system out of
the chaos which characterizes our pres-
ent nonsystem. This bill would provide
for the establishment of systems which
would be activated by a call for help,
would provide proper treatment at the
scene and during transportation in a
properly equiped vehicle and would also
include the activities which take place
after the patient is taken into a hospital
or receiving center.

The idea of a comprehensive system
of emergency medical services is not an
untried concept. There are several ex-
cellent examples of the value of such a
coordinated system, among them Jack-
sonville, Fla., recognized by many as one
of the finest systems in the country. At
the same time, Federal involvement in
the area of emergency medical services
is not a recent occurrence either. During
testimony by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare in 1972 and
again in March 1973, it was noted that
nearly every Federal agency has one or
more programs which touch on one or
more areas of emergency medical
services.

Yet even with this attention, the re-
sult has been a patchwork of fragmented
and woefully incomplete ambulance
services. I was shocked to find that only
5 percent of the ambulance drivers
have completed even the minimum 80-
hour training course recommended by
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare and the American College
of Surgeons, and that as many as one-
third of our ambulance drivers have had
nothing more than a basic first aid
course, These are shocking statistics and
something must be done to correct them,
but experience has shown that the pres-
ent Federal efforts are inadequate and
fragmented.

Mr. Chairman, the legislation before
us today is very similar to a hill which
passed the House near the end of the
92d Congress and legislation with similar
purposes was passed by the Senate. How-
ever it was not possible to go to confer-
ence before the adjournment of the 92d
Congress. This legislation would provide
assistance in a number of ways. Grants
and contracts for planning and feasibil-
ity studies would be provided for those
communities in the initial stages of as-
sembling emergency medical service sys-
tems.

Two-year grants for establishment and
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initial operation of systems would be
provided for those areas ready to imple-
ment plans, These grants provide for
T5-percent participation by the grantee
in the second year and require funded
systems to become self-sufficient within
2 years. A third category of aid would be
available to those communities who wish
to expand or improve existing systems.
These grants would be limited to 50 per-
cent of project «costs. The bill also pro-
vides funding for training personnel to
operate these systems, an area that has
been badly neglected in the past.

An Interagency Technical Committee
on Emergency Medical Service would be
established by this legislation to coor-
dinate all Federal efforts in the area of
emergency medical services, but to insure
that EMS is given the proper visibility
within the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, a separate identifi-
able administrative unit would be estab-
lished to administer the activities au-
thorized by this legislation.

Additionally the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare would be re-
quired to make a 12-month study of legal
impediments to provision of adequate
emergency medical services and to pre-
sent recommendations to the Congress to
meet these impediments.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very compre-
hensive piece of legislation with the po-
tential for saving over 60,000 lives each
year. It was reported unanimously by the
Subcommittee on Public Health and the
Environment. I urge my colleagues to re-
affirm the position taken by the House
during the 92d Congress and again pass
glégsEmergency Medical Services Act of

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I urge every Member to vote for
the text of H.R. 8220, that will be offered
to amend H.R. 6458, the Emergency Med-
ical Services Act. This amendment will
provide for the continued operation of
the eight Public Health Service hospitals
which are facing imminent extinction at
the hands of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare and the Office
of Management and Budget. I have only
recently chaired 4 days of intensive hear-
ings info the proposed closing of the Pub-
lic Health Service hospitals with the
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee. The overwhelming weight of
the evidence presented by the witnesses—
including those from the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare—proved
that the so-called administration “plan”
to turn over the hospitals to community
organizations would not provide equal
care to the Public Health Service bene-
ficiaries as required under Federal law,
that in thousands of cases there would be
little or no medical care at all for pri-
mary beneficiaries and that there would
be absolutely no health care in most cases
for secondary beneficiaries.

The administration claims that the re-
duction in the number of merchant mar-
iners is one reason for the phase-out of
the Public Health Service System, yet the
Maritime Administration provided the
committee with figures that show that
by 1980, there would be 196,000 merchant
seamen, 5,000 higher than the current
level.
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The administration claims that the
“plan” has been supported by State agen-
cies and local agencies as required by
law. Yet, the administration’s own justi-
fication of the “plan” contains numerous
communications from these agencies al-
leging that: first, they had insufficient
time to properly evaluate administration
plans, or second, they outright rejected
administration proposals for a given
area.

There was not one locally in the six
announced closing—Baltimore, Boston,
Galveston, New Orleans, San Francisco,
or Seattle—or the two proposed clos-
ings—Staten Island and Norfolk—where
there were not substantial objections to
or outright rejection of the administra-
tion proposals.

For example, I cite two of the com-
prehensive health planning agencies
involved that have gone on record in
opposition to the administration’s plans.
The Maryland Comprehensive Health
Planning Agency, in a lefter of Febru-
ary 23, 1973, to Assistant Surgeon Gen-
eral David Sencer, stated the following:

The short response period permitted is
entirely inadequate to declde such an im-
portant health care issue and precludes
our undertaking an indepth review at this
time . . .

The closing of the PHS Hospital in Balti-
more would deprive the State of a unigue
facility providing needed health care serv=
ices for many Maryland citizens. It is not at
all clear that the necessary resources are
currently avallable to substitute for the loss
of this key facility.

Although the proposed (administration)
plan offers a program for the continued care
of primary PHS beneficiaries, it would ap-
pear that secondary beneficiaries would have
to be cared for entirely in community instl-
tutions. The sizeable cancer research pro-
gram conducted at the hospital would also
be closed down leaving many terminal cancer
patients with no comparable care available.
A much heavier burden will be placed on the
already overtaxed emergency rooms of neigh-
boring Institutions with the closing of the
hospital.

The Puget Sound Health Planning
Couneil, in a letter of February 22, 1973,
to Dr. Sencer, stated its position that the
Seattle Public Health Service Hospital
remain open. The letter states in part:

It 1s our position that we cannot support
any changes in the operation of the Beattle
PHS facility unless and until we have an
opportunity to review detailed plans for al-
ternative arrangements. We would have to
assure ourselves that such proposed alterna-
tive arrangements protected the Interests of
those not served by the PHS facility and pro-
vided satisfactorily for clinical training pro-
grams conducted at the hospital by the Uni-
versity of Washington and Seattle Univer-
aity. . .

As the recognized 314(b) comprehensive
health planning agency for this area we feel
& serious responsibility to prevent modifica-
tions in health care delivery programs which
would work to the detriment of those served.
We are also concerned that the programs of
the TUniversity of Washington medical
schools which rely heavily on the Seattle
PHS facility not be disrupted. As you know,
this is the only medical school serving a
widespread area of the northwest.

The question at the heart of our hear-
ings was, “Will the alternate plan, or
what is really a patchwork of hastily
derived arrangements offered by the ad-
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ministration, provide the same quality
comprehensive health care that is now
being delivered by the Public Health
Service System?” The answers provided
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee by virtually everyone added up to
an emphatic “No.”

U.S. Senators who know the situation
said “No.”

Members of the House who have fought
this travesty said “No.” The maritime
unions said “No.”

The communities
l‘No"l

And, despite the fact that members of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare feared for the loss of their
Jjobs by stepping forward, they came to
me by the dozens and said “No”—the
closing of the Public Health Service is a
blunder—morally, ethically, legally, and
medically. They charged that the pro-
posed closings would be—could only be—
detrimental to the beneficiaries.

For my own experience, I can point to
New York City’s hospital on Staten Is-
land. Under previous plans to phase out
the facility, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare used a formula
provided by the Health Insurance Plan
of Greater New York, to take over the
operation of the hospital. That plan
which was defective and rejected by
everyone concerned, ran out in late Feb-
ruary 1973, then, just 5 weeks ago, in
its headlong rush to meet the closing
deadline, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare again asked the
health insurance plan to come up with
a “new” plan. This the officials at health
insurance plan did. It is very simple.
Health insurance plan would act as a
broker—a referral agent if you will—to
farm out the beneficiaries to its vast net-
work of contract facilities all over New
York City. At least that was the plan that
was covertly given to me by concerned
professionals at the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. I asked
the author of the health insurance plan
for a copy of the document and was in-
formed that the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare let him know
that he was “not to give it to Congress-
man Murphy.”

If the plan was a good one, if it would
indeed, provide quality care at the same
level as in the past, why the hesitancy to
provide me and, in turn the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries committee with a
copy of it.

Some of the answers were provided to
me by the comprehensive Health Plan-
ning Agency of New York City which,
under the law, is supposed to ¢omment
on the HIP proposal.

‘In statements to the Merchant Marine
staff they charged that: If the patients
at Staten Island are turned over to HIP,
the Government would be getting sub-
standard care for the beneficiaries:

The care would cost more, yet the gov-
ernment would be getting less for its
money on a dollar-for-dollar basis;

The bulk of the patients are in the $6,-
000 to $8,000 income range and could not
afford to travel the long distances to
other parts of New York City to HIP
facilities;

themselves said
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The only hospital operated by HIP, is
in Queens and is chronically over-
crowded—it has only 218 beds, and its oc-
cupancy rate is at the 100 percent level;

Staten Island is the fastest growing
area of New York City with the greatest
need for health services, yet HIP has no
dental care, no amputee care,. and no
rehabilitative services.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare cites a national hospital bed
vacancy rate of 20 percent. Yet, this for-
mula doesn't apply to Staten Island
where general care hospitals have a 90-
percent occupancy rate, and a 103-per-
cent rate for medical-surgical beds. This
fact alone prompted the Comprehensive
Health Planning Agency to tell the As-
sistant Surgeon General in February of
1973, that:

Not a day should be lost on the continuity
of this (the Staten Island) facility.

Further, the Director of the Compre-
hensive Health Planning Agency said
that:

The hospitals on Staten Island are operat-
ing at capacity and with a large population
growth projected for Staten Island, there will
be even greater demand for both in-patient
and ambulatory services,

In short, there really was no plan for
Staten Island. There was a hasty-stop,
gap measure to farm out the beneficiaries
to a system that in terms of service qual-
ity is not in the same league. Critics of
the HEW plan—mainly from within
HEW-—pointed out to me that situations
similar to the above surround every hos-
pital doomed by the OMBE budget ax.

In Baltimore, HEW experts told me the
cancer research center, if forced to move,
will most likely lose a significant number
of patients presently in research studies
unless it relocates in the immediate area.
The cost of moving and providing the
necessary support services for this unit
are not included in the costs of the pro-
posed system.

In Boston, HEW experts told me com-
munity programs not mentioned in the
plan and in danger of being discontinued
included a methadone maintenance pro-
gram for 100 enrollees, a large family
planning clinic and the provision of
medical consultation by members of the
PHS hospital staff to Kennedy Memorial
Hospital, greater Boston chapter of the
Leukemia Society of America, Roxbury/
Boston University Comprehensive Com-
munity Health Center, and Boston Uni-
versity Medical Center.

In Galveston, HEW experts told me Dr.
Truman Blocker, vice president for
health affairs of the University of Texas
medical branch has repeatedly stated
the university's needs for teaching beds
at the PHS hospital. The availability of
these beds was one reason for increasing
the medical school enrollment.

The 314(a) agency—State agency—
comments support the plan. However,
the 314(b) agency—local agency—was
not requested to submit their comments.
I am convinced this was because this
agency indicated in 1972 that the public
health service hospital serves a vital
function on Galveston Island and should
not be closed?

In New Orleans, HEW experts told
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me hospitals have indicated an adequate
number of available beds to treat pri-
mary beneficiaries. However, the hospi-
tals do not have the necessary personnel
to staff these units. Secondary benefici-
aries constitute 50 percent of the in-
patient load at the New Orleans Hospital.
However, no effort has been made to
identify the community beds available
for these beneficiaries and after closure
of the public health service hospitals,
the primary and secondary beneficiaries
will actually be competing for available
beds in the community.

Further, in New Orleans, family health
clinics have, to date, been unable to ob-
tain the necessary in-patient facilities
for their program and have requested
that 80 to 100 beds be set aside at the
PHS hospital for these community
patients.

The occupational therapy and pedia-
tric departments at the hospital have
developed the only screening program
in New Orleans for children with dys-
lexia and other learning disabilities.

The patients in the assistance pro-
gram for unwed mothers through the
catholic charities will have great diffi-
culty obtaining this care at other institu-
tions and are generally not eligible for
care at charity hospital.

These are just some of the items that
have not been resolved in HEW’s plan.”

In San Francisco, HEW experts told me
the impact of terminating all training
affiliations was completely ignored in
the plan, There are 31 outside affiliations

‘ for teaching, consultation and the pro-

vision of direct patient care by members
of the PHS hospital staff at 10 medical
and dental schools, colleges, community
health centers and hospitals.

The Bay Area comprehensive health
planning council in San Francisco, in
1971, recommended that the PHS hos-
pital not only remain under Federal ju-
risdiction but expand its community
health program to assist in meeting com-
munity needs. Especially in regard to
the urban Indian people in the Bay Area.

In Seattle, the HEW experts told me
Congressman JoeL PrITCHARD wanted to
know who was going to pay for the serv-
ices presently provided by the PHS hos-
pital to the Seattle Indian health board
and the Seattle free clinics. He wanted
to know if there were other resources in
the community able to furnish services to
patients that are unable to finance their
health care through other means. The
letter from the 314(a) agency indicates
that the community hospitals are not
able to assume this responsibility.

The University of Washington has
provided evidence of the negative impact
the closures will have in terms of the
cessation of inpatient care and the
termination of stipends to interns and
residents.

Yet, the unique relationship that ex-
ists between the University of Washing-
ton and the PHS hospital was not men-
tioned in the plan.

Finally, in view of the alleged pressure
put on the Puget Sound Health Planning
Council by HEW to go along with its
proposal, the council wrote, that its posi-
tion is that the “Seattle PHS hospital
remain open and that it continues as
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part of the National Public Health
Service.”

These are only some of the highlights
of the flood of information that came
to the Merchant Marine Committee dur-
ing the hearings. The overriding issue
here is, does the HEW proposal meet the
statutory requirement that the PHS
beneficiaries be assured of continued
equivalent care.

The preponderance of the evidence, I
am convinced, proves that the proposal
does not meet this standard. In the words
of a major health care system executive
who is standing by to take over the PHS
beneficiaries, “we are second-best next
to PHS.”

I feel it is unacceptable that the PHS
beneficiaries should get “second-best”
treatment—and I am convinced Mem-
bers will agree with that position.

Having shown that the “plan” did not
meet the standards established by the
Congress, the second major question is,
“What will happen to the ‘plan’ once its
90-day run past Congress is terminated?”

The House Report on Public Law 92—
585, which mandated the 90-day notice
to Congress states:

It is anticipated that this 80 day period of
notice will in future, unlike the past, provide
the Congress with an adequate period during
which to review any proposed closure or
transfer, and, if necessary, to take whatever
action is felt to be appropriate upon the
proposal.

I was encouraged that Dr. Charles C.
Edwards, Assistant Secretary for Health,
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, after 3 hours of testimony

agreed that under the law passed by Con~

gress in 1972 (Public Law 92-585), it is
the Congress that has the option of ac-
oelft.ing’ or rejecting the administration
up an.:

When I asked Dr. Edwards if it was
the administration’s intent to proceed
with the hospital closings even though
the Congress might rule otherwise, Dr.
Edwards replied:

Absolutely not. . . . our responsibillty is
to carry out the law and if the law says we
are not going to close down, we obviously will
not close them.

And that is what Members should do
today. They should lay down the law to
Dr. Edwards and to the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. Tell
them that this body will not tolerate the
dismantling of this needed health care
delivery system.

In summation, I can assure Members
today, based on the Merchant Marine
Committee hearings, that the adminis-
tration plan is so inadequate, so full of
holes, and so callous in its regard for the
beneficiaries of, and the communities
served by the Public Health Service Sys-
tem, that it must be rejected by the Con-
gress.

The plan, as submitted by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
plainly is designed to dismantle and
terminate the entire Public Health Serv-
ice Hospital System within the United
States. As such, I believe that the pro-
posed administrative action runs afoul
of the stated congressional intent to
preserve and revitalize the Public Health
Service Hospital System, and represents
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a usurpation by the executive branch of
the legislative role reserved for Congress
alone in this area.

Moreover, the plan is ill-conceived,
shortsighted and utterly fails to comply
with the requirements of Public Law 92—
585, which provides that any plan sub-
mitted by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare for the closing
or transfer of control of a hospital or
other health care delivery facility of the
Public Health Service contain assurances
that persons entitled to treatment and
care at such facilities, as well as those
persons for whom care and treatment is
authorized, will continue to be provided
equivalent care and treatment.

Additionally, to the extent that the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare is required to obtain and submit
to Congress in conjunction with its plan,
the comments made by each State or
areawide health planning agency in
which the affected facility is located,
after affording each such agency a rea-
sonable opportunity to review the pro-
posed action, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare has failed to ob-
serve the congressional mandate.

I submit that the Congress should re-
ject the proposal as submitted by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and adopt the legislation before
us insuring that the Public Health Serv-
ice Hospital System be retained.

The proposed amendment will settle
once and for all the status of the Publig
Health Service System. It will guarantee
the continued operation of the System
until such time as the Congress shall by
law otherwise provide.

I urge Members to vote for the adop-
tion of H.R. 8220.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, the state of this Nation’s emergency
medical services is too often character-
ized by voluminous depictions of pro-
longed human suffering. These stories
are sad, shocking, and even gruesome,
and it was because of such a painful
education that the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. Morrouan) and I first
introduced the Emergency Medical Serv-
ices Act. Perhaps my friends in the medi-
cal profession were not surprised, but
I was startled to find that accidental
death is the leading cause of death for
those between 1 and 37 years of age,
and to note in the American College of
Surgeons report for 1968 that accidents
caused more than 100,000 deaths, 10 mil-
lion cases of temporary disability, and
400,000 cases of permanent disability, at
a medical cost of $18 billion. It is no won-
der that one medical expert stated:

The permanence of trauma and accidental
injury as the single most crucial health prob-
lem in the U.S. now seems firmly established.

And directly to the point of the legisla-
tion before us today, the statement con-
tinues:

+ .. to treat that problem we have vir-

tually the same emergency medical system
that we had fifty years ago.

We must also add to this emergency
medical system the huge caseload created
by all other medical emergencies. For
example, the Surgeon General has esti-
mated that 35,000 heart disease victims
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die because they are not given proper
emergency care. This number can be im-
mediately reduced through any improve-
ment in emergency medical care. It is
not hard to conclude, then, that in this
area alone there is huge potential for
the saving of life. The same can be said
for traffic accidents, which now claim
55,000 victims a year, and for those
emergencies related to the diseases of old
age: We have within our grasp the capa-
bility for providing life-saving treatment,
if we have sufficient desire and interest
to do so.

In all of these fields, the problem ia
compounded in rural areas. In fact, the
crisis in emergency medical care services
is overwhelmingly a rural problem. Ac-
cording to the National Academy of Sci-
ences-National Research Council, 70 per-
cent of motor vehicle deaths occur in
rural areas and communities under 2,500
population. A 1967 study found that in
California the mortality rate from auto
accidents was 17 per 100,000 in urban
areas, 46.8 per 100,000 in rural areas, and
85.5 per 100,000 in the mountain coun-
ties. Naturally, these deaths are not all
attributable to a failure in emergency
medical response—an accident on an iso-
lated road might go undetected for
hours, for example—yet the remarkable
contrast pointed out by these figures in-
%lcates where the problem most directly

es.

What I have mentioned to this point
is an argument for expanded service. I
wish this were the only problem before
us. Unhappily, there is another tragic
aspect which demands equal attention.
The American Ambulance Association
has estimated that 25,000 persons are in-
jured or disabled every year by untrained
ambulance attendants and rescue work-
ers. The reasons for this statistic are
clear enough. A quick survey of State
statutes which regulate ambulance serv-
ices shows that in the few States where
such statutes exists, the subject of at-
tendant training does not appear.

Most of the facts and statistics which I
cite have been compiled by medical pro-
fessionals throughout the country who
are now raising a loud and concerted
voice for assistance. Through their ef-
forts the problem is well defined, and the
need is compellingly clear. And I would
like to think that through this bill, Mr.
Chairman, a plan of action is close at
hand.

The Emergency Medical Services Act
of 1973 is not another health program
which channels Federal funds to a select
group or a small segment of the citi-
zenry. Simply by reading the bill’s open-
ing definition, my colleagues can deter-
mine that the measure proposes to be a
catalyst for bringing together local,
State, and Federal planning and coordi-
nation of emergency medical systems.
At the local level, the bill provides plan-
ning and funding assistance and moves
local ambulance services and emergency
room facilities to cooperate in regional
and State systems and to improve train-
ing and facilities. When natural disas-
ter or large accidents strike, this bill
would have every arm of the regional
and State emergency medical systems
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cooperate to provide the quickest and
most competent response.

At the State level, the planning re-
quirements and inducements in the
legislation would move State officials to
rationalize the statewide emergency
medical services system so that it can
efficiently respond to serious need in any
part of the State. And at the Federal
level, the Inferagency Technical Com-
mittee established in the bill would pull
together the more than 25 Federal agen-
cies which are now associated in some
manner with emergency health care, so
that Federal activities are given central
direction, and Federal policy is applied
consistently.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should also
point out that full consideration has
been given to the many volunteer ambu-
lance corps throughout the country
which have long served their communi-
ties for the best of motives. No provi-
sion in this measure is intended to in-
hibit the work of the volunteer corps in
any way. Rather, there is new and ex-
panded authorization for the Federal
Government to assist these volunteer
organizations, should they choose to
make use of that assistance. i '

What we begin today with this legis-
lation, Mr. Chairman, may very well
affect the safety and health of many of
us and our families in the near futurg.
This is not another health program, this
is a responsibility to our constituents
which we have avoided far too long.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman, HR. 6458
concerns emergency medical services.

There is a great need for this legislation.

There is no greater cause of unnecessary
disability and death in the United States
today than that which occurs because in-
dividuals receive improper, or inadequate,
emergency medical services.

Traffic accidents last year killed 55,-
000 Americans, And 63,000 Americans
died in nonhighway accidents. Prehos-
pital heart attacks were reported num-
bering 275,000.

Accidents are the fourth most common
cause of death. Currently, accidents kill
more persons in the most productive age
group—1 to 37—than any other single
cause. Approximately 15 million children
sustain significant accidental injuries
each year, with about 16,000 of these
dying.

But many of these deaths are unneces-
sary. Qualified observers estimate that
proper emergency services could prevent
11,000 deaths from highway accidents,
5,000 deaths from other accidental
causes, and up fto 27,000 deaths from
heart attacks. In all, it is estimated that
proper emergency care would save ap-
proximately 60,000 lives annually.

But proper emergency care is not avail-
able for most Americans. While more
than 90 percent of acute care hospitals
maintain an emergency room, only 10
percent of these are equipped to handle
all medical and surgical emergencies, and
only 17 percent have 24-hour physician
staffing. Recent surveys have demon-
strated that only 5 percent of the Na-
tion’s ambulance personnel have com-
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pleted a minimum 80-hour instruction
course. Another survey has shown that
only T percent of the nation’s ambulances
are capable of communicating directly
with hospitals. And only 37 percent of
these ambulances meet even the minimal
standards set long ago by the American
College of Surgeons.

In this instance, Mr. Chairman, I am
convinced that a new national initiative
in this area is imperative. We must save
these 60,000 lives a year. We must im-
prove our emergency medical services.

The legislation which we are con-
sidering today does that. The major
thrust of the legislation is to define an
emergency medical system in terms of
its necessary elements: questions of
sponsorship, personnel, communications,
transportation, facilities, records, uni-
versal accessibility, internal linkages,
public education programs, and quality
review are all considered in some detail
in the bill. The bill requires the emer-
gency medical systems to meet standards
in each area set forth by the Secretary.

Funds are provided for the initiation of
such systems. Grants are provided for 2
years and must be at least equally shared
by the grantee during the first year with
at least 75 percent participation by the
grantee in the second year. All systems
funded under this mechanism must be
self-supporting within 2 years. The
amount of $145 million are authorized
over a 3-year period. This is not an exces-
sive amount. And the funds are well
targeted. Of the funds authorized under
the bill, $110 of the $145 million author-
ized are for the support of the develop-
ment of such emergency medical systems.
Additionally, $20 million is provided for
the expansion and improvement of exist-
ing emergency medical system: $15 mil-
lion is authorized for research and
training grants in this area.

There is no greater cause of unneces-
sary death and disability in the United
States today than that caused by the lack
of proper emergency medical services.
The legislation which is presented here
today identifies the need, and moves
directly, at a reasonable price, to meet
that need.

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
HR. 6458, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to authorize assist-
ance for planning, development, and ini-
tial operation, research and training
projects for systems for the effective pro-
vision of health care services under
emergency conditions.

Mr. Chairman, very briefly this legis-
lation authorizes the making of grants
and contracts for planning and feasibil-
ity studies related to the establishment
of emergency medical service systems. It
also would authorize the making of
grants for the establishment of such
systems, and also authorizes grants to
health professional schools for research
and training in emergency medical serv-
ices. Also included in this useful piece of
legislation are grants for improvement
of emergency medical systems already in
use.
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H.R. 6458 also creates an Interagency
Technical Committee on Emergency
Medical Services and requires a report to
the Congress on legal barriers to the de-
livery of medical care under emergency
conditions with recommendations as to
how these barriers may be removed.

Mr. Chairman, too many Americans
have had their lives shortened because
emergency care was not available. The
American Heart Association has pointed
out that 27,500 prehospital coronary
deaths each year could have been pre-
vented if proper care were administered
on the way to the hospital. It has been
estimated that 60,000 deaths each year
could be prevented in all if emergency
treatment were improved and made
effective.

Mr. Chairman, this bill must pass. I
urge all Members to join with me today
in approving this badly needed legisla-

tion.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I
earnestly urge and hope that this hill
H.R. 6458, the Emergency Medical Serv-
ices Act, will be promptly and resound-
ingly approved by this House.

In substance this measure authorizes
a new program of Federal assistance for
the development of more efficient emer-
gency medical services, provides for the
more effective delivery of such emer-
gency health care and establishes grants
to medical schools and other medical in-
stitutions for further research and
training for the overall improvement and
more responsible administration of our
whole emergency medical care system.
Also a major bill provision requires that
a study of the legal barriers to the avail-
ability of emergency medical care be con-
ducted by our Health, Education, and
Welfare Department and submitted to
the Congress for additional legislative
review, within 1 year.

Mr. Chairman, authoritative testimony
and statistics demonstrate that accidents
kill more persons in this country in the
productive age group of 1 to 37 than any
other single factor and accidents are the
fourth most common cause of all the
deaths that occur in the Nation. Other
authoritative testimony emphatically in-
dicates that efficient emergency care
could save at least 60,000 lives a year
that are now lost because of accidents
and sudden illness and these same ex-
perts unhappily reveal that the present
e€mergency care system in this country
is near to if not actually in chaos.

Mr, Chairman, a very great majority
of medical experts in this country are on
record in favor of this measure: its cost,
in relation to the human tragedies it
could prevent and economic production
it would preserve, is prudent by any
standard and the wholesome objectives
of this measure are unquestionably in
the national interest. I therefore hope
that the House will overwhelmingly ap-
prove it.

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Public Health and En-
vironment Subcommittee, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 6458, the Emer-
gency Medical Services Act of 1973,
which would provide needed improve-
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ments in the administration and de-
livery of our Nation’s emergency medi-
cal services.

The need for this legislation is clear:
Each year, 60,000 lives are lost, because
of the inadequacy of our Nation’s emer-
gency medical services. Four years ago,
a report of the American College of Sur-
geons stated that accidents account for
almost 100,000 deaths every year, in
addition to 10 million cases of temporary
disability, 40,000 cases of permanent dis-
ability, and a cost to the public of $18
billion. And that report stressed that to
treat this massive national problem we
have virtually the same emergency med-
ical system that we had 50 years ago.

Two basic factors account for these
almost unbelievable figures. The first is
*he national shortage, both in terms of
manpower and equipment, of ambulance
and hospital emergency services, Our
ambulance workers are too often inade-
quately trained and forced to work in
inadequately equipped vehicles. Similar-
ly, our hospital emergency rooms too
often rely on substandard equipment,
and many do not even have a physician
on duty 24 hours a day. The second fac-
tor is the shocking lack of coordina-
tion between local, State, and Federal
agencies which administer emergency
medical services. At the Federal level
alone, some 25 agencies are involved.

H.R. 6458 would go a long way toward
solving the problems in our antiquated
emergency medical services system.
Through a reasonable and economically
prudent system of grants to individual

unities, emergency medical sys-
tems can be started where there are
currently none, and improved and ex-
panded, where they now exist. At the
same time, the bill emphasizes the need
for improved training for personnel, bet-
ter equipment, and increased research
in this field.

I hope the House will take this oppor-
tunity to begin the modernization of our
emergency medical services system, so
that 60,000 lives a year might be saved
rather than wasted. I urge passage of
H.R. 6458.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

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

SHORT TITLE

BSectron 1. This Act may be cited as the

“Emergency Medical Services Act of 1873".
EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE SYSTEM

Sgc. 2. Title III of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new part;

“PART K—EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE

SYSTEMS
“DEFINITION; AGREEMENTS

“Sec. 309e. (a) For purposes of this part,
the term ‘emergency medical service system’
means a system for the a.rmngement of per-
sonnel, facilities, and equipment for the ef-
fective delivery of health care services under
emergency conditions (occurring either as a
result of the patient’s condition or of natural
disasters or similar situations), which sys-
tem (1) is administered by a public, or other
nonprofit private entity, which has the au-
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thority and the resources to provide effective
administration, and (2) to the maximum ex-
tent feasible—

“(A) includes an adequate number of

health professions and allied health profes-
slons personnel who meet such training and
experience requirements as the BSecretary
shall by regulation prescribe and provides
such training and continuing education pro-
grams as the Secretary shall by regulation
prescribe;
' %(B) joins the personnel, facilities, and
ejuipment of the system by central com-
munications facilities so that requests for
emergency health care services will be han-
dled by a facility which (1) utilizes or, with-
in such period as the Secretary prescribes,
will utilize a universal emergency telephone
number, and (i1) will have direct communi-
cation connections with the personnel, fa-
cilities, and equipment of the system;

“(C) includes an adequate number of ve-
hicles and other transportation facilities (In-
cluding such air and water craft as are neces-
sary to meet the individual characteristics of
the area to be served) —

*(1) which meet such standards relating to
location, design, performance, and equip-
ment, and

*(11) the operators and other personnel for
which meet such training and experience
requirements,
as the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe;

“(D) includes an adequate number of hos-
pitals, emergency rooms, and other facilities
for the delivery of emergency health care
services, which meet such standards relating
to capacity, location, hours of operation, co-
ordination with other health care facilities
of the system, personnel, and equipment as
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe;

“(BE) provides for a standardized patient
record-keeping system meeting standards
established by the Secretary in regulations,
which records shall cover the treatment of
the patient from initial entry into the emer-
gency medical service system through his
discharge from it, and shall be consistent
with ensuing patient records used in follow-
up care and rehabilitation of the patient;

“(F) is deslgned to provide necessary
emergency medical services to all patients
requiring such services;

“(G@) provides for transfer of patients to
faellities and programs which offer such fol-
lowup care and rehablilitation as is necessary
to efflect the maximum recovery of the
patient;

“(H) provides programs of public educa-
tion and information in the area served by
the system, taking into account the needs of
visitors to that area to know or be able to
learn immediately the means of obtaining
emergency medical services; and

“(I) provides for perlodic, comprehensive,
and independent review and evaluation of
the extent and quality of the emergency
health care services provided by the system.

“(b) The BSecretary shall prescribe the
regulations required by subsection (a) after
considering standards established by appro-
priate national professional or technical or-
ganizations.

“{c) The BSecretary of each military de-
partment (or his designee) is authorized to
enter into agreements with emergency
medical service systems under which agree-
ments equipment and personnel of the armed
force under the Becretary's jurisdiction may,
to the extent 1t will not Interfere with the
primary mission of that armed force, provide
in emergency conditions transportation serv~
ices (including hellcopter service) and other
services. If the Coast Guard is not operating
as a service of the Navy, the Secretary of
Transportation (or his designee) may enter
into such agreements with emergency medi-
cal service systems for the provislon of such
services by Coast Guard equipment and
personnel,
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“GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR PLANNING AND
FEASIBILITY STUDIES

“Sec. 399f. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and other nonprofit en-
titles, and may enter into contracts with
public and private entities and individuals,
for (1) projects to study the feasibility of
establishing (through expansion or improve-
ment of existing services or otherwise) and
operating an emergency medical service sys-
tem for an area, and (2) projects to plan
the establishment and operation of such a
system for an area. The Secretary may not
make more than one grant or enter into more
than one contract under this sectlon with
respect to any area. Reports of the results
of any study or planning assisted under this
section ghall be made at such intervals as the
Secretary may prescribe and a final report of
such results shall be made not later than one
year from the date the grant was made or
the contract entered into, as the case may be,

*(b) (1) (A) No grant for planning may be
made under this section unless an applica-
tion therefor has been submitted to, and ap-
proved by, the Secretary. Such an applica=-
tion shall be in such form, and submitted to
the Secretary in such manner, as he shall
by regulation prescribe, and shall—

“(1) demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Becretary the need of the area for which the
planning will be done for an emergency med-
ical service system,

“*(ii) contain assurances satisfactory to the
Secretary that the applicant 1s qualified to
plan for the area to be served by such a sys-
tem,

“{ill) contain assurances satisfactory to
the Secretary that the planning will be con-
ducted In cooperation (I) with the planning
entity referred to in subparagraph (B) (1) or
if there is no such planning entity, with the
planning entity referred to in subparagraph
(B) (ii), and (II) with the emergency med-
ical service council or other entity in such
area responsible for review and evaluation of
the provision of emergency medical services
in such area, and

“(iv) contain such other Information as
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe.

“(B) The Secretary may not approve an
application for a grant under this section for
planning unless—

*“(1) the public or nonprofit private agency
or organization which has developed the
comprehensive regional, metropolitan area,
or other local area plan or plans referred to
in section 314(b) covering the area for which
the planning for an emergency medical serv-
ice system will be done, or

“(11) if there is no such agency or orga-
nization, the State agency administering or
supervising the administration of the State
plan approved under section 314(a) cover-
ing that area,
has, in accordance with regulations of the
Secretary, been provided an opportunity to
review the application and to submit to the
Secretary for his consideration its recom-
mendation respecting approval of the appli-
cation.

“(2) No grant for a feasibillty study may
be made under this section unleas an ap-
plication therefor has been submitted to,
and approved by, the Secretary. Such appli-
cation shall be in such form, submitted in
such manner, and contain such information
as the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe,

“(e) The amount of any grant under this
section shall be determined by the Secre-
tary. Payments under grants under this sec~
tion may be made in advance or by way of
relmbursement and at such intervals and
on such conditions as the Secretary finds
necessary.

“(d) Contracts may be entered into un-
der this section without regard to sections
3648 and 3709 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (31 U.S.C. 529, 41 U.S.C. 5).
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“(e) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants and contracts under this
section, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and #$10,000,000 for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1975.

“GRANTS FOR ESTABLISHMENT AND INITIAL
OPERATION

“Sec. 399g. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and nonprofit private entities
for the establishment and initial operation
for an area of an emergency medical service
system.

“(b) (1) No grant may be made under this
section unless an application therefor has
been submitted to, and approved by, the
Becretary. Special consideration shall be giv-
en to applications for grants for systems
which will be part of a statewlde emergency
medical service system.

“(2) (A) An application for a grant under
this section shall be in such form, and sub-
mitted to the Secretary in such manner, as
he shall by regulation prescribe and shall—

“(1) set forth the perlod of time required
for the establishment of the emergency med-
ical service system,

“(11) demonstrate to the satisfaction of
the BSecretary that existing facilities and
services will be utilized by the system to the
maximum extent feasible,

“(111) provide for the making of such re-
ports as the Secretary may require, and

“{iv) contain such other information as
the Secretary may by regulation prescribe.

*(B) The Secretary may not approve an
application for a grant under this section
unless—

“(1) the public or nonprofit private agency
or organization which has developed the
comprehensive reglonal, metropolitan area,
or other local area plan or plans referred to
In section 314(b) covering the area which
will be served by the proposed emergency
medical service system, or

“(i1) if there is no such agency or orga=
nization, the State agency administering or
supervising the administration of the State
plan approved under section 314(a) covering
that area,
has, In accordance with regulations of the
Becretary, been provided an opportunity to
review the application and to submit to the
Secretary for his conslderation its recom-
mendation respecting approval of the appli~
catlon.

“(c) The amount of any grant under this
section for establishment of an emergency
medical service system shall be determined
by the Secretary. Grants under this section
for the initial operation of such a system
shall be avallable to a grantee over the two-
year period beginning on the date the Sec-
retary determines that the system is capable
of operation and shall not exceed 50 per
centum of the costs of the operatiom of the
system (as determined under regulations of
the Secretary) during the first year of such
period, and 25 per centum of such costs dur-
ing the second year of such period.

“(d) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants under this section, there
are authorized to be appropriated $25,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
$50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975, and $20,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976. Funds appropriated for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, may be
used only for grants to those entities which
recelved a grant under this section for the
preceding fiscal year,

“"GRANTS FOR RESEARCH AND TRAINING

“Sgc. 399h. (a) The Secretary may make
grants (1) to schools of medicine, dentistry,
and osteopathy for projects for research In
the techniques and methods of medical
emergency care and treatment, and (2) to
such schools and to schools of nursing,
tralning centers for allled health professions,
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and other educational institutions for train-
ing programs in the technigues and methods
of medical emergency care and treatment,
including the skills required to provide am-
bulance service.

“(b) No grant may be made under this
section unless (1) the applicant is a public
or nonprofit private entity, and (2) an ap-
plication therefor has been submitted to, and
approved by, the Secretary. Such application
shall be in such form, submitted in such
manner, and contain such information, as
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe.

*(e) The amount of any grant under this
section shall be determined by the Secretary.
Payments under grants under this section
may be made in advance or by way of reim-
bursement and at such Intervals and on such
conditions as the Secretary finds necessary.
Grantees under this section shall make such
reports at such intervals, and containing such
information, as the Secretary may require.

“(d) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants under this section, there
are authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1874, and
#10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975.

“GRANTS FOR EXPANSION AND IMPROVEMENT

“Sec. 3991, (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and nonprofit private entities
for projects for the acquisition of equipment
and facilities for emergency medical service
systems and for other projects to otherwise
expand or improve such a system.

“(b) No grant may be made under this
section unless an application therefor has
been submitted to, and approved by, the
Secretary. Such application shall be in such
form, submitted in such manner, and contain
such Information, as the Secretary shall by
regulation prescribe.

“(c) The amount of any grant under this
section for a project shall not exceed 50
per centum of the cost of that project, as
determined by the Secretary. Payments un-
der grants under this section may be made
in advance or by way of reimbursement and
at such intervals and on such conditions as
the Secretary finds necessary. A project may
recelve grants under this section for a period
of up to two years. Grantees under this sec-
tion shall make such reports at such inter-
vals, and containing such information, as
the Secretary may require.

“(d) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants under this section, there
are authorized to be appropriated $10,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
and $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975.

“INTERAGENCY TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES

“Sgc. 399). (a) The Secretary shall be re-
sponsible for coordinating the aspects and
resources of all Federal programs and activi-
ties which relate to emergency medical serv-
ices. In carrying out his responsibilities
under the preceding sentence, the Becretary
shall establish an Interagency Technical
Committee on Emergency Medical Services.
The Committee shall evaluate the adequacy
and technical soundness of such programs
and activities and provide for the communi-
cation and exchange of information that is
necessary to maintaln the necessary co-
ordination and effectiveness of such programs
and activities.

“(b) The Secretary or his designee shall
serve as Chairman of the Committee, the
membership of which shall include (1) ap-
propriate scientific, medical, or technical
representation from the Department of
Transportation, the Department of Justice,
the Department of Defense, the Veterans'
Administration, the National Science Foun-
dation, the Federal Communications Com-
mission, and such other Federal agencies,
and parts thereof, as the Secretary deter-

oN
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mines administer programs directly affecting
the functions or responsibilities of emer-
gency medical service systems, and (2) five
individuals from the general public who by
virtue of their training or experience are
particularly qualified to participate in the
performance of the Committee's functions.
The Committee shall meet at the call of the
Chairman, but not less often than four
times a year.
“ADMINISTRATION

“Sgc. 309k, The Secretary shall administer
the program of grants and contracts author-
ized by this part through an identifiable ad-
ministrative unit within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare."

STUDY

8Eec. 3. The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall (1) conduct a study to
determine the legal barrlers to the effective
delivery of medical care under emergency
conditions, and (2) within twelve months of
the date of the enactment of this Act, re-
port to the Congress the results of such
study and recommendations for such legis-
lation as may be necessary to overcome such
barriers.

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read,
printed in the REecorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. HICKS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hicxs: In sec-
tion 2 or page 4 strike lines 22 through 25 and
on page b strike lines 1 through 8.

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Chairman, I offer this
amendment, because the section to be
deleted is redundant in light of recent
action by the House.

On May 21, the House passed the bill
H.R. T7139. That bill accomplished the
same purpose as the section in question;
namely, it granted the Department of
Defense the authority to provide emer-
gency medical helicopter services to
civilians.

The Armed Services Committee con-
sidered H.R. 7139 in depth and amended
that bill in such a way as to provide the
greatest possible benefit at the least cost,
both in terms of dollars and in terms of
maintaining a strong national defense
posture.

Inasmuch as the House has already
expressed itself on this matter, the lan-
guage of the bill presently under con-
sideration is no longer required and
should be deleted.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank the gentleman from
Washington for offering this amend-
ment. I would state to the gentleman
from Washington that we would accept
the amendment he has offered on this
side of the aisle.

Do I understand from the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Washing-
ton that the gentleman feels they have
done just exactly what we had done in
our bill, authorize cooperation with the
medical services around the country in-
sofar as the use of helicopters by the
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military in civilian accidents is con=-
cerned?

Mr. HICKS. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. STAGGERS. I am willing to accept
the amendment on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. HIcKs).

The amendment was agreed to.
NADER'S STAND ON NUCLEAR POWER WILL DELAY
FILLING OF ENERGY GAP

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOSMER
was allowed to speak out of order.)

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, Mr.
Ralph Nader today has announced a law-
suit that would cut down a substantial
portion of the Nation’s nuclear power
generating capacity and undoubtedly if
carried out this would prevent the instal-
lation on the ‘line of new capacity. I
think this should be understood in con-
text.

Ralph Nader’s publicity star is waning.

This lawsuit is a butterfly net to col-
lect new recruits.

It is aimed at the timid, the gullible,
and people with leftover hangups about
atom bombs.

The fuss he kicks up now will delay
the day when nuclear power will be
available to fill the Nation’s energy gap.
He may get a free ride but someone will
pay for it.

This is because there is almost a 10-
vear lead time for building power plants.
Obstructionism today does not show up
for years. That is why irresponsible
people get away with activities which, in
the end, are very costly to society.

They will not be around later to take
the blame when energy shortages start
to be reflected in mortality tables for the
weakest members of our energy depend-
ent society—the very young and the very
old. Their survival bears a very direct
relationship to the adequacy of power
supplies and the absence of drastic
shortages.

As between Ralph Nader, gadfly, and
the Atomic Energy Commission’s scien-
tists and engineers, I will rely on the AEC
for my advice on nuclear safety any day.
I suggest that is the wise course for all
citizens. In my book Nader is for pub-
licity and the AEC is for the people and
for the Nation which is in desperate need
of new power sources.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, STAGGERS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STAGGERS:
Page 14, insert after line 10 the following:

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE HOSPITALS

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare is directed to take such action
as may be necessary to assure that all the
hospitals of the Public Health Service shall,
until such time as the Congress shall by law

otherwise provide, continue in operation as
hospitals of the Public Health Service and
continue to provide inpatient and other
health care services to all categories of in-
dividuals entitled, or authorized, to receive
care and treatment at hospitals or other sta-
tions of the Public Health Service, in like
manner as such services were provided to
such categories of individuals at hospitals of
the Public Health Service on January 1, 1973.

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
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in support of the amendment. I might
say that in the Senate there was a sim-
ilar amendment but the State of Vir-
ginia was omitted, the hospital at
Norfolk. I do not believe this is fair and
right, because we have as many people
in that area who need treatment and
help as we have in most other sections
of the country. So what the amendment
does is just include some of what was in
the Senate bill, plus the hospital in Vir-
ginia, so that it would remain open.

I would like to say one other thing to
the gentleman from Texas about his
statement about the administration not
wanting this emergency medical service
legislation. In the President’s 1972 state
of the Union message, he directed the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare to develop new ways of giving
emergency and medical service and pro-
viding care to accident victims. Also in
his 1973 health message, he says it is
very important that this be done. We
are only trying to do what the President
says is important to America. This is
indicated in the emergency medical
hearings. I can give the gentleman the
page or he can look at it in the book.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa, (Mr. GRoss).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, what
makes them so unhealthy in Norfolk,
Va.?

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I do
not know whether they are any more un-
healthy in Norfolk, Va., than anyplace
else. However, thereare many ex-service-
men stationed there.

Mr. GROSS. Is this dealing with the
military or naval people?

Mr. STAGGERS. It deals with those
who have maritime experience—those
who have retired—many others. The
Coast Guard is included.

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

Mr, STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. WHITEHURST).

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, it
deals with servicemen and also service
families. Also, there are many Civil serv-
ice people using the hospital.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield.

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. MEEDS).

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
speak for Mr. StacGERS’ amendment. Ifs
purpose is to keep open the Public Health
Service Hospitals in Seattle, San Fran-
cisco, Galveston, New Orleans, Balti-=
more, Staten Island, and Boston until
such time as Congress authorizes their
closure. The Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare has announced
that it will close six of these, including
the Seattle hospital, this summer, in a
plan submitted to Congress on March 28.

I find this plan unacceptable on a
number of grounds. HEW has claimed
that primary beneficiaries will be better
served under a contract system, and that
the Federal Government will save money.
I disagree with both these statements.
Certainly, every beneficiary I have heard
from, and that is a considerable number,
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disagrees. I do not want to go into the
question of savings, because others are
better equipped to discuss that.

What I am particularly concerned
with is the human element, that services
now provided by these hospitals will no
longer be available to people who need
them.

In addition to inpatient care, these
hospitals provide training for more than
1,600 in the health professions. In Seattle
one-fourth—or 200—of the University of
Washington’s medical students are in
training at the PHS hospital, along with
300 others studying for a variety of
health careers. Elimination of this
training source could well force the uni-
versity to cut back on health science en-
rollments.

Community health programs now in-
corporated into the PHS hospitals con-
cern me as much as anything about the
administration’s proposal to close these
hospitals. In Seattle, for example, the
PHS hospital provides X-ray, lab tests,
and other necessary support services for
a network of 17 community clinics staffed
free of charge by doctors so as to provide
free care to medical indigents. HEW
states the community will pick up this
burden. There is no assurance of this,
nor has any evidence been provided.

Now, as to the primary beneficiaries
and their continued care. In Seattle in
1972 these included 1,100 merchant sea-
men, 2,000 retired military personnel
and their dependents, and 550 Indians.
I might add this is the only Indian clinic
anywhere near the area.

HEW states they will contract for this
care. However, not a single contract has
been negotiated, and questions have been
raised as to the capacity of military fa-
cilities in the Seattle area to handle the
added burden represented by the mili-
tary personnel now served.

To sum up, I believe that these hos-
pitals should be kept open until Con-
gress is convinced that services now pro-
vided can and will be covered as well or
better through other means. I do not
believe that HEW has demonstrated that
the primary beneficiaries will be cared
for as well or as cheaply; there is no pro-
vision for alternative training opportu-
nities for health care personnel; and,
most of all, the communities now served
by these hospitals through medical sup-
port services for free clinics will be the
losers.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and speak in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, for a number of years,
going back through previous administra-
tions, Democrat and Repulican, there
have been attempts made to change the
original purposes of the Public Health
Service hospitals.

In recent years, most of these hospi-
tals have become increasingly involved
in community activities. It has been the
feeling of this administration, and pre-
vious administrations, that under these
circumstances, they should be trans-
ferred to the community in which they
now serve.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that to say, man-
datorily and by law, that no accommo-
dation can be made, is a mistake.
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It is only a short time ago that the
Bureau of Prisons wanted to convert the
Fort Worth Public Health Sgrvice Hos-
pital into a treatment center for drug
addicts. Strong opposition occurred in
the House to doing that. However, in the
Conference with the Senate—and I was
there—we did make that one transfer,
and I think it is serving a good purpose.

I must say in support of the position
that the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. StacGERS) our chairman, has taken
that the hospitals are doing a good job
in various communities. I feel, however,
that to tie the hands of the department
so that no negotiations are possible would
be a misake at this time.

Therefore, I oppose the amendment.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the distinguished gentleman from West
Virginia to require this Government to
meet its legal obligations to our merchant
marine and those beneficiaries who are
entitled to care in our Public Health
Service hospitals.

The administration has consistently
ignored the will of the Congress and the
law of the land in this matter. This
amendment is an attempt to place on
record that the Congress, as the elected
representatives of the people—and law-
makers, intends for the President, as the
Executive, to carry out the law as it is
enacted as is provided under the Con-
stitution.

‘While I do not expect the administra-
tion to have a sudden change of heart
and carry out its responsibilities, I do
think it is vital that we continue to insist
that it does so.

This matter is of more than academic
interest to me as in my district, the Pub-
lic Health Service hospital in Galveston,
Tex., provides care for more than 125,000
people. It meets many additional com-
munity needs which I will not enumer-
ate; however, of particular interest to
me is the affiliation between the Univer-
sity of Texas Medical Branch and the
Public Health Service hospital. The hos-
pital provides clinical experience for 96
medical students in various diseiplines. It
also trains dental, nursing, and physical
therapy students.

I have been informed by the medical
branch officials that if the hospital is
closed, they will have to cut back possibly
as much as one-third of their student
body. If the Federal Government curtails
the number of young Americans who can
become doctors by this drastic closing of
a going hospital, certainly more expen-
sive measures will be necessary to pro-
vide medical care to the American people.

Mr. Chairman, the hospital and the
clinics are vital parts of our community.
The whole State of Texas and, truly, the
whole Nation has an interest in the fu-
ture of these institutions for they offer
future medical services through their
trainees as well as the treatment and
care they are providing daily. At a time
when medical care and services must
be expanded, we cannot afford to lose
our Public Health Service hospitals.
Therefore, I urge passage of this amend-
ment, and the Emergency Medical Serv-
ices Act of 1973.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROUSH

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RousH: Page 2,
beginning in line 23, strike out “a universal
emergency telephone number” and insert
In Heu thereof "the universal emergency
telephone number 911",

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise to-
day to offer an amendment to H.R. 6458.
On page 2, beginning in line 23, strike out
“a universal emergency telephone num-
ber” and insert in lieu thereof “the uni-
versal emergency telephone number 911.”
I would like to explain the reason for
this suggested change.

I have spoken many times about the
need for a single, nationwide, emergency
telephone number, which a number of
communities in the United States now
enjoy, in the number “911"” made avail-
able by AT. & T. and the independent
telephone companies beginning in 1968.
I have introduced legislation that would
financially assist communities, through
LEAA or the FCC or both, to make the
renovations, improvements necessary to
make adoption of 911 possible and mean-
ingful.

I have not supported the idea of re-
quiring the adoption of 911. However,
since the bill before us and the accom-
panying report require some kind of a
universal emergency telephone number
as a part of the emergency medical serv-
ices. I am loath to see us complicate
matters by even temporarily encourag-
ing cities to adopt some other emergency
number. I so indicated in testimony be-
fore the subcommittee.

The committee report accompanying
this bill, while “impressed” with 911 evi-
dently hesitated to adopt that as the
emergency number because of the sup-
posed length of time needed to establish
such a system and the large costs thought
to be involved.

I do not believe that either are serious
impediments and I do believe that the
harm done by multiplying emergency
numbers would perhaps be fatal to the
cause I have sponsored of securing na-
tionwide adoption of a single, emergency
number, so that wherever you happened
to be, whatever emergency occurred you
would have the knowledge of an easily
remembered emergency number.

I would call attention first to the fact
that the bill before us is so worded that
communities establishing coordinated
emergency medical services have as much
time to work in a universal emergency
telephone number as the Secretary pre-
scribes. The legislation requires that an
emergency medical services system “to
the maximum extent feasible” “utilizes
or, within such period as the Secretary
prescribes, will utilize a universal emer-
gency telephone number.” I would change
that to read “the universal emergency
telephone number 911" leaving the time
within which this is to be achieved to the
Secretary, as it is now. So I do not see
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that this should be an undue burden. It
need not be, given this language of the
legislation.

Second, I would like to consider what
is the alternative to “911” if we are to
have an emergency telephone number?
The committee report suggestion of an
alternative, such as an 800 telephone ex-
change is not acceptable to A.T. & T., the
principal telephone company involved.
A.T. & T. fears, as do I, that the adoption
of alternatives to 911 will totally destroy
the uniformity now achieved in over
300 communities representing 22,000,000
Americans.

In fact, A.T. & T. in their statement to
the subcommittee on the original House
bill noted the following:

It 1s of great concern to the System [Bell]
that so much emphasis, money—and suc-
cess—attendant to the progress of 911 as the
universal emergency reporting number stand
to be blunted should this legislation be the
mainspring for diversion away from one uni-
versal three digit emergency telephone num-
ber to perhaps a second and different such
number. Hopefully this Committee will not,
through this legislation, encourage or appear
to encourage an alternative course for sum-
moning aid, but rather will underscore its
intention to adhere to the full use of 911 for
such purposes. To utilize a different three
digit number would require an unnecessary
reduplication of central office modifications
at a cost of approximately $50-875 million,
plus the time required to make such modi-
fications.

Describing their reasons for opposing
an 800 exchange or another seven-digit
number for reporting medical emergen-
cies A.T. & T. concluded with this recom-
mendation with which I concur:

The recommendation of the Bell System
to the Committee . . . 1s simply that the
language of whatever legislation that might
be forthcoming calling for utilization of a
universal emergency reporting number, and
any regulations promulgated thereunder, be
drawn so as to encourage or require the use
of 911 as the reporting number.

And they add the following:

In the interim, if any, between the time
an emergency number is needed in a com-
munity for reporting medical emergencies
and 911 capabilities are avallable to that
community, the Bell System operating tele-
phone companies offer the use of its opera-
tors, or “0,” for reporting medical as well as
any other emergency. In fact, dialing “0"
for Operator to report emergencies is and
will continue to be a backup facility even
after a 911 system Is installed.

Thus it would seem that in the legisla-
tion before us the Secretary could allow
an interim period based on any com-
munity’s financial and technical capa-
bilities, during which 911 would not be
required, with 911 as the ultimate uni-
versal emergency number to be imple-
mented.

I would like to add an additional
reason for supporting the concept of 911
as the single, nationwide emergency
telephone number. In March of this
year, the Office of Telecommunications
Policy in the White House issued a na-
tional policy statement encouraging na-
tionwide adoption of the 911 emergency
number because of the rapid response
this number makes possible to emer-
gencies.
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Dr. Whitehead, Director of that
Office, at a special news conference an-
nounced the creation of a Federal In-
formation Center in the Department of
Commerce, which is to disseminate in-
formation on 911 and offer assistance to
communities that are interested. I also
understand that various agencies under
the executive branch are moving to im-
plement this order within their own
operations as quickly as possible.

I would hope that this Congress would
not impede, but rather encourage na-
tionwide adoption of 911 by amending
this legislation as I have suggested.

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

Mr. ROUSH. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee.

Mr. STAGGERS. I should like to ask
a couple of questions.

Has the gentleman conferred with the
telephone company, to see if this is pos-
sible?

Mr. ROUSH. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I
have conferred with the telephone com-
pany. As a matter of fact, the telephone
company is advocating that we not use
the suggestion which is included in the
language of the report itself.

I included this in my formal remarks.
I should like to read what they have in-
serted in the Recorp. They say:

It is of great concern to the System—

Referring to the Bell System—

that so much emphasis, money—and suc-
cess—attendant to the progress of 911 as the
universal emergency reporting number stand
to be blunted should this legislation be the
mainspring for diversion away from one uni-
versal three-digit emergency telephone num-
ber to perhaps a second and different such
number,

In other words, Mr. Chairman, the Bell
System itself is advocating 911 as the
universal number. Second, they feel that
if emergency services should turn to an-
other number that effort will blunt their
effort to make a single uniform telephone
number prevail in this country.

Mr. STAGGERS. We have a lot more
than the Bell Telephone Co. There are
many independents across America. Has
the gentleman talked to these different
organizations to find out what their
situations are?

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, I do not
have the figures before me, but many of
the independent telephone companies are
also now turning to 911 as the emergency
telephone number.

Quite a few of these more than 300
communities now using 911 have inde-
pendent telephone companies.

I can say that in my own area my
contacts with General Telephone, an in-
dependent telephone company, lead me
to believe that they approve of this. As
soon as their technology is up to the place
where it can accommodate 911 their in-
tention would be to turn to 911,

I have also talked with other telephone
companies. I find no real resistance, ex-
cept some political differences within
communities; jealousies, if you will,

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

Mr. Chairman, I am going to read the
exact language of the bill, for the edi-
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fication of Members of the House: “a
faecility which (i) utilizes or, within such
period as the Secretary prescribes, will
utilize & universal emergency telephone
number, and (ii) will have direct com-
munication connections with the person-
nel, facilities, and equipment of the
system;".

I believe we have left this up fo the
Secretary, to do just exactly what the
gentleman is advocating, but we have
not given him a certain number.

I am not averse to giving this num-
ber, and I am not saying it is wrong.
Sometimes we have to say what the
number is. If we make it law, all the
;:;mpanies in America would try to join

The gentleman from New York, I know,
has some thoughts on this subject, and
I would like to give him a chance to
express himself.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate very much the gentleman’s
yielding to me.

I agree with the intent of the amend-
ment. My only comment is this: Many
independent, small telephone companies
do not, as the gentleman suggests, have
the technology at this point in time to
proceed with emergency telephone num-
bers. They are utilizing a particular 4-
digit number in small communities, but
forcing them to go to 911 where that
technology does not exist, it seems to me,
would force them to abandon their ex-
isting emergency numbers. I do not he-
lieve that is the intent of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. RousH). I am convinced that in
many rural areas of the country, how-
ever, that would be the outcome.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. RousH).

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment does nothing more than the
language of this bill does, insofar as caus-
ing a community to change. What I do
with my amendment is to insert 911 as
the number, and as I indicated in my
opening remarks, this particular provi-
sion is modified by the language which
precedes, for example, on page 2, in line
11, “to the maximum extent feasible”
this shall be done.

Mr. Chairman, it does not make it
mandatory that any community turn
to 911; it is merely saying that if they
are to go to an emergency number—
and I would say that they are going to
goto an emergency number—they should
go to 911, but it is not mandatory, I am
merely trying to nudge this concept, along
of a uniform nationwide emergency tele-
phone number. I do not see that this in
any way affects exactly what the com-
mittee was intending to do with the
language which is presently in the bill.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr,
SracceErs) yield further?

Mr. STAGGERS. I would be very happy
to yield to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HASTINGS) .

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
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preciate again the explanation, but I
would say again that there are many
small telephone companies in the coun-
try which, in fact, even if they want to
go to any emergency number, are not
necessarily capable of going to 911. That
is my only objection.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, if I
have enough time left, I would like to
make this statement:

I agree with the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HastiNgs) and I also agree
with the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
RousH). I believe the time has come in
America when we do need to have a na-
tionwide emergency telephone number.
We are a traveling public, a public on
wheels, today, and we do need an emer-
gency number to call in any community.
We should be able to have a number to
dial so that we will in an emergency get
somebody to answer our questions.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the gen~
tleman from New York (Mr. HASTINGS)
that I believe there is sufficient protec-
tion in the bill for those who cannot in-
stall the number, and I would point out
that we have said that the Secretary can
prescribe any length of time that is
needed for these communities to do this.

So, Mr. Chairman, so far as I am con-
cerned, I do not see any real reason for
not accepting the gentleman’s amend-
ment. I believe the time is coming when
we ought to have a number which is
known across America to call in an emer-
gency situation and expect to get some
aid in such situations.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr, RousH).

The amendment was agreed to.

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

Mr. Chairman, as I understand it there
were 12 major health programs in the
preceding bill that called for an authori-
zation of some $2 billion for the next fis-
cal year. I would ask the gentleman rom
West Virginia (Mr. Staccers) if that is
approximately correct?

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, the
figure is $1.2 billion.

Mr. GROSS. For the 12 major health
programs?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, sir.

Mr. GROSS. All right.

The figure is $1.2 billion. Now, the title
of the pending bill reads as follows: “To
amend the Public Health Service Act to
authorize assistance for planning, devel-
opment and initial operation, research,
and training projects for systems for the
effective provision of health care services
under emergency conditions.”

Are we expected to believe that with 12
major health programs to be financed
with $1.2 billion in the next fiscal year
that we should spend another $125 mil-
lion for the purposes set forth in this
bill? How do you justify that?

Mr. STAGGERS. I just read a few
moments ago in the President’s two mes-
sages that he expected to give direc-
tions to HEW for special emergency care
in accidents. He reiterated it twice as a
way to get care to those who have had
accidents. This is carrying out his words.
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The agencies testified before the com-
mittee that 60,000 lives would be saved
each year, and that is approximately 200
lives per day, if we trained certain per-
sonnel in this manner.

Mr. GROSS. As far as planning, devel-
opment, research, and training projects
are concerned, could they not be carried
out in-house by one or more of these 12
major programs?

Mr, STAGGERS. No, sir. Not the way
they want it done. It could be done piece-
meal, that is true.

Mr. GROSS. Do you mean that in all
of these 12 programs not one of the 12
could carry out the activities of planning,
development, research, and training? Is
that what the gentleman means to say?

Mr. STAGGERS. I will say to the gen-
tleman we not only have 12 programs,
but we have 20 or 25 or 30, because we
have gotten into the health field and we
know it is one of the most important
things we do in America. As I said awhile
ago, many diseases have been eradicated
in America, but there are others that
still need to be. This is a special project
we want to take care of and it was so
testified to before the committee.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentleman
the $164 question. Where will he get the
$125 million?

i Mr. STAGGERS. That is a good ques-
on.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to have some
kind of an answer even though the gen-
tleman took a deep hreath before he an-
swered.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. CrarrLEs H. Wirson of California,
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.
6458) to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to authorize assistance for plan-
ning, development and initial operation,
research, and training projects for sys-
tems for the effective provision of health
care services under emergency condi-
tions, pursuant to House Resolution 415,
he reported the bill 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
glﬁigmssment and third reading of the

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

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

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, T
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum

is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-

sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 261, nays 96,

not voting 75, as follows:

Abdnor
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif,
Anderson, Il
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Ashley
Aspin
Baker
Barrett
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H,
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert

Ww., Jr.
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davls, 8.C.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Donohue
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan

Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Ford,
Willlam D.
Forsythe
Frey
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons

[Roll No. 172]

YEAS—261
Gllman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hanns
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.

gton
Harsha
Hays
Hébert

Hechler, W. Va.

Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Holifield
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen

Eing
Eluczynski
Eoch

Eyros
Lehman
Lent

Litton

McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mailliard
Marazith
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.

Mitchell, Md.
Mizell

Moakley
Moorhead,
Calif,
Moorhead Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I11.
Natcher
Nedzl
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara

Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Pritchard
Quillen
Railsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Reuss
Rlegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.

Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Bikes
Bisk
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steed
Steph

ens

Btubblefleld
Btuckey
Studds
Symington
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler

Wright

Wyatt

Wylie

Yates

Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

Zablocki

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Arends
Armstrong
Bafalis

Bell

Bennett
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhlll, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collier
Collins

Conable
Conlan
Davis, Wis,
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Eshleman
Findley

Ford, Gerald R.

Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Froehlich
Goodling

NAYS—96

Gross

Grover
Hansen, Idaho
Hastings
Heinz
Hinshaw
Hogan
Hosmer

Huber

P
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Latta
Lujan
McClory
McCollister
McEwen
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Mayne
Michel
Miller
Mitchell, N.Y.
Montgomery
Myers
Nelsen
Pickle

Scherle
Behneebell
Sebellus
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Bkubita
Smith, N.¥,
Snyder
Steiger, Wis.
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf.
Thomson, Wis.
Treen
Veysey
Walsh

Ware
Wiggins
Wydler
Wyman
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—T5

Adams
Annunzio .
Ashbrook
Badillo
Beard
Biaggl
Blackburn
Bray

Burke, Callf.
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Carter

Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dellums
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dorn

Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Fisher
Flynt

Foley

Fraser
Fuqua
Goldwater
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Gubser
Harvey
Hawkins
Heckler, Mass,
Hunt
Ichord
Eedting
Eetchum
Landrum
Leggett
McCloskey

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Powell, Ohio
Price, 111,
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Rooney, N.X.
Bandman

Saylor

Black

Smith, Iowa

Bpence

Bteelman

Stelger, Ariz.

Btokes

Btratton

Sullivan

Teague, Tex,

Thompson, N.J.

Udall

White

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Winn

Young, 8.C.

Mr. Annunzio with Mr. Smith of Iowa.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Stelger of

Arizona.

Mr. Price of Illinois with Mr. Martin of

Nebraska.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. McCloskey.

Mr. Adams with Mr. Harvey.

Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Gubser
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Spence.
Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Camp.

Mr, Teague of Texas with Mr. Bray.

Mr. O'Netll with Mr. Cronin.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Sand-

man.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Powell of Ohio.

Mr, Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Beard.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mrs. Heckler of
Massachusetts.

Mr. Puqua with Mr. Eeating.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr, Carter.

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.

Hunt,

Mr. Stratton with Mr. Coughlin.
Mr. Slack with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Crane.
Mr. de 1la Garza with Mr. Rhodes.
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Badillo,
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Parris.
Mr. Fisher with Mr. Dickinson.
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Biaggl.
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Mr. Carney of Ohlo with Mr. Ashbrook.
. Dellums with Mr. Udall.
Mr. Gray with Mr. Minshall of Ohio.
. Fraser with Mr. Esch.
. Foley with Mr. Saylor.
. Milford with Mr. Steelman.
. Ichord with Mr. Winn.
. Randall with Mr. Young of South Caro-

. Owens with Mr. Rarick.
. White with Mr, Udall.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the provisions of House Resolution
415, I call up from the Speaker’s table the
Senate bill (S. 504) to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide assistance
and encouragement for the development
of comprehensive area emergency medi-
cal services systems.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

MOTION OFFERED BEY MR. 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 S. 504 and to insert
in lieu thereof the provisions of H.R. 6458,
as passed, as follows:

SHORT TITLE

SecTIoN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Emergency Medical Serviceas Act of 1973".

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE SYSTEM

SEec. 2. Title III of the Public Health SBerv-
ice Act 15 amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new part:

“PART K—EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE

SYsTEMS
“DEFINITION; AGREEMENTS

“SEc. 399%e. (a) For purposes of this part,
the term ‘emergency medical service system’
means a system for the arrangement of per-
sonnel, facilities, and equipment for the ef-
fective delivery of health care services under
emergency conditions (occurring either as a
result of the patient's condition or of natural
disasters or similar situations), which sys-
tem (1) is administered by a public, or other
nonprofit private entity, which has the au-
thority and the resources to provide effective
administration, and (2) to the maximum
extent feasible—

“(A) Includes an adequate number of
health professions and allled health profes-
sions personnel who meet such training and
experience requirements as the Secretary
shall by regulation preseribe and provides
such training and continuing education pro-
grams as the Secretary shall by regulation
prescribe;

“(B) joins the personnel, facilitles, and
equipment of the system by central com-
munications facilitles so that requests for
emergency health care services will be han-
dled by a facility which (i) utilizes or, with-
in such period as the Secretary prescribes,
will utilize the universal emergency tele-
phone number 911, and (ii) will have direct
communication connections with the person-
nel, facilities, and equipment of the system;

“(C) Includes an adequate number of
vehicles and other transportation facilities
(Including such air and water craft as are
necessary to meet the individual charac-
teristics of the area to be served)—

*“(1) which meet such standards relating to
location, design, performance, and equip-
ment, and

“(i) the operators and other personnel
for which meet such training and experi-
ence requirements,
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as the Secretary shall by regulation pre-
scribe;

“(D) includes an adequate number of
hospitals, emergency rooms, and other fa-
cilities for the delivery of emergency health
care services, which meet such standards
relating to capacity, location, hours of opera-
tion, coordination with other health care
facilities of the system, personnel, and equip-
ment as the Secretary shall by regulation
prescribe;

“(E) provides for a standardized patient
record-keeping system meeting standards
established by the Secretary in regulations,
which records shall cover the treatment of
the patient from initial entry into the
emergency medical service system through
his discharge from it, and shall be consistent
with ensuing patient records used in follow-
up care and rehabilitation of the patient:

“(F) 1is designed to provide necessary
emergency medical services to all patients
requiring such services;

“(G) provides for transfer of patients to
facilities and programs which offer such
followup care and rehabllitation as is neces-
sary to effect the maximum recovery of the
patient;

“(H) provides programs of public educa-
tion and information in the area served by
the system, taking into account the needs
of visitors to that area to know or be able
to learn immediately the means of obtain-
ing emergency medical services; and

“(I) provides for periodic, comprehensive,
and independent review and evaluation of the
extent and quality of the emergency health
care services provided by the system.

“(b) The Secretary shall prescribe the reg-
ulations required by subsection (a) after
considering standards established by appro-
priate national professional or technical or-
ganizations.

“GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR PLANNING AND
FEASIBILITY STUDIES

“Sec. 398f. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and other nonprofit entities,
and may enter into contracts with public
and private entities and individuals, for (1)
projects to study the feasibility of establish-
ing (through expansion or improvement of
existing services or otherwise) and operating
an emergency medical service system for an
area, and (2) projects to plan the establish-
ment and operation of such a system for an
area. The Secretary may not make more than
one grant or enter into more than one con-
tract under this section with respect to any
area. Reports of the results of any study or
planning assisted under this section shall be
made at such intervals as the Secretary may
preseribe and a final report of such results
shall be made not later than one year from
the date the grant was made or the con-
tract entered into, as the case may be.

“(b) (1) (A) No grant for planning may be
made under this section unless an applica-
tion therefor has been submitted to, and ap-
proved by, the Secretary. Such an applica-
tion shall be in such form, and submitted
to the SBecretary in such manner, as he shall
by regulation prescribe, and shall—

(1) demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Secretary the need of the area for which
the planning will be done for an emergency
medical service system,

“(ii) contaln assurances satisfactory to the
Becretary that the applicant is qualified to
plan for the area to be served by such a
system,

*“(iii) contaln assurances satisfactory to the
Becretary that the planning will be conducted
in cooperation (I) with the planning entity
referred to in subparagraph (B) (1) or if there
is no such planning entity, with the planning
entity referred to in subparagraph (B) (ii),
and (II) with the emergency medical service
council or other entity in such area respon-
sible for review and evaluation of the pro-
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vislons of emergency medical services in such
area, and

“(iv) contain such other information as the
Secretary shall by regulation prescribe.

“(B) The Secretary may not approve an ap-
plication for a grant under this section for
planning unless—

“(1) the public or nonprofit private agency
or organization which has developed the
comprehensive regional, metropolitan area,
or other local area plan or plans referred to
in section 314(b) covering the area for which
the planning for an emergency medical serv-
ice system will be done, or

*“(i1) if there is no such agency or orga-
nization, the State agency administering or
supervising the administration of the State
plan approved under section 314(a) covering
that area,
has, in accordance with regulations of the
Secretary, been provided an opportunity to
review the application and to submit to the
Secretary for his consideration its recom-
mendation respecting approval of the appli-
cation.

“(2) No grant for a feasibillty study may
be made under this section unless an appli-
cation therefor has been submitted to, and
approved by, the Secretary. Such application
shall be in such form, submitted in such
manner, and contain such information as
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe.

“{e¢) The amount of any grant under this
section shall be determined by the Secretary.
Payments under grants under this sectlon
may be made in advance or by way of reim-
bursement and at such Intervals and on such
conditions as the Secretary finds necessary,

“(d) Contracts may be entered into under
this section without regard to sections 3648
and 3709 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (31 U.8.C. 529, 41 US.C. 5).

“(e) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants and contracts under this
sectlon, there are authorized to be appro-
priated £5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and $10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975.

“GRANTS FOR ESTABLISHMENT AND INITIAL
OPERATION

“Sec.399g. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and nonprofit private enti-
ties for the establishment and initlal opera-
tion for an area of an emergency medical
service system.

“(b) (1) No grant may be made under this
section unless an application therefor has
been submitted to, and approved by, the
Becretary. Speclal consideration shall be
glven to applications for grants for systems
which will be part of a statewlde emergency
medical service system.

“(2) (A) An application for a grant under
this section shall be in such form, and sub-
mitted to the Secretary in such manner, as
he shall by regulation prescribe and shall—

“(1) set forth the period of time required
for the establishment of the emergency med-
ical service system,

*“(11) demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that existing facilities and services
will be utilized by the system to the maxi-
mum extent feasible,

“(1il) provide for the making of such re-
ports as the Secretary may require, and

“{iv) contain such other information as
the Secretary may by regulation prescribe.

“(B) The Secretary may not approve an
application for a grant under this section
unless—

‘(1) the public or nonprofit private agency
or organization which has developed the
comprehensive regional, metropolitan area,
or other local area plan or plans referred to
in section 314(b) covering the area which
will be served by the proposed emergency
medical service system, or

“(i1) if there is no such agency or organi-
sation, the State agency administering or su-
pervising the administration of the State plan
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approved under section 314(a) covering that
area,

has, In accordance with regulations of the
Secretary, been provided an opportunity to
review the application and to submit to the
Secretary for his consideration its recom-
mendation respecting approval of the appli-
cation.

“(¢) The amount of any grant under this
section for establishment of an emergency
medical service system shall be determined
by the Secretary. Grants under this section
for the initial operation of such a system
shall be available to a grantee over the two-
year period beginning on the date the Secre-
tary determines that the system is capable
of operation and shall not exceed 50 per cen-
tum of the costs of the operation of the sys-
tem (as determined under regulations of the
Secretary) during the first year of such pe-
riod, and 26 per centum of such costs during
the second year of such period.

*(d) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants under this section, there
are authorized to be appropriated $25,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1074, 50,
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, and $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1976. Funds appropriated for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, may be used
only for grants to those entities which re-
celved a grant under this section for the
preceding flscal year.

“GRANTS FOR RESEARCH AND TRAINING

“SEc. 398h. (a) The Secretary may make
grants (1) to schools of medicine, dentistry,
and osteopathy for projects for research in
the techniques and methods of medical emer-
gency care and treatment, and (2) to such
schools and to schools of nursing, training
centers for allied health professions, and
other educational institutions for training
programs in the technigques and methods of
medical emergency care and treatment, in-
cluding the skills required to provide ambu-
lance service.

“(b) No grant may be made under this
section unless (1) the applicant is a public
or nonprofit private entity, and (2) an appli-
cation therefor has been submitted to, and
approved by, the Secretary. Such application
shall be in such form, submitted in such
manner, and contain such information, as
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe.

*{c) The amount of any grant under this
section shall be determined by the Secretary.
Payments under grants under this section
may be made in advance or by way of reim-
bursement and at such intervals and on such
conditions as the Secretary finds necessary.
Grantees under this section shall make such
reports at such intervals, and containing
such information, as the Secretary may
require.

“(d) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants under this section, there
are authorized to be appropriated 5,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975.

“GRANTS FOR EXPANSION AND IMPROVEMENT

“Sec. 3991. (a) The Becretary may make
grants to public and nonprofit private en-
titles for projects for the acquisition of
equipment and facilities for emergency medi-
cal service systems and for other projects to
otherwise expand or improve such a system.

“(b) No grant may be made under this
section unless an application therefor has
been submitted to, and approved by, the
Secretary. Such application shall be in such
form, submitted in such manner, and con-
tain such information, as the Secretary shall
by regulation prescribe.

“(c) The amount of any grant under this
section for a project shall not exceed 50
per centum of the cost of that project, as
determined by the Secretary. Payments un-
der grants under this section may be made
in advance or by way of reimbursement and
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at such intervals and on such conditions as
the Secretary finds necessary. A project may
receive grants under this section for a period
of up to two years. Grantees under this
section shall make such reports at such
intervals, and containing such information,
as the Secretary may require.

“(d) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants under this section, there
are authorized to be appropriated $10,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975.

“INTERAGENCY TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES

“Sec. 309). (a) The Secretary shall be re-
sponsible for coordinating the aspects and
resources of all Federal programs and activi-
ties which relate to emergency medical serv-
ices. In carrying out his responsibilities under
the preceding sentence, the Secretary shall
establish an Interagency Technical Commit-
tee on Emergency Medical Services. The
Committee shall evaluate the adequacy and
technical soundness of such programs and
activities and provide for the communication
and exchange of information that is neces-
sary to maintain the necessary coordina-
tion and effectiveness of such programs and
activities.

“(b) The Secretary or his designee shall
serve as Chairman of the Committee, the
membership of which shall include (1) ap-
propriate scientific, medical, or technical
representation from the Department of
Transportation, the Department of Justice,
the Department of Defense, the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, the National Science Founda-
tion, the FPederal Communications Commis-
sion, and such other Federal agencies, and
parts thereof, as the Secretary determines
administer programs directly affecting the
functions or responsibilities of emergency
medical service systems, and (2) five indi-
viduals from the pgeneral public who by
virtue of their training or experience are
particularly qualified to participate in the
performance of the Committee's functions.
The Committee shall meet at the call of the
Chairman, but not less often than four times
a year,

“ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 309k. The Secretary shall administer
the program of grants and contracts author-
ized by this part through an identifiable
administrative unit within the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.”

STUDY

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Health, Eduecation,
and Welfare shall (1) conduct a study to
determine the legal barriers to the effective
delivery of medical care under emergency
conditions, and (2) within twelve months
of the date of the enactment of this Act,
report to the Congress the results of such
study and recommendations for such legis-
lation as may be necessary to overcome such
barriers.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE HOSPITALS

SEec. 4. The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare is directed to take such action
as may be necessary to assure that all the
hospitals of the Public Health Service shall,
until such time as the Congress shall by law
otherwise provide, continue in operation as
hospitals of the Public Health Service and

‘continue to provide inpatient and other

health care services to all categories of indi-
viduals entitled, or authorized, to receive
care and treatment at hospitals or other
stations of the Public Health Service, in like
manner as such services were provided to
such categories of individuals at hospitals of
the Public Health Service on January 1, 1873,

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
amend the Public Health Service Act to
authorize assistance for planning, develop-
ment and initial operation, research, and
training projects for systems for the effective
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provision of health care services under emer-
gency conditions.”

The motion was agreed fo.

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. 6458) 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
revise and extend their remarks on the
three bills just passed.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OF THE RAILROAD RE-
TIREMENT ACT OF 1937

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill (H.R.
7357), to amend section 5(1) (1) of the
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 to sim-
plify administration of the Act; and to
amend section 226(e) of the Social Se-
curity Act to extend kidney disease medi-
care coverage to railroad employees, their
spouses, and their dependent children;
and for other purposes, be considered in
the House as in the Committee of the
Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

HR. 7357

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
5(1) (1) of the Rallroad Retirement Act of
1937 is amended—

(1) by striking out from clause (ii) “shall
not be adopted after such death by other
than a stepparent, grandparent, aunt, uncle,
brother, or sister;"”;

(2) by striking out from such clause (ii)
“age eighteen” and inserting in lieu thereof
“age twenty-two or before the close of the
eighty-fourth month following the month in
which his most recent entitlement to an
annuity under section 5(c) of this Act term-
inated because he ceased to be under such a
disability™;

(3) by striking from the third sentence
thereof “202(d) (3) or (4)" and inserting in
lleu thereof “202(d) (3), (4), or (9)";

(4) by adding immediately after the
seventh sentence thereof the following new
sentence: “A child whose entitlement to an
annuity under section B5(c) of this Act was
terminated because he ceased to be disabled
as provided in clause (ii) of this paragraph
and who becomes again disabled as pro-
vided in such clause (ii), may become re-
entitled to an annuity on the basis of such
disability upon his application for such re-
entitlement.”; and

(5) by adding the following new paragraph
at the end thereof:

“{a child who attains age twenty-two at a
time when he is a full-time student (as de-
fined in subparagraph (A) of paragraph 7
of section 202(d) of the Social Security Act
and without the application of subpara-
graph (B) of such paragraph) but has not (at
such time) completed the requirements for,
or received, a degree from a four-year col«
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lege or university shall be deemed (for pur-
poses of determining whether his entitle-
ment to an annuity under this section has
terminated under subsection (j) and for
purposes of determining his initial entitle-
ment to such an annuity) not to have at-
tained such age until the first day of the
first month following the end of the quarter
or semester In which he is enrolled at such
time (or, if the educational institution in
which he is enrolled is not operated on a
guarter or semester system, until the first day
of the first month following the completion
of the course in which he is so enrolled or
until the first day of the third month be-
ginning after such time, whichever first
occurs.”

Sec, 2. Bection 226(e)
Becurlty Act 1s amended—

(1) by inserting “or would be fully or cur-
rently insured if his service as an employee
(as defined in the Rallroad Retirement Act
of 1837) after December 31, 1936, were in-
cluded in the term ‘employment’ as defined
in this Act” after “(as such terms are defined
in section 214 of this Act)” in 2(A) thereof;

(2) by inserting “or an annuity under the
Rallroad Retirement Act of 1937" after
“monthly insurance benefits under title II of
this Act” in 2(B) thereof;

(3) by inserting “or would be fully or cur-
rently insured if his service as an employee
(as defined in the Rallroad Retirement Act
of 1837) after December 31, 19368, were in-
cluded in the term ‘employment’ as defined
in this Act” after “fully or currently in-
sured” in 2(C) thereof; and

(4) by inserting “or an annuity under the
Rallroad Retirement Act of 1037" after
“monthly insurance benefits under title II
of this Act” in 2(D) thereof.

SEec. 3. (a) The provisions of this Act shall
be effective as of the date the corresponding
provisions of Public Law 92-603 are effective.

(b) Any child (1) whose entitlement to
an annuity under section 5(c) of the Rail-
road Retirement Act was terminated by rea-
son of his adoption prior to the enactment
of this Act, and (2) who, except for such
adoption, would be entitled to an annuity
under such section for a month after the
month in which this Act is enacted, may,
upon filing application for an annuity under
the Rallroad Retirment Act after the date
of enactment of this Act, become reentitled
to such annuity; except that no child shall,
by reason of the enactment of this Act, be-
come reentitled to such annuity for any
month prior to the effective date of the
relevant amendments made by this Act to

section 5(1) (1) (ii) of the Raillroad Retire-
ment Act.

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of HR.
7357. This bill is designed to simplify ad-
ministration of the social security mini-
mum guaranty provision contained in
section 3(e) of the Railroad Retirement
Act; to liberalize the eligibility condi-
tions for children’s benefits under the
Railroad Retirement Act to conform
with the liberalizations provided in such
benefits under the Social Security Act by
Public Law 92-603; and to extend kidney
disease medicare coverage to railroad
employees, their spouses, and their de-
pendent children on the same basis as
such coverage is now provided for persons
under the Social Security Act.

of the BSoclal
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The Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce passed this bill by unani-
mous vote. It has the complete approval
of the Railroad Retirement Board, the
unions representing the employees, and
the railroad management. The Office of
Management and Budget does not object.

Under the bill, these changes in the
law would result:

First. A child’s survivor benefit will
continue after his adoption by anyone—
instead of a close relative;

Second. A survivor benefit will be paid
to a child for a disability which began
before age 22, instead of before age 18;

Third. A child who is a full-time stu-
dent when he attains age 22 will in some
cases continue to receive benefits until
the first month after the quarter or
semester in which he is enrolled; -

Fourth. A dependent grandchild will
be treated as a child of his grandparent.

In addition, a wife under age 62—if
her husband has attained age 65 and has
been awarded an annuity—will be eligi-
ble for an annuity if she has in her care
& child who became disabled between the
ages of 18 and 22, and a widow under
age 60 will be eligible for an annuity if
she has in her care a child who became
disabled between the ages of 18 and 22.

The bill also affects one amendment
to the Social Security Act. I might add
that Chairman Mrris and the Ways and
Means Committee has consented to our
committee’s consideration of this amend-
ment, which is in the jurisdiction of his
committee. An exchange of letters on this
subject is included in the report.

The bill would amend section 226(e)
of the Social Security Act to extend kid-
ney disease medicare coverage to railroad
employees, their spouses, and their de-

, pendent children. As a result of the en-

actment of section 2991 of Public Law
92-603, an individual insured under the
Social Security Aect, his spouse, or de-
pendent children who need treatment for
kidney disease are covered under medi-
care, beginning July 1, 1973, in the same
way as beneficiaries age 65 and over or
disabled beneficiaries under age 65. The
present provision, through an oversight,
did not include railroad employees, their
spouses, or dependent children unless
they happen to also be covered under
social security.

Mr. Speaker, all of these amend-
ments except for the oversight we cor-
rect in the amendment to the Social
Security Act, were proposed last year.
These provisions were deleted from the
bill subsequently enacted as Public Law
92-460 last year because they were con-
tingent upon passage of H.R. 1, and at
the time, it was believed HR. 1 would
not be enacted in 1972, H.R. 1, however,
was enacted on October 30, 1972, as Pub-
lic Law 92-603.

The costs resulting from these amend-,
ments together with the costs and sav-
ings from the technical amendments
enacted in Public Law 92-460 and addi-
tional financial interchange gains be-
cause of the enactment of Public Law 92—
603 balance out so that no financial bur-
den would result in the passage of this
bill.

I believe this bill merits the fullest
support of this body.

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. STAGGERS. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. SHOUP. I commend the chairman
of the committee for being very specific
in outlining the portions of this bill
which certainly do establish the fact that
there are technical amendments which
are needed to equalize the benefits be-
tween social security and railroad re-
tirement.

The members of the subcommittee on
this side fully endorse this bill and I ask
for its passage.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 3, line
23, strike out "“213” and insert in lieu
thereof “214".

The commitiee
agreed to.

Mr. CRONIN. Mr. Speaker, over the
past few weeks I have received a tre-
mendous amount of mail from my con-
stituents strongly urging my support of
H.R. 7357, the Railroad Retirement Act
Technical Amendment. Though only a
technical amendment, it is vitally im-
portant to railroad retirees. I would like
to state my support of this measure and
urge my colleagues to do likewise when
it is brought to the floor.

Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. Speaker, I ear-
nestly hope that this pending bill H.R.
7357, to amend the Railroad Retirement
Act, will be overwhelmingly approved
without extended delay.

In substance, and as a matter of equity,
this bill is designed to extend, to rail-
road employees, their spouses and de-
pendent children, kidney disease medi-
care coverage in the same manner as
provided soclal security beneficiaries.

The bill also amends the basic Railroad
Retirement Act to bring it into line with
recent survivor annuity liberalizations in
the Social Security Act; child’s benefits
would be continued after adoption by
anyone, rather than by close relatives
only; benefits would be paid out to chil-
dren for disabilities acquired before age
22 rather than age 18; certain students
could receive benefits after age 22 and
a dependent grandchild would be treated
as the child of the grandparent. In addi-
tion, certain spouses and children who do
not themselves qualify for benefits would
be included in computing annuities.

Mr. Speaker, very happily, no addi-
tional costs to the taxpayers are esti-
mated to result from the enactment of
this bill and there is no question that its
overall objectives are in the national in-
terest. Mr. Speaker, on its merits, this
measure deserves the unanimous ap-
proval of this House and I hope it
promptly receives that approval.

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

amendment was

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the amendments
to the Ralilroad Retirement Act (H.R.
7357), just passed.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

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 take this time for the purpose of ask-
ing the distinguished majority whip the
program for the remainder of this week,
if any, and the schedule for next week.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, there is no further
business this week, and I will be glad to
present the program for next week.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad to
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from California.

Mr. McFALL. On Monday the call of
the Consent Calendar is scheduled, and
one suspension: House Resolution 398,
positions on U.S. Capitol Police force.

The Private Calendar will be called on
Tuesday, and three bills are listed under
suspensions, as follows:

H.R. 8070, Rehabilitation Act of 1973;

H.R. 1820, Conveyance of Real Prop-
erty by Arkansas to United States; and

H.R. 3620, Establish Great Dismal
Swamp National Wildlife Refuge.

As soon as consideration of those sus-
pensions is completed, we would expect
to begin consideration of H.R. 7935, the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1973, under an open rule, with 3 hours
of debate, and to finish, if possible, the
general debate, but not go into consid-
eration of the bill under the 5-minute
rule.

Consideration of the bill would con-
tinue on Wednesday.

For Thursday and the balance of the
week there are scheduled:

H. Res. 382, Disapproving Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 2;

H.R. 7645, Department of State Au-
thorization Act of 1973;

H.R. 5464, saline water program au-
thorization, fiscal year 1974;

H.R. 7670, maritime authorization, De-
partment of Commerce, fiscal year 1974;
and

H.R. 7446, establish the American Rev-
olution Bicentennial Administration.

The latter four bills are subject to rules
being granted.

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time, and any further program
will be announced later.

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
JUNE 4, 1973

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet on Mon-
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in order
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under the Calendar Wednesday rule may
be dispensed with on Wednesday next.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?
There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR JUNE
1973

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I
should like to ask the gentleman from
California a further question.

Mr. McFALL. I shall be glad to answer
the gentleman’s guestion.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Has the re-
vised Friday program for the month of
June been announced yet?

Mr. McFALL. I believe the gentleman
is referring to the proposal by the joint
leadership for an accelerated program in
the month of June.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the dis-
tinguished minority leader that on the
majority side we are sending out a “Whip
Advisories,” which describes the pro-
posal for June under consideration by the
House, and I would like to read for the
benefit of the gentleman the first several
paragraphs of the Whip Advisories:

House Committee Chalrmen met this week
with Speaker Carl Albert and agreed to a
heavy work schedule during the month of
June and no legislative business during the
Fourth of July week.

The Democratic Deputy and Zone Whips
endorsed the plan and Minority Leader Ger-
ald Ford concurred.

The program is to schedule legislative busi-
ness daily, if available, including Fridays, in
June., No legislative business will then be
scheduled from the close of business Friday,
June 29, until Monday morning, July 9.

Now, the part that the distinguished
minority leader, I am sure, is waiting for
me fo read is the following sentence:

The Speaker and Minority Leader empha~
sized that all necessary business will be con-
cluded prior to adjournment on the 29th.

Then we go on to list a number of ap-
propriation bills that will hopefully be
ready for House consideration in the
month of June. There are nine of them
listed.

Then we have a list of legislation which
the committee chairmen now feel they
will be able to report during the month
of June.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to ask one further question,
if I might.

As I had noticed by looking at that list,
there are 9 appropriation bills and,
if I recollect, 15 or 20 other legislative
proposals. It seems to me that this is a
good constructive legislative program for
June.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad the gentleman
from California (Mr. McFaLL) has read
the one sentence that I think is signifi-
cant. At least, as far as I am concerned,
Members should understand that if there
is any legislation necessary for consum-
mation or conclusion on Friday, June 29,
we will meet on Friday, June 29, to take
care of that business; is that correct?

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, that is my
understanding. The gentleman is correct.
Both the Speaker and the minority
leader have asked that this be empha-
sized.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. McFALL).

The SPEAKER. The Chair would like
to add to the statement the following:
That in return for meeting every Friday
that is necessary, we are taking the en-
tire week of July 4, including Thursday
and Friday, instead of coming back at
Thursday noon, as announced earlier in
the year.

Mr. McFALL. I thank the distinguished
Speaker.

Our plan is to recess at the close of
business, June 29, and reconvene on
Monday, July 9.

AGREEMENT BETWEEN DEPUTY DI~
RECTOR OF OMB AND REPRE-
SENTATIVES OF ORGANIZED LA-
BOR GROUPS

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, a week
ago, I took to the floor to inform my
colleagues of what I term the govern-
ment-by-appointment tactics of the
Nixon administration, using the Office
of Management and Budget to subvert
the wishes of the elected representatives
of the people, the Congress.

Today, I would like to carry this mat-
ter one step further. I have in my posses-
sion a copy of an agreement signed May
29, by the Deputy Director of the Office
of Management and Budget, Mr. Malek,
and representatives of two organized
labor groups.

In this astounding document, Mr.
Malek commits the administration to a
course designed to make section 2 of the
Reorganization Plan No. 2 inoperative.
And the administration agrees that if
the collusive lobbying techniques do not
work by July 1, the administration will
“postpone implementation of the trans-
fers mandated by the plan” until such
time as the lobbying techniques are suc-
cessful and the measure is repealed.

I am not particularly concerned with
the positions of the administration or
those held by the unions on a bill pend-
ing before Congress. What I am deeply
concerned with, however, is that an
agency of the Government would sign a
formal document with two labor groups,
and specifically agree to collusion to di-
rectly affect an action of the Congress,
or to subvert the congressional decision.

At best, this reeks of all that is bad
with government. How we can expect
our citizens to have faith in the legisla-
tive process when these practices are car-
ried on is more than I can comprehend.

But, once more, we are treated to the
sight of the Office of Management and
Budget going ar beyond the duties pre-
scribed to it. Once more, OMB officials
seek to subvert the will of the Congress,
and to impose on the citizens of this Na-
tion, government by appointment rather
than by election. The Congress can no
longer permit this bureaucratic challenge
to its authority.

Mr. Speaker, the following is a copy of
this agreement:
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AGREEMENT REORGANIZATION PrLAN No. 2 oF
1973

The Administration -

I. To make Section 2 of the plan inopera-
tive.

A, We will have introduced and will work
with the AFL-CIO to secure passage of a
separate bill prospectively repealing Section
2

B. If this approach does not yield results
by July 1, 1973, we will postpone imple-
mentation of the transfers mandated by the
plan by having Customs contract immigra-
tion primary inspection to INS until such
time as Section 2 is repealed by statute.

II. To avoid public discussion of “feather-
bedding” or labor being “against better drug
enforcement” in conjunction with organized
labor’s position on Reorganization Plan No. 2
of 1978.

III. To honor OMB Director Ash’s commit=-
ment of May 17, 1873, to Chairman Holifield
with respect to strengthening the country's
illegal alien control capability.

IV. To give careful study to those other
problems and suggestions for more effective
Customs and illegal alien control and for
better labor/management relations in INS
and the Customs Service which have been
advanced by the labor representatives in the
course of discussions to date.

V. To review seriously and sympathetically
any other proposals for more effective illegal
allen control.

VI. To continue to support HR. 982 (Ro-
dino bill) restricting employment of illegal
aliens within the United States.

The AFL—CIO and AFGE Agree:

I. To cease all lobbylng and other activities
designed to defeat Reorganization Flan No. 2
in the Co i

II. Accompanied by an Administration rep-
representative to visit personally before
Thursday with the Speaker of the House,
and key supporters of the Waldie Resolution
in the House informing them that the AFL-
CIO and AFGE have withdrawn their opposi-
tion to the reorganization plan. Similar steps
will be taken in the Senate.

III. To inform member unions and affected
membership immediately of the withdrawal
of labor opposition to the plan.

IV. To assist actively and publicly in se-
curing passage of legislation prospectively
repealing Section 2 of the plan.

FrED V. MALEE,
Deputy Director-OME.
CLYpE M. WEBBER,
President, American'Federation
of Government Employees.
EENNETH A. MEIKELJOHN,
Legislative Representative
AFL-CIO.

APPRAISAL OF THE LATE J. EDGAR
HOOVER AS DIRECTOR OF THE
FBI BY JOSEPH KRAFT

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

Mr. BURLESON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the following article by Joseph
Kraft in this mornings Washington Post
is commended to your attention. What
he says is, of course, an opinion but ap-
parently his conclusions are rather sol-
idly based on publicly known facts.

His appraisal of the late J. Edgar
Hoover as Director of the FBI is, in my
judgment, accurate. No man is indispen-
sable but the situation today suggest Mr.
Hoover was as much so as anyone in that
position and to the best interest of this
Nation.
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Those of us who served in the FBI
under Mr. Hoover, resent and refute, as
has the Assistant Directors of the Bu-
reau, the scurrilous and unjustified
statement of the former FBI official re-
ferred to in Mr. Kraft’s article. What-
ever his motives, they are highly
questionable.

My colleagues, I particularly call your
attention to next to the last paragraph
in the article by Mr. Kraft. It is a high
tribute to Mr. Hoover and reminds me
of the President's characterization of
him in his eulogy on May 4, 1972. He
referred to Mr. Hoover as one of the
giants of American life and said:

He personified integrity; he personified
honor; he personified principle; he personi-
fied courage; he personified discipline; he
personified dedication; he personified loy-
alty; he personified patriotism.

These are the legacies Mr. Hoover left
to the institution he built and to the
Nation it serves.

Except for the few critics, those of us
who knew Mr. Hoover, worked with and
under, fully agree with these tributes to
this great man.

THE FBI AND WATERGATE: WINNING ONE FOR
HoovErR
(By Joseph Kraft)

The Federal Bureau of Investigation—more
than the press, the courts, the Congress and
all other government agencies combined—
led the way in resisting and exposing what
we now know as the Watergate conspiracy.

In the process, the bureau itself developed
a true crisis of authority. So the FBI now
affords a supreme object lesson as to the
requirements for-rebuilding government after
Watergate.

The FBI, we now know, came into the
Watergate picture back in 1970 when the
White House first began calling on the various
agencies of government to provide political
information by wiretap and other dubious
means. The one person inside government
who refused was the director of the bureau,
J. Edgar Hoover.

The FBI next came into the picture im-
mediately after the Watergate burglary of
June 17, 1972. By the second week of July,
an FBI team under the supervision of Charles
Nuzum had developed all the information
necessary to bring the men who participated
in the burglary to trial. The FEI agents were
confident (rightly it turned out) that under
pressure of sentencing the gullty men would
break and spill the beans on the higher-ups.

But the trial was delayed until after the
election—apparently on orders of the prose-
cutors at the Justice Department. FBI agents
were deterred—in part by Mr. Hoover’'s suc-
cessor, acting director L. Patrick Gray III—
from thorough questioning of the higher-ups.

With their professional reputations on the
line, FBI agents began airing their sus-
picions. The result was the first big set of
Watergate stories before the election show-
ing that the break-in was part of a larger
campalgn of sabotage involving President
Nixon’s closest personal and political advis-
ers.

The FBI became more deeply embroiled
after the elections when the President named
Mr. Gray to be director of the bureau in his
own right. That appointment offended both

younger agents who believed he had queered -

the Watergate investigation and older offi-
clals with ambitions of their own.

The upshot was a new wave of leaks which
centered around Mr. Gray and began to sur-
face in his Senate confirmation hearings.
Out of these leaks came the major evidence
of the attempt to cover up Watergate and the
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resignation of Messrs. Haldeman and Ehr-
lichman from the White House staff. As part
of the shakeup, Mr. Gray was replaced as
acting FBI director by William Ruckelshaus,
& former assistant attorney general who had
made a name for himself as a tougn and
honorable official in the environmental field.

The record of the FEBI on Watergate is so
extraordinary, its determination to force out
the truth in such staggering contrast with
the rest of the executive branch, chat it
raises a question. How come? Why was the
bureau so different from the CIA and the
Justice Department and the staff of the Na-
tional Security Council?

The answer is J. Edgar Hoover. He was,
as I had occaslon to write some years ago,
the compleat bureaucrat. He made the FBI a
supremely professional law-enforcement
agency with elan, discipline and a profound
sense of institutional loyalty. In the crunch,
the institutional loyalty, the sense of fidelity
to law enforcement, was proof against the
demands of the White House. Despite the
powerful pull of presidential loyalty, the
bureau went out and won one for J. Edgar
Hoover.

But. the price paid has been very heavy.
The bureau is now a hotbed of factionalism.
It leaks like crazy to the press and the Con-
gress. At least one former high FBI official,
Willlam Sullivan, was willing to play the
White House game, and passed FBI docu-
ments over to the White House by back
channels. More important still, in a total
break with discipline, all assistant directors
and all special agents in charge of FBI field
offices have sent a telegram to the President
insisting that he name an FBI man as the
next director.

The way to save the bureau from this fac-
tional infighting is not in doubt. The neces-
sary step is the appointment of & man who
has the Hoover qualities—integrity, inde-
pendence, institutional loyalty and a will-
ingness to stand up to the high political
authorities when they push him to cut
corners. i

It is only by bringing such men into his
administration, at the FBI and other gov-
ernmental agencies, that Mr. Nixon can re-
deem the government he and his friends
have done so much to weaken at the base.

PROPOSED INCREASE IN FEDERAL
GASOLINE TAX

(Mr. LATTA 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. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, along with
millions of other Americans, I want to
express my displeasure over the disclos-
ure by Treasury Secretary George
Shultz that the administration is study-
ing a proposal to drastically increase the
Federal excise tax on gasoline.

This is a negative approach that
should be rejected out of hand. What is
needed is more gasoline—not more
taxes.

In the first place, we should be moving
ahead now with an aggressive program
to increase the supply of gasoline. Rais-
ing the excise tax would not produce a
single gallon of needed fuel.

Second, any gasoline tax increase—
and certainly the one of from 5 to 10
cents per gallon reportedly being con-
sidered by the administration—would
place an unfair burden on those who are
least able to afford it; namely, the mil-
lions of lower-income men and women
who must depend upon their automo-
biles in earning a living.
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I would remind the administration’s
economic policymakers that President
Nixon made a specific campaign com-
mitment to hold the line on taxes. High-
er gasoline taxes would violate that
pledge.

Given the President’s firm stand
against new or higher taxes during his
reelection campaign, I remain hopeful
that the administration will reject the
proposition of a boost in the gasoline
tax. If I am disappointed in this hope,
and if the administration does request
such a tax hike from the Congress, I
want to serve notice that I shall oppose
it as vigorously as possible.

Rather than “studying” a regressive
gasoline tax increase, the administration
and the Congress—in cooperation with
the energy-related companies in the pri-
vate sector—should be moving at full
speed to increase our total fuel supplies
by implementing the recommendations
in the President’s energy message to
Congress on April 18.

It is not my intention to downgrade
the seriousness or the scope of our total
energy problem, however, I do suggest
we have had too much rhetoric on the
subject and not enough action. That we
have a growing energy problem is no
longer debatable. But we have the
resources, the ingenuity and the techno-
logical skills to solve it.

The current crunch in gasoline supply
is only one aspect of the total problem,
but it is one that demands priority at-
tention immediately. Focusing only on
gasoline for the moment, what should we
be doing about it?

It seems to me the President answered
this question in his energy message, both
for the short term and for the longer
range period through the end of the cen-
tury. In my judgment there is a broad
consensus on steps we should be taking.
I suggest we take immediate action to
achieve the following eight top priority
objectvies:

First. Experience with new model cars
indicates we must take another, more
realistic look at auto emission standards.
We would not have a gasoline shortage
today if the new model cars were not
using up to 20 percent more fuel.

Second. Of necessity we must increase
our oil imports, principally from the Mid-
dle East, and the administration has al-
ready taken Executive action to make this
possible.

Third. At the same time it is imperative
that we find and develop more domestic
supplies of oil and gas. Nobody in his
right mind wants America to become
overly dependent upon petroleum sup-
plies from an area of the world so un-
stable and politically volatile as the
Middle East.

Fourth. Congress should approve the
President’s request to extend the invest-
ment credit provisions of our existing tax
laws to encourage exploratory drilling
for new oil and gas fields. A more condu-
cive tax climate and incentive for private
capital to assume the enormous risks
involved in oil exploration is clearly
needed.

Fifth. The administration should do
everything possible to expedite the pro-
gram already announced to extend the
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amount of Continental Shelf acreage sub-
ject to leasing, because these are the most
promising areas for early development.

Sixth, Congress should speedily enact
the right-of-way bill that will enable
construction to begin on the Trans-
Alaska pipeline. The oil is here, and
each day’s delay in getting the pipeline
started is costing a half million dollars.

Seventh, we must take whatever ac-
tion is required, at all levels of govern-
ment, to develop new deepwater termi-
nals in suitable coastal locations to han-
dle the new generation of supertankers.

Eighth, given the assurance of tax
incentives and more stabilized supplies of
crude oil, the petroleum industry must
be permitted under realistic environ-
mental standards to construct needed
refinery facilities. The hard fact is that
we now have no excess capacity, our re-
fineries are running at maximum ca-
pacity.

Mr, Speaker, I have attempted to out-
line a plan of action which is realistic
and capable of being accomplished. I do
not suggest it will be easy, but I am say-
ing it can be done.

Let me comment briefly on a few of
the recommendations I have made.

If any one doubts the need and eco-
nomic wisdom of additional tax incen-
tive to spur domestic exploration, let him
consider the fact that one off-shore drill-
ing rig costs upwards of $10 million—and
there is no guarantee of finding oil.

Or let him consider the fact, for exam-
ple, that American companies have al-
ready expended vast sums to find what
is probably the largest oil field in North
America on the north slope of Alaska.
Yet the delay in building the pipeline to
get that oil to the consumer is costing
more than $180 million a year—and the
American consumer will ultimately have
to foot that bill.

With respect to our strained refining
capacity, we have been warned by the
National Petroleum Council that we need
to build five new refineries every year,
each with a capacity of 150,000 barrels,
for perhaps the next decade. Yet there is
not a single new refinery under con-
struction in the United States today.

Congress must face up to its respon-
sibilities in helping to solve not only the
immediate gasoline shortage but also the
long-range total energy resources prob-
lem. We do not need any more rhetoric
on the “energy crisis.” We need construc-
tive legislative action.

What needs to be done is abundantly
clear. There is still time in this session
for Congress to act. Let us get on
with 1it.

SMALL BUSINESS IN AMERICA

(Mr. PARRIS 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. PARRIS. Mr, Speaker, the small
business community of this Nation is a
major economic and social force, com-
prising more than 98 percent of Ameri-
can business. Small businesses at pres-
ent employ more than 56 million Ameri-
cans. When we speak of small business it
is easy to visualize the corner drugstore
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and the neighborhood drycleaner. How-
ever, in actuality, everything from the
local market with two employees to com-
panies employing up to 500 persons can
qualify under the Federal definition of
a small business concern. As a result,
there are currently more than 3 million
operational small businesses in the
United States.

Further, the role that small business
plays in the success and viability of its
counterpart, American big business, can-
not be underestimated, For example, con-
sider the development of the 747 jumbo
jet by the Boeing Aircraft Corporation.
More than 16,500 small suppliers con-
tributed to what resulted in the success-
ful production of that airplane.

In view of the enormous econemic im-
pact of small business upon this Nation,
and the fact that the failure rate for
small, independent firms is notoriously
high, I am utterly at a loss to under-
stand why the Federal Government
somefimes seems to ignore and often
fails to protect their interests when it
enacts new laws, issues new regulations,
or takes any action whatsoever which
has a potential and oftentimes substan-
tial damaging impact upon the small
business community. Considerable hard-
ship has been imposed upon our smaller
firms with the promulgation of EPA and
FDA regulations, recent military base
closures, and the transfer of various Fed-
eral installations, to name a few. In ad-
dition, the enactment of the Occu-
pational Safety and Health Act and the
Wholesome Meat Act must also be con-
sidered in this light. We have often over-
looked the side effects and financial im-
pact that such measures or actions place
upon small, independent firms. By ap-
proving legislation that requires plant
facility changes or the purchase of new
equipment, that affects the availability
of a raw material necessary to the com-
pletion of an end product, or that detri-
mentally affects small business markets,
we are establishing what can only be
termed as retroactive guilt for those who
must bear the burdens and the costs of
these changes. I do not believe that forc-
ing a small business to undertake sub-
stantial expansion, alteration, or sub-
stantial additional costs as a result of
Federal action is an equitable procedure.

Recently, several communities in my
district sustained considerable damage
as a result of a tornado which destroyed
homes, businesses, and schools. Accord-
ingly, after appropriate investigations of
the extent of damage and the affected
sites, the Federal Government made
available disaster assistance to Fairfax
County through the Office of Emergency
Preparedness. Without this assistance,
much of what was destroved or damaged
could not have been replaced.

I believe that the impact of new Fed-
eral laws and regulations can be equally
as devastating to the small business com-
munity as a natural disaster is to a local
area, It is therefore reasonable to assume
that small businesses adversely affected
by the actions of the Federal Government
are entitled to the same consideration
from that Government as are those
whose homes or businesses are destroyed
by a tornado or hurricane. It is for this
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reason that I am today introducing legis-
lation which will provide for the availa-
bility of disaster relief to those small
businesses or their employees specifically
and uniquely detrimentally affected by
the following Federal actions: new laws
or amendments to existing law; new
regulations; contract cancellations by
the United States; or the closing of any
Federal facility or installation. Eligibil-
ity for disaster relief would be jointly,
and I might add appropriately, deter-
mined by the Director of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, the Secretary
of Commerce, and the Administrator of
the Small Business Administration.

The principle of this proposal is far
from new. My colleagues will certainly
recall that when the Congress gave its
approval to the Trade Expansion Act of
1962, a provision was specifically in-
cluded to allow relief for our domestic
industry and labor who were adversely
affected by the influx of foreign imports.
This was also true when the Congress
addressed its attention to the deplorable
conditions which were developing in our
urban areas, and accordingly developed
comprehensive urban renewal programs.
Relocation assistance allowances were
made available to those families or busi-
nesses who were forced to move as a
result of the implementation of these
programs.

Mr. Speaker, in recent years we have
taken great strides in asserting our de-
pendence upon, and support for, the con-
tributions of the small business com-
munity, as first evidenced by the crea-
tion of the Small Business Administra-
tion in 1953. The enactment of the legis-
lation I am introducing today will be but
another step in insuring that small busi-
nesses maintain their viability and pro-
ductivity. I am extremely hopeful that
this body will give expeditious considera-
tion to my bill so that it can be enacted
at the earliest possible date.

THE ENERGY CRISIS

(Mr, EDWARDS of Alabama asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
gs remarks and include extraneous mat-

r.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, many words have been spoken
and written lately about the energy
crisis. But unfortunately, all this thunder
has been accompanied by very little
lightning. We are concerned about this
problem at both ends of Pennsylvania
Avenue, but concern will not fill our gas
tanks or run our machinery and equip-
ment or keep our businesses and homes
functioning.

Time plays a very crucial factor in the
energy problem. Because of the nature of
energy development, there is a built-in
lag between production and actual util-
ization of fuel. We cannot afford to add
to that lag through indecision and lack
of action.

Several steps are in order immediately.
I have introduced legislation to create a
Council on Energy Policy to piece to-
gether the fragmented governmental ap-
proach we have now. Our uncoordinated,
duplicative, overlapping system produces

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

untold delays and additional costs. Like
a broken gas line, we spill significant
amounts of our energy efforts as we
stumble from agency to agency trying
to find solutions. I urge that my legisla-
tion be enacted at once so that the Fed-
eral effort to solve this problem can take
on new direction and purpose.

The energy industry must work to in-
crease capacity production. Exploration
and development of our available re-
sources must proceed at once.

We must decide the Alaskan pipeline
issue now, balancing environmental
needs with the need for energy develop-
ment. Research into new energy sources
must proceed. Governmental policy
must be reexamined to make certain
that no unnecessary impediments are
placed on energy development.

Every citizen has an obligation to
take all possible steps to conserve
energy by wise use of utilities and per-
sonal automobiles.

We must recognize that the day of
energy abundance is over. Everyone—
industry, Government, individual citi-
zens—must pull together to solve this
problem.

I am deeply concerned that in the
rush to make use of our dwindling
energy supply the small businessman,
the independent oil man, and private
citizens will be overlooked. These people
are the backbone of our country, and
we must do whatever is necessary to see
that they get the fuel they need.

Mr. Speaker, America has faced seri-
ous problems before. We have solved
them. I am confident that we will solve
this one. But we need to get started
today, not next week or next month. It
only takes a short while to put a small
operator out of business, so we must
move and we must move now.

FATR LABOR STANDARDS AMEND-
MENTS OF 1973

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

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, as has
just been announced, the amendments
to the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1973
(H.R. 7935) will be considered by the
House next week. )

Just this day, I, together with the
genfleman from Florida (Mr. Fuqua),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Quie), the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. WacconNER), and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ANpERsON) have intro-
duced a bill which will be offered as a
substitute to the committee bill when
that bill is under consideration next
week.

So that the Members may have an op-
portunity to see the text of this bill, Mr.
Speaker, at this point I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the bill we are
introducing today, which will be offered
as a substitute, be printed in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.

The material referred to is as follows:
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H.R. 8304

A bill to amend the Falr Labor Standards Act
of 1938 to increase the minimum wage
rates prescribed by that Act, to expand
employment opportunities for youths, and
for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senale and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress agsembled,

SHORT TITLE

SecrioN. 1. This Act may be cited as the

“Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1973".

TITLE I—INCREASES IN MINIMUM WAGE
TES

INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR EM-~
PLOYEES COVERED BEFORE 1966

Sec. 101. Section 6(a) (1) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(a) (1))
is amended to read as follows:

(1) not less than $1.90 an hour during
the first year from the effective date of the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1973,
not less than $2.10 an hour during the sec-
ond year from such date, and not less than
$2.20 an hour thereafter, except as otherwise
provided in this section;”

INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR NON=-
AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES COVERED IN 1868

BEc. 102, Section 6(b) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1038 (20 U.S.C. 206(b)) is
amended by striking out paragraphs (1)
through (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(1) not less than $1.80 an hour during the
first year from the effective date of the Fair
Labor Standards Amendments of 1973,

“(2) not less than $2.00 an hour during
the second year from such date,

“(3) not less than $2.10 an hour during
the third year from such date, and

“(4) not less than $2.20 an hour there-
after.”

INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR AGRICUL=
TURAL EMPLOYEES

SEc. 103, Section 6(a) (6) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(a)(5))
is amended to read as follows:

“(6) if such employee is employed in agri-
culture, not less than $1.50 an hour during
the first year from the effective date of the
Falr Labor Standards Amendments of 1978,
not less than #1.70 an hour during the sec-
ond year from such date, but not less than
$1.86 an hour during the third year from
such date, and not less than $2.00 an hour
thereafter.”

INCREASES IN MINIMUM WAGE RATES FOR EM-
PLOYEES IN:PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN
ISLANDS

Sec. 104. (a) Effective on the date of the
enactment of the Falr Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973, subsection (c) of sec-
tion 6 of such Act is amended by striking
out paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

“{2) (A) In the case of such employee
who is covered by such a wage order and to
whom the rate or rates prescribed by sub-
section (a) would otherwise apply, the fol-
lowing rates shall apply (unless superseded
by a wage order issued under paragraph (5)
and except as otherwise provided by para-
graph (7)):

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (B), the employee’s base rate, in-
creased by 18.75 per centum.

‘“(it) Effective one year after the applica-
ble effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (1), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the eflective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 12.5 per centum of the employee's base
rate.

“(111) Effective one year after the applica-
ble effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (ii), not less than the highest rate
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applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 6.25 per centum of the employee’'s base
rate.

“(B) The effective date of the increase
prescribed by subparagraph (A) (1) shall be
the sixtieth day following the effective date
of the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1973 or one year from the effective date of
the most recent wage order applicable to
the employee which the Secretary issued be-
fore the effective date of the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973 pursuant to
the recommendations of a special industry
committee appointed under section 5, which-
ever is later.

“(C) For purposes of this subjection, the
term ‘base rate’ means the rate applicable to
an employee under the most recent wage
order issued by the Secretary before the ef-
fective date of the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973 pursuant to the recom-
mendations of a special industry committee
appointed pursuant to section 5.

“(8) (A) In the case of any employee em-
ployed in agriculture who is covered by a
wage order Issued by the Secretary pursuant
to the recommendations of a special indus-
try committee appointed pursuant to section
b5 and to whom the rate or rates prescribed
by subsection (a)(5) would otherwise apply,
the following rates shall apply (unless su-
perseded by a wage order issued under para-
graph (6) and except as otherwise provided
in subparagraph (B) or paragraph (7)):

(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (C), the employee's base rate, in-
creased by 15.4 per centum.

“(i1) Effective one year after the applica-
ble effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (1), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the Increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 15.4 per centum of the employee’s base
rate

“(i1i) Effective one year after the appli-

cable effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (i), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 11.6 per centum of the employee's base
rate,
“(iv) Effective one year after the applica-
ble effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (iii), not less than the highest
rate applicable to the employee on the day
before the effective date of the increase
prescribed by this clause, increased by an
amount equal to 11.56 per centum of the em-
ployee’s base rate.

*(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A)
of this paragraph, in the case of any em-
ployee employed in agriculture who is cov-
ered by a wage order issued by the Secretary
pursuant to the recommendations of a
special industry committee appointed pur-
suant to section 5, to whom the rate or rates
prescribed by subsection (a) (6) would other-
wise apply, and whose hourly wage is in=-
creased above the wage rate prescribed by
such wage order by a subsidy (or income
supplement) paid, in whole or in part, by
the government of Puerto Rico, the following
rates shall apply (unless superseded by a
wage order issued under paragraph (6) and
except as otherwise provided in this subpara-
graph and in paragraph (7)):

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (C), the employee’s base rate, in-
creased by (I) the amount by which the em-~
ployee's hourly wage rate is increased above
his base rate by the subsidy (or income sup-
plement), and (II) 154 per centum of the
sum of the employee's base rate and the
amount referred to in subclause (I).

“(11) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the Increase prescribed by
clause (1), not less than the highest rate
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applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 154 per centum of the sum of the em-
ployee’s base rate and the amount referred
to in subclause (I) of clause (i).

““(iii) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the Increase prescribed by
clause (1), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the Increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 11.5 per centum of the sum of the em-
ployee’s base rate and the amount referred to
in subclause (I) of clause (i).

“(iv) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the Increase prescribed by
clause (ii1), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 11.5 per centum of the sum of the em-
ployee's base rate and the amount referred
to in subclause (I) of clause (i).
Notwithstanding clause (i), (i1), (iii), or (iv)
of this subparagraph, the minimum wage
rate for any employee described in this sub-
paragraph shall not be increased under such
clause (1), (ii), (iil), or (iv) to a rate which
exceeds the minimum wage rate in effect
under subsection (a) (5).

“(C) The effective date of the increase pre-
scribed by subparagraphs (A) (1) and (B) (1)
shall be the sixtieth day following the effec-
tive date of the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1973 or one year from the effective
date of the most recent wage order applicable
to the employee which the Secretary issued
before the effective date of the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973 pursuant to
the recc nmendations of a special industry
commiti e appointed under section 5, which-
ever is later.

“(4) (A) In the case of any employee who
is covered by a wage order lssued by the
Secretary pursuant to the recommendations
of a special industry committee appointed
pursuant to section 5 and to whom this sec-
tion was made applicable by the amendments
made to this Act by the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Amendments of 1966, the following rates
shall apply (unless superseded by a wage
order issued under paragraph (5) and except
as otherwise provided by paragraph (7)):

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (B), the employee's base rate, In-
creased by 12.5 per centum.

“(i1) Effectlve one year after the appli-
cable effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (i), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day be-
fore the effective date of the increase pre-
scribed by this clause, increased by an
amount equal to 12,6 per centum of the
employee’s base rate.

“(1i1) Effective one year after the effective
date of the increase prescribed by clause (i1),
not less than the highest rate applicable to
the employee on the day before the effective
date of the increase prescribed by this clause,
increased by an amount equal to 6.25 per
centum of the employee’s base rate.

“(iv) Effective one year after the effective
date of the increase prescribed by clause (iil),
not less than the highest rate applicable
to the employee on the day before the .ffec-
tive date of the Increase prescribed by this
clause, increased by an amount equal to 6.25
per centum of the employee's base rate.

“(B) The effective date of the Increase
prescribed by subparagraph (A) (1) shall be
the sixtieth day following the effective date
of the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1973 or one year from the effective date of
the most recent wage order applicable to
the employee which the Secretary issued be-
fore the effective date of the Falr Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973 pursuant
to the recommendations of a special indus-
try committee appointed under sectlon 5,
whichever is lafer.
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“(6) (A) Any employer, or group of em-
ployers, employing a majority of the em-
ployees in an industry in Puerto Rico or the
Virgin Islands for whom wage rate increases
are prescribed by paragraph (2), (3), or (4)
may apply to the Secretary in writing for
the appointment of a special industry com-
mittee to recommend the minimum wage
rate or rates to be paid such employees in
lieu of the rate or rates prescribed by para-
graph (2), (3), or (4), whichever is applica-
ble. Any such application shall be flled—

“{1) In the case of the first of such in-
creases, not less than thirty days following
the date of enactment of the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973, and

“(1) In the case of each succeeding in-
crease, not more than one hundred and
twenty days and not less than sixty days
prior to the effectlve date of such ncrease.

“(B) The Secretary shall promptly consider
any application duly filed under subpara-
graph (A) of this paragraph for appcintment
of a special industry committee and may ap-
point such a special industry committee if
he has a reasonable cause to belleve, on the
basis of financial and other information con-
tained in the application, that compliance
with any applicable rate or rates prescribed
by paragraph (2), (3), or (4) as the case
may be, will substantially curtail employ-
ment in the industry with respeet to which
the application was filed. The Secretary's de-
cision upon any such application shall be
final. In appointing a special industry com-
mittee pursuant to this paragraph the Sec-
retary shall, to the extent possible, appoint
persons who were members of the special
industry committee most recently convened
under section 8 for such industry, Any wage
order issued pursuant to the recommenda-
tions of a special industry committee ap-
pointed under this paragraph shall take ef-
fect on the applicable effective date provided
in paragraph (2), (3), or (4), as the case may
be. If a wage order has not been issued pur-
suant to the recommendation of a special
industry committee appointed under this
paragraph prior to the applicable effective
date under paragraph (2), (3), or (4), the
applicable percentage increase provided by
paragraph (2), (3), or (4) shall take effect
on the effective date prescribed therein,
except with respect to the employees of an
employer who filed an application for ap-
pointment under this paragraph of a special
industry committee and who filles with the
Secretary an undertaking with a surety or
sureties satisfactory to the Secretary for pay-
ment to his employees of an amount suf-
ficlent to compensate such employees for the
difference between the wages they actually
recelve and the wages to which they are en-
titled under this subsection. The Secretary
shall be empowered to enforce such under-
taking any sums recovered by him shall
be held in a special deposit account and shall
be pald, on order of the Secretary, directly
to the employee or employees affected. Any
such sum not paid to an employee because
of inability to do so within a period of three
years shall be covered into the Treasury
of the United States as miscellaneous
receipts.

“(C) The provisions of section 5 and sec-
tion 8, relating to special industry commit-
tees, shall be applicable to special industry
committees appointed under this paragraph.
The appointment of & special industry com-
mittee under this paragraph shall be in addi-
tion to and not in lleu of any special indus-
try committee required to be convened pur-
suant to section B(a), except that no special
industry committee convened under that sec-
tion shall hold any hearing within one year
after a minlmum wage rate or rates for
such industry shall have been recommended
to the Secretary, by a speclal industry com-
mittee appointed under this paragraph, to be
paid in lieu of the rate or rates prescribed by




17500

paragraph (2), (3), or (4), as the case may
be

“(g) The minimum wage rate or rates
prescribed by this subsection shall be in
effect only for so long as and insofar as
such minimum wage rate or rates have not
been superseded by a wage order fixing a
higher minimum wage rate or rates (but
not in excess of the applicable rate pre-
scribed in subsection (a) or (b)) hereafter
issued by the Secretary pursuant to the rec-
ommendation of a special industry commit-
tee appointed under section 5.

*“(7) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subsection, the wage rate of any em-~
ployee in Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands
which is subject to increase under paragraph
(2), (3), or (4) of this subsection shall, on
and after the effective date of the first wage
increase under the paragraph which applies
to the employee’s wage rate, be not less then
60 per centum of the wage rate that (but
for this subsection) would be applicable to
such employee under subsection (a) or (b)
of this section.”

(b) The third sentence of section 10(a)
of such Act (29 U.8.C. 210(a)) is amended
by inserting “(including provision for the
payment of an appropriate minimum wage
rate)” after “modify”.

EXCLUSION OF EMPLOYEES IN THE CANAL ZONE
FROM INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE

Sec. 105. Section 13(f) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 US.C. 213(f)) is
amended (1) by inserting “(1) » immediately
after “(f)”, and (2) by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the
increases in the minimum wage rates pre-
scribed by the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1973 shall not apply to the mini-
mum wage rates applicable under this Ac‘?:
to employees employed in the Canal Zone.

TTTLE II—REVISION OF EXEMPTIONS
Ec. 201. Section 7 of the Fair Labor
Btgndards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 207) is
amended by adding after subsection (j) the
following new subsection:

*(k) For a period or periods of not more
than seven workweeks in the aggregate in
any calendar year, the requirements of sub-
section (a) of this section shall not apply
with respect to the employment of any em-
ployee (not otherwise exempted from such
subsection by subsection (i) or section 13
(a)(1)) in a retail or service establish-

ent if—

m“(!) such employee is employed in a hona
fide sales capacity in, or as Imanager of,
such establishment;

“(2) such employee'’s regular rate of pay
{s not less than twice the wage rate in effect
under section 6(a)(1); and

“(3) for employment in such establish-
ment in excess of forey-eight hours in any
workweek during such period or periods,
such employee receives compensation at a
rate not less than one and one-half times
the regular rate at which he is employed in
such establishment.”

NEWSPAPER DELIVERY EMPLOYEES

Sec. 202. Section 13(d) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (20 US.C. 213(d)) 1s
amended by inserting after “newspapers” the
following: “or shopping news (including
shopping guides, handbllls, or other types of
advertising material) ".

HOUSE-PARENTS FOR ORPHANS

Sec. 203. Section 18(a) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 213(a)) Is
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (14) and inserting in lieu
thereof *“; or” and by adding after that para~-
graph the following:

“(15) any employee who is employed with
his spouse by a nonprofit educational institu-
tion to serve as the parents of children—

“(A) who are orphans or one of whose
natural parents is deceased, and
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“(B) who are enrolled in such institution
and reside in residential facilities of the in-
stitution, while such children are in residence
at such Institution, if such employee and his
spouse reside in such facilities, receive, with-
out cost, board and lodging from such insti-
tution, and are together compensated, on a
cash basis, at an annual rate of not less than
$10,000.”

TITLE III—EXPANDING EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITIES FOR YOUTHS
SPECIAL MINIMUM WAGES FOR EMPLOYEES UNDER
EIGHTEEN AND STUDENTS

SeEc. 801. Section 14 of the Fair Labor
Btandard Act of 1938 (29 UB.C. 214) Is
amended (1) by striking out subsections (b)
and (c¢), (2) by redesignating subsection (d)
as subsection (c¢), and (8) by adding after
subsection (a) the following:

“(b) (1) Subject to paragraph (2) and to
such standards and requirements as may be
required by the Secretary under paragraph
(4), any employer may, in compliance with
applicable child labor laws, employ, at the
special minimum wage rate prescribed in
paragraph (3), any employee—

“(A) to whom the minimum wage rate re-
quired by sectlon 6(a) or 6(b) would apply
in such employment but for this subsection,
and

“(B) who is under the age of eighteen or is
a full-time student.

“(2) No employer may employ for a period
in excess of one hundred and eight days any
employee who 1s under the age of eighteen
and is not a full-time student at the special
minimum wage rate authorized by this sub-
section.

“(3) The special minimum wage rate au-
thorized by this subsection is a wage rate
which is not less than the higher of—

“(A) 80 per centum of the otherwise ap-
plicable minimum wage rate prescribed by
section 6(a) or 6(b), or

“(B) $1.30 an hour in the case of em-
ployment in agriculture or $1.60 an hour in
the case of other employment.

(4) The Secretary shall by regulation pre-
scribe standards and requirements to insure
that this subsection will not create a sub-
stantial probability of reducing the full-time
employment opportunities of persons other
than those to whom the minimum wage rate
authorized by this subsection is applicable.

*“(b) For purposes of sections 16(b) and
16(c)—

“{A) any employer who employs any em-
ployee under this subsection at a wage rate
which is less than the minimum wage rate
prescribed by paragraph (3) shall be con-
sidered to have violated the provisions of
section 6 in his employment of the employee,
and the liability of the employer for unpaid
wages and overtime compensation shall be
determined on the basis of the otherwise ap~-
plicable minimum wage rate under section 6;
and

“(B) any employer who employs any em-
ployee under this subsection for a period in
excess of the period authorized by paragraph
(2) shall be considered to have violated the
provisions of section 6 in his employment
of the employee during the period in excess
of the authorized period.”

TITLE IV—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS;
EFFECTIVE DATE; AND REGULA-
TIONS

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

SEc. 401. Section 8 of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 208) is amended
(1) by striking out “the minimum wage pre-
scribed in paragraph (1) of section 6(a) in
each such industry” in the first sentence of
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
“the minimum wage rate which would apply
in each such Industry under paragraph (1)
or (5) of section 6(a) but for section 6(c)",
(2) by striking out “the minimum wage rate
prescribed in paragraph (1) of section 6(a)"
in the last sentence of subsection (a) and in-
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serting in lieu thereof “the otherwise ap-
plicable minimum wage rate in effect under
paragraph (1) or (5) of section 6(a)", and
(3) by striking out “prescribed in paragraph
(1) of section 6(a)"” in subsection (c) and
inserting in lieu thereof “‘in effect under par-
agraph (1) or (5) of section 6(a) (as the case
may be)".
EFFECTIVE DATE AND REGULATIONS

BEc. 402. (a) Except as provided in section
104(a), the effective date of this Act and the
amendments made by this Act is the first day
of the second full month which begins after
the date of its enactment.

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), on
and after the date of the enactment of this
Act the SBecretary of Labor is authorized to
prescribe necessary rules, regulations, and or-
ders with regard to the amendments made by
this Act.

PROSPECTIVE CONFIRMATION OF
DIRECTOR AND DEPUTY DIREC-
TOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET

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

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks
ago, this distinguished body voted their
convictions and approved legislation call-
ing for Senate confirmation of the Di-
rector and Deputy Director of the Office
of Management and Budget, including
the present incumbents, Roy Ash and
Fred Malek.

This same legislation, also passed by
the Senate, was vetoed by the President
and returned to the House where, only
last week, it was voted to sustain the
President’s veto.

I feel that there is an important prin-
ciple involved here and one that must be
faced now. The important institutional
prineiple is that the Director and Deputy
Director should be confirmed by the Sen-
ate because the nature of the institution
has changed. I believe the current scope
and influence of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has elevated the posi-
tion of Director to one with power far
exceeding that of a Cabinet officer, and
gabmet officers are subject to confirma-

on,

It is clear to me that it is no longer the
case that the Director or the Deputy Di-
rector is simply another staff member
preparing policy options, and recom-
mendations in the same manner as other
gitﬁcia.ls do for the President’s considera-

o1 .

I am sure my colleagues will agree thdt
the original concept of the Bureau of the
Budget, now termed the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, has changed a great
deal since its inception in 1921. It has
gone from an advisory capacity, whose
sole purpose was to advise and counsel
the administration and the Congress, to
an organization responsible for count-
less major policymaking decisions each
day.

In light of this change, it is clear that
the powers and responsibilities of the
persons who head this organization have
also changed. They negotiate with the
various agencies for what their funding
levels will be, decide the fate of congres-
sionally authorized and appropriated
programs, and generally dominate the
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area of budgetary policy. Also, it should
be understood that the Director and
Deputy Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget are responsible for
the hundreds of day-to-day decisions
that are made at the staff level, never
involving the President.

I can see no reason why not—in fact,
I see an urgent need why—the persons
in charge of the Office of Management
and Budget should come under the same
close scrutiny of the Senate as do Cabinet
officers, Confirmation will not only allow
an evaluation of the nominee’s fitness for
the job, but also his concept of the role
the Office of Management and Budget
should play among the branches of gov=
ernment.

It is toward this end that I and over 60
of my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
are introducing legislation to provide for
Senate confirmation of all future Direc-
tors and Deputy Directors of the Office
of Management and Budget. We feel that
this legislation will overcome the objec-
tions of many to subjecting the present
incumbents to Senate confirmation.

There were those who previously made
this issue into a confrontation between
the Executive and Legislative branches
of Government by insisting that the pres-
ent incumbents be subject to confirma-
tion. We have seen the result of the con-
frontation—a Presidential veto sustained
by the House,

By the broad-based support on both
sides of the aisle for this new legislation,
I believe that it is the overwhelming con-
sensus of the Congress that the positions
of Director and Deputy Director of the
Office of Management and Budget have
such powers that appointees to these
posts should receive the scrutiny of the
Legislative branch. I hope that we can all
work toward this goal.

WILLIAM BENTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
FarL). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BRaDEMAS) is recognized for 15 min-
utes.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, ear-
lier this year, on March 18, 1973, a for-
mer U.8. Senator and one of the most
distinguished citizens of our country, the
Honorable William Benton of Connecti-
cut died.

As one of the many Members of
Congress who had the privilege of know-
ing Senator Benton, and in particular as
one who knew firsthand of Senator
Benton’'s deep commitment to education,
I take this time to pay my respects to
this extraordinary figure in modern
American life.

I am sure that other colleagues will
wish as well to comment on the many
contributions which William Benton
made as a leader in education, govern-
ment and industry, among the several
fields to which his remarkable energies
and talents were most intensively and
productively directed.

Mr. Speaker, William Benton won
his first fame and his first fortune as
an advertising genius, but from the age
of 35 he dedicated the remainder of his
life to education. Something of the im-
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pact he made upon that field, through
the publications and productions of En-
cyclopedia Britannica and the Britan-
nica Educational Corp., and through his
own contributions of intellect, energy,
and time, and money, and works of art,
may be seen in the reactions of the world
of education to his death.

Mr, Speaker, I insert extracts from
some of those comments at this point in
the RECORD:

From Epwarp H. LEvVI, PRESIDENT OF THE UNI~-
VERSITY OF CHICAGO, THE FOLLOWING STATE-
MENT ON THE DEATH MARCH 18 oF WILLIAM
B. BENTON, LIFE TRUSTEE AND FORMER VICE-
PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY

The world has known Willilam Benton as a
man of the most extraordinary ability, whose
energy, creativity, and dedication led him
into many careers of public service and pub-
lic leadership, as United States Senator from
Connecticut, Assistant Secretary of State,
Ambassador on the Board of UNESCO, and
publisher of the Encyclopaedia Britannica.
For the past 37 years The University of Chl-
cago has known Willlam Benton as a most
devoted friend and wise counselor. He be-
came Vice-President of the Unlversity in
1937; he became a Trustee of the University
in 1946.

His active role in the guidance of the Uni-
versity throughout this entire period and to
the present was marked by a deep apprecia-
tion of the alms of education and a concern
for basic values. Under his leadership, the
University ploneered in educational radio.
“The University of Chicago Round Table be-
came a national institution. He took the lead
at an early time in helping to bridge the gap
between the world of scholarship and the
world of public affairs. It was from The Uni-
versity of Chicago that he helped to organize
the Committee on Economic Development as
an effort in this direction. The academic
community owes an enormous debt of grati-
tude to him for his work in the international
exchange of scholars and his championship
of intellectual freedom. His interest in com-
munjications and the requirements of a learn-
ing soclety manifested themselves in nu-
merous joint projects with the Unlversity
and as publisher of the Encyclopedia
Britannica.

Willlam Benton brought to the Unliversity
a special insight in public affairs, but always
with an insistence upon the role of the Uni-
versity in quality education and in discovery.
His interest in education led him to signifi-
cant participation In many learned groups,
as, for example, among educators in the
Cleveland Conference. In recognition of his
extraordinary leadership for the Unliversity,
the Board of Trustees created in 1968 the
Willlam Benton Medal as the University’'s
highest service award, to be given not more
than once in any five-year perlod, and con-
ferred the first such medal upon Senator
Benton.

Those of us who were fortunate enough to
know William Benton in The University of
Chicago setting will always remember his
quickness and openness of mind, his Insati-
able intellectual curiosity, his incredible ac-
tivity and successful mastery and assump-
tion of responsibility in many fields which
never, however, distracted him from acts of
continuing friendship and his devotion to
this institution and its ideals.

FroM THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE INSTI-
TUTE OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

Resolved, that the Board of Trustees of the
Institute of Intermational Education notes
with profound sorrow the untimely death of
their good friend and colleague, Willlam
Benton, His commitment to international
education, his loyal and devoted services as
a trustee during the past twelve years, his
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sharp insights and comments and his per-
sonal sincerity made him a beloved and
valued member of the IIE family. He will be
deeply missed by all of us who have had the
pleasure and privilege of knowing him.
FroMm WALTER PERRY, VICE CHANCELLOR OF
THE UnNITED EINGDOoM'S OPEN UNIVERSITY

It was with very real regret that I read of
his death. I have many happy memories of
his infectious enthusiasm about the Open
University and his encouragement as we took
our first steps towards the United States. All
of us here are indebted to him for the Com-
mon Room we now use which is our main
soclal focus, and we are very glad that he
managed a visit to England to see it himself,
FrROM THE REVEREND THEODORE M. HESBURGH,

C.8.C., PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE

DAME

All of us who knew Bill were constantly
surprised by the vitality of his thought and
the wide range of his intellectual and moral
concern, I have cherished the many oppor-
tunities I had to visit with him during his
life and was often inspired by his good works
and marvelous writings. America needs peo-
ple like Bill Benton and has been im-
measurably enriched by his presence among
us.

FroMm PROF. ARTHUR SCHLESINGER, JR.

I was appalled to read the sad news in this
morning's Times. Bill was one of the extraor-
dinary men of our day—a man of unique
energy, imagination, courage and generos-
ity—and it is impossible to believe that such
unguenchable vitality has been stilled. He
has left monuments all around, but the gap
in the minds of his family and friends will
be hard to fill.

From JAMES A. ROBINSON, PRESIDENT,

MACALESTER COLLEGE

Although I have only been at Macalester
College a short time, I have been well aware
of the lasting impression Mr. Benton made
on this campus. The Willlam Benton En-
dowed Scholarship established by him in 1967
has glven financlal assistance to twenty
young men in pursuit of their educational
goals. Some have already become successful
as educators and attorneys as well as busi-
nessmen , . . all of those lives he touched
through his remarkable career in the fields
of business, education, publishing, commu-
nications and government.

FroM JAMES J, HENDERSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE
BOARD OF TRUSTEES, THE HAMPTON INSTITUTE

The Board of Trustees and the Hampton
Institute community have learned with deep
regret of the death of Senator Benton . . .
His many, many, plentiful contributions to
the work of our Board and the lasting effects
of his outstanding leadership will be long
remembered with gratitude and respect.
FroM DR. JEROME H. HoLLAND, FORMER PRESI-

DENT, HAMPTON INSTITUTE AND U.S. AmM-

BASSADOR TO SWEDEN

The passing of Willlam Benton leaves a
vold in American life. He was a concerned
citizen who ploneered in many educational,
political and social welfare measures. My
personal experiences with him as a trustee
of Hampton Institute provided me with an
insight Into hils commitment towards his
fellow man. I joln his many friends in ex-
pressing my sympathy fto the members of
his family.

Mr. Speaker, William Benton also gave
unstintingly of his time and his seem-
ingly endless energy to serve his country,
for more than 25 years, in a variety of
public positions. His service to UNESCO
was conspicuous, from his leadership of
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the American delegation to its founding
conference all the way to his service on
the executive board near the end of his
life.

Mr. Speaker, I insert extracts from
some of the comments on his death by
political leaders of this country and the
world at this point in the REcORD:

FroM SUPREME CoURT JUSTICE WILLiaM O.
DouGLAS

I was greatly saddened by Bill's death. He
was one of our great Americans and con-
tributors to the quality of our lives. I saw
him only occasionally, but was always in-
spired by him as an example.

FroMm ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG, FORMER SUPREME

CoURT JUSTICE AND FORMER AMBASSADOR TO

THE UNITED NATIONS

Bill Benton was a great public servant and
a warm and likeable human being. His serv-
ice to his country, to his state and to the
international community were manifold; not
the least of these was his courageous stand
against McCarthylsm when others, both in
private and public life, were unwilling to
stand up and be counted.

Despite a busy and successful business ca-
reer, he was a conscientious U.S. Ambassador
to UNESCO and in this capacity served with
distinction and fidelity. He was, as I have
sald, a successful businessman, but in all of
his business activities, Bill Benton had a
sense of the overriding publie interest. Sen-
ator Benton had a unigue capacity also for
personal friendships. He enjoyed people and
they, in turn, responded by enjoying and
profiting from association with him.

Bill Benton is one of those rare persons
who will be truly missed by all who knew
him.

FroM RENE MAHEU, DIRECTOR-GENERAL

oF UNESCO

The name of William Benton has been
associated with UNESCO—the United Na-
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization, from the earliest days of the
Organization.

As a leading member of the United States
delegation to the UNESCO Founding Con-
ference in London in November, 1945, Benton
played a vital role in shaping the structure
and policy of the fledgling Organization as
it emerged from that Conference. He was
then Assistant Secretary of State for In-
formation and it is largely due to his in-
fluence that one of the main tasks laid upon
UNESCO from the outset was to further the
international development and application
of the information medla with a view to
promoting the free exchange of ildeas and
knowledge among the peoples of the world.
As a consequence communication was to be
one of the Organization’s major fields of
competence.

From that time on Benton remained one of
UNESCO's staunchest supporters in the
United States, He served as & member of the
UNESCO Executive Board from 1963 to 1968,
a position in which his broad knowledge and
international experience were of great value.
He took a particularly active interest In
promoting education and communication in
the cause of international understanding and
his contribution in this respect was an out-
standing one.

William Benton will always be remembered
as an indefatigable worker and a frank and
outspoken man who was never afrald to share
his views with others. He fought hard to
further the alms and ideals of UNESCO and,
in doing so, served well both his country and
the Organization.

I myself had many opportunities of getting
to know him throughout these years and was
deeply affected by the news of his death. He
had my esteem and respect at all times,
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whether we found ourselves on opposing
sides, as sometimes happened through the
force of circumstances, or united in that
falth in democracy and devotion to the cause
of intellectua] freedom that we shared. More
than all else, I valued him for the untiring
energy, the warmth of human sympathy, the
insatiable curlosity and the open-minded ap-
proach to any sort of innovation which I ad-
mired so much and which will remain, for
all those who had to do with him, an un-
forgettable instance of man's enterprising
spirit, as exemplified in the most gifted in-
dividuals.

FroM THE HONORABLE JOHN E. Fores, DEPUTY

DirecTOR-GENERAL OF UNESCO

We at UNESCO have learned with great
distress of the death of Willlam Benton . . .
He was an important part in the founding
of UNESCO and later as an active member
of its Executive Board, and he will long be
remembered by all who knew him here.

Personally, Mrs. Fobes and I need to express
our feelings of admiration and esteem for
the man, Willlam Benton, a longtime friend
and adviser. No task was too great, if the
cause was right. He traveled throughout the
world leaving his imprint, his challenge to
“get on with it” and his encouraging ideas.
‘We humans miss someone like Senator Ben-
ton. Many tributes will be given him now,
as they were so justly during his full life-
time. We must profit from his example.

Mr. Speaker, here are other tributes
to William Benton from a variety of
leaders of business, industry, labor, and
journalism:

From EmILio G. CorrLapo, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, ExxoN CoORre.

One facet of Bill Benton's great career was
his sponsorship of and participation in the
work of the Committee for Economic Devel-
opment. Those who worked with him in the
creation and work of CED over the years
held him in great respect and admiration
for his foresight, courage, drive, and contin-
uing optimism. We shall miss him very
much,

From ALFRED C. NEAL, PRESIDENT, THE
CoMMITTEE FOR EcoNoMIC DEVELOPMENT

Bill was a founder and great leader of the
Committee for Economic Development.
Through the time and breadth of CED's
activities, in which he was always interested,
he insisted upon full commitment and high
purpose however difficult the course. His
inspiration, thought, and guidance will long
remain with us, and his ideas will be carried
on by his colleagues in our work.

From JacoB POTOFSKY, OF AMALGAMATED
CLoTHING WORKERS

He was a great American and Senator from
the State of Conneticut as well as a member
of Cabinet in the Truman administration.
His passing is a great loss to our country.
From Davip J. STEINBERG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,

COMMITTEE FOR A NaTIONAL TRADE POLICY

We have learned with great sorrow of
Senator Benton's passing. The nation has
lost an extraordinary figure with an out-
standing record in business, education, gov-
ernment service and a wide range of cultural
pursuits. Our Committee and the campaign
for a freer world economy have also suffered
a great loss.

Bill Benton was for many years one of
the most active members of our Board—one
of those most concerned with the national
issues and with the unique role of our Com-
mittee. He helped us in many ways, includ-
ing constructive suggestions and financial
support. I look back pridefully to our leader-
ship involvement (almost alone among the
active members of the liberal-trade com-
munity) in certain trade policy issues in
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which he was particularly interested—issues
which might seemn marginal to the overall
objective, but which we regarded as deserv-
ing our interest. I refer to our vigorous sup-
port of the Beirut and Florence agreements
and our urging repeal of the manufacturing
clause of the copyright convention. These
were issues on which Senator Benton spoke
out forcefully as a business executive, a
former Assistant Secretary of State and a
former Ambassador to UNESCO.

At the last CNTP board meeting he at-
tended (our most recent meeting on Janu-
ary 12, 1973), he stressed something that
all of us at CNTP should not forget—the
importance of CNTP “maintaining its char-
acter” (his words) as an avant-garde leader
of the liberal-trade cause. He made this
point (as I recall it) in support of our ef-
forts to raise the sights of government and
the nation as a whole to the goal to be
sought, and our cautioning against protec-
tionist compromises in the interest of polit-
ical expediency or what some might call
political realism.

Now in its 20th year, our Committee has
built an impressive record as a highly prin-
cipled but equally pragmatic champion of
an international economic policy calculated
to advance the only standard with which our
Committee is concerned—the overall na-
tional interest. Bill Benton's contribution
to this endeavor was conslderable and will
always be warmly remembered.

FroM Mges. FRANK LLoyp WRIGHT

Senator Benton used the years of his life
in service to his country and to the world,
promoting education, contributing to edu-
cation by way of his relentless effort, his
work, his finaneial support. He firmly be-
lieved that only through education can the
world achieve peace.

My husband and I knew him for twenty-
five years. His friendships lasted a lifetime.
He was personally kind to people, especially
young ones.

He had an exquisite sense of humor, with
perfect timing. We were showing in our
theater at Tallesin West a fine film photo-
graphed iIn Alecatraz prison. During a
gripping, bloody scene of & riot, he saw our
daughter, Iovanna, sitting tight and rigid,
completely Identified with the prisoners’
hopeless rebellion. He leaned over to her and
sald in a loud voice, “I think I will send
themm a set of Encyclopedia Britannica.”
From a peak of tension she burst into &
spasm of laughter, and so did everyone who
heard him.

The only person in his life to whom he
listened and took advice from was his wife,
Helen, his intelligent life’s companion, to
whom he was devoted and who worked side
by side with him in all his undertakings.

‘We here at Tallesin have deep respect and
affection for this man who forcefully fought
for what he believed in.

FroM DAvID ROCKEFELLER, CHAIRMAN, THE
CHASE MANHATTAN BANK

When I first shook Bill Benton's hand, he
had already accomplished three or four times
more than most men do in the span of a
lifetime. It was in the early 1950's then, and
I can only say that, in the years since, it
was my privilege to watch him proceed to
achieve three or four more lifetimes of work.
He had a tremendous capacity for accom-
plishment.

His untiring commitments to public serv-
ice led Bill to the corridors of government,
as well as into higher education, philan-
thropy, cultural activities, foreign affairs
and countless other concerns.

He and I shared the University of Chicago
as a well-loved alma mater, so we met fre-
quently at University gatherings, and shared
our mutual Interests at meetings of the
Council on Foreign Relations and elsewhere.
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I had many opportunities to explore his en-
lightened thinking, and I took all of them
eagerly. The truth is that wherever Bill hap-
pened to be, he generated a creativity the
force of which will continue to be felt and
remembered for many years to come.

FroM Epwarp M. EorBY, PRESIDENT

ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN PUBLISHERS

His manifold contributions to the intel-
lectual, governmental, business, and aesthetic
life of our nation will be long remembered.
His imagination and courage will be ex-
amples for other public servants to emulate.
He was a courageous and public-spirited
leader and our valued colleague. We are all
immeasurably impoverished and saddened
by his passing.

FroM BARRY BINGHAM, SR., CHAIRMAN OF THE
BoOARD, THE COURIER-JOURNAL AND THE
LouisviLLE TIMES
I had known him for many years, and had

elways felt the warmth and generosity of his

friendship. We worked together on the Adlal

Stevenson campalgns and in other causes.

Last summer I had the pleasure of sitting

next to him at an Aspen seminar. He was

as usual lively, articulate, and deeply en-
gaged. What a fine human being!

Proum Famrax M, CoNE, CoFOUNDER OF FoOTE,

CoNE & BELDING ADVERTISING AGENCY

Senator Benton was one of the important
Americans of his time, He had a half-dozen
careers, in all of which he was successful;
in advertising, in education, publishing, and
international affairs. Senator Benton was
one of the ploneers in the use of research
in advertising, and hl: agency, formed with
Chester Bowles, was one of the most success-
ful in the field. Not to be forgotten is Sen-
ator Benton's attack on Senator (Joseph)
MeCarthy, which led to McCarthy’s censure
by the Senate. Senator Benton has been over
a perlod of years one of the principal and

most faithful donors to the University of
Chicago.

From NoORMAN CoUSINS, OF WORLD MAGAZINE

The significance of Willlam Benton's life
will be assessed differently by different peo-
ple; he made his impression in so many
different ways and in so many fields that it
it is difficult for any one person to provide
full appraisal. Yet I would venture the guess
that Bill Benton's main contribution to his
times was in elevating the level of public
thought and action about the possibilities
for improved education, improved communi-
cation, improved government—all of which
comprised the intellectual trinity of his life.
His involvement with education led to
greater public participation. His involve-
ment in government—whether in Congress
or the State Department or UNESCO—Iled to
wider public understanding of the need for,
and opportunities of, responsible public serv-
ice. His involvement in communications led
to a significant increase in the level of public
knowledge of the information process in
America,

To say that Bill possessed a searching in-
telligence is like saying that Margot Fonteyn
can dance or that Rubinstein can play the
plano. But what is less obvious is that Bill
was never afrald to test himself or go back
for a second look. He did his homework as
did few other men I know. He was strong
in his vlews but I always admired the way
he liked being challenged. He was second in
his enthusiasm and energy to no one in
his organization. He worked harder than any
of the men who worked for him. More than
any man I know, he took pains to find out
both what he had to know and what was
worth knowing.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

FProMm THOMAS B. CURTIS, FORMER CHAIRMAN,
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING
With the passing of Sen, Benton, public

broadeasting has lost one of its truly great

friends. . . . He was a great bellever in free-
dom of information for the citizens of his
state and his nation.

In addition to his vision and his concept
of public service, the Senator's many inter-
ests and accomplishments in education, in
communications in all senses, and his repre-
sentation of the public interest in broad-
casting, were of enormous significance.
From HARTFORD N. GUNN, JR., PRESIDENT,

PUBLIC BROADCASTING SERVICE

One of the truly great men of our country.
His contribution to communications, adver-
tising, and education would stand at the top
of everyone's list,

A thoughtful and energetic pioneer, he al-
ways took the time to study, to understand
and to explain. His passing greatly saddens
all of us.

From ANDREW HEISKELL, CHAIRMAN OF

TiMe, INC.

It was my rare privilege to have been as-
sociated with him on many occasions over the
years, I came away from these associations
with an enduring respect for his abilities and
effectiveness In serving both the national
government and local community efforts. He
was an extraordinarily devoted citizen and
business leader.

FroMm RoperT W. SARNOFF, OF RCA
Bill’'s sudden passing shocked and sad-
dened me. He was a man who gave hope to
millions in our nation and around the world
and who achleved many triumphs in his
brilllant and creative life.

FroMm ErIc SEVAREID, OF CBS NEws
I am so sorry that Bill is gone and so re-
lieved that he died peacefully . . . He did
as much good for this sorry world with his
time and braln resources as anybody I can
think of.,

From DEWITT WALLACE, OF THE READER'S
DiGeST

“It is an honor to join Bill Benton's leglon
of admirers in tribute to his rare excellences
as a warm friend and fellow-publisher. A
stimulating companion, ardent idealist and
brilliant spirit, his memory will remain firm-
ly positioned in a front rank among the
leaders of men I've been privileged to
know.”

Mr. Speaker, I should like to also make
reference to Senator BENTON'S venture
into the important field of audiovisual
education. Demonstrating the vision
that characterized his entire life, Wil-
liam Benton grasped the ability of
audio-visual techniques to educate effi-
ciently and advocated the use of audio-
visual materi.«ls for the Nation’s schools
and other educational programs.

He launched the Encyclopedia Edu-
cational Corp. as a subsidiary of his pub-
lishing firm to produce educational mo-
tion pictures and filmstrips. He also
sponsored a practical application of edu-
cational audiovisual programs in Proj-
ect Discovery, an experimental effort to
introduce these technigues into several
school systems, including that of Wash-
ington, D.C. His foresight in this area
has contributed to the wide support for
instructional technology in our schools.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, it was with
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great personal sadness that I noted the
death of William Benton. Bill Benton
served with me on the 1964 Democratic
Platform Committee. In that year when
the Democratic Party faced divisive is-
sues of war and peace, of civil rights, and
civil disturbance, Bill Benton's ability to
compromise and negotiate, his tireless
labor and effective advocacy, were vital
elements contributing to the clear state-
ments of the planks in the 1964 Demo-
catic party platform. He contributed in-
tegrity, compassion, a sense of responsi-
bility, and leadership on these issues af-
fecting the vitality of this Nation. He was
the voice of reason and moderation.

Senator Benton was one of those rare
men who made his mark and his fortune
very young, with a unique and innovative
career in advertising. He retired early
and felt he had still more to contribute.
He then began a distinguished second
career at the University of Chicago. He
left the academiec world to devote his time
to public life. Through service in the
State Department and the United Na-
tions, he made outstanding contributions
to national policy and international rela-
tions. He ran successfully and served
with distinction as the U.S. Senator from
Connecticut. He was an able legislator,
standing firmly for those principles in
which he had a deep conviction. He made
a remarkable contribution as chairman
of the board of the Encyclopedia Britan-
nica. Bill Benton has a long list of impres-
sive accomplishments; he was a busi-
nessman, academician, diplomat, pub-
lisher, legislator, and politician—truly a
man for all seasons.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, it is with a
feeling of deep regret that I note the
passing of former Senator William Ben-
ton of Connecticut this past March 18.

Bill Benton was a man of fantastic
energy and talent. After a brilliant un-
dergraduate career at Yale, he turned
down a Rhodes scholarship to enter the
advertising business., His was always the
creative and unconventional approach
that turned everything to gold. He was
a self-made millionaire at age 30 and
retired from his advertising firm at 35—
a multimillionaire despite the Great De-
pression. He then proceeded to become
an eminent art collector, an Assistant
Secretary of State, and our Ambassador
to UNESCO. He rescued Encyclopaedia
Britannica from near-bankruptcy and
became vice president and a major bene-
factor of the University of Chicago.

During the course of his business
career, he pioneered the use of market
research and introduced the use of mo-
tion pictures for classroom instruction.
To his later regret, he also invented the
singing radio commercial. In the State
Department, he organized our first inter-
national cultural exchange.

But Bill Benton will be longest re-
membered for the iron sense of values
and the courageous statesmanship he
displayed during his 3 years in the U.S.
Senate, 1949-52.

He was one of the first to speak up
against the paranoid anticommunism of
the early 1950's. Partly as a result of this,
he was not reelected in 1952, although
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his views have stood the test of time bet-
ter than have the views of those with
whom he disagreed.

It is easy to say that Benton, as a
wealthy man with a number of success-
ful careers, was less concerned than most
of us about the political consequences of
a stand of conscience. I am convinced this
was not the case. Bill Benton loved pub-
lic service far more than mere money-
making; he badly wanted to remain in
the Senate. He tried several times to re-
gain his seat, and was deeply disap-
pointed that he was unsuccessful. He did
not throw the seat away lightly; on the
contrary, he risked it because he was
convinced the national interest required
him to do so.

I extend my sincere sympathy to his
wife, Helen, and to their four children
and eight grandchildren. I share their
sorrow that we have lost him.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleagues in this
tribute today to the late Senator William
Benton. In his later years, Senator Ben-
ton lived in Arizona, and was a distin-
guished and productive citizen of the
State. While I did not know him during
the time he served in the Senate, my
acquaintance and association with him
in Arizona developed into friendship and
deep admiration. His presence is sorely
missed.

Mrs. Rhodes joins me in heartfelt
sympathy to his family in their bereave-
ment.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to join in paying tribute this after-
noon to a great American, the Honorable
William Benton.

I had the pleasure of knowing Bill
Benton over a period of many years and
was invariably impressed with his dedi-
cation to good causes and his enthusiasm
for whatever useful undertaking he was
engaged in at the moment,

Bill Benton served with distinction in
the other body, and there were times
when, in speaking out for what was just
and right and truly American, his was
a lonely voice.

Later Senator Benton devoted a great
deal of time and energy to the important
work of the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization.

Unfailingly over the years, Bill Benton
responded generously to appeals for help
from worthy organizations as well as
from political candidates who shared his
philosophy of progressive government.

America and the world are the better
for Bill Benton having lived. We shall
miss him greatly.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to leave obtained by the gentleman from
Indiana, the Honorable JouN BRADEMAS,
as a part of the special order in honor of
the Honorable William Benton, former
U.S. Senator from Connecticut, I submit
the following tribute to my great friend
and America’s great Senator and citizen,
Senator Benton:

TRIBEUTE TO SENATOR BENTON

On March 18 one of the great men of
America passed away, Willlam Benton, at
age T3, Willlam, or Bill, Benton, as he was
calleC. by his friends, was one of those
rare human beings blessed with versatile
genius which led him to leadership in at
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least five meaningful fields of life. He
achieved outstanding success in business
even while he was yet a young man and with
enviable ease he continued to add to his
fortune as the years went by. He told me
one time he wished it were as easy for him to
succeed in politics as it was for him to make
money. But the businesses he built or bet-
tered also made an increasingly valuable
contribution to his country. Yet he was
known to be indifferent in a way to money
and always seemed to many of his friends
to be playing the game of business for the
thrill of it rather than to gratify a burning
desire for money which actuates so many
men. He was one of the earliest to conceive
of modern advertising methods and to mas-
ter modern advertising techniques, both
no doubt attributable to his rare insight
into the thinking and the feeling of people.
He achieved distinction as vice president of
the University of Chicago to which he ren-
dered an immeasurable contribution at the
invitation of his old college friend and class~
mate, Robert M. Hutchins. He was always
at heart an educator and his genius in sales-
manship enabled him to sell education and
indeed a great university.

I first came to know Bill Benfton as As-
sistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs
in 1945 when I was a member of the Foreign
Relations Committee of the U.S. Senate.
Our acguaintance and cooperation at that
time deepened into what became for me and
will ever remain one of my most cherished
friendships. As Assistant Secretary he or-
ganized the Voice of America broadcast and
was active in the establishment of the
United Nations Educational, Sclentific, and
Cultural Organization. Under the Johnson
administration he became a U.S. member of
the UNESCO with the rank of Ambassador.
His imprint will ever last upon our State De-
partment, upon the United Nations, and
especlally upon UNESCO which meant so
much to him.

I served a part of 1949 and through 1960
with Bill Benton in the Senate. In this body,
as in every area into which his restless en-
ergy moved him, he immediately distin-
guished himself. His keen intelligence, his
indefatigable labor, his deep dedication to
the public interest, and his burning concern
for what was wholesome and decent and
would be meaningful to the needy of our
country brought him into a most active role
as & Senator. He fought against discrimina-
tion of any kind that strangled the legiti-
mate aspirations of people. He fought for
measures that would make America better
and stronger. He was in the Adlal Steven-
son public image and character. He exhibited
in the Senate the courage that was one of
his great attributes—the kind of moral cour-
age that induced him as the first Senator to
denounce and to propose censure for Senator
Joseph MecCarthy, who at that time was at
the height of his evil power. Senator Ben-
ton's defeat in 19562 was largely due to the
enmlity of Senator MecCarthy. Yet, Senator
Benton's resolution ultimately led to Sena-
tor McCarthy’s censure in 1954,

Senator Benton achieved eminence and
wealth also as a publisher of “Encyclopaedia
Britannica” and of the b54-volume “Great
Books of the Western World,” of the 10-vol-
ume set called “Gateway to the Great Books,”
and many other works. As a publisher he
was again the dynamic educator and sales-
man—bringing profound knowledge within
the reach of the masses of the people and
persuading them to take it.

A few words cannot describe this versatile
man. His genius was reflected In his nu-
merous activitles in which he so easlly ex-
celled. He was Indefatigable in labor, un-
swerving in the pursuit of high principle
and deep conviction, brave in attacking
without a thought of self or consequence
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what his consclence told him was wrong or
foul or corrupt. The good deeds he did, the
help he bestowed upon innumerable individ-
uals, the support he gave to countless causes,
the encouragement he gave to those strug-
gling to achieve worthy ends will never be
known because in a high sense, as was sald of
tl;e;dMaatar Bill Benton “went about doing
8 ’!!

He loved the Democratic Party and im-
measurably served it. He loved art and was
its generous patron and wise connoisseur, He
loved education and he taught in educa-
tional institutions, through books, writing,
and the media. He built great edifices of
business. He created and developed institu-
tions meaningful to Amerlca and to the
world. This kindly, gentle, modest man was
blessed with some sort of magic that enabled
him to rise from his humble beginning to
walk with and among the great doers and
builders and thinkers and feelers of the
world. Bill Benton made this country better
by having labored in it a long lifetime and
by the love that he gave it. Every man who
had his friendship was fortunate because
the friendship of Bill Benton was something
to treasure and to cherish. As his friend said
;fmnamlet when he passed away, we say to

“Goodnlght sweet prince and may flights
of angels sing thee to thy rest.”

LEGAL SERVICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man fron. Indiana (Mr. LANDGREBE) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter on this subject.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, be-
fore I proceed with my special order, I
would like to acknowledge the presence
of Dr. Hall in our Chamber, 1

I have told him personally and I have
told him in writing that he is one of the
truly great people who have ever served
our country, and, Dr. Hall, I am glad
to see you here at this time.

Mr. Speaker, the proponents of legal
services legislation go to great lengths to
attempt to justify public financing of
legal services on the basis that there is
an overwhelming need for it. Poor peo-
ple, the argument goes, although pro-
vided legal aid in criminal actions
through the public defender programs,
have nowhere to turn for legal aid for
civil actions.

Now this is certainly a questionable
argument. Is legal aid a fundamental
right? If so, what about food, clothing,
medical expenses, et cetera? Which
takes priority? Or does everyone have a
right to all goods and services that hap-
pen to be available on the market? Who,
then, is to pay for these goods and serv-
ices? Or do the producers have no rights,
but the consumers do? If so, then what
difference is there between this argu-
ment and the Communist principle ex-
pressed by Lenin:

From each according to his ability, to
each according to his need?
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But, nevertheless, let us grant, for the
moment, that those who cannot other-
wise afford it, should be provided with
legal aid. Is this truly the reason for
having a public legal services program?
Is providing legal service to the poor the
real goal of establishing a national legal
services corporation? Or is the real pur-
pose of such a program to spread leftist
propaganda; to attack and weaken
American institutions established to pro-
tect the rights of the people; and to effect
legal reform, changing laws from those
that protect rights and individual free-
dom to those which grant wider and
wider power to the Government and to
groups bent on destroying what stil re-
mains of our free society?

The history of the legal services pro-
gram administered by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity—OEQO—since 1965,
provides overwhelming evidence that the
latter is the case. Established as a pro-
gram to provide legal aid to the poor, it
was instead used by political activists to
promote a variety of leftist causes. Op-
erating through a national network of
260 projects, with roughly 2,200 lawyers
in about 850 locations, linked together
by scores of newsletters, subsidized pro-
fessional associations, as well as project-
subsidized travel, the program grew into
a potent political force.

The abuses of the OEO legal services
program—including such activities as
suits against the government, class ac-
tions, representation of ineligible clients,
political advocacy, and the organization
of protest—have been, and are being here
today, voluminously documented. That
the primary goal of the program is to
promote leftist causes, and not to serve
the poor, is beyond doubt.

If, however, anyone remains uncon-
vinced, they need only to observe the
actions of the Committee on Education
and Labor during the last 2 weeks.

President Nixon submitted a bill to
establish a National Legal Services Cor-
poration which was designed in such a
way as to provide legal aid to the poor,
but to prevent the Corporation from
being used for political purposes and for
the other kinds of abuses that occurred
in the OEO legal services program. The
bill was introduced on May 15, 1973, with
10 cosponsors, all of them members of
the Education and Labor Committee.

The Equal Opportunity Subcommittee
immediately removed most of the Presi-
dent’s safeguards against abuse and po-
litical action at a single meeting and re-
ported the bill on May 18, without hold-
ing a single hearing on what is surely
one of the most important and contro-
versial pieces of legislation to be con-
sidered in the 93d Congress.

If their goal was legal services for the
poor, and not political activism, why did
they remove the prohibitions against
politieal action?

The bill was then marked up in the
full Committee on Education and Labor
as soon as possible. Two or three of
the provisions of the original kill were
restored, but most of the safeguards,
against political action were still left
out of the bill. For example, the admin-
istration bill contained a provision for
citizen suits, an important safeguard
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which assures the rights of interested
persons to bring action in Federal district
courts to enforce compliance with the
legislation. This was deleted.

The administration bill would have
prohibited legal services attorneys who
receive a majority of their professional
income through the program, from en-
gaging in political activity, transporta-
tion of voters to the polls, and voter
registration activity. The committee
added language rendering this prohibi-
tion of such political activity meaning-
less. Also rendered meaningless were
prohibitions against training in political
advocacy and against group organization.

I offered an amendment to substitute
the original administration bill for the
committee bill; it was defeated 28 to
4 with all ten members who sponsored
the administration bill voting against it.
If their concern was legal aid to the poor,
and not political activism, why did they
vote against their own bill and for the
committee bill which allows political ac-
tion?

The actions of the committee and the
history of the OEO legal services pro-
gram leave no doubt that legal aid to
the poor is not the goal of the propon-
ents of public legal services programs. It
has been amply demonstrated—by a pri-
vate legal aid program in Indianapolis,
Ind., for example—that private groups
can serve more clients at less cost, than
can the public programs.

Private programs would not, however,
finance the distribution of leftist prop-
aganda and the promotion of leftist
causes. Individual Americans would not
voluntarily support programs aimed at
their own destruction. This, then, is the
reason for having legal services pro-
grams paid at public expense. They need
the power of taxation to force the
American people to support a destructive
program that they would not voluntarily
support.

I hope, therefore, that all members will
pay special attention to any legal serv-
ices bill brought before the House, and
withhold support of any bill that does
not contain ironclad safeguards ensuring
that the program will provide legal aid
to the poor, but will not be used for po-
litical activism or to spread political
ideas.

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman for following the
legislation that I presume will be before
us the week after next. I recognize that
the gentleman has fought a rather lonely
and uphill fight in this committee, but I
encourage the gentleman to stick to his
guns.

As I recall, there was an earlier vote
in the committee of something like 32 to
1, and it received 167 votes on the floor
in support of his position. If the mathe-
matical figures work ouf, the gentleman
could well prevail, so I commend the
gentleman from Indiana for his fortitude
and his determination, and especially for
the tremendous fashion in which he
maintains his principles.
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Mr. LANDGREBE. I thank the gentle-
man from Illinois, my very good friend
(Mr, DERWINSKI) .

I hope on this particular legislation
when I offer a substitute in place of
the committee bill that we will have 218
votes rather than the 165, because I think
again I am handling the right approach.

If I may just make this observation,
the President is under heavy pressure
these days by the liberal press, and there
are a lot of people who feel that the
White House and even the Government
is sort of closed down until the Water-
gate problems recede. I want to remind
the Members of this Congress that the
White House, the administrative, HEW,
and all of the different agencies of this
Government are producing and offering
and suggesting some very reasonable,
some very necessary legislation. I think
it is most unfortunate that this liberally
controlled Congress again is so hesitant
and is doing everything it can to cir-
cumvent the President in his intention
to bring about fiscal stability to our
country again, and even to bring safety
to the streets.

This Congressman, living so close to
Gary, Ind., has observed what happens
when irresponsible people go out and
activate and foment rioting in the streets.

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. I yield to the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. SEBELIUS. I want to commend
the gentleman from Indiana for taking
this special order. I think it is something
that needs to be brought to our atten-
tion early before it comes to the floor
for new legislation.

Mr. LANDGREBE. I thank the gentle-
man from Kansas for his participation.

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. I yield to the
gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. I should like to com-
mend the gentleman from Indiana and
tell him that, as he knows, many times I
have shared a very lonely voting position
with him thus far in my short time in
Congress, but I do think that his wisdom
on this matter is such that I hope will
prevail. I appreciate his efforts, and I
think that at some point in time the peo-
ple will remember Members like EaRL
LANDGREBE who makes a real effort for
fiscal responsibility.

We do have a printing press on 1l4th
Street that seems to be the way people
would like to pay their bills nowadays.

I commend the gentleman from Indi-
ana for his efforts to try to balance the
books of the Federal Government so that
the working American taxpayer can also
balance his books and we can get on
about the business of making a living and
raising our families, which is what the
country was set up to do, instead of try-
ing to do as we have been doing for the
past number of years.

Mr. LANDGREBE. I commend the
gentleman for his comments and for his
dedication to fiscal responsibility and
fiscal sanity. Having this young gentle-
man come to this body gives me hope
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that maybe sometime we will get our
country back on the track. The gentle-
man is doing a great job and I commend
the people of Idaho for sending him here.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
for those remarks.

Mr. Speaker, it is worthwhile, as we
discuss the question of the establishment
of a Federal Legal Services Corporation,
to discuss the relationship between the
poor and the legal services program. Of
course, we have all heard it said that the
purpose of the program is to benefit the
poor, but who are the poor.

Howard Phillips, Director of the Office
of Economic Opportunity, has pointed
out that OEO was founded upon the
Marxian concept that the poor are a class
apart, a separate and distinet group in
society whose interests and aspirations
are outside of and antagonistic to those
of the majority of Americans. This is, in
my view, a dangerously mistaken con-
cept which contains the seeds of needless
social unrest and discontent.

The view which is advanced by the
legal services advocates is that the poor
are those who have been deprived by
society of affluence which rightfully be-
longs to them. It is considered extremely
unenlightened to suggest that prosperity
i{s intrinsically related to the ability to
produce goods and services which have
value in the marketplace. To hear them
tell it, one would imagine that when the
first settlers arrived and found them-
selves in need, they began searching for
the nearest legal services office to find out
who had deprived them of their prom-
ised affluence. Nor did the immigrants
who came to America in the great waves
of the late 19th and early 20th centuries
have the benefit of a legal services estab-
lishment.

At this point legal services backers will
say that I am engaging in ridiculous hy-
perbole, for everyone knows that it is not
the early settler but a new creature
known as ‘“modern urban man,” who is
somehow to be considered deprived and
exploited whenever money and other
‘““goodies” do not rain down upon him
from the sky.

My own experience has taught me that
the poor are not a class apart but that to
a large extent they share the same cus-
toms, values, and objectives as the rest of
society. Moreover, the notion that so
large and diverse a group as the poor can
be represented by a legal services estab-
lishment which adheres to the narrow
ideology of exploitation seems grossly
unfair to those poor people who sincerely
want to improve their ability to contrib-
ute to their own and society’s well-being.

Indeed, it is a cruel hoax in this age of
inflation and the energy crisis to suggest
that society will continue to be able to
produce a steady flow of resources which
will be available to all just for the suing.
As responsible Congressmen, we owe it to
the people to level with them and say, “If
you want to be better off, go to work, not
to court.”

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, it has un-
fortunately been one of the main charac-
teristics of government in recent years
to attempt to do too much, to attempt to
do what it ought not to be doing in the
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first place. The result of this character-
istic is that government often does not
do properly those things it should be do-
ing.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that the
OEO-funded Legal Services program is a
good example of this regrettable charac-
teristic. This program has frequently
strayed far afield from their proclaimed
intention of providing legal services to
the needy In noncriminal cases. The
Boston legal assistance project, for in-
stance, filed numerous suits against the
Boston school district concerning mat-
ters with only a tenuous connection to
the poor. Among other activities, the
project attacked the constitutionality of
Boston schools charging tuition to stu-
dents whose parents are residents of
other States and defended teachers who
were fired for participation in school
boycotts. In the same State, the Cam-
bridge and Somerville Legal Service
group helped draft two bills which are
now law, dealing with discrimination on
the basis of sex in the public schools and
maternity leave for pregnant employees.
Very few of the people who were directly
benefited by these measures could be
called poor.

Across the Nation a good many of these
federally subsidized lawyers have been
using their positions to push their own
favorite political candidates or projects.
Many of these government attorneys are
fresh out of law school and overcome with
a desire to change the world to make it
closer to their revolutionary ideals. The
poor, to these lawyers, are simply one
means to that end; if it means using poor
Americans as guinea pigs through which
they can test out their theories and ex-
periment with social groups, these young
world-savers will be happy to do it.
Many would rather enjoy the “glamour”
of being a “civil liberties lawyer"—which
includes being invited to radical chic
parties in penthouses—than spending
time helping poor people with their daily
problems; problems which are dull to the
Cape Cod-Upper East Side set, but which
are serious and important to millions of
less fortunate Americans.

I hope the Congress will see that Fed-
eral taxpayers’ funds are used to help
the needy and not to build the egos of
radical young law school graduates.

The goals for the Legal Services pro-
gram were never adequately defined and
each local agency was left to themselves
to decide what they meant. Generally,
Law Reform—the pet project of most of
the lawyers—was given the highest pri-
ority at the expense of drastically cut-
ting down on individual legal services.
[In Indianapolis in 1972 the Government
program lawyers handled an average of
169 cases per attorney per year, while
the private Legal Aid Society handled an
average of 1,364 cases per attorney.]

Examples of efforts by Government
lawyers to engage in political action of
dubious value to poor people generally
abound. In Boston, the Legal Services
program attempted to halt construction
of a highway and challenged the practice
of a prison censoring prisoners’ mail. In
many cities these lawyers have either
initiated or worked with the ACLU or
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the NAACP on busing suits against local
school boards. Whether or not some of
these activities were desirable or not, the
important point is they were done by per-
sons paid by the Federal Government to
give legal aid to the poor.

Many of the attempts to inform poor
people of their rights through pamphlets,
newsletters and leaflets have been
marked By a sizable amount of leftist
propaganda and abuse. In Burlington,
Vt., a Legal Services program newsletter
spoke of “our enemies” and the “oppres-
sors of the poor.” In St. Paul, Minn,, a
pamphlet on tenants' rights spoke of a
landlord and his “goons.” These publica-
tions frequently contain derogatory re-
marks about the police, calling them
“pigs.” This sort of activity can hardly
maintain respect for fair and orderly
processes of settling disputes; it really
has no place in American life.

In reconsidering the sort of Govern-
ment legal services we wish to have in
noncriminal cases, it is up to us, the
Congress of the United States, to ask
if we are going to continue to subsidize
a program which is spending more time
attempting to radicalize America than
it is in helping the poor, as well as be-
ginning the socialization of the practice
of law. We can, if we choose, endorse
a program which will provide needed
legal aid to indigents and will defend
their rights whenever necessary. I cer-
tainly hope that we will take the latter
and saner course for the good of all of
our people, rich, poor, and middle class
alike.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, the
practice of providing free, pro bono legal
assistance to the poor and destitute citi-
zens of our land who, through no fault of
their own, are unable to meet the ex-
penses of professional service, has a long
and honorable history within the Ameri-
can legal profession. Several years ago
the Congress expanded this concept of
pro bono service with the enactment of
a legal services program for the poor
under the aegis of the Office of Economic
Opportunity. This legislation was in-
tended to provide the disadvantaged citi-
zens of our society equal access to legal
aid in dealing with the multiple legal
complexities and problems individuals
and families often face in daily life.

But now, Mr. Speaker, looking back
over the brief history of this federally
sponsored program, we find that this pro-
gram, which was intended to help dis-
advantaged citizens with their day-to-
day legal problems, has instead become
a Pandora’s box of political lobbying,
social action, radical organizing, and
ideological ax-grinding—wherein the
real and immediate legal needs of the
poor are all too often neglected while
extremist young lawyers pursue their
own goals of partisan political and so-
cial change.

Legal services lawyers have organized
imprisoned criminals and, in one case,
even worked to obtain voting privileges
for prisoners. They have represented
borderline political groups; they have
been involved in tenant strikes. They
have represented well-to-do clients. They
have worked for one union against
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another; they have heightened tensions
and conflicts between various ethnic
groups; they have spent countless hours
pursuing class action suits and their own
special version of “law reform.” They
have overloaded welfare rolls and in-
creased welfare costs through abuse of
loopholes and technicalities in the laws
and regulations. They have brought suit
demanding quota hiring policies; they
have engaged in partisan political ac-
tivities, written and submitted legisla-
tion and lobbied for its passage. During
the 1972 Massachusetts legislative ses-
sion, for example, the Legal Services
publication Clearinghouse Review, notes
that “Legal Services lawyers and their
clients submitted approximately 50 legis-
lative bills,” and that “Legal Services
lawyers were instrumental in securing
the passage” of numerous bills.

In these things, and in many others,
these young lawyers have all too often
pursued their own social-political goals
and their own concepts of what consti-
tutes the interests of the poor. Mean-
while, the legitimate legal needs of the
poor go unattended. It appears that the
Legal Services program has become a
haven for the alienated, the malcontent,
and the discontent who would overturn
or eviscerate the major, vital institutions
of our society. It appears that many in
the Legal Services program have sought
to use the program and the law as a
political weapon. It appears that many
of these radical lawyers view society as
a battleground, and themselves as an
elite vanguard leading and pitting the
poor against the nonpoor in a bitter
struggle for power and spoils.

No one can say for sure how much
time, effort, and public money is ex-
pended through the Legal Services pro-
gram on such questionable and surely
inappropriate activities. Certainly the
Legal Services program has done good
and has helped many people. Certainly
there are many sincere and responsible
legal services lawyers, but the dominant
emphasis seems to have been toward
self-serving activities which reglect the
real needs of the poor.

Mr. Speaker, with the new legal serv-
ices legislation before us, we have an
opportunity to improve this program so
that it better serves the people and the
purposes for which it was intended. We
have the opportunity to include provi-
sions which will discourage political ac-
tivities and lobbying, the representation
of ineligible clients, excessive efforts on
questionable “law reform,” social war-
fare, and other improper activities.

We have the opportunity to reform
this program so that it will more truly
provide equal access to legal aid and
Jjustice before the law for the disadvan-
taged of our society.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that we,
the peoples’ representatives, will not
quietly and weakly let this opportunity
pass by.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, one of
the lowest blows which has been struck
against the administration’s Legal Serv-
ices bill involves its safeguards against
legislative lobbying by legal services at-
torneys and other staff members.
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If plain common sense was not suffi-
cient to reveal the danger to us, the
experience of Legal Services agencies un-
der OEO has surely taught us the mis-
take in allowing attorneys from a fed-
erally funded agency to lobby in State
and local lawmaking bodies.

At best, such activity creates ill will
and dissension in the local community,
undermining the effectiveness of the
Legal Service agency’s legitimate func-
tions. The situation which developed in
Cincinnati, Ohio, is a case in point: The
infusion of OEO funds and lawyers bent
on law reform split the community’s
long-standing Legal Aid Society into
warring factions. The legal assistance
available to low-income individuals in
Cincinnati deteriorated instead of
improving.

At worst, such Federal pressure
against duly elected State and local of-
ficials could result in the enactment of
ill-considered legislation which would
undermine local law enforcement. We
have no right to ask the taxpayers of
members of legislative bodies, but would
also allow them to engage in lobbying ac-
tivities which are referred to as “neces-
sary representations * * * in the course
of providing assistance to an eligible
client” which justify “advocating or op-
posing any legislative proposals, ballot
measures, initiatives, referendums, ex-
ecutive orders, or similar enactments or
promulgations.” As amended the bill
would allow lawyers on Government pay-
roll to lobby for whatever legislation
strikes their fancy. This amounts to a
subsidy by the taxpayers of individuals
and groups representing particular ideo-
logies and agitating for specific legisla-
tion which is a situation grossly unfair
to those who must foot the bill. To re-
quire that tax money collected from the
general public be used in this way is dis-
criminatory and undemocratic. There is
the further objection that political and
lobbying activity is not the purpose for
which legal services was, or should have
been set up in the first place. Legal serv-
ices was intended to provide free or low
cost legal counsel to the poor involved
in noneriminal proceedings as a means
of enahling them to exercise their legal
rights whieh it was hoped would have a
positive effect on the general conditions
of their lives. A renewed resolve to fulfill
this function, and no other, would be
sure to have the best possible results in
the alleviation of poverty.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, the OEO-
funded Legal Services program is yet
another classic example of a hastily put
together, inadequately supervised bu-
reaucracy which has grown by leaps and
bounds in the past 8 years.

In 1965, Congress incorporated in the
Economiec Opportunity Act a Federal role
in assuring the availability of legal aid
for the poor, Since that date, funding
has increased from an estimated $5.4
million, largely private, to more than
$71 million in Federal funds alone last
year. We are now faced with a national
network of about 260 projects staffed by
roughly 2,200 lawyers in over 850 loca-
tions across the country.

Instead of devoting their energies to
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helping individual poor people with legal
problems, most of these lawyers have
preferred to spend their time in various
social engineering projects dear to their
own hearts. Apparently draft counseling,
working to repeal the laws against por-
nography, encouraging high school stu-
dents to defy their parents and teachers
and other such aetivities are more glam=-
orous to radical young lawyers than the
day-to-day job of assisting widows faced
with eviction notices.

Mr. Speaker, I really do not believe
that it was the intention of the Congress
to inflict upon so many cities and towns
of our Nation what can only be described
as a plague of determined, self-righteous
radical lawyers owing allegiance not to
a code of ethics, not to individual clients,
not to their States but to some gran-
diose ideas of their own of social reform.

The attitude of many of these lawyers
was unconsciously well expressed by a
Mr. Michael Kantor writing in the fall
1972 issue of the Yale Review of Law and
Social Action. Mr. Kantor, who worked
for Legal Services for awhile, then be-
came lobbyist on behalf of Action for
Legal Rights was later staff coordinator
for the Vice-Presidential campaign of
Sargent Shriver. Mr. Kanton complains
that:

In 1972 OEO began "a process of change
or attempted change to regionalize the legal
services program, l.e., to put the program
under the political control of persons in the
various reglons of the United States who
were only subject to the whims and inter-
ests of various local politiclans, and who
would not have seen the broad national
movement of legal services and the recurring
patterns of problems.”” (Italics mine).

Mr. Speaker, what Mr. Kantor is say-
ing here, in plain English, is that the rep-
resentatives of the people cannot be
counted upon to always agree with the
world-view of the radical movement in
our country. Therefore, according to Mr.
Kantor and his radical lawyers, the peo-
ple must accept what is good for them—
in the eyes of these youthful philos-
opher-kings—whether they like it or
not. Various dictators could not have put
it any better.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that any
such organization as a federally funded
national legal services program is al-
most bound to fall into the hands of such
arrogant elitists as Mr. Kantor and his
friends. It is for that reason that I must
oppose the whole principle behind this
program and urge the Congress to elimi-
nate this octopus while there is still
time.

Mr, ZION. Mr. Speaker, in order to
better understand the OEO-funded legal
services program I believe it is first nec-
essary to analyze its announced goals
and then to examine how they have been
implemented in practice.

When founded, the program was sup-
posed to consist of five major compo-
nents. These were first, law reform; sec-
ond, individual legal services; third, eco-
nomic development; fourth, community
education; fifth, group representation.

First. Law reform was to be one of
their chief projects; the idea was to try
to change laws that affected poor people
as a group so that most poor people
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would be better off. Very often this has
included cases against the Government,
suits involving high school students who
had been expelled, busing, abortion, and
so forth. Many of the lawyers active in
the program considered this area to be
the most important. It was the area
which most interested the attorneys,
many of whom had attended law school
in the hope of “changing society through
using the legal system,” or more bluntly,
in order to “turn the weapons of the
establishment against the establish-
ment.”

Second. Individual legal services was
intended to provide direct aid to poor
persons with particular problems, such
as obtaining a divorce, suing a landlord,
and so forth. Most persons originally un-
derstood this kind of work to be the
main purpose of the program. Unfortu-
nately, in my view, law reform has taken
over the bulk of the activities of this
OEO-funded agency.

Third. Economic development was to
to be the program'’s attempt at drawing
Federal, State, local, and private funds
into economically underdeveloped areas
to help provide jobs or teach skills to the
poor.

Fourth. Community education was to
be the program under which the poor
community might be edacated both
about the services available under this
agency and about their righis in gen-
eral.

Fifth. Group representation has usu-
ally meant involvement with such groups
as the Welfare Rights Organization,
tenants’ rights groups, the NAACP, the
American Civil Liberties Union, and at
times the Black Panthers and other mili-
tant groups. These organizations are not
always representative of the majority of
poor people in this country and there is
a serious question whether or not they
fall within poverty guidelines.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, as amend-
ed, the Legal Services bill weakens or
eliminates many of the safeguards
against mispractice adopted as a result
of careful study of practices in the legal
services programs. Possibly the most
grievous of these changes are the altera-
tions of the original prohibitions aganist
political activity and lobbying by legal
services attorneys. The bill as presented
would have prohibited legal services at-
torneys who receive a majority of their
professional income through the pro-
gram, from engaging in political activity,
transporting voters to the polls and en-
gaging in voter registration activity.
Amendments proposed in subcommittee
would have this prohibition apply only
while the attorney is “on duty.” This
could be properly interpreted to allow
political activity during lunch hours,
coffee breaks and other such situations
in which the performance of official
duties would cease. Even if strictly ad-
hered to the “on duty” provision would
leave plenty of time in the course of the
day for an attorney to engage in politics
but we should not expect scrupulous ad-
herence to or enforcement of this regu-
lation. If the legal services program is
to be truly independent and free of po-
litics the original provision should be
restored.

Revisions in the original bill also make
it possible for legal services attorneys to
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not merely testify on the request of
America to support an army of Federal
lawyers with free rein to attack their
local institutions and laws according to
these individuals personal, ideological
view of what will help the poor.

If we are truly interested in helping
poor people receive needed legal assist-
ance on an individual basis, let us make
absolutely certain that the employees of
the organization we establish are re-
quired to devote their energies to in-
dividual cases, and are prohibited from
engaging in lobbying in any form.

Mr. ROBINSON of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, many concerns have been ex-
pressed about the legal services program
as it has been administered within OEO.
It seems to me that one of the most seri-
ous concerns relates to attempts by legal
services attorneys to legislate without
ever having been elected to office. In the
name of law reform, the legal services
attorneys direct their energies and their
efforts at changing the law. Purportedly,
these efforts come in response to the
needs and problems of clients who are
served by legal services attorneys. In
reality, though, the pattern of cases
brought by these attorneys makes it clear
that they are determined to remake the
legal fabric of society.

Now, I am prepared to assume good
will on the part of many of these young
attorneys. I am prepared to take it for
granted that they are motivated by the
interest of their clients. But the facts, the
records, bear out that the legal services
lawyers are impatient. If they feel that
the law, the system of justice, does not
correspond perfectly to their concept of
the way it ought to be, rather than rely-
ing on the elected representatives of the
people, they assume for themselves the
responsibility to change the law.

The phrase “law reform” is attractive,
Mr. Speaker, and appealing. But there
is a vast difference between bringing an
action in behalf of a client which results
in a change in the law and setting out
with the avowed purpose of remaking
the law, and subsequently finding a client
to use as the excuse. The latter, which
I observe all too often in the legal serv-
ices program, represents self-appoint-
ment as a legislator, rather than the
slower democratic process of getting
elected to the legislature.

Every periodic survey of important
cases brought by legal services attorneys
demonstrates the number of attempts
each week and each month to substitute
the policy judgments of legal seorvices
attorneys for the established govern-
mental bodies. For example, in a span
of weeks recently, legal services attor-
neys brought actions which were directed
at striking the State residency require=
ments for obtaining a divorce; at requir-
ing the establishment of an affirmative
action plan; at compelling. the rolice de-
partment to hire minorities; at defend-
ing the rights of homosexuals to Govern-
ment employment; at securing the right
to public housing for emancipated minors
under the age of 18: at protecting the
right to wear hair longer than al >wed
by the applicable dress code; et cclera,
et cefera.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it may well be that
some of these causes are worthy, al-
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though others, I think not. But the im-
portant thing to note is that these mat-
ters ought properly to be debated in a
legislative forum, with opposing points of
view considered as a matter of policy.
‘When such things are in court, the judge
has little flexibility and often has no
other option than to strike down or sus-
tain a statute. However worthy, these
efforts at law reform result in imposing
a serious strain on our system. The en-
tire program of law reform is one that
must be subjected to some measure of
accountability, and I hope, Mr. Speaker,
that the future of any legal services pro-
gram will be such as to address the con-
cerns which I have expressed on the sub-
ject of law reform.

Mr. BAFALIS. Mr. Speaker, very few
people will disagree with the contention
that everyone accused of a crime—
whether rich or poor—is entitled to legal
counsel. While many Americans will need
the services of a lawyer sometime during
their lifetime, I personally do not think
the United States needs to provide us
with a national legal services system fi-
nanced with the tax dollars of the Ameri-
can taxpayer—especially in light of the
grave fiscal crisis facing our Government
today.

Let me assure you that I am not ques-
tioning the right to legal counsel, but, as
you know, this type of service is guaran-
teed to anyone who simply cannot afford
the proper defense.

I am questioning, however, the sensi-
bility of establishing a separate highly
financed Government agency with this
sole responsibility and which, according
to numerous studies, has often defaulted
even this one responsibility.

In depth studies have consistently
shown that this is a service which has
been and can be provided more efficiently
and effectively by the private sector than
by the Government-financed Legal Serv-
ices program. Unfortunately, this, too,
reflects the Federal bureaucratic syn-
drome—increased cost and waste with
decreased efficiency.

In Indianapolis, Ind., for instance, two
organizations work side by side, both de-
voted to helping the poor with their legal
problems. One is the OEO-funded Legal
Services and the other is the independent,
privately supported, Legal Aid Society.
In 1972 the Government Legal Services
Organization was staffed by 19 attorneys
with a budget of $526,000, They handled
a total of 3,213 cases. This is an average
of 169 cases per lawyer with an average
cost of $163.70 a case. The private Legal
Aid Society, on the other hand, was
staffed by only four lawyers who man-
aged to handle 5,455 cases, an average
of 1,364 cases per attorney at an average
cost of $14.60 a case. The private group’s
overall budget was $80,000, less than 20
percent of the funds available to the
Government operation. Despite a much
smaller staff and with a fraction of the
funds available, the private lawyers were
somehow able to deal with a much larger
number of cases and render more effec-
tive service to the poor at a much lower
cost.

In Boston, Mass., we find the same
basic comparison with basically the same
results. There the private Legal Aid So-
ciety had a budget only 20 percent as
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large as the government service, a staff
only 25 percent as large, and yet it man-
aged to handle 75 percent more cases.
In Boston, many members of the local
bar regrettably would agree with an at-
torney from the private Legal Aid Society
who views the Government project as
“a collection of highly paid, indolent
attorneys who are getting rich easily at
the taxpayers’' expense, while all the
needy must bring their problems to the
hard-working, low-paid attorneys of the
Legal Aid Society.”

The Legal Services program of the
Office of Economic Opportunity has re-
ceived a great deal of criticism very sim-
ilar to the words of this attorney recently.
Allegations have been made that the pro-
gram has become too political, too in-
volved in law reform; and has neglected
the cornerstone upon which Legal Serv-
ices was developed—the relationship be-
tween the individual client and the
lawyer.

We must ask ourselves, in view of these
facts, which type of program is really
helping the poor—the Government-
funded, highly expensive operation whose
lawyers spend much of their time lobby-
ing for their own pet political projects—
or the private staff which has been much
more responsive to the needs of the poor
and more helpful in resolving their prob-
lems with the law.

Let us act immediately to remove this
added burden from the shoulders of the
American taxpayer. We simply do not
have the resources nor can we afford the
surplus manpower to continue funding a
program which has proven itself ineffec~
tive and nonessential.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I am totally
opposed to a continuation of a federally
funded legal services program for non-
criminal cases. The Supreme Court has
recently ruled that every defendant fac-
ing a possible jail sentence is entitled to a
lawyer, regardless of his financial ability.
In addition, there are many private, vol-
untary groups such as the American
Civil Liberties Union, the NAACP, vari-
ous welfare and tenants’ organizations,
and innumerable local legal aid societies
as well as court-appointed attorneys who
are doing an excellent job of meeting the
legal needs of people who cannot afford
normal legal fees.

There is ample evidence, Mr. Speaker,
that most of the efforts of the OEO-
funded legal services programs have not
gone into helping poor clients with spe-
cific legal problems. Rather, a small army
of Government-subsidized lawyers—
about 2,200 are involved in this pro-
gram—has spent most of its time
promoting their own ideas about how
society should be changed, using the poor
as guinea pigs.

The Vice President of the United States
put it very astutely, it seems to me, when
he wrote recently in the American Bar
Association Journal that:

What we may be on the way to creating is
a federally-funded systemm manned by ideo-
logical vigilantes, who owe their alleglance
not to a client, not to citizens of a partic-
ular state or locality and not to the elected
representatives of the people, but only to
the concept of social reform.
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The lawyers taking part in this pro-
gram seem to be more interested in
pushing their pet social theories than
they are in the more humdrum work of
helping poor people in need. Many of
these lawyers, in fact, have been en-
gaged in highly questionable, if not un-
ethical or illegal, activities.

In Redwood City, Calif., an attormey
for Angela Davis embezzled $10,000 from
the local Legal Services program.

In Colorado, Rural Legal Services ad-
mitted preparing articles for an under-
ground newspaper that advocated, among
other things, draft evasion and defiance
of the military authorities.

In Florida, Rural Legal Services used
Federal funds to publish an underground
newspaper that constantly referred to
policemen as *““pigs” and displayed car-
toons of white policemen beating young
blacks.

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that these ac-
tivities have nothing whatsoever to do
with helping poor Americans. If any-
thing, they promote lawlessness and
steal from funds meant to help relieve
the problems of the poor among us.

There can be nothing lower than so-
called members of a proud profession
who prey upon the weak and helpless
and actually embezzle funds meant to
relieve human suffering.

This whole program should be
scrapped before more harm to all our
people—rich, poor, and middle class—is
perpetrated by these “ideological vigi-
lantes” who owe allegiance only to them-
selves.

Let me again stress that this does not
mean I object to a person being provided
legal assistance in the complex society
when his personal welfare is in jeopardy
in the courts of our land. Defense has
been ably handled by members of the bar
association in the past, and provisions
for compensation for their services
should be provided by our local govern-
ments.

However, a broad Federal system of
legal services to satisfy the whims of
ideologists of varying persuasions is a
gross imposition on the taxpayers of this
Nation.

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, the original
concept of legal services was to insure
that poor people who could not afford
attorneys’ fees would still be able to be
represented by counsel. This was, and is,
an admirable goal. The right to justice
should never be limited by one’s ability
to afford legal advice. Economic status
must have no bearing on right and
wrong. Whether a person be a millionaire
or the poorest down and outer if an in-
dividual is innocent he must be protected,
and if he is guilty he should be duly
punished.

I do not intend at this time to talk
about what the problems have been, and
are, with the present legal services situa-
tion. Instead, I am going to talk about the
grave potential problem with the pro-
posed legal services bill. First, however, I
must note the abhorrent manner in
which this bill was rushed through the
Education and Labor Committee, on
which I serve. No hearings have ever been
held, there has only been two or three
full committee meetings on the subject,
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and now there is a movement afoot to
rush this bill to the House floor for a
vote. If this is such a good bill then I
would only like to ask this question;
namely, why the hurry? It is entirely pos-
sible that even the majority realizes that
the bill is so bad that it will not bear close
serutiny. And that is why they are in such
a big hurry to get it through. They hope
that it can be passed before anyone
realizes what has happened. I certainly
cannot condone this unnecessary expe-
ditious activity.

Aside from the method in which this
proposal has to come to our attention,
there are serious problems with the ac-
tual proposal itself. Rather than helping
indigent individuals, we will be encour-
aging political activity on the part of the
service's attorney. The original legisla-
tion requested by the President would
have prohibited legal services’' attorneys
from engaging in political activities. The
committee bill says that attorneys are
prohibited from such activity only while
they are “on duty.” Obviously, many at-
torneys, under such conditions, would
spend a considerable amounft of their
time advancing certain philosophical
causes. They would be inclined to take
only those cases that would further
their way of thinking. The poor guy who
does not have an interesting case may
not be represented because of lack of
a social or political cause involve in
his situation. To the politically motiv-
vated lawyer, the chance to work at
Legal Services represents a gold mine
opportunity to further his crusade. Like
a thirsty bloodhound champing at the
bit, he would be ready to dig in and
advance every theory he has ever
wanted to test in a court. He would
soon be representing a cause and not a
person. And that would be a complete
distortion of what should be the basic
concept of Legal Services.

And if that alone were not enough,
under those rules and regulations, we
would also be encouraging those attor-
neys who are out of work fo seek em-
ployment with legal services. Thus, we
would not be doing anyone, other than
the lawyers, any kind of favor for we
would probably be hiring the more inept
counsels rather than the good ones. At
the very best, we would be hiring the
untried attorneys who have just passed
the bar. Section 1007(b) (4) now states:

This provision shall not be construed to
prohibit the tralning of attorneys necessary
to prepare them to provide adequate legal
services to eligible clients.

Thus, we will now have a new training
grounds for lawyers, at the expense of
the poor. Any way one looks at it the
poor would not be getting adequate rep-
resentation. Already legal services em-
ploys approximately 2,200 lawyers, and
from what I have read and heard, many
of them are engaged in questionable legal
service activity. Must we encourage more
lawyers to take up causes for the masses?
I ask only that we take up the cause of
the individual, for be he rich or poor, he
alone is the backbone and true grit of
the American movement. It is primarily
for that reason, because the legal serv-
ices encourages loss of individuality, that
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I must oppose the bill that is shortly to
come before us. I would hope my col-
leagues would follow suit.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, it is
said that the bill which we are now dis-
cussing HR. 7824 would create an “in-
dependent” legal services corporation.
What is meant by the word “independ-
ent”? The conventional answer is that
by creating a legal services corporation
the program will become “independent”
of the “political interference” which has
hampered the program while it has been
conducted by the Office of Economic
Opportunity.

Who are the politicians who have been
interfering with the legal services pro-
gram? They include the Congressmen,
Senators, Governors, State legislators,
and mayors who have complained about
abuses and illegal activities in the legal
services program and who have been on
the receiving end of many of the suits,
strikes, and demonstrations which have
been instigated by legal services per-
sonnel. 2

In short, the politicians are the elected
representatives of the people, the same
people who pay taxes to support the legal
services program. Their interference is
their attempt to insure that public funds
are safeguarded and that the abuses are
held to a minimum. The fact that we as
elected officials have been so overwhelm-
ed by the outrages and abuses that we
have been unable to bring them under
control has not prevented the legal serv-
ices community from protesting loudly
the fact that we have been bold enough
to attempt to control the program.

And what are the abuses to which
I have referred. Ironically, many of the
worst abuses are political. For example,
for years it has been all in a day’s work
for OEO and legal services projects to use
Federal funds for political activities, in-
cluding the management of local ref-
erendum campaigns, conduct of local
voter registration campaigns, and trans-
portation of voters to the polls. What is
wrong with registering voters and trans-
porting them to the polls with Federal
money? Such activity constitutes a dis-
tortion and interference with the demo-
cratic process wherever it occurs. If the
Federal Government, by controlling the
placement of funds and personnel can
intervene in local elections, the vote of
the individual citizen will be subject to
nullification whenever it conflicts with
the interests of the poverty-legal services
establishment.

What does the Education and Labor
Committee bill propose to do about such
abuses? In what it doubtless regards as
a major concession, the commitiee
amended the bill to provide that political
activity cannot be conducted by legal
services personnel on Government time.
But what does the distinetion between
the Government’s and the employee's
time mean when the employee is on
salary or is paid a Government-sponsored
fee and can control the use of vacation
time, leave time, and lunch time?

What it means is that the campaign of
the legal services advocates against polit-
ical interference to which they object is
nothing but a cover for political inter-
ference, to be conducted by themselves.
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The solution, in my opinion, is that
these controls must be accomplished by
administrative practice as well as legis-
lative prohibition. It should be required
that all legal services employees pledge
themselves to a position of nonpolitical
activity—as is required of other judicial
officials and representatives of district
attorneys’ offices. It is really not too
much to ask of one who is employed to
assist those in poverty—and who is work-
ing at the expense of the taxpaying pub-
lic—to reduce his position of strong ad-
vocacy in political affairs when the basic
purpose in overseeing social work is a
purported one of idealism and assist-
ance to the poor. The professional em-~
ployees in legal services are genuinely
thought to be of high and noble purpose,
s0 it would seem only correct that they
remove themselves from a position of
political partisanship.

HOLY CROWN OF ST. STEPHEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. Hocan) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, the Holy
Crown of St. Stephen, the oldest Chris-
tian symbol of freedom and authority in
Europe, was entrusted to the U.S. Gov-
ernment in 1945 to keep it out of the
hands of attacking Russian armies and
until Hungary is a free nation again.

During the past few years there have
been recurring reports that the United
States might return the crown to the
Government of Hungary in an effort to
encourage better diplomatic and com-
mercial relations between our two coun-
tries. The most recent report came to my
attention in an article appearing in the
Washington Post on April 29 of this year.
The article reports that Hungarian Prime
Minister Jeno Fock appealed to a group
of visiting U.S. Senators to relinquish the
crown. At this point I would like to in-
sert the full text of the article into the
RECORD:

HuUNGARIANS ASK UNITED STATES FOR CROWN
(By Dan Morgan)

BELGRADE, April 28.—Hungarian Prime Min-
ister Jeno Fock appealed to visiting U.S.
senators Friday to get the American govern-
ment to relinquish the golden Crown of St.
Stephen, which it has held since 1945.

The issue of the crown, the ancient symbol
of Hungarian soverelgnty, was raised during
talks between the prime minister and mem-
bers of the Senate Commerce Committee in
Budapest Friday. The committee members
have been touring the Soviet Unlon and East-
ern Europe to assess the impact on East-
West trade and relations of an administra-
tion trade bill that would liberalize trade
with Moscow and its allles,

Fock and other Hungarian officials made &
strong plea for most-favored-nation treat-
ment for Hungary, saying that the lowering
of American barriers could triple or quad-
ruple trade with Hungary.

Sen. Howard W. Cannon (D-Nev.) said in
a telephone interview today that the prime
minister urged that the U.S. position on
returning the crown should be *“softened”
now that Hungary has agreed to compensate
the United States for postwar claims that
resulted from the seizure of Americen in-
dustries by the Communist governments.

“He did say that he was glad to know that
the crown was being held safely,” said Sen.
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Cannon. “T replied that the State Department
wouldn't even tell me where it is.”

The crown is believed to be stored at Fort
Knox, Ky. It was presented to St. Stephen,
the first king of Hungary, by Pope Sylvester
II nearly 1,000 years ago and was subsequent-
ly used at coronations. As the Red Army ap-
proached Budapest, it was spirited out and
fell into American hands in Austria.

Hungarians set great value on the crown
and its return would gain prestige for the
government. Its release would mark the final
step in American acceptance of the Commu-
nist government. Therefore, the move is op-
posed by many anti-Communists in the West
and also by the Hungarian Roman Catholic
primate, Joseph Cardinal Mindszenty, who is
now living in Vienna.

The Cardinal's departure from a 15-year
asylum inside the American embassy in Bu-
dapest in 1971 contributed to the improve-
ment of American-Hungarian relations. Com-
munist leader Janos Kadar urged improved
ties when Secretary of State Willlam P. Rog-
ers visited Budapest in 1972.

Sen. Cannon sald that he and his col-
leagues had “excellent, frank talks” with
the Hungarian officials. He sald the officials
told him that American exports to Hungary
would continue to exceed imports even if
Congress approved most-favored-nation tariff
privileges, allowing Hungarian goods into the
United States at the most favorable rate
given to any other country.

Sen. Cannon said the increased trade would
enable Hungary to buy industrial items in
America that it now gets through trade or
licensing deals with British and Western Eu-
ropean firms,

The senator said President Nixon had re-
quested most-favored-nation treatment for
Hungary in a separate statement. He said the
committee was “almost unanimous” in fa-
voring the trade concession.

Its chances would be slim, however, if the
Senate should reject most-favored-nation
treatment for Soviet imports, which Moscow
now seeks. An amendment by Sen. Henry M.
Jackson*(D.-Wash.) would withhold the con-
cession if Moscow continues to impose a
heavy education tax on emigrating Jews.

Trade and bilateral issues were also cov-
ered in talks between the senators—three
Democrats and four Republicans—and Polish
officials in Warsaw earlier in the week.

Sen. Cannon sald that Polish Communist
Party leader Edward Gierek had expressed
hope that the list of American goods em-
bargoed for export for security reasons could
be reduced as tensions eased. The embargoed
list contains numerous items of advanced
technology, some of which are made only in
the United States.

Polish law still does not permit direct in-
vestment of foreign capital, and Sen. Cannon
sald it was therefore ‘“‘unclear how joint ven-
tures could be arranged.” But he sald the
Poles had sald they wanted American busi-
ness offices in Warsaw and would encourage
forelgn companies to build their own.

The Crown of St. Stephen is the sym-
bolic source of all Hungarian laws and
powers. It has become the symbol of
Hungarian sovereignty.

Despite the current improvement in
American-Hungarian relations and de-
spite the fact that a long-standing dis-
pute concerning the settlement of claims
of U.S. nationals for war-damaged and
nationalized property was finally ended
when an agreement was signed in March,
the United States cannot violate her
trust by surrending this state symbol to
the totalitarian regime of a Soviet satel-
lite.

I am today reintroducing a concurrent
resolution to express the sense of Con-
gress that the Holy Crown of St. Stephen
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should remain in the safekeeping of the
United States until such time as Hungary
once again functions as a constitutional
government established through free
choice of the Hungarian people.

I am very pleased, Mr. Speaker, that
the following colleagues have chosen to
cosponsor this resolution with me:

Mr. Brasco of New York.

Mr. Derwinski of Illinois,

Mr. Forsythe of New Jersey.

Mrs, Grasso of Connecticut.

Mrs. Heckler of Massachusetts,

Mr. Horton of New York.

Mr. Hunt of New Jersey.

Mr. Kemp of New York.

Mr. Landgrebe of Indiana.

Mr. Melcher of Montana.

Mr. Minshall of Ohio.

Mr. Pepper of Florida.

Mr. Roe of New Jersey.

Mr. Rousselot of California,

Mr. Scherle of Iowa.

Mr. Yatron of Pennsylvania.

The complete text of the resolution
follows: -
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Whereas the Holy Crown of Saint Stephen
is a national treasure of great symbolic and
constitutional significance to the Hungarian
people; and

Whereas the United States Government lis
in possession of the Holy Crown of Saint
Stephen, it having been entrusted to the
United States in 1945 for safekeeping until
Hungary should once again function as a
constitutional government established by the
Hungarian people through free choice; and

Whereas Hungary is presently under the
control of an athelstic Communist regime in
whose interest it would be to destroy the
Holy Crown of Saint Stephen; and

Whereas the Communist government of
Hungary has repeatedly proposed that the
Crown be given to that government in order
to further improve the atmosphere of Amer-
ican-Hungarian relations; and

Whereas relations between the TUnited
States and the Communist government of
Hungary have gradually been resumed, and
discussions have taken place and agreements
have been made regarding the settlement of
various longstanding bilateral problems; and

Whereas 1t is possible that the Holy Crown
may be considered as a negotiable item by
the United States Government; and

Whereas the hopes of the oppressed peo-
ple of Hungary for a future of freedom and
liberty, and the hopes of their brothers and
slsters, the American-Hungarians in this
country, will be dashed if the United States
Government breaks its sacred trust and re-
linquishes the Crown; Now therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that the Holy Crown of Saint
Stephen should remain in the safekeeping of
the United States Government until Hungary
once again functions as a constitutional
Government established by the Hungarian
people through free choice.

Mr. Speaker, the return of the holy
crown to a Communist government
would be a symbol that the United States
believes that Communist rule will go on
indefinitely in Hungary and other East-
ern European nations and we accept that
fact.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution, maintaining a firm stance in
support of the hopes of the oppressed
people of Hungary for a future of free-
dom and liberty and the hopes of their
brothers and sisters, the American-Hun-
garians in this country.
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THE SURVIVAL OF AMERICAN
FISHING INDUSTRY

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Hampshire (Mr. WyMan)
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. WYMAN, Mr. Speaker, the past
two decades have witnessed a tragic re-
versal for the American fishing industry.
The basic cause of this decline is in-
creased exploitation of traditional U.S.
fishing grounds by foreign fishing fleets;
fleets which give little or no thought to
sound conservation practices. From 1952
through 1960, for example, the U.S. catch
from New England waters averaged over
700 million pounds, accounting for 99
percent of the total catch from these
waters. By 1969, however, Soviet fishing
fleets alone were taking out over 800
million pounds, or 50 percent of the total
catch from New England waters. At the
same time, the U.S. catch declined to
about 418 million pounds, or 25 percent
of the area's harvest.

Three developments have taken place
over the past 10 to 12 years which cause
deep concern for northwest Atlantic fish-
ery resources of interest to the United
States, and about the capability of U.S.
fishermen to continue to share in the
harvest of these resources. First, the
growth in world population and the ac-
companying increased need for protein
has created new demands for our fish and
shellfish products. Second, foreign na-
tions have accelerated oceanographic
research and resource assessment which
has provided knowledge of the oceans,
enabling their fishermen to locate and
exploit stocks of fish that were previously
unknown. Third, new technologies and
innovations, usually subsidized heavily
by foreign governments, have made pos-
sible the harvest of these resources. These
developments have resulted in direct
competition between our coastal fisher-
men and the distant water fleets of
other nations, sometimes with cata-
strophic effects, such as the continuous
destruction of American lobster pots.

The United States has been trying
since the 1950's to secure international
agreements which would regulate the
harvest of fish and protect the rights of
American fishermen. To date, no effec-
tive action has been taken to control the
burgeoning foreign fishing effort which
has severely depleted the stocks of fish
which supported the east coast fishing
industry. We are now at the point, and
have been since 1965, where the harvest
of fish is greater than the total potential
sustainable production, yet consumer de-
mand and fishing fleets continue to
expand.

I am, therefore, introducing legisla-
tion which would extend our contiguous
fishery zone to a limit of 200 miles from
shore or to a depth of 200 meters, which-
ever is further. Such a limit will insure
an adequate fishing area for American
fishermen, free from foreign harass-
ment.

In an effort to promote a long range
solution which will assure adequate sup-
plies of fish for future harvesting, exist-
ing law provides authority to relax the
prohibition against foreign fishing with-
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in the contiguous fishery zone for those
nations which enter into agreements
with this country to respect the rights
and equipment of U.S. fishermen and to
establish a sound international conserva-
tion program. This should be especially
helpful to U.S. negotiators at the com-
ing Law of the Sea International Con-
ference.

In any event, the American fisherman
needs the protection afforded by an ex-
tension of our contiguous fishery zone.
The past 20 years have demonstrated
that foreign nations will not respect the
rights of the American fishermen unless
forced to do so. I urge the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries Committee to call
hearings on and favorably report legis-
lation to assure this basic protection for
the domestic fishing industry. There is
not much time remaining.

My bill provides as follows:

H.R. 8320
A bill to extend the fisheries zone of the

United States to a distance of 200 miles

from the shore of the United States or be-

yond in certain instances to a point where
the sea’s depth is more than 200 meters

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2 of the Act entitled “An Act to establish a
contiguous fishery zone beyond the terri-
torlal sea of the United States”, approved
October 14, 1966 (16 U.S.C. 1092), is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking out “nine” and Inserting
in lleu thereof “one hundred ninety-seven’’;
and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing: “; except that if between any par-
ticular point on the line so drawn and the
nearest point in the inner boundary the
vertical distance between the sea surface
and the seabed is always two hundred meters
or less, the line between those points shall
be extended outward to the first spot where
such vertical distance is greater than two
hundred meters and the line of the seaward
boundary shall be drawn through that spot
(with appropriate adjustments in adjacent
portions of the line of such boundary) in-
stead of through such particular point”.

SEc. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect ninety days after the date
of enactment of this Act.

INADEQUATE FUNDING FOR
RESEARCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. HECK-
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachuetts. Mr,
Speaker, Benjamin Disraeli once said
that health is the foundation of the
State’s strength and happiness. Few peo-
ple would disagree with the importance
of maintaining a healthy society.

Debate on health issues usually focuses
on the necessity for medical research
versus health care.

For many years I have supported the
funding of biomedical research in the
belief that all applied research or meth-
ods used in health care are the ultimate
results of original basic research and ex-
perimentation. -

Health care programs and research
programs have always been in competi-
tion for Federal funds. Undoubtedly, the
maintenance of a healthy society de-
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pends on both programs; but in view of
spiraling medical and hospital costs, we
must think in terms of preventive strat-
egy. Biomedical research is prevention
against disease and an ailing society at
less expense than actual medical treat-
ment of a patient.

Since World War II, research in bio-
medical sciences has been considered one
of our greatest national achievements,
whether measured by our numerous
Nobel laureates in medicine or by the
fact that polio and tuberculosis no longer
cripple and kill thousands of people each
year.

Biomedical research brought forth the
development of penicillin and many
other antibiotics enabling us to control
rheumatic fever, pneumonia, and other
infections. Organ and tissue transplants
are also an outgrowth of research in this
fleld .

According to many members of the sci-
entific community, the solution to all
disease problems, including cancer and
heart disease, lies within the basic laws
of the biomedical sciences.

We are plagued with cancer which
takes the lives of more than 300,000 vic-
tims annually and multiple sclerosis af-
flicting over half a million people be-
tween the ages of 20 and 40.

During the last three decades bio-
medical research has been associated,
until recently, with the diagnosis and
cure of disease. Today biomedical sci-
ence has an additional significance as
essential for the survival of mankind in
an environment which threatens our
health through excessive pollutants,
hazardous to our existence.

The procurement of adequate food
supplies by agricultural methods for our
growing population requires the use of
enormous quantities of pesticides. Just
within recent years have we begun to
question the effects of pesticides upon
the balance of nature and upon man
himself.

Air pollution caused by the burning
of industrial wastes and automobile ex-
haust has become an issue of major con-
cern to all Americans. The effects of the
gaseous components of polluted air on
the human body and the environment
are poorly understood, requiring com-
prehensive biomedical research and in-
vestigation.

Modern food technology is dependent
on cerfain synthetic chemicals as food
preservatives, additives, and coloring for
food products. The food industry has
utilized synthetic chemicals in processed
foods for years to protect against spoil-
age and create an appealing food in
terms of color and consistency.

During recent years the public and
the Food and Drug Administration have
become aware of the need for continued
testing for toxics in synthetic chemicals
leading to chromosomal damage or
linked with cancer.

Toxicological testing methods, de-
signed years ago, are no longer capable
of determining the safety of today’s
myriad of synthetic additives. Intensive
biomedical research is needed in the
area of toxicology and pharmacology to
keep pace with the new food additives
and preservatives which are incorpo-
rated into our food.
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The tragic thalidomide episode which
crippled thousands of unborn babies in
Europe was an exceptionally severe form
of unexpected side effects of a new drug
which, with proper testing, could have
been discovered and prevented. There is
a long list of discovered harmful effects
of previously FDA approved drugs, yet,
the research efforts in this important
field are minimal.

In spite of the broadening need for
biomedical research, Federal support for
the National Institutes of Health and
thousands of medical schools, depend-
ent on Federal funds, has steadily de-
creased since the fifties.

Initially, the percentage increases in
Federal funds devoted to research were
enormous. By 1953, the annual rate of
increase in Federal expenditures in sup-
port of research and developmental
activities was 22 percent per year until
1958-59. Since then and until 1967, the
rate of increase declined to about 9
percent annually.

In 1958, medical school budgets
showed that Federal funds comprised 30
percent of total expenditures and in the
late sixties this figure had risen to 60
percent. Federal funds account for
about 82 percent of all research ex-
penditures.

NIH through its involvement with
more than 1,000 research institutions,
supported 37.5 percent of the Nation’s
full-time graduate students in medical
sciences and 21 percent in all biosciences
with Federal funds in 1971.

The dependency of medical schools
and research programs on the Federal
Government is obvious, without Federal
funds, the all-research programs fade
out of existence and medical schools
close their doors to students.

The Congress must prevent this from
happening by recognizing the necessity
of continued support for basic bio-
medical research not only as a com-
batant against disease, but also as a
solution to the health aspects of our
environmental crisis.

Increased funding in the area of re-
search must be appropriated to meet
the increased demands on health serv-
ices, serious manpower shortages, and
uncontrolled costs in medical services
and research due to inflation.

Biomedical research is not a luxury.
It is an essential and without it we
will see medical progress thwarted and
the health of Americans seriously en-
dangered.

CRUCIAL PANAMA CANAL ISSUES:
CONTINUED U.S. SOVEREIGNTY
OVER U.S. CANAL ZONE AND
MAJOR MODERNIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Froop) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, Members of
the Congress who have followed the con-
duct of U.S. policies concerning the
Panama Canal know that the March 15—
21, 1973, meeting of the U.N. Security
Council in Panama ended in a diplomatic
fiasco. As predicted in my address to this
House in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of
February 8, 1973, on the “Crisis at Pa-
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nama: A Three-Pronged Assault on
Canal Zone,” those sessions were used to
encourage U.N. intervention in the in-
ternal affairs of the United States. They
were also used to foster worldwide hos-
tile propaganda against the United
States.

The position taken by Panama over a
a long period of time has had two major
features:

First, that Panama’s advantageous
geographical location is its greatest nat-
ural resource and that this should be ex-
ploited to the maximum degree.

Second, that U.S. sovereign control
over the Canal Zone and Panama Canal
with its military presence on the Isthmus
must be liquidated.

In regard to the first point, the Pana-
manian attitude resembles the position
taken by the Barbary Pirates in the
early part of the 19th century as regards
commerce in the Mediterranean. Pana-
manian demagogs overlook the fact
that the Isthmus has always been, and
always will be, an object for predatory
attack, which makes its favorable geo-
graphic location a grave weakness re-
quiring the shield of a strong power.
Thus the grim realities involved cancel
the claimed exploitatory advantages.

As to the second point, the U.S. Canal
Zone is the indispensable protective
frame of the canal. Surrender of the
zone ferritory to Panama would place
the United States in the position of hav-
ing a grave responsibility without reg-
uisite authority, which is unthinkable.
The removal of U.S. Forces from the
isthmus would inevitably invite a take-
over of the Canal as occurred in 1956
at Suez following the withdrawal of
British Forces from the Suez Canal Zone.

The two underlying principles of U.S.
Isthmian Canal policy are:

First. Security of transit; and

Second. Independence of Panama.

The only way that these can be guar-
anteed are by continued United States
presence on the isthmus with retention
by the United States of its undiluted
sovereign control over the zone for the
maintenance, operation, sanitation and
protection of the canal. Any other view,
however plausible it may seem, is naively
simplistic and not in any degree realistic.

Mr. Speaker, on March 15, the first day
of the U.N. Security Council meeting in
Panama, my most scholarly and able col-
league from Illinois (Mr. Crane), Dr.
Donald M. Dozer, distinguished author-
ity on Latin America, and I participated
in an hour long national TV debate on
The Advocates program in support of
continued U.S. sovereign control over the
Canal Zone and canal. Since that time
I have received a deluge of letters from
45 States, with the number supporting
our position, which has now reached
the ratio of 27 to 1. This can only mean
that feeling in our country is growing
stronger than ever against any surrender
at Panama.

In these general connections, I would
repeat what I have stated on previous oc-
casions that we have a workable treaty
with Panama but that it is being weak-
ened by Executive fiat. This must stop—
and stop now—for if we lose the canal
who will control this priceless aszet of the
United States? It definitely would not be




May 31, 1973

Panama as an independent country but
as another Caribbean satellite of the
U.S.S.R. This is the grim reality behind
the Canal Zone sovereignty question and
no amount of official State Department
sophistry can change it.

The House Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries in its report on
January 2, 1973, summarized the major
Panama Canal issues as follows:

(a) Retention by the United States of
its sovereign control over the Canal
Zone; and

(b) Major modernization of the exist-
ing canal under present treaty provisions.
(H. Rept. No. 92-1629, p. 36.)

Mr. Speaker, the report then stressed
that all other large canal questions, in-
cluding the sea-level proposal are ir-
relevant and should not be allowed to
confuse the solution of the canal’s major
needs. The principal canal problems and
their solution have been ably described
in the 1973 memorial to the Congress by
the Committze for Continued Control of
the Panama Canal of 3704 University
Drive, Fairfax, Va. 22030. This inform-
ative paper will be distributed to all
Members of the Congress at an early
date.

In order to give the indicated memo-
rial a wider circulation, I quote it as part
of my remarks and commend it for care-
ful reading, especially by new Members
of Congress.

PANAMA CANAL: SOVEREIGNTY AND
MODERNIZATION

Honorable Members of the Congress of the
United States: -

The undersigned, who have studled various
aspects of interoceanic canal history and
problems, wish to express their views:

(1) The report of the interoceanic canal
inquiry, authorized under Public Law 88-609,
headed by Robert B. Anderson, recommend-
ing construction of a new canal of so-called
sea level design in the Republic of Pan-
ama, was submitted to the President on De-
cember 1, 1970. The proposed canal, initially
estimated to cost £2,880,000,000 exclusive of
the costs of right of way and inevitable in-
demnity to Panama, would be 10 miles West
of the existing Canal. This recommendation,
which hinges upon the surrender to Panama
by the United States of all sovereign control
over the U.8.-owned Canal Zone, has rendered
the entire canal situation so acute and con-
fused as to require rigorous clarification.

(2) An important new angle developed in
the course of the sea level inquiry is that of
the Panamic biota (fauna and flora), on
which subject, a symposium of recognized
sclentists was held on March 4, 1971 at the
Smithsonian Imstitution, That gathering was
overwhelmingly opposed to any sea level proj-
ect because of the biological dangers to ma-
rine life incident to the removal of the fresh
water barrier between the Oceans, now pro-
vided by Gatun Lake, including in such dan-
gers the infestation of the Caribbean Sea and
Atlantic Ocean with the polsonous yellow=
bellled Pacific sea snake and the crown of
thorns starfish.

(3) The construction by the United States
of the Panama Canal (1904-1914) was the
greatest industrial enterprise in history. Un-
dertaken as a long-range commitment by
the United States, in fulfillment of solemn
treaty obligations (Hay-Pauncefote Treaty
of 1901) as a “mandate for civilization” in
an area notorious as the pest hole of the
world and as a land of endemic revolution,
endless intrigue and governmental instabil-
ity (Flood, “Panama: Land of Endemic Revo-
lution . . ." C.R., August 7, 1969), the task
was accomplished in spite of physical and
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health conditions that seemed insuperable.
Its subsequent efliclent management and
operation on terms of “entire equality” with
tolls that are “just and equitable’” have won
the praise of the world, particularly coun-
tries that use the Canal.

(4) Full sovereign rights, power and au-
thority of the United States over the Canal
Zone territory and Canal were acquired by
treaty grant in perpetuity from Panama
(Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty of 1903). In ad-
dition to the indemnity paid by the United
States to Panama for the grant in perpetuity
of the indispensably necessary sovereignty
and Jurisdiction, all privately owned land
and property in the Zone were purchased by
the United States from Individual owners;
and Colombia, the sovereign of the Isthmus
before Panama's independence, has® recog-
nized the title to the Panama Canai and
Rallroad as vested “entirely and absolutely"
in the United States (Thomson-Urrutia
Treaty of 1914-22). The cost oi acquiring the
Canal Zone, as of March 31 1964, totalled
$144,568,5671, making it the most expensive
territorial extension in the history of the
United States. Because of the vast protective
obligations of the United States, the per-
petuity provisions in the 1903 Treaty assure
that Panama will remain a free and inde-
pendent country in perpetuity, for these pro-
visions bind the United States as well as
Panama.

(6) The net total investment by the tax-
payers of our country in the Panama Canal
enterprise, including its defense, from 1904
through June 30, 1971, was $5,605,745,000;
which, if converted into 1971 dollars, would
be far greater. Except for the grant by
Panama of full sovereign powers over the
Zone territory, our Government would never
have assumed the grave responsibilities in-
volved in the construction of the Canal and
its later operation, maintenance, sanitation,
protection and defense.

(6) In 1939, prior to the start of World War
II, the Congress authorized, at a cost not to
exceed $277,000,000, the construction of a
third set of locks known as the Third Locks
Project, then hailed as “the largest single
current engineering work in the world.” This
Project was suspended in May 1942 because
of more urgent war needs, and the total ex-
penditures thereon were $76,3567,405, mostly
on lock site excavations at Gatun and Mira-
flores, which are still usable. Fortunately, no
excavation was started at Pedro Miguel. The
program for the enlargement of Gaillard Cut
and correlated channel improvements,
started In 1959, was completed in 1970 at a
cost of $95,000,000. These two works together
represent an expenditure of more than $171,-
000,000 toward the major modernization of
the existing Panama Canal. Under current
treaty provisions Panama has proclaimed
that the word "“maintenance” in the treaty
permits “expansion and new construction"
for the existing Canal (C.R., July 24, 1939).

(7) As the result of canal operations in
the cruclal period of World War II, there was
developed in the Panama Canal organization
the first comprehensive proposal for the
major operational improvement and increase
of capacity of the Canal as derived from ac-
tual marine experience, known as the Ter-
minal Lake—Third Locks Plan. This con-
ception included provisions for the follow-

(1) Elimination of the bottleneck Pedro
Miguel Locks.

(2) Consolidation of all Pacific Locks
South of Miraflores,

(3) Raising the Gatun Lake water level to
its optimum height (about 92').

(4) Construction of one set of larger locks.

(6) Creation at the Pacific end of the Canal
of a summit-level terminal lake anchorage
for use as a traffic reservolr to correspond
with the layout at the Atlantic end, which
would improve marine operations by elimi-
nating lockage surges in Galllard Cut, miti-
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gate the effect of fog on Canal capacity, re~
duce transit time, diminish the number of
accidents, and simplify the management of
the Canal.

(8) Competent, experienced engineers have
officially reported that all “engineering con-
siderations which are associated with the
plan are favorable to it.” Moreover, such a
solution:

(1) Enables the maximum utilization of all
work s0 far accomplished on the Panama
Canal, including that on the suspended Third
Locks Project.

(2) Avoids the danger of disastrous slides.

(8) Provides the best operational canal
practicable of achievement with the cer-
tainty of success.

(4) Preserves and Increases the existing
economy of Panama.

(5) Avolds inevitable Panamanian demands
for damages that would be involved In the
proposed sea level project.

(6) Averts the danger of a potentlal bio-
logical catastrophe with international reper-
cussions that recognized scientists fear might
be caused by constructing a salt water chan-
nel between the Oceans.

(7) Can be constructed at “comparatively
low cost” and being “an enlargement of ex-
isting facilities” without requiring additional
“lands and waters” avolds the necessity for
a8 new canal treaty with Panama.

(9) All of these facts are elemental con-
slderations from both U.S. national and in-
ternational viewpolnts and cannot be ig-
nored, especially the diplomatic and treaty
aspects, In connection with the latter, it
should be noted that the original Third Locks
Project, being only a modification of the
existing Canal, and wholly within the Canal
Zone, did not require a new treaty with Pan-
ama, Nor, as previously stated, would the
Terminal Lake—Third Locks Plan require a
new treaty. These are paramount factors in
the overall equation.

(10) In contrast, the persistently advocated
and strenuously propagandized Sea-Level
Project at Panama, inlitially estimated in 1970
to cost $2,880,000,000, exclusive of the costs
of right of way and indemnity to Panama,
has long been a “hardy perennial,” accord-
ing to former Governor Jay J. Morrow. It
seems that no matter how often the impos-
slbility of realizing any such proposal with-
in practicable limits of cost and time is dem-
onstrated, there will always be someone to
argue for it; and this, despite the economie,
engineering, operational, marine bioclogical
and navigational superiority of the Termi-
nal Lake solution, Moreover, any sea-level
project, whether in the U.S. Canal Zone ter-
ritory or elsewhere, will require a new treaty
or treaties with the countries involved in
order to fix the specific conditions for its
construction; and this would involve a huge
indemnity and a greatly increased annuity
that would have to be added to the cost of
construction and reflected in tolls, or be
wholly borne by the taxpayers of the United
States.

(11) Starting with the 1936-39 Treaty with
Panama, there has been a sustained erosion
of United States rights, power and authority
on the Isthmus, culminating in the reopen-
ing in 1971 of negotiations for a proposed
new canal treaty or treaties that would:

(1) Surrender United States sovereignty
over the Canal Zone to Panama;

(2) Make that weak, technologically primi-
tive and unstable country a senior partner
in the management and defense of the
Canal;

(3) Ultimately give to Panama not only
the existing Canal, but also any new one
constructed in Panama to replace it, all with-
out any compensation whatever and all in
derogation of Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2
of the U.S. Constitution. This Clause vests
the power to dispose of territory and other
property of the United States in the entire
Congress (House and Senate) and not in the
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treaty-making power of our Government
(President and Senate)—a Constitutional
provision observed in the 18556 Treaty with
Panama,

(12) It is clear from the conduct of our
Panama Canal policy over many years that
policy-making elements within the Depart-
ment of State, in direct violation of the indi-
cated Constitutional provision, have been,
and are yet, engaged in efforts which will
have the effect of diluting or even repudiat-
ing entirely the sovereign rights, power and
authority of the United States with respect
to the Canal and of dissipating the vast in-
vestment of the United States in the Panama
Canal project. Such actions would eventually
and inevitably permit the domination of this
strategic waterway by a potentlally hostile
power that now indirectly controls the Suez
Canal. That Canal, under such domination,
ceased to operate in 1967 with vast conse-
quences of evil to world trade.

(13) Extensive debates in the Congress
over the past decade have clarified and nar-
rowed the key can 1 Issues to the following:

(1) Retention by the United States of its
undiluted and indispensable sovereign rights,
power and authority over the Canal Zone
territory and Canal as provided by existing
treaties;

(2) The major modernization of the exist-
ing Panama Canal as provided for in the
Terminal Lake—Third Locks Plan.

Unfortunately, these efforts have been
complicated by the agitation of Panamanian
extremists, alded and abetted by irrespon-
sible elements in the United States, aiming
at ceding to Panama complete sovereignty
over the Canal Zone and eventually, the own-
ership of the existing Canal and any future
canal in the Zone or in Panama that might
be built by the United States to replace it.

(14) In the 1st Session of the 93rd Con-
gress ldentical bills were introduced in both
House and Senate to provide for the major
increase of capacity and operational im-
provement of the existing Panama Canal by
modifying the authorized Third Locks Proj-
ect to embody the principles of the previ-
ously mentioned Terminal Lake solution,
which competent authorities consider would
supply the best operational canal practicable
of achievement, and at least cost without
treaty involvement.

(156) Starting in January 1973, many Mem-
bers of Congress sponsored resolutions ex-
pressing the sense of the House of Repre-
sentatives that the United States should
maintain and protect its sovereign rights and
jurisdiction over the Panama Canal enter-
prise, including the Canal Zone, and not
surrender any of its power to any other na-
tion or to any.international organization in
derogation of present treaty provisions.

(16) The Panama Canal is a priceless asset
of the United States, essential for inter-
oceanlc commerce and Hemispheric securlty.
The recent efforts to wrest its control from
the United States trace back to the 1917
Communist Revolution and conform to long
range Soviet policy of gaining domination
over key water routes as in Cuba, which
flanks the Atlantic approach to the Panama
Canal, and as was accomplished in the case
of the Suez Canal, which the Soviet Union
now wishes opened in connection with its
naval buildup in the Eastern Mediterranean
and Indian Ocean. Thus, the real issue at
Panama, dramatized by the Communist take
over of strategically located Cuba and Chile,
is not United States control versus Pana-
manian but continued United States sover-
elgnty versus Soviet control. This is the issue
that should be debated In Congress, espe-
cially in the Senate. Panama is a small, weak
country occupying a strategic geographical
position that is the objective of predatory
power, requiring the presence of the United
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States on the Isthmus in the interest of

Hemispheric security and international order.
(17) In view of all the foregoing, the un-

dersigned urge prompt action as follows:

(1) Adoption by the House of Representa-
tives of pending Canal Zone sovereignty res-
olution and,

(2) Enactment by the Congress of pending
measures for the major modernization of the
existing Panama Canal.

To these ends, we respectfully urge that
hearings be promptly held on the indicated
measures and that Congressional policy
thereon be determined for early prosecution
of the vital work of modernizing the Panama
Canal, now approaching saturation of ca-
pacity.

Dr. Earl Brandt, Palo Alto, Calif.,, Econo-
mist, Hoover Institute, Stanford; Former
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D.C., Lawyer.
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er and Author.

Lt. Col. Matthew P. McKeon, Springfield,
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Dr. Howard A. Meyerhoff, Tulsa, Okla.,
Consulting Geologist, Formerly Head of De-
partment of Geology, University of Penn-
sylvania.

Richard B. O'Keefle, Fairfax, Va., Asst.
Dir. of Library, George Mason University,
Research Consultant on Panamsa Canal, The
American Legion.

Capt. C. H. Schildhauer, Owings Mills, Md.,
Aviation Executive.

V. Adm. T. G. W. Bettle, Washington, D.C.,
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Pacific.
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SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY RE-
SPONSES TO INQUIRIES ON TRADE
REFORM ACT OF 1973

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under &
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VaNIK) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Speaker, prior to the
start of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee’s hearings on H.R. 6767, the Trade
Reform Act of 1973, I addressed a series
of questions to the Department of the
Treasury.

I have today received an extensive re-
ply to these inquiries which is being
entered into the committee’s hearing
record.

Because of the importance of this
legislation to all Members of the Con-
gress and to the entire Nation, I would
like to enter in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcC-
orp at this point portions of my inquiries
and the reply which I have received from
the Secretary of the Treasury. I want
to thank the Secretary and his staff for
preparing this detailed information. I
am hopeful that it will be useful to the
Congress in developing an improved
trade bill.

Portions of the correspondence follow:

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., May 29, 1973.
Hon. CHARLES A, VANIK,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Vanix: Your letter of April 30,
1973 requested data and answers to a series
of questions on international monetary, tax,
debt and defense issues. Detailed responses
prepared by my staff are contained in the
enclosed documents.

I hope this information will be of assist-
ance to you during the trade hearings.

Bincerely yours,
GEORGE P. SHULTZ.

Q (2)b. To what extent does the Depart-
ment feel that multinational corporations
contributed to this winter's pressure against
the dollar? What steps does the Administra-
tion propose to take to control these cor-
porations?

A. This is a difficult and complex question.
The pressure in the exchange markets came
from many sources and reflected varlous
motivations. Among the possible sources of
transactions are U.S. as well as foreign banks,
U.S. and foreign-controlled multinational
corporations and other non-banking com-
panies, individuals all over the world and
some governments and central banks. The
underlying balance-of-payments disequilib-
rium provided some of the reason for the
movement of funds. To this were added the
motives of hedging and speculation which
tend to arise particularly strong and sud-
denly during times of uncertainty about the
durability of exchange rate relationships.

It is difficult to make a distinction between
hedging in order to protect a business trans-
action and “speculating' for the sole pur-
pose of making a profit on an exchange rate
change. For example, a company could be
planning to make investments in its sub=-
sidiary in a country which is expected to re-
value its currency. To avold having to put
up more dollars to make the same invest-
ment, the company would buy the foreign
currency in advance. The company would re-
gard such a capital outflow as a legitimate
business hedge.
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The Administration is actively engaged in
an effort to improve the quality of balance-
of-payments statistics and to better our
understanding of the nature of the capital
flows that took place during the exchange
market disturbances earlier this year. Letters
were sent on April 23 to the presidents of
some 1300 corporations asking for their co-
operation in this effort. We also expect to
have direct contacts with a representative
group of corporations.

More broadly, we are working to establish
a new monetary system better capable of
dealing with disruptive short-term capital
flows. Such a system should facilitate basic
adjustments and minimize the likelihood of
large and persistent disequilibria which feed
speculative activity. Also, the monetary sys-
tem can help to limit the incentives for
short-term capital flows by bullt-in stabiliz-
ers, such as wider margins. The Committee
of 20 on international monetary reform and
related issues announced on March 27 in
Washington an intensive study of dis-
equilibrating capital flows. The Deputies of
the Committee of 20 have established a tech-
nical working group for this purpose.

Q. (2)c. What is the total pressure which
can be brought against the dollar from dol-
lars now held by foreigners and in the re-
serves of international corporations?

A. There is no adequate basis for estimat-
ing the amount of liquid funds available to
move at short notice from one currency into
another, whether held by multilateral cor-
porations or by others. The potential from
existing balances is only one element; credit
can also be used for such purposes. While
liquid balances are very large, there are vari-
ous constraints on the use of many types of
such assets. For example, a large portion of
the liquid assets held by foreign governments
and central banks in the U.S. is generally not
shifted for reasons assoclated with expected
exchange rate changes since the holders are
well aware of the disruptive effects of such
moves for the international monetary sys-
tem. Furthermore, both official and private
holders of short-term dollar assets have work-
ing balance requirements and other com-
mitments which tend to make it difficult for
them to reduce liquid assets below a cer-
tain level.

There are also dollar funds available for
conversion into other currencies in the Euro-
dollar market, held by both foreign official
institutions and private individuals and in-
stitutions, The total llabilities of the Euro-
banks in this market have been estimated at
over $70 billion (at the end of 1971) by the
Bank for International Settlements. This
total appears to reflect a good deal of pyra-
miding and double-counting. In any case,
only & portion of the funds in the Euro-dollar
market represents demand deposits and oth-
er holdings that can be readily moved.

The Tariff Commission’s recent study on
multinational corporations contains data in
Table 7 of its Chapter V (page 537), which
attempts to reconstruct the short-term assets
and liabllities of principal private and offi-
clal institutions operating on the interna-
tional scene. From this table, the study esti-
mates that these institutions possessed some
#268 billlon in short-term assets at the end
of 1971 “with the lion’s share of these assets
under control of multinational firms.” As the
Tariff Commission’s report itself recognizes,
the figures in Table 7 are very tenuous and
contain double-counting and other errors.

Furthermore, it is likely that the bulk of
the assets of U.S. corporations other than
banks and of the foreign affiliates of those
firms as represented in the table consist of
inventories, recelvables, and other non-liguid
current assets, rather than bank deposits
and other readily available funds.

The sole figure which presumably repre-
sents short-term dollar assets of MNC’s is the
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entry in Table 7 which shows #$4.7 billion
in assets of U.S. non-banks at the end of
1971. There is no dollar-denominated break-
down for the foreign affiliates of U.S. non-
banks. Given the nature of the operations
of U.S. MNC's abroad, one would expect that
their short-term assets would be overwhelm-
ingly in foreign currencles, rather than In
dollars.

In theory, all liquid assets in the U.S. do-
mestic economy, held by banks, non-banking
institutions and by Individuals, as well as
the whole gamut of transactions between
U.8. and foreign residents are susceptible to
conversion or management in a way which
would give rise to International capital
movements. Some of these transactions
would come under the purview of the U.S.
Government’'s capital outflow restraints and
others would not.

In sum, various types of estimates of the
amounts of potentially volatile international
flows can be constructed, All would be based
on inadequate data and on assumptions that
can be questioned. However, it is clear that
the amount of potential pressure which can
be brought to bear on exchange markets is
very large in situations of acute disequilib-
rium and deep uncertainty. The important
lesson is that we must prevent such situa-
tlons from developing. That is an aim of
monetary reform.

Question 2(d). Can you explain the Ameri-
can position with respect to the Paris agree-
ment and, in particular, can you describe the
circumstances in which the United States
will support the dollar through dollar pur-
chases, how much support we will provide
{in billions of dollars) ? Is it possible for the
United States, in an effort to support the dol-
lar against the enormous speculation which
is possible, to again lose “money” through
support activities? If so, what objections does
the Department have to a completely free
float? In the Department's analysis, how
much is the current rate of inflation wiping
out the balance of trade advantages gained
by the latest devaluation?

Answer: The United States has not under-
taken any commitment to intervene in the
exchange markets. It was agreed, however,
that intervention might be useful at appro-
priate times to facilitate the maintenance of
orderly market conditions, but each nation,
in consultation with the country whose cur-
rency was being bought or sold, would deter-
mine for itself when it thought such inter-
vention advisable and the amount of its in-
tervention. Just what tactics would be fol-
lowed or at what levels intervention might be
undertaken will have to be determined from
time to time on the basis of our appraisal of
prevalling market conditions. We cannot
therefore glve any estimate of how much
such intervention might amount to if un-
dertaken or under what conditions it may be
undertaken.

Should we engage in intervention it would,
of course, be possible that some further ex-
change loss might be sustained. As indicated
in our recent testimony before several Con-
gresslonal Committees, we believe, however,
that we now have an exchange rate structure
which reflects underlying economic reali-
ties. There will be no further devaluation of
the dollar that would result in the sort of
losses sustained previously. Moreover, it
would not be our intent to undertake inter-
vention in defense of exchange rates which
are inappropriate.

We anticipate that In a reformed mone-
tary system most countries will want to
maintain established values for their cur-
rencies, although provision should also be
made for floating rates which may be ap-
propriate in particular circumstances, Also
we do not believe there should be interven-
tion by ourselves or others to maintain arti-
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ficlally a rate which is counter to basic bal-
ance of payments trends. This does not mean,
however, that one should disregard the ad-
verse effects of disorderly markets and, as
was stated in the Communique issued fol-
lowing the meeting in Parls in March and as
noted above, we have agreed that interven-
tion might be useful at appropriate times to
facilitate the maintenance of orderly market
conditions,

The rate of inflation in the United States
8o far this year is considerably higher than
it should be and it 1s important that it be
curbed. This is essential, not only for obvi-
ous domestic reasons but also, as your ques=
tion indicates, because inflation could erode
the benefits to our competitive position de=-
rived from the devaluation. In assessing the
degree of such erosion one must, however,
take Into account the rate of inflation in
other countries. Most of the developed coun-
tries are experlencing infiation. On a relative
basis we have not lost ground but this is no
ground for complacency.

Question 3: Will the “gold window" re-
main closed?

Answer: On August 15, 1971 the United
States suspended the convertibility of the
dollar into gold and other reserve assets.
This suspension remains in effect.

It has been generally recognized that, as
part of a satisfactory reform of the mone-
tary system, convertibility of currencles
would be one of the important elements,
but that the issue Is intimately related to
such other questions as improving the proc-
ess of adjusting payments imbalances and
the future role of various reserve assets. At
the September 1972 meeting of the IMP, Sec-
retary Shultz outlined a series of proposals
for a satlsfactory reform and he stated that
after a transition perlod “the United States
would be prepared to undertake an obliga-
tion to convert official foreign dollar holdings
into other reserve assets as a part of a satls-
factory systemn much as I have suggested—
a system assuring effective and equitable
operation of the adjustment process. That de-
cision will, of course, need to rest on our
reaching a demonstrated capacity during the
transitional perlod to meet the obligation
in terms of our reserve and balance of pay-
ments position.”

Question: (4) Would you describe the de-
talls of the Lend-Lease settlement negoti-
ated with the Soviet Union? How much lend-
lease was written off?

Answer: As the result of the negotiations
concluded last October, the outstanding So-
viet lend lease obligations will be settled by
Soviet payments to the United States of an
amount of at least 8722 million payable over
the period ending July 1, 2001. $12 million
was paid October 18, 1972, $25 million will be
paid July 1, 1973, and $12 million on July
1, 1975. The balance will be paid in equal
annual installments ($24,071,420 for each of
28 installments assuming the first such an-
nual payment is on July 1, 1974*) ending
on July 1, 2001, The exact total amount will
depend upon when and how many of the
four allowable annual deferments are taken
by the Soviets. If the Soviets were to take
their four postponements early in the period,
interest on deferments could amount to a&s
much as $§37 million, making the total
amount payable between now and 2001 equal
to #7590 million. Such deferments, if taken,
will nonetheless be repaid by July 1, 2001.

*If MFN is granted between June 1 and
December 1, the first lend lease payment is
due not more than thirty days thereafter. If
MFN is granted from December 2 through
May 31 of the following year, then the first
lend lease payment is due on July 1 of that
year. The earllest payment date of such an=
nual installments Is July 1, 1974.
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and will bear interest at the rate of 3 per cent
per annum. The British pay 2 percent in-
terest on any deferments and are permitted
to add a year beyond 2001 for each defer-
ment. The settlement also includes remain-
ing amounts due on the *pipeline account”
for lend lease goods delivered (approximately
$45 million due) to the Soviets immediately
after World War II and for which they have
been paying since 1954. Soviet payments since
1954 of principal and interest to the U.S.
against this account amount to $199 million.

In negotiating a settlement with the Soviet
Union, the U.8. Government has not “writ-
ten off” any amount of the lend-lease pro-
vided during World War II. The lend-lease
aid was rendered to foreign governments,
including the Soviet Union, under “Master
Lend-Lease Agreements,” which provided for
future determination of the amount and
terms of settlement.

From the beginning of lend-lease it was
recognized that the assistance provided could
not be subjected to normal commercial pro-
cedures. In negotiating settlements under
the “Master Lend-Lease Agreements” after
the war, no compensation was requested for
articles lost, consumed or destroyed during
the war., Nor was compensation sought for
military supplies and equipment under the
control of the Armed Forces of the respective
allled governments when the war ended. It
was the policy of the United States to seek
payment only for lend-lease goods in the
possession of other countries at the end of
the war which were of a clvillan type, useful
in a peacetime economy of the recipient
country.

In seeking a settlement of the lend-lease
account with the Soviet Union, the United
States has always followed the baslc prin-
ciples and policies, described above, which
governed lend-lease settlements with other
governments. It was the 1945 settlement
with the British, the princlpal beneficiaries
of lend-lease ald, which provided guidelines
for settlements with other countries. During
the initial negotiations in 1948 the United
Btates asked the USSR to pay $1.3 billion as
the first step in the negotiating process, while
the USSR offered $170 million. During sub-
sequent negotiations in 1951-52, the United
States figure was reduced to $B00 million
while the USSR increased its offer to $300
million. The claim was ultimately settled
last fall for $722 million,

CAMBODIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. ABzug) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I think it
important that we not permit the daily
revelations about the Nixon administra-
tion’s lawlessness on the domestic front
to obscure or divert our attention from
its lawlessness abroad.

The bombing in Cambodia continues,
with no grant of authority from Con-
gress and with no colorable claim of any
constitutional basis. I am pleased to note
the 63 to 19 vote today in the other body
to cut off all funding for bombing in Laos
and Cambodia. Considered together with
our 219 to 188 vote in favor of a similar
provision a few weeks ago, it demon-
strates that Congress has finally decided
to end our military involvement in Indo-
china and to reassert its constitutional
authority over military and foreign
policy.

Anthony Lewis wrote another of his
excellent columns for today's New York
Times, and I include it at the conclusion
of my remarks:
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CRIMES OF STATE
(By Anthony Lewis)

BosToN, May 30.—On 85 successive days
now, without any authority in law, American
planes have bombed Cambodia, The latest
officlal figures, for April, showed that the
average dally tonnage had risen to nearly one
and one-half the amount dropped on North
Vietnam during the Christmas bombing cam-
palgn.

Not surprisingly, the bombs dropped by B-
52's and fighter-bombers actually kill people
and destroy their village civilization. A New
York Times correspondent, Sydney Schan-
berg, recently filed an impressively meticu-
lous account of what the Unlted States has
done to Cambodia in these last months.

“Sometimes the devastation is continuous
for several miles,” he wrote of a trip along a
road from Phnom Penh. “Ashes, broken cook=-
ing pots, shattered banana and mango trees,
twisted corrugated iron roofing and some-
times the concrete stilts of a house reaching
toward nothingness—that is all that is left.
A few people wander forlornly through the
rubble, . . .

Cambodia is a small peasant country in a
far-away place, and few Americans know or
care much about it. But we might care about
the reputation the Unlted States is acquiring
as the country that over the last decade has
killed more innocent people and destroyed
more homes and crops than any other., And
above all, at this time of heightened con-
stitutional sensibility, we should care about
what this lawless warmaking is doing to our
own institutions.

Even President Johnson, when he began
bombing North Vietnam in 1965, did not do
80 as an act of naked Presidential fiat. By
whatever means he had persuaded Congress
to prove it, he did have the authority of
the Tonkin Gulf resolution to attack North
Vietnam. Indeed, he was so conscious of the
problem of authority that he used to keep a
copy of the resolution in his pocket and bring
it out when he was asked questions about
the bombing.

There is no Tonkin Gulf resolution any
more; with the agreement of President Nixon,
Congress has repealed it. There is no other
law that anyone has interpreted to authorize
war on Cambodia. The U.S. is not party to
any treaty covering that country. It may be
reiterating the obvious to say so, but there
simply is no basis in law for the current
bombing,

The, lawyers of the United States Govern-
ment have made no serlous effort to justify
the war on Cambodia in terms of our Con-
stitution and laws. The one person I know
who has is Prof. Eugene V. Rostow of the
Yale Law School, who tried the other day
in The New York Times. His argument was
an object lession in self-destruction.

It is an “inappropriate moment” to stop
bombing Cambodia, Professor Rostow argued.
We cannot ‘“assure the security of South
Vietnam' unless we get “hostile forces” out
of sanctuaries in neighboring countries. The
Cambodian Government, like others, is en-
titled to call in others for help in collective
self-defense.

As s matter of military policy, those argu-
ments would doubtless persuade some peo-
ple. But, inconveniently, the United States
Constitution dces not confide such judg-
ments to the President. The power to declare
war Is committed to Congress.

How sad it is to read such stuff from a
man who once understood that the end can-
not justify the means in this country, that
the Constitution is for bad times and good.
Eugene Rostow was eloquent when he fought
the Internment of Japanese-Americans in
World War II. Now he tells us that it would
be ‘“constitutionally irresponsible” to stop
the President from waging his own war.

Congress is at last moving to stop the
unlawful American destruction of Cambodia.
But as it does, it must beware of an effort
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by the President’s men to reverse the consti-
tutional burden of preoof. They want the
Constitution to read: “The President may
wage war unless Congress stops him.” But it
does not say that. It does not put on Congress
the burden of overcoming inertia, and pos-
sibly overriding a veto; it is up to those who
want war to obtain Congressional authoriza-
tion.

What has gone on these last 85 days is In
its way more serious than Watergate, more
depressing in its demonstration of how far
we have gone in the corruption of our con-
stitutional ideals, For the most eminent men
in our Government—not just policemen and
political hatchetmen—have carried out acts
that they well knew were illegal.

Like Adolph Eichman, they can argue that
they were only following orders. But in this
country no superior’'s order is lawful if it is
in fact unauthorized by the Constitution and
laws.

Law students learn early-on that killing
without lawful authority is murder. The
peint has escaped the White House assistants
and Pentagon and State Department officials
who have carried out the President's uncon-
stitutional orders to bomb Cambodia. But
some less exalted men have begun to under-
stand. One of the B-52 crew members on
Guam, a Sergeant Simerly, said “We're still
killing hundreds of people every day, and for
what? When I came into the Air Force, we
had a mission: peace. Right now I'm a paic
killer."

CONGRESSMAN GONZALEZ INTRO-
DUCES LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE
ELDERLY HOMEOWNERS WITH
GREATER FINANCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, GoNzZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, in the
Housing Act of 1949 Congress affirms the
national goal of a decent home and suit-
able living environment for every Ameri-
can family. This goal is becoming harder
and harder to achieve, especially for the
elderly, and today I am introducing legis-
tion that would provide elderly home-
owners with greater financial security.

This bill, entitled the Home Preserva-
tion Act of 1973 would allow elderly peo-
ple to borrow money from the Govern-
ment to prevent a foreclosure on their
home if they are temporarily unable to
meet their mortgage payments because
of illness or reduced income.

They could borrow enough to cover up
to 12 monthly payments under this leg-
islation.

Elderly homeowners could also borrow
up to $5,000 at low interest from the
Government to make repairs on their
homes which they otherwise could not
afford.

The interest rate would be 3 percent
and for people unable to afford even that,
the loan would be interest-free with re-
payment of the principal deferred for
their lifetimes,

This bill authorizes a revolving fund
of $50 million for the two loan programs.

I believe this legislation is earnestly
needed to help the elderly of this Nation
keep their pride in themselves and in
their property. More than 13,600,000
elderly people own their own homes, but
their average household income is a mere
$3,700.

The double problem of a limited in-
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come and advancing age make it very
difficult for many of them to keep their
homes. And with the current rate of in-
flation the cost of upkeep and repair in
these times is far beyond their reach.

I feel that it is essential that we help
the elderly people keep and maintain
what for them has been a lifetime in-
vestment. As citizens of this great Na-
tion they should be able to live out their
lives in their own homes and in a manner
that gives them dignity.

ARMS POLICY IN PERSIAN
GULF AREA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, in the
last few weeks, there have been a series
of confirmed reports sbout enormous
arms sales to certain states in the oil-
rich Persian Gulf which are friends of
the United States.

Congress was certainly not given
much of a warning about this apparent
major element of our emerging Persian
Gulf policy. In the President's 1973 re-
port to Congress on our foreign policy
and in the Secretary of State’s foreign
policy report for 1972, emphasis was
placed on stability and cooperation in
the Persian Gulf, fostering orderly de-
velopment and maintaining close and
friendly ties in order to assure access to
oil. The Secretary’s report did make ref-
erence to United States support for “a
reasonable expansion and moderniza-

tion of regional defense forces, particu-
larly those of Iran and Saudi Arabia.”
] ARMS CONTRACTS

But developments of recent months
might suggest that support for economic
development and close political ties are
peripheral aspects of a policy increas-
ingly centered on maintaining and im-
proving the defense arsenals of the
many states bordering the Persian Gulf.
Consider what we know now:

Iran, an ally, is contracting to buy
over $2.5 billion worth of arms over the
next several years.

Saudi Arabia, a friend of the United
States, has, under an ongoing program
with the 7.8. Navy, bought over $600
million worth of equipment and train-
ing. There are today $1 billion pending
in additional sales to Saudi Arabia and
another $500 million cash program for
the Army. To this, there must be tagged
on an unexplained request by the admin-
istration for $20 million in foreign mili-
tary sales credits for Saudi Arabia for
fiscal year 1974.

Kuwait is about to sign contracts with
the United States amounting to $600
million.

Bahrain receives some fees from the
United States which enable the U.S.
Navy's Mideast force fo station itself
there.

A U.S. military mission has been visit-
ing several of the smaller Persian Gulf
-States and this mission will probably
result in further contracts.

A Communist-supported rebellion in
one province of Oman is taking place and
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the United States, Britain, and some of
our Middle East friends—Saudi Arabia,
Iran, Abu Dhabi and Jordan—are help-
ing, in one way or another, to stamp it
out.

Mr. Speaker, some of these activities
have received careful attention over a
period of years but others appear to be
quick responses to immediate, perceived
needs. The net impression left, in the ab-
sence of appropriate policy explanations,
is that we are willing to sell just about
everything these Persian Gulf states
want and will buy.

One of the major reasons for the re-
quests of these countries to buy equip-
ment involve their sense of threats to
their own security. There is much in-
ternal instability in most of these states
and distrust among them—even among
recipients of U.S. arms. And there is the
external threat, some states perceive,
from the nearby, more radical states—
Iraa and People’s Democratic Republic of
Yemen. But one wonders whether the
potential threat of Irag—the recipient of
over $1 billion worth of arms since
1965—and Yemen, which receives some
Chinese and Soviet aid and exports some
guerrilla activity to neighboring Oman,
will prove to be as much a threat to the
calm in the gulf as the burgeoning arms
race and the lack of peace in the Arab-
Israeli conflict.

It would, indeed, be unfortunate if,
during President Brezhney’s visit to
Washington, arms races and possible lim-
itations on deliveries in the Middle East,
both in the Arab-Israeli sphere and in
the Persian Gulf, could not be discussed.
Unfortunately, with this hope goes the
realization that we are doing most of the
selling and may not want even to discuss
the issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise not to express fears
or make any dire predictions. I merely
feel that our Government must be more
forthcoming in explaining its policies in
the Persian Gulf and why it is embarking
on such an ambitious arms selling pro-
gram. There may be compelling argu-
ments for these policies but they need to
be articulated. We must not become arms
merchants in this important area merely
because of the arguments often used that
if we do not sell arms, others will, or that
arms contracts create beneficial inter-
relationships which last because of the
need for spare parts, or that our balance-
of-payments problems dictate such
action.

ON INTRODUCTION OF GASOLINE
ALLOCATION BILLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, in
the last week, four of the largest oil
companies in the world announced allo-
cation programs for their customers, All
over the country, independent market-
ers are closing down. Cities and towns
from Los Angeles, Calif., to Rockport,
Mass., have discovered that no major
firms will bid for gas supply contracts,
thereby jeoparding police, fire, ambu-
lance, and other essential services. The
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administration is still talking about a
voluntary allocation program. And
amidst all this, the major oil companies
are recording the greatest profits in their
history. A number of bills have been in-
troduced recently establishing manda-
tory allocation programs to protect in-
dependent marketers of gasoline. Today,
I am introducing two bills which differ
in a number of respects from the exist-
ing legislation.

The first bill authorizes the President
to allocate all forms of energy when he
determines that serious shortages exist.
Three objectives are established for the
allocation program: First, the protection
of public health, safety, and welfare; sec-
ond, the maintenance of public services;
and third, the preservation of an eco-
nomically sound and competitive fuels
and energy industry.

The bill also directs the Attorney Gen-
eral to investigate the marketing prac-
tices of oil companies which have annual
gross revenues of more than $1 billion
and to take such steps as may be neces-
sary under the antitrust laws to insure
that the marketing practices of these
companies are not detrimental to the
maintenance of a viable competitive do-
mestic petroleum industry, and do not
result in a foreclosure to independent
marketers of supplies from these com-
panies.

The second bill makes it a violation of
the Federal Trade Act for a major re-
finer to refuse to supply its independent
customers with the equivalent percent-
age of gasoline being supplied to the re-
ﬁner‘s_marketers. It also provides that
the price charged independent custom-
ers—which also includes State and local
governments and public authorities—
does not increase more than the percent-
age increase being charged to the re-
finer’s affiliated customers.

The bill further provides that, if a re-
finer does not sell at least 10 percent of
its gasoline to nonaffiliated buyers, it
must make an additional 10 percent of
its supply available for nonaffiliated cus-
tomers. The provision means that at
least 10 percent, and up to 20 percent,
of gasoline supply must be reserved for
independent and public use.

The President and the major oil com-
panies have called for conservation and
responsibility on the part of the Ameri-
can people during the gasoline shortage.
The Congress must act to assure that
ull: major oil companies act responsibly
also,

SOVIET “EDUCATION TAX”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. REES) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr., REES. Mr, Speaker, I would like
to place in the REcorp a letter from Dr,
Isaac Poltinnikov, a citizen of the Soviet
Union, concerning the harassment he
and his family are undergoing because of
their wish to emigrate to Israel.

Earlier this year, the Soviet Union
announced that they were lifting many
of the restrictions such as the educa-
tion tax which had been imposed upon
Jewish citizens desiring to emigrate to
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Israel. This letter from Dr. Poltinnikov
written last March to Jack and Evelyn
Paller of my 26th Congressional Dis-
trict clearly demonstrates that these
practices have not disappeared.

It is obvious that Dr. Poltinnikov has
been a loyal Soviet citizen and has en-
riched through a very productive career
the quality of life in his country. It is
disturbing that a sincere desire to emi-
grate to another country should cause
the events described in this letter to
occur. I would hope that practices such
as this will cease to exist in the Soviet
Union and that new Soviet policy on
immigration will no longer result in op-
pression to those wishing to emigrate.

The letter follows:

Isaac POLTINNIKOV,
Novosibirsk, U.S.S.R.,, March 17, 1973.
Jack and EVELYN PALLER,
Los Angeles, Cal.

Dear FrIENDs: We thank you for your let-
ter of March 5 (Our Registration No.
N680379) which we received on the 14th of
March. We are touched by your care, your
attention to ourselves and by the care and
attention of others who have written us. Our
family has now been trying to get permis-
slon to leave for Israel for a long, long time,
but as of right now we still do not get per-
mission from the authorities. Lately they
started to promise us that fairly soon they
would let us go. However, after these
promises, weeks and months are passing and
permission is still not given. In the mean-
time, our family finds it to be a hardship—
& precarious situation.

My older daughter, Victoria was forced
out of her job at the end of 1971 simply
because she had declared her desire to leave
for Israel. She suffered greatly at that time
and was accused of being a traitor to the
Btate at a meeting of her co-workers which
lasted for 5 hours. S8he is a radiologist and
can no longer get any work in her specialty
and her situation is complicated by the
fact that she has tuberculosis. My wife Irma
is a cardiologist. After severe illness, she
stopped working about five years ago.

I am an ophthalmologist. For a long time I
served in the Army as a military doctor. I
retired because of my age, and illness, at the
end of 1971. I was given a retirement pen-
sion for my many years of service and this
pension was the basis of our existence. When
I declared that I wanted to leave for Israel,
I, with many others, had to submit to inter-
rogation, in spite of the fact that I par-
ticipated in World War II, recelved many
medals and served in the Army for many
years as an authority in medical flelds, and
was many times mentioned favorably by the
very same government that is now accusing
me of treason to the State. In November of
1972, by a decision of the Ministers of the
USSR, I was deprived of my retirement pay
and military rank. No one thought about
how I was to live from now on. I retired
with the rank of Colonel, but they made me
a Private.

Not so long ago my wife and daughter
were arrested simply because they, together
with many other Jews, appeared to petition
the Supreme of the USSR, and this brought
my wife again another severe heart attack.
At the end of 1972, my 84 year old father-
in-law (Dr. Bernstein) left for Israel. We
were sure that after permitting our very
close relatives to leave, we would be given
permission too, but as of right now we can-
not leave. So our family is separated and
we are existing entirely from the sale of the
possessions we have accumulated. It is very
difficult for us to exist under such circum-
stances.

I am 52, my wife Irma is 50. We have given
the Soviet Union our best years—our major
strength, and for example, during just my
life in Novosibirsk, I performed more than
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3,000 operations and I have saved the sight
of many human beings. I have many letters
from people saying that I did so many good
things for Russia. We haven't that much
longer to live. I can count on ten more years
and we would like the years remaining to us
to make our contribution to our newly-
reborn nation, our old-new country which
has been raised from the ashes, over the
bones of six million Jews who died in the
Hitler camps.

We would very much like to know what
is Jewish national culture, Jewish national
tradition, things of which we have been de-
prived, not officially, since officially Jewish
culture is not forbidden in the Soviet Union,
but we are deprived of Jewish culture in
actuality. In the earlier years there were
Jewish schools, Jewish universities, and Jew-
ish theatre in the Soviet regime but they
have all disappeared. Even people who are
as old as I am, have forgotten the Jewish
language and our children don't know what
it is all about. This is because when a man
lives outside the Jewish milieu, he knows
that the Jewish language and Jewish na-
tional tradition are not relevant to his
everyday life.

Many people look differently at the ques-
tion of natlonality. We belleve in interna-
tionalism. We believe that nationalities have
their rights and have the right to exist as
nationalities and to have national pride. At
present this is possible if a people have their
own state, This does not mean that only one
nationality must live in its own state. This is
a private personal business of every human
being, but our family wants to live in Israel
and we are trying to achleve that openly and
strongly. We know very well what the dif-
ficulties are and what the difficulties will be.
We know that these barriers are placed be-
fore us by the government and they are
deliberate, but we will not change our
minds—no matter what—and for this we are
ready to suffer all of the consequences.

We received many letters from various cit-
ies in the Unlted States, as well as other
countries. In the letters people write about
being ready to help us. We are thankful to
all those people who express such solidarity
in this effort.

We wish you a very happy and pleasant
Passover, which is to come soon. With very
best wishes to you and your family,

Isaac, IRMA AND VICTORIA POLTINNIKO.

P.8. At present in the United States is my
youngster daughter Eleanor and her hus-
band Mark Yampolskl. I would be very happy
if you were able to meet with them. You may
recelve news of them through Rosalie and
Harry Kleinhaus, 141 E. 86th Street, New
York 10028, (212)722-2625.

JOHN GABRIEL, DISTINGUISHED
CITIZEN, TO HEAD YMCA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DANIELSON)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, on
June 8, Mr. John Gabriel of Montebello,
Calif., will be installed as the chairman
of the board of managers of the YMCA
serving the cities of Monterey Park,
Montebello, East Los Angeles, Commerce
and South San Gabriel. Mr. Gabriel will
assume his new post at a dinner given at
the Montebello Country Club.

A lifelong resident of the Montebello-
East Los Angeles area, Mr. Gabriel has
consistently been active in community
affairs, contributing generously of both
his time and energy. He is a charter
member and past president of the ad-
visory board of the Eastmond Salvation
Army, and a past president of the city of
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Montebello public recreation facilities.
He has been a member of his church's
board of trustees for the past 15 years.

Mr. Gabriel has been associated with
the Beverly Hospital as a member of the
board of directors since 1966. Along with
his colleagues on the board’s building
and finance committee, he has been in-
strumental in the present expansion of
the hospital, which is a pressing need
in the community.

In addition, John Gabriel is currently
a director of the Armenian Educational
Foundation, Inc. Twice a year for the
past 15 years, he has given awards
through the Gabriel Scholarship Foun-
dation to outstanding students at East
Los Angeles College.

At the State level, Mr. Gabriel is a
member of the California State Sen-
atorial Advisory Committee and is on the
Advisory Committee to the Joint Legisla-
tive Retirement Committee.

John Gabriel has also played a very
important role in the business life of his
community. He is the founder, owner,
and president of five corporations located
in Santa Fe Springs and Montebello, and
is well known in the business world as the
only independent owner of a combined
manufacturing paper board mill and cor-
rugated container plant in the 11 West-
ern States. In 1955, Mr. Gabriel was a co-
founder of the Garfield Bank of Monte-
bello and Monterey Park. Since then, he
has served as a member of its board of
directors and its executive commitiee.
Presently, he is also serving as a director
of the Constitution Savings and Loan
Association.

Mr. Gabriel’s activities in the Monte-
bello, East Los Angeles, Monterey Park
and Commerce YMCA include a charter
membership, and the general chairman-
ship of the current support campaign. He
now assumes the duties of the chairman-
ship of the board of managers.

My distinguished colleague, the Honor-
able CreT HoLIFIELD, dean of the Califor-
nia delegation, joins me in congratulating
Mr. Gabriel on his election as chairman.
His record of past achievement assures
us that his term will be a very successful
and fruitful one. The districts and com-
munities which we represent are certain-
1y fortunate in having as willing and able
a person as John Gabriel working to im-
prove community life.

YOUTH CAMP SAFETY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. DomiNick V.
DanieLs) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, over 250,000 children will be in-
jured while attending summer camp this
year. One more camp season will pass
without the necessary regulatory legisla-~
tion to prevent these tragedies.

Today, Congressman PETER PEYSER and
I, along with approximately 48 of our
colleagues are reintroducing legislation
to institute minimum Federal safety
standards for youth camps. We have been
attempting to establish these standards
for the adequate protection of our chil-
dren for over 5 years with few visible
results.

During the 92d Congress, a youth
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camp safety survey was authorized as
an amendment to the Higher Education
Act. This extremely sketchy survey has
just recently been made available to the
Congress. It unfortunately confirms our
worst suspicions. The GAO reports that
at least 65 percent of the accidents oc-
curring in their nationwide sample of
camps could have been prevented by
better supervision or higher standards of
camp maintenance and administration.
Still nothing is done. Only five States—
New York, Connecticut, Michigan, New
Jersey, and New Hampshire—have even
the barest laws or regulations pertaining
to camrp safety or they have absolutely
no regulatory legislation. There is no es-
timate of the number of deaths or in-
juries that go unrecorded, yet we still
hesitate.

No legislation or system can remove all
the risks for children at camp or any-
where else, but is it not our responsibility
to safeguard as best we can, those who
are least able to protect themselves?

On January 9 of this year, Mr. PEYSER
and I introduced identical legislation in
the form of H.R. 1486. If you have not
already expressed an interest in cospon-
soring this bill we hope that you will
look into the legislation and follow the
hearings which I hope to schedule in the
near future.

REMARKS OF THE HONORABLE
CHET HOLIFIELD ON REORGA-
NIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from California (Mr. HoLIFIELD) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, there
have been several developments in regard
to the implementation of Reorganization
Plan No. 2 of 1973 that have taken place
since the Waldie Resolution, House Reso-
lution 382, was reported from the Com-
mittee on Government Operations. I in-
sert, herewith, a copy of a Dear Colleague
letter which my colleague, FrRANK HOR-
ToN, ranking minority member on the
committee, and I sent out to all Members
of the House with attachments. The ma-
terial is self-explanatory, and will indi-
cate that a major source of opposition to
the reorganization plan has been
removed.

The plan creates a new Drug Enforce-
ment Administration in the Department
of Justice, and consolidates a number of
enforcement activities which should im-
prove the ability of our Government to
deal with the problem of drug trafficking.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washingion, D.C., May 31, 1973.

Dear CoLLEAGUE: The House Committee
on Government Operations reported that
Waldle Resolution (H. Res. 382) disapprov-
ing Reorganization Plan No. 2 by a vote of
23 to 17. The undersigned supported the Re-
organization Plan by voting against the dis-
approval resolution. Under the Reorganiza-
tion statute, neither the Reorganization Plan
nor the disapproving resolution can be
amended by the Committee or by the House.

By unanimous consent, the Waldie resolu-
tion will be considered by the House on
Thursday, June 7, 1973.

As a result of the hearings and numerous
conferences between the Administration,
members of the Government Operations
Committee and representatives of the Amer-
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ican Federation of Government Employees
and the AFL—CIO, certain agreements have
been arrived at to resolve areas of disagree-
ment which had not been resolved prior to
the vote of our Committee.

We are attaching certain documents indi-
cating the withdrawal of opposition to the
Reorganization Plan by organized labor, the
substance of the crucial portion of the agree-
ments reached, and the reasons therefor. We
have Introduced H.R. 8245 in furtherance of
the agreements.

We belleve that the results of this pro-
cedure of negotiation will have the effect of
strengthening the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service and, at the same time, will
insure more effective enforcement of the
drug control laws. Therefore, we felt it was
important for us to bring these facts to the
attention of each Member of the House.

In light of these changes, we hope that
you will support the Plan.

Sincerely yours,
CHET HOLIFIELD,
FraNnx HORTON.
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., May 29, 1973.
Hon, CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mer. SpEAKER: The President con-
tinues to be most interested in taking those
steps necessary to ensure the most effective
possible Federal drug law enforcement. Con-
gressional approval of the consolidation of
drug law enforcement functions proposed to
the Congress in Reorganization Plan No. 2
of 1873 is essential to this effort.

Berious opposition to the Plan has been
articulated by organized labor and other in-
terested parties based on the assertion that
the Plan would adversely affect the nation's
capability to deal with the problems of illegal
allen control because it would transfer ap-
proximately 900 Immigration inspectors from
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
to the Bureau of Customs. These concerns
appear to have been in part responsible for
the action taken by the House Government
Operations Committee on May 22, 1973, in
recommending disapproval of the Plan.

Discussions with representatives of or-
ganized labor and members of the House
Government Operations Commlittee subse-
quent to the Committee’s action have led us
to conclude that the transfers envisioned by
Part 2 of the Flan should not take place
pending further Congressional and Adminis-
tration review of the illegal alien issue.

We would therefore propose to make Sec-
tion 2 of the Plan inoperable by statute prior
to July 1, 1973. Draft legislation to ac-
complish this objective Is attached.

We urge speedy Congressional approval of
both this bill and of Reorganization Plan
No. 2 of 1873.

Sincerely,
Roy L. AsH, _
Director,
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., May 30, 1973.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SPEARER: On Thursday June T,
the House will consider a resolution of dis-
approval (H. Res. 382) filed against the Pres-
ident's Drug Law Enforcement Reorganiza-
tion Plan (Reorganization Plan No. 2 of
1973). In essence, the Plan provides for con-
solidation of federal drug law enforcement
activities to increase their effectiveness in
combatting the viclous drug menace facing
our Nation.

As a result of contemplated transfers of
personnel from the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service at the Department of Jus-
tice to the Treasury Department's Bureau
of Customs, serious opposition had earlier
been voiced by organized labor based pri-
marily on the assertion that the Plan would
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adversely affect the Nation’s capability to
deal with the problem of illegal alien con-
trol. Fortunately, as you are aware, these dif-
ferences have now been resolved by the pro-
posed legislation outlined to you in Roy Ash's
letter of May 29,

From experlence as a State Attorney Gen-
eral and as a Federal prosecutor, and as Sec-
retary of HEW, I am well aware of the
terrible toll in both material and human re-
sources taken by drug related activities. Nar-
cotics networks know no boundaries. Their
tentacles span local, state, and international
borders. They reach into the most afluent
suburbs at the same time they are reaching
into the poorest urban ghetto. They affect
all races, all ages, and all income groups.

The emphasis of law enforcement in the
area of narcotics must be upon locating and
destroying the hubs of these narcotics net-
works and at bringing to Justice those at the
top who would make millions in the illegal
sales of drugs. A single, effective national
agency with adequate funds and manpower
can best combat these networks. The crea-
tlon of a unified drug enforcement agency
in the Department of Justice will provide
this country with just such a mechanism to
combat interstate and international nar-
cotics trafficking.

Because of the urgency and importance of
the problem, I am hopeful that we can now
move with dispatch to carry-out Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 2. Your support would be
greatly appreclated.

Sincerely,
Ervior L. RICHARDSON,
Attorney General.
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERN-
MENT EMPLOYEES,
Washington, D.C,
STATEMENT—AFGE POSITION ON REORGANIZA-
TION PLAN No. 2 or 1973, May 30, 1973

In response to Congressional and union
concerns regarding the {llegal allen problem
facing the United States, the Administration
has agreed to place additional emphasis on
the roles and responsibilities of the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service. In par-
ticular, the Administration has agreed to
seek repeal of Section 2 of the Plan and
until such legislation is enacted to not im-
plement the controversial Section 2 of the
Reorganization Plan No. 2 which would re-
move the immigration inspection function
from the Immigration and Naturalization
Service,

We will support this Administration effort
to deal with the flood of illegal allens and
find that it s consistent with Labor's support
of HR. 982 to help alleviate the United
Btates unemployment crisis.

Reorganization Plan No. 2 has the critically
important goal of mounting an all-out of-
fensive on illegal drugs by consolidating the
drug law enforcement activities in a new
agency within the Justice Department, While
not agreeing with all the details of the Plan,
the AFGE is in complete agreement with
the need to pursue the fight against illicit
drugs.

Therefore, based on the Administration
agreement not to implement Section 2 pend-
ing its repeal and the overriding Adminis-
tration concern for the efiicacy of its drug
enforcement program, the AFGE has agreed
to cease all lobbying and other activities
designed to defeat Reorganization Plan No. 2
in the Congress. In effect, this means AFGE
has withdrawn its previous objections to
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973.

It is my understanding that the AFL-CIO
is In full accord with this position.

CLYpE M. WEBEBER.
AFGE ACCEPTS ADMINISTRATION ASSURANCES,
WITHDRAWS OPPOSITION TO REORGANIZATION
Pran No, 2

The American Federation of Government
Employees, AFL—CIO, which represents 625,-
000 Federal employees, today expressed satis-
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faction with the Administration’'s proposal
to make inoperative Section 2 of its Govern-
ment Reorganization Plan No. 2 which the
Union had strenuously opposed because of
the deleterious effect it would have had upon
the Immigration and Naturalization Service.

“We accept in good faith the Adminis-
tration's assurances that it will propose leg-
islation which would set aside Section 2, and
until such legislation is enacted it will not
implement Section 2, AFGE National Presi-
dent Clyde M. Webber announced,

“We also accept at full value the Adminis-
tration’s views that defeat of Reorgani-
zation Plan No, 2 would seriously delay and
impalr its program to wage all out war on
the illegal drug menace.”

Based on these assurances, Webber an-
nounced AFGE will no longer actively oppose
Reorganization Plan No. 2.

“We also want to assure the friends and
allies of Federal employees in the Congress
that we appreciate the support and assist-
ance they have given us in our effort to
preserve and improve the national effort to
contain the flood of illegal allens into the
U.8.,"” he sald.

Webber had told the House of Representa-
tives Committee on Government Operations
that AFPGE opposed Section 2 of the Plan
because the proposed transfer of 1,000 INS
Inspectors to the Bureau of Customs “‘will
lead to demoralization and to the loss of
time and effort at all levels.”

“The Administration’'s agreement to with-
draw Section 2 of the Plan will avoid this
situation,” he said.

“AFGE agrees, of course, that it is criti-
cally important to mount an all-out offen-
sive on illegal drugs by consolidating the
drug law enforcement activities. While not
agreeing with all of the details of the Plan,
the AFL-CIO and, therefore, the AFGE, are
in complete agreement with the need to pur-
sue the fight against illieit drugs.”

Webber stated, “While the Plan is not
perfect, it Is necessary to avoid any pro-
longed delay in the fight against the illicit
drug traffic.”

For further information contact: Clyde M.
Webber, National President, AFGE; Leo M.
Pellerzi, General Counsel, AFGE, 1325 Massa-
chusetts, Avenue, N.W. Washington, D.C.
20005. Phone: (202) 737-8700.

THE ENERGY CRISIS 2 YEARSLATER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Tennessee (Mr. ForTon) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago,
almost to the day, on May 26, 1971, the
House defeated by a significant margin
my resolution te establish a select com-
mittee to study the energy resources of
this Nation.

Despite the fact that the resolution had
well over 100 cosponsors which would
generally indicate strong bipartisan sup-
port the bill was handily defeated. The
reasons for its defeat were several but
outstanding among them was the fact
that several committee chairmen in the
House objected to the committee on
grounds that such a body would intrude
on the jurisdiction of their own com-
mittees. Several of them further stated
that if the resolution were defeated they
would, in the near future, hold hearings
on that area of energy matters which
fell within their jurisdiction.

That was 2 years ago last Friday and
to my knowledge with the exception of
Mr. Evins' Select Committee on Small
Business, no sustained attention has been
directed to this problem by any commit-
tee in the House and no legislation of any
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significance to alleviate our energy prob-
lems has been reported or passed.

My purpose here is not to condemn or
criticize. It is simply to point to the fact
that we have done almost nothing in the
2 years since these assurances were given
on this floor that something would be
done.

What has transpired in the meantime
is a tragedy and disgrace. Today we have
gasoline shortages with service station
operators going out of business or forced
to curtail operations and moforists un-
able to fill their tanks. We have trial
balloons floated proposing an unbeliev-
able 5- to 10-cent-a-gallon increase in
Federal gasoline taxes, a most regressive
tax and a most perplexing proposal for
meeting our energy needs.

Today we have to import more and
more of our crude oil from the unstable
Middle East in an energy supply effort
which not only should be unnecessary
but which is a critical factor in our bal-
ance-of-payments deficit today and
threatens to grow larger in the months
ahead unless something is done.

Just yesterday the Federal Power Com-
mission, that dubious protector of the
publiec interest, voted to grant an uncon-
scionable 73 percent increase in new nat-
ural gas to three firms. This is just an-
other step toward total deregulation of
this energy resource, a step which the in-
dustry has long sought and a step which
this administration, with its anticon-
sumer bias, supports.

The public is soon going to be search-
ing to place the blame for this disgrace-
ful and as far as I am concerned, avoid-
able energy crunch. It will be at first very
fashionable to blame the energy industry
because they control the resources. But
it is the Government which should set the
national policy on energy and soon the
public will realize that we have been
totally inoperative and inactive through
our failure to undertake let alone carry
out this responsibility.

While I will have more to say on this
matter in the very near future because
it is my hope it will become an issue for
public debate right here in this body, I
urge my colleagues to review this matter
and focus their attention on the fact that
we have failed to act while this energy
shortage, whether real, contrived, or a
mixed bag of each, has reached threaten-
ing proportions which far transcend our
inability to gas our autos or fuel our
homes.

THE CONGRESS AND INDOCHINA

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, Speaker, we read
of “new understandings” on Indochina,
full of promise and just around the
corner—if only we do not “tie” the Presi-
dent's hands. Diplomatic efforts to bring
peace closer are of course most welcome
and should continue. We must not,
however, lose sight of the realities. One
reality is that the situation in Indochina
defies any dquick solution, and could
easily deteriorate. Another is that the
administration, unless Congress acts to
assert its own responsibilities, will con-
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tinue to claim uncontested authority to
use military force, or the threat of force
in Indochina.

The U.S. bombing in Cambodia is the
most blatant abuse of Presidential au-
thority at present. However, even should
the administration decide on its own to
halt the bombing tomorrow, air strikes
in Indochina could be resumed at any
time. Unless Congress acts, what as-
surance do we have now that we will
not awake some morning to a new U.S.
military involvement in Indochina, un-
dertaken by the administration in the
name of “maintaining peace”?

I am encouraged by the recent strong
expressions in both Houses of the Con-
gress to assert congressional responsibil-
ity in this area. The Senate has been
able to move ahead with various legisla-
tive initiatives, which we may expect to
have before us sooner or later. In the
meantime, the House should take action
itself at the first appropriate opportunity.
War powers legislation would seem to
offer one such early opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, much has been said and
written on the need for the Congress to
stop the U.S. military actions still going
on or threatened in Indochina, notwith-
standing the fact that all of our combat
forces have been removed and our pris-
oners returned. I insert in the R=corp
a most timely editorial concerning In-
dochina and realities, which appeared
in the New York Times on May 31. I
believe that the  “challenge” applies
equally to the House:

CHALLENGE TO THE SENATE

Administration efforts to defer or deflect
Senate action to cut off all funds for United
States military operations in Cambodia and
Laos represent a dangerous flight from
reality on two vital issues.

The Administration appears to assume
that:

(1) Even after the President’'s proclama-
tion of “peace with honor” in Indockina and
the return of United States combat troops
and prisoners, the American people will con-
tinue to support direct United Btates mill-
tary involvement in the area indefinitely to
sustain an agreement that was presented to
them as the end of involvement;

(2) Congress and the public can be per-
suaded in the name of national security to
tolerate the continuing abuse of Presidential
authority in committing this country to mili-
tary actions without folloving constitutional
procedures.

Congress has already vigorously rejected
both propositions—in a House vote three
weeks ago banning the transfer of Defense
Department funds to pay for the Cambodian
bombing and in this week’s vote in the Sen-
ate upholding the complete cutoff of funds
for United States military activities in Cam-
bodia and Laos.

These forceful expressions of Congressional
sentiment virtually render moot the Admin-
istration's dubious argument thet the fund
cutoff would compromise Henry Kissinger's
efforts, for which he has already claimed
success, to.salvage the Paris peace accords.
In any event, 1t would not serve the cause of
peace if the United States negotiator were
to reach understandings based on military
actions and threats that the American peo-
ple and Congress are not willing to support.

If the President had taken his case to Con-
gress in accordance with constitutional re-
quirements and offered persuasive arguments
that the bombing of Cambodia or other
threatened military actions served vital
United States Interests, the Congress un-
doubtedly would have given the most seri-
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ous consideration to a request for authority
to undertake such actions.

Instead, Mr. Nixon has flouted Congress
and the Constitution in pursuing military
policies which have repeatedly falled in the
past and which many members fear will only
prolong the war, generating fresh American
casualties and prisoners and risking addi-
tional direct United States military involve-
ment in the essentially local political prob-
lems of the Indochinese people.

Everyone, of course, will welcome Mr, Kis-
singer's announcement that he expects to
conclude “new understandings" with Hanol
next week to strengthen the cease-fire. But
the concurrent announcement of Canada’s
decision to quit the international control
commission in Vietnam ' underscores the
skepticism that attends all efforts to patch
up an imperfect peace. There is still no sign
that either side in Vietnam or in neighbor-
ing Cambodia is preparing for the kind of
political accommodations that are needed
to stop the fighting for good.

An armed truce that works would be a not-
able improvement over the heavy fighting
that has persisted since the cease-fire pact
was signed last January. But Mr. Kissinger's
announcement provides no real assurance
that peace is at hand in Indochina or that
Congress can relax its efforts to insure that
the United States military withdrawal be-
comes complete and Irrevocable.

MAEKE CONTRIBUTION TO THE U.N.
AND UNICEF TAX DEDUCTIBLE

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker today I
am introducing legislation to encourage
private contributions to the United Na-
tions and the United Nations Children’s
Fund—UNICEF—by making such dona-
tions tax deductible here in the United
States.

The 28-year history of the United Na-
tions has been one of contribution to
peaceful resolution of international dis-
putes, improvement of understanding
among peoples, and advancement of the
social and economic development of the
emerging nations. Like any other major
institution, the U.N. has suffered set-
backs and disappointments on occasion,
but a balancing of its record indicates
that the organization has been a decisive
factor in contributing to a reduction of
world tensions. United Nations military
forces have performed valuable peace-
keeping missions in the Congo, the Mid-
dle East, Cyprus, Indonesia, and India-
Pakistan. The work of the organization
in assisting emerging nations to make a
peaceful transition from colonial status
to self-determination and independence
has been of enormous significance. In
addition to this activist role, the U.N.
performs the vital function of serving as
a world forum for contact, negotiation,
and conciliation among nations with rad-
ically differing interests, ideologies, and
ambitions. Many of the U.N.'s accom-
plishments are made from day to day at
the ordinary working level, without great
publicity or fanfare, and these quiet
achievements are certainly as significant
as the occasional shortcomings of the
organization which receive such wide
notice.

Financial gifts, donations, grants, and
legacies from the many foundations,
associations, and individuals in the
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United States who have developed an
interest in the U.N. and an admiration
for its accomplishments constitute an
attractive potential source of funds for
future U.N. activities and programs.
Unfortunately, many Americans and
U.S. foundations who might be inclined
to make such donations are discouraged
from doing so because contributions to
the U.N. and UNICEF are not tax
deductible as charitable contributions
under existing U.S. law. The proposal
which I am introducing today would
make such UN. and UNICEF contribu-
tions by U.S. taxpayers fully deductible
for U.S. income, estate, and gift tax pur-
poses, just as contributions to U.S. gov-
ernmental units are fully tax deductible.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that the enact-
ment of this legislation would be a posi=
tive step forward in advancing multi-
lateralism and international coopera-
tion. Now that the annual U.S. govern-
mental contributioin to the U.N. has
been recently reduced, the organization
is in need of additional funds and re-
sources to help meet ever-increasing
expenses and the high cost of maintain-
ing world ‘headquarters in New York
City.

I urge the Congress to give this bill
serious consideration at the earliest
possible opportunity.

FACTFINDING AD HOC CONGRES-
SIONAL HEARING ON MIA'S

(Mr, WOLFF asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, last week,
I sponsored an ad hoc hearing in New
York City. On the present status of ef-
forts to obtain a complete accounting for
our men classified as missing in action.
The hearing, attended by my colleagues,
Congressmen Koca and RANGEL, at-
tempted to spotlight and draw attention
to the many problems associated with
the MIA’s. We heard from many families
and friends of MIA's, and, I think,
gained some new perspectives in this
area.

Because of the tremendous amount of
interest in this critical concern, Con-
gressman Koca and Congressman
RanGEL are joining me in inserting the
transcript of our hearings into the Rec-
orp, for the attention of our colleagues:
FacrFinpiNG Ap Hoc CONGRESSIONAL HEAR-

INGS ON Mias's HELD AT THE FEDERAL BuUItD-

NG, New Yorx, N.Y., oN Fripay, May 25

EBefore: Rep. Lester L. Wolff, (D-Queens),
Chairman; Rep. Edward Koch, (D-Man);
Rep. Charles Rangel (D-Man); Members of
Panel.

List of Witnesses: Mr. Dermot G. Foley,
Mr. Fred Feldman, Mr. George Brooks, Mrs.
Walter Schmidt, Mr. Jerry Dennis, Mr. Joseph
McCain, Mr. Thomas Gleason, Mrs. Mary
Payue.

PROCEEDING

Representative Worrr., I am Lester L.
Wolff, a member of the Foreign Affairs Com-~
mittee, member of the Subcommittee on
Aslan and Pacific Affairs and member of the
Veterans Affalrs Committee.

On my right is Congressman Rangel of
New York (indicating) and on my left is
Congressma.n Edward Eoch of New York.
These gentlemen have joined in this hearing
today, which is preliminary to a Full Foreign
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Affairs Committee Inquiry next week In
Washington.

The minutes of this meeting will provide
a basis for further investigation leading to,
we hope, a rapid resolution of the problem
of the MIA's.

I am very happy to see that so many of us
share in the critical concern for the fate of
American men who have been listed as miss-
ing in action.

We are all aware that there have been
countless conflicting stories on the success
or fallure of efforts to obtain a complete ac-
counting of these men. In that light, we can
all agree that we seek most of all to avoid a
repetition of the sad situation that followed
the conclusion of the Korean conflict twenty
years ago.

We have assembled this hearing for several
purposes:

First, and most important, as I have indi-
cated, is to gather information preliminary
to official hearings that will be held in Wash-
ington next week in the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs, Congressman Rangel will ap-
pear with me before the Committee to pre-
sent the information that we have secured.
I take it that Congressman Koch will be
there as well.

This investigation will cover the question
of the Missing In Action and the efforts to
investigate their status and the treatment of
the families of these men, and also what
steps are belng taken to resolve the problem.

Secondly, we are golng to hear from the
people most directly affected by the govern-
ment's policies: the families and friends of
the men themselves.

We are seeking to discover how the Depart-
ments of Defense and State have communi-
cated with the families, whether they have
been open and forthcoming with all possible
information, and related areas of concern.
Similarly, we want to find out if there has
been withholding of vital information, and,
if so, who is responsible.

Thirdly, we want to gain your impressions
of the efforts to investigate the status of the
remaining MIA’s, and of the overall com-
pliance by the parties to the Paris accords
as they relate to the accounting of these
men.,

One of the main problems facing us all
with the MIA's is the state of agonizing un-
certainty it places on the families. Compas-
slon dictates that as expeditious and clear a
resolution of the fate of the men be made.
We cannot allow anyone to hold the fate of
the MIA as hostage for political galn, or as
instrument of foreign policy. The famlilies
of these men cannot be used as pawns in a
political “game plan.” Too much suffering
has been visited upon next of kin already;
we must go about the business of obtaining
a complete accounting as rapidly and ex-
peditiously as possible.

Again, let me say that I am very grateful
to those families that have come here today
and to those who have information that will
help us toward a resolution of the problem.

I would next like to call upon Congress-
man Rangel of New York for a short state-
ment.

Representative RaNGEL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank you for this opportunity. In addition
to the statement made by Congressman Wolff,
I would like to point out a discrepancy that
Americans have noticed as they have en-
joyed and welcomed the return of our
Prisoners of War. The question has been
raised as to why less than twelve percent of
the prisoners that have been returned to
this country were enlisted men.

I served in Korea from 1850 to 19851 In
combat with the Second Infantry Division.

I received a Purple Heart and a Bronze
Star.

From my experience in Eorea, it is totally
inconceivable to me that as America engaged
in ground warfare in Southeast Asla for ten
years, with a total involvement of over two
and a half million soldiers, that it can be
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sald that of the 566 Prisoners of War re-
turned by the enemy, only sixty-nine of them
were enlisted men.

I cannot conceive that in any combat
situation where there were close to 46,000
American soldiers killed, with 4,000 of them
being black, that we are being asked to
believe that of the Prisoners of War, less
than twenty of them were black.

As we suffered with anguish in watching
television to see what was happening in this
war, nobody can disagree with me that the
war as depicted on television certainly por-
trayed the fact vividly that the black ground
soldier was present in Vietnam in numbers
far greater than the percentage of his popu-
lation in this country.

How, then, can we say that with an an-
nouncement having been made that all of
the prisoners have returned, we must accept
the fact that the black man that fought and
died there, in numbers far disproportionate
to the percentage of his presence in America,
is once again the “invisible man" among our
returned Prisoners of War.

The question is not just one of white or
black.

The question is what happened to all of
the American enlisted men that fought this
war, and why is it that the only thing that
we are concerning ourselves with now are
officers who became Prisoners of War from
the bombing raids over North Vietnam. Even
the Missing in Action, from the Department
of Lefense would indicate that close to a
thousand of them are officers, while 376 of
them are enlisted men.

I think there are answers that the Depart-
ment of Defense has refused to give the
American people, and that we have been
programmed, we have been staged to be joy-
ful without question in response to the sight
of the Prisoners of War leaving the airplanes.

I am just saying as a former dogface, as &
former infantryman, that the families of in-
fantrymen all over this country should get
& better answer as to why only officers were
included, or at least eighty percent, over
eighty percent were officers in the Prisoners
of War.

Representative Worrr, Thank you, Mr,
Rangel.

The next statement will be from Congress-
man Koch of New York.

Representative Kocy. First, Mr. Chairman,
I want to commend you for organizing these
hearings.

They serve a most valuable purpose to keep
public attention focused on the distressing
fact that so many of the Missing in Action
have not been accounted for.

I also want to commend the familles of
the POW’'s and the Missing in Action who
over the years have kept this issue before the
public, when it might otherwise have been
swept under the carpet. As a result of those
pressures, the Congress was continually con-
fronted with the dilemma of the POW’s and
MIA's.,

Now that hostilities appear basically to be
ended, although some fighting still con-
tinues, we want to make certain that the
faith of these MIA’s is still before the public
until every reasonable effort has been made
to locate every single individual whose exist-
ence or death is not yet exactly known.

I am here to lend my support to those ef-
forts and I will be in Washington to lend my
support there.

I do want to mention, too, to those assem-
bled here that I will be leaving earlier than
the others because I have another commu-
nity meeting which, unfortunately, could
not be postponed.

But my feeling is as strong as anyone's.
Anyone who has served in any war—and I
have served in World War II—must have
uppermost on his mind the faith of the sol-
diers who served their country.

So it does not make any difference what
we be, doves or hawks—and the three of us
sitting here at this table were opposed to
the war—but the 435 members of Congress

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

are united in ensuring that the MIA’s will
not be forgotten.

Representative Worrr. Thank you, Con-
gressman Koch.

Our first witness today is Mr. Dermot G.
Foley, an attorney, brother of an MIA pilot.
He is aflillated with the Council for Civilized
Treatment of POW's and the Long Island
League of Families,

Mr, Foley, I appreciate your coming here
today and your cooperation in getting these
hearings together,

Your cooperation was invaluable, sir,

I wonder whether you can now fully iden-
tify yourself and tell us your story.

Mr. DErMoT G. FoLEY. Yes. I am Dermot G.
Foley.

I, as the Congressman has mentioned, I am
m:. attorney practicing in the New York
City.

I am the brother of Lt. Col. Brendan P.
Foley of the Alr Force, who has been missing
in action since November 24, 1967.

For several years I have been Intimately
involved in activities respecting POW and
MIA problems.

I am a member of the National League of
Families of American Prisoners Missing In
Boutheast Asla.

I am also affiliated with the Long Island
League of Familles and the Council for
Clvilized Treatment of POW's.

I assume that this Committee is Informed
respecting POW problems prior to the Paris
Peace Agreement.

Therefore I will confine my statement to-
day to the current situation among the
families and to discuss the problems which
are presently being faced and the solutions
which I belleve should be considered by leg-
islators.

The Paris Peace Agreement and the ar-
rival home of the POW's occasioned much
relief and happiness in this country and MIA
familles shared in the sentiments.

In particular, after years of close associa-
tion with the POW question, we enthusiasti-
cally participated in welcoming those POW's
who were fortunate enough to be returned.

However, we were also painfully aware that
close to 75 percent of the men involved did
not come home, and it became quickly ap-
parent that they were not heing accounted
for.

While this situation developed we felt
bound to remain silent for fear that pro-
test might prejudice the return of those
who were coming home.

This silence was limited, however, to pub-
lic statements. And there was extensive
communication among MIA families and with
individuals at the White House and in the
Departments of Defense and State.

This arose from anxiety which focused on
Article 8(b) of the Peace Agreement.

A copy of that agreement I am attaching
to this statement. I am furnishing this to
this Committee.

Your attention is invited to the fact that
this provision calls for an exchange of in-
formatlon respecting MIA's who are not re-
turned or accounted for,

But the right to such information 1s lim-
ited expressly to those men who are still
considered Missing in Action. Quote; those
are the words used.

Thus, it can be claimed that there is
no right to such information with respect
to men who are not still considered Missing
in Action, and any act which tends to es-
tablish that a man is no longer considered
Missing in Action can have disastrous and
irreparable impact on him and his family.

This is a very real danger. I am attaching
the text of Sectlons 556 and 5566 of Title 37
of the U.S. Code which form the statutory
basls for presumptive findings that individ-
uals were killed in action and they are no
longer considered Missing in Action.

Your attention is invited to the fact that
such change of status need not be based on
any evidence that death occurred and may
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be made despite a total absence of such
evidence.

This particular procedure is planned in the
case of the MIA's. Board hearings are now
in process to make status changes and sev-
eral such changes have already been made.
Within the past ten days General Ogun, who
is a decisive personality in the government’'s
treatment of the MIA problem, announced to
family members that the status of every MIA
will be changed to KIA—which Is presump-
tively Killed in Action—within approxi-
mately the next twelve months regardless
of the presence or absence of evidence.

At that point, then, as far as the Peace
Agreement is concerned, these men are not
only written off the payroll but any further
inquiries concerning them are open to re-
jection by the North Vietnamese, who have
never shown any candor or honor on the
question and have no reason to change that
attitude now.

I would like to add that the Board hear-
ings which are being conducted for purposes
of determining a change of status are con-
ducted without any notice to family mem-
bers, are conducted without affording family
members any rights whatsoever to partici-
pate or challenge the basis on which the
changes are made and are not subject to ap-
peal unless one goes to Court for some type
of a special proceeding to appeal it there.
That will, of course, be subject to presump-
tions which favor the valldity of determina-
tions by an agency such as the Defense De-
partment people in this case.

Understandably, then, we were seriously
concerned. Added to the status change prob-
lems were a whole range of other questions
which we came to feel were not being treated
with adequate candor by our government.
When efforts to clarify these areas were un-
successful, the Long Island League of Fam-
ilies sent a letter to the President of the
United States on February 9, 1973 which
dealt in detail with unnecessary difficulties
which our government was creating for MIA
families. The text of the sald letter was as
follows. Under the letterhead, the date and
the name and address of the President. Let
me remark, also, that the letter is attentioned
to Brigadier General Brent Scowcroft.

“"DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: At a meeting of our
organization of POW/MIA familles on Feb-
ruary 5, 1973, we had a long and detailed dis-
cussion of our current problems, anxieties
and uncertainties and we tried to identify
measures which we believe will be helpful to
us now.,

“To the surprise of some of us, we came
to certain unenimous decisions which in-
cluded the sending of this letter to you.

“Generally, our present difficulties fall into
three categories. The first is a sense of be-
wilderment, and, to be frank, of latent sus-
picion, at the apparent consequences for
MIA’s of the manner in which the cease-fire
was achleved and the contents of the Cease~
fire Agreement and accompanying protocols.

“A reading of these documents offer no as-
surance that the thoroughness of MIA ac-
counting has not, In the final analysls, been
left to the discretion of the North Vietnam-
ese and their colleagues. The meager and in-
complete Information available from media
reports and the varying opinions of persons
who may or may not be accurately informed
on the subject, are of little use.

“In Qctober, when you told the nation that
you wished to resolve ambiguities before
signing an agreement, we trusted you and
supported you. Now we have an agreement
in which some ambiguities may have been
resolved but which contaln uniform equivo-
cation on MIA accounting. We can find noth-
ing in these documents which assures us that
the North Vietnamese and their colleagues
will perform any better than did the North
Eoreans and Chinese after the settlement of
the Korean conflict. Indeed, we see a distinct
danger that the other side, relying on the
terms of Article 8(b)"—which I have referred
to—"of the Cease-fire Agreement, may recog-
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nize no obligation to furnish any informa-
tion respecting any missing men who have
had their status changed, pursuant to 37
U.8.C. Bection 556 or 556, to one of presump-
tive killed-in-action.

“From the foregoing illustrations you can
see that we have a considerable range of
substantial questions which we would like
to have answered. We are not being informed
on these matters despite our pressing need
to know. Instead we are being left to our
own speculations, which can be painfully
disastrous. We submit, Mr. President, that
this is not right.

“A second area of inquiry concerns the fu-
ture. We need to know details about the
search for MIA's. Can this be expressed in
terms of man-hours per square mile or of
facilities which will be employed? Indeed,
will there be a physical search for crash-
sights, graves and other relevant locations?
If s0, to what extent will the United States
participate in such a search and what puni-
tive and /or persuasive influences are we pre-
pared to commit to assure the success of the
efforts of others who are involved?

“In short, then, we really know nothing
about the prospects of our MIA's. If the fate
of these men is not to be left to the dis-
cretion of the other side, there should and,
indeed, must be a plan of action and some
degree of analysis of any preparation for the
contingencies that are likely to arise. We,
however, have not been given any basis for
an intelligent appraisal of what we are to
expect.

“A third problem area involves the whole
question of presumptive findings of killed-
in-action. A poll of those present at our Feb-
ruary 5th meeting revealed that a wide range
of inconsistent information is being received
by MIA families on this subject both with
respect to the procedure whereby such a find-
ing may be made and the time when such
findings will commence to be made. Also un-
known are the criterla which will be decisive
and the degree, if any, to which interested
family members will be notified of and per-
mitted to participate in the proceedings lead-
ing to such findings."”

Representative - WorrFr. Excuse me, Mr.
Foley. Are you still reading from the letter?

Mr. FoLEY. Yes.

“The foregoing is merely intended to illus-
trate the problem areas. It would not be
possible, in a letter such as this, to express
all of the doubts or to ask all of the questions
which plague our members. From these {llus-
trations, however, the areas of needed infor-
mation can be fairly well defined and we be-
lieve that there Is only one effective way to
treat the matter.

“In the past, when representatives of the
administration or of the various branches of
the Armed Forces wished to meet with POW/
MIA familles, they did so by arranging rela-
tively large scale brlefing sessions at differ-
ent places around the country. These sessions
were s0 organized that most if not all of the
families could conveniently get to the meet-
ing place, At the meetings the attending fam-
ilies were given Information relative to the
subject matter of the session, often in great
detall, by a team of highly informed experts.
Thereafter, the normal practice has been to
open the meeting for questions from the
family members, which, for the most part,
were responded to satisfactorily.

“On ocecasion matters of some delicacy were
discussed at these sessions and we believe you
will find that those who were present treated
the disclosures made to them in a highly
responsible and discreet way.

“The one product of these sessions which
is particularly relevant now is the fact that
frank, candid, informed dialogue with in-
formed and authoritative persons, diffused
and relieved, to some extent, the fears and
anxieties which have been corroding the
minds and hearts of each of us for years. We
left those meetings with a feellng respecting
our government’s attitude and position
which only a personal exchange can produce.
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“The POW/MIA families in our area (Long
Island and lower New York State) strongly
feel the need for such a meeting now. The
subjects which would predominate are those
discussed above in this letter. Necessary lim-
itations could be explained and agreed to
and within that framework we could proceed
with this very necessary business in a coop-
erative, productive manner,

“We feel that such a meeting should be
called at the earliest date available and
should be conducted in the New York City
area or on western Long Island. We could
cooperate on the details of preparations so as
to avold schedule problems for a maximum
number of people,

““The practice in the past has been for the
different branches of the Armed Forces to
conduct separate sessions. We recommend a
change in this policy so that this time a ses-
sion be conducted at which the families of
Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine MIA's will
gather together with one group of informed
people in one place at one time to discuss
the subjects in which we all have such a
vital common interest.

“In conclusion, we wish to emphasize that
what we propose is not a confrontation.”
And that is clear, “We have a genuine and
legitimate need for information, discussion
and assurance. We have confildence that our
request will be treated in this light, Because
cf the urgency of the situation and the un-
desirable consequences which will flow from
delay, we would appreciate a reply to this
letter as soon as is conveniently possible.”

Representative WoLrr. What 18 the date
of that letter?

Mr. FoLey. The date of that letter was
February 9, 1873.

I have more details about its delivery. It
should be noted that this letter was written
against a background of years, before the
Peace Agreement, when MIA and POW fam-
ilies were led to belleve that there was &
receptive and cooperative attitude at the
White House concerning their problems. Fur-
ther, the letter was preceded by telephone
discussions with Mr, Willlam Gulley, & White
House staff member who had been involved
in POW/MIA matters and who, together with
Brigadier General Brent Scowcroft, received
copies of the letter.

Post Office records establish that the letter
was received at the White House on Febru-
ary 16, 1973.

Our past experiences led us to belleve that
a letter as this would receive responsible and
reasonably prompt attention from the White
House. However, this time no direct answer
was forthcoming. Indeed, months later, after
our letter had been shuffied from one func-
tionary to another, a short, blunt note was
received from an Under-Secretary of Defense
stating that our request for information was
rejected.

Representative WorFr. What date was that
letter received?

Mr. ForeY. I do not know. But I belleve it
was about two months afterwards, and I will
attempt to get a copy of that letter and
furnish it.

Representative WoLrr. Who was that letter
sent to?

Mr. ForLey. Mrs. Mildred Fowler. She was
the person who signed the letter that we
sent,

Thus, the position of the Administration
was that the famlilies of MIA's were to be
left to confront their worries and anxieties
without clearcut information.

The effect, of course, has been devastating.
There is a distinet feeling on the part of
most of the familles with whom I have
spoken—and I have spoken to familles right
across the country—that the stage is being
set to force an acceptance by them of a con-
clusion that the MIA's are dead and that
it is appropriate to pave the matter over
and forget about it. Now, I joln in that
suspicion.

It is reinforced, in my opinion, by the ap-
parently orchestrated release of statements
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by persons assoclated with the Administra-
tion, indicating, among other things, that
there is no proof of survivors. It would be
hard to find such proof before a thorough
search has been made.

It is further reinforced by the absence of
any firm indication of insistence by our gov-
ernment upon the accomplishment of a de-
pendable verified accounting of the men who
are not returned. The complaints, if any,
have been mild in comparison with the senti-
ments expressed respecting the continued
protection of some Indo-Chinese political
figures.

The ongoing program of status changes,
without regard to the consequences for MIA's
is a further indication of what is happening.

The dogged determination of the Depart-
ment of Defense in adhering to EIA deter-
minations in the face of overwhelming evi-
dence of error is further support for our sus-
picions. Another witness will, I believe, be
furnishing details of the Mark Dennis case
which demonstrated a morbid resolve on the
part of the Defense Department to pave over
and suppress the embarrassment resulting
from & lack of concern in identifying the war
dead and returning them. to their families
for burial.

That was a case of where there was not
merely a mistake made but it was followed,
I tell you, by outright misstatements, and I
think you can only fairly characterize it as
straightforward fraud.

This nation owes an unlimited moral
obligation to the captured Americans whom
we sent into battle. I believe we all recog-
nize that, It is a disgrace to tolerate the
abandonment of these Americans to dis-
cretionary disposal by a gullty enemy who
has only hate and contempt for us. To do so
by failure to act effectively on the available
evidence iz equally wrong.

American concern for the fate of these
captured and missing men—all of them—is
valid and substantial. However, the matter
does not end with them. In view of world
events during this century, our common
sense tells us that there can be no guarantee
given that there will be no more war. The
tragic fact is that there may well be other
conflicts in the years to come. The children
growing up among us today are the candi-
dates for maltreatment as POW's in the not
too distant future. The consegquences of
their capture will reflect precedents which we
insist upon, and achieve now. Thelr suffering
will be measured by our indifference.

In the face of these conditions the need
for action by Congress is clear.

Since we are unable to get answers to vital
and reasonable requests, such as those dis-
cussed in our letter to the President of Feb~
ruary 9, 1973, we need the support of Con-
gress in obtalning this information.

Since the presumptive findings of death
in the absence of any supporting evidence,
not only abolish the possibility of hopeful
search for MIA’'s thereafter, but also set &
precedent which will bring harm to Ameri-
cans captured In any future conflicts, Con-
gress should halt these findings until it has
an opportunity to review the matter and re-
place the present provisions with law that
is more than a tool for the paving over of
embarrassing situations.

Congress should also reconsider the finan-
cial effect of a presumptive KIA finding upon
the dependants of these men. Maintenance of
income for the balance of normal life ex-
pectancy for the dependants and other nat-
ural beneficiaries of these men, as opposed to
minimal compensation in the form of a
fractional pension, would not make up fully
for their loss, But it would be a reasonable
gesture that would not over-strain the na-
tion's resources.

In addition, I have two other proposals
that I believe Congress should consider.

I believe that the Congress should give
serious thought to making an accounting, a
real accounting, a condition will be weighed
by them in considering legislation beneficial
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to certain countries, such as the Soviet Union
and China, and I am thinking in particular
with reference to trade legislation, favored
nation treatment and varlous pleces of leg-
islation like that that are coming up.

Secondly, I think that 1t would be mar-
velous, absolutely marvelous if the Congress
would give serious consideration to a joint
resolution which would be aimed at being
passed in time for Chairman Brezhnev's visit
here next month, which would express the
rejection by our legislative body in this
country of the cavaller attitude with which
not only our government but other govern-
ments seem to think they can treat missing
Americans. It would be an enormously effec-
tive and beneficial thing to do.

* In short, then, there is an urgent need to
turn to the problems of MIA's.

At the moment, it is my belief that the
nation is being led by the President, into a
course of conduct which can only lead to
the abandonment of these men with appro-
priate, hypocritical blandishments, parades,
moenuments and public holidays.

This performance will not suffice. The
packaging job cannot disguilse the fact that,
as measured by solid substantive achieve-
ments which produce measurable benefit for
MIA's, nothing productive is being done and
the outcome is being left to the discretion
of the other side.

We would sincerely request that Congress
take the initiative in turning the situation
in a proper direction.

Gentlemen, that is the statement which
I prepared. I would be very glad to answer
any questions that you have.

Representative Worrr, Thank you, Mr.
Foley.

A Vorce. Congressman, sir; I am not listed
as a witness, but my son is missing in action.
And would I be out of turn, out of order, for
me to speak?

Representative Wovrrr. It would be now, I
would be delighted——

A Voice. I don't have a long story.

Representative Worrr, I would be delight-
ed to have you speak when the other wit-
nesses have concluded their testimony.

Mr. FoLeY. May I just answer your ques-
tion, Congressman—

Representative Worrr (to voice). I am
sorry we cannot hear you now, but we would
be delighted to hear you later.

A Voice. Thank you.

Representative WoLrr. Mr. Koch?

Representative KocH. Your statement was
superbly done and I want you to know that
it 1s not only moving and factual but it has
been very helpful.

I gathered from the statement that it is
not the action of the North Vietnamese
that is our major problem in this particular
case.

Mr, ForEY. That is correct.

Representative KocH. From vour state-
ment it is my understanding that 1% is this
Article 8, which presents serious problems,
le., that when a soldier has been declared
KTIA, Instead of MIA, then there is objec-
tion to further pursuing the matter. Is that
correct?

Mr. FoLEY, Yes, there is u very substantial
danger there.

Representative KocH., I understand that.
Then it is in the power of the government
of the United States to determine whether
or not these individuals continued as MIA's
instead of KIA's.

Mr. FoLEY. Absolutely.

Representative Kocu. Therefore what we
have to do is to make certain that people are
not declared Killed in Action, unless we
know that fact absolutely.

Now I think It is important, then, that
you separate this from the question of con-
tinued maintenance, while it may very well
be that we ought to have better provisions
for the widows and the families involved,
that is a separate question.

I don't think that you would continue
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someone as MIA instead of KIA In order to
have maintenance continue instead of an
insurance policy.

Mr. ForeEY. Absolutely not. I brought it up
as an ancillary matter.

The question remains as an anclllary
matter.

May I explain this? That while a man is
considered MIA his salary does persist any-
way, but the thing that is bothering me is
that I feel that, you know, POW’s, and their
families have gone through over the past
seven or eight years—has been so atroclously
manipulated and merchandised by a lot of
people who try to sort of get a leg up on it,
to put it in very plain English, and, frankly,
I feel that at the end of it all it would not
sort of overstrain the generosity of our coun-
try to turn around and say, well, now that
we are finished using you, we will sort of let
vou off without income loss while we forget
it. But it is a separate question.

Representative EocH. Yes, it Is a separate
issue.

Representative Worrr. Mr. Foley, I would
like to ask you, what is the status financially
of those people today who are next of kin
to the MIA's?

Mr., ForeY. In the case, they are on full

ay.

Rgpresantatlve Worrr. They are on full
pay

Mr. FoLEY. Bear in mind that they are on
full pay can mean two things. I was impressed
with what Congressman Rangel had to say.

I am particularly distressed because we
are leading into a time when we are ap-
parently going to have a volunteer army, I
think we have a pretty good idea where a
large part of those volunteers are going to
come from.

In the case of the Air Force, my under-
standing is that approximately ninety-two
percent of the airplanes that were shot down
actually contained officers,

And those men, of course, were on a high
pay scale and because of the higher pay
scale that the individuals were on, suffered
less than, say, some poor private who was
in a significantly lower pay scale and his
family had to continue to exist for seven
or elght years on a reduced pay.

So the answer to your gquestion is that
the situation varies.

Representative WorLrr. What you said also
indicates the fact that there were very few
prisoners taken on the ground by the
North Vietnamese and the V.C.

Mr. FoLEY. One does not really know.

Representative RANGEL. Really, you have
raised an issue that I was going to respond
to, because the thrust of your statement
Indicated that you had deep concerns as
to whether or not the United States gov-
ernment, might be disposed to simply write
off the MIA's, The thrust of your statement
appears to be some concern that the MIA’s
status might be changed without proper
evidence to KIA.

Mr. FoLEY. It is being done right now.

Representative RANGEL. May I suggest to
you, if we can really appreciate each other's
problems more and stand together on this,
it might be very interesting to note how
easy it was for the Department of Defense
to give Killed in Action status to the
enlisted men.

Mr. FOLEY, It sure was.

Representative RanceL, That this Depart-
ment of Defense would have the American
people belleve that out of a total of 45,938
killed in action, that they were able to
positively identify the bodies of each and
every one of the killed in action with the
exception of 1,200.

Mr. FoLEY. You are right.

Representative RanceL. I ask all of those
people that served in any war, in any com-
bat, what type of method any Grave reg-
istration detall can use to come up with
type of accuracy, unless it is for the sole
purpose of a write-off?

Mr. FoLEY. You are 100 percent right.
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As a matter of fact, I know of only two in-
stances where a family actually checked
to see If the body they got was thelrs,
and in both cases it wasn't.

And the testimony that is going to be given
by Mr. Dennis is going to be really worth
hearing, because they not only apparently
just dogtagged whatever they found, put
names on it and shipped it home, but then
they persisted when they were proven wrong.

I have a very strong feeling myself that it
wouldn’t hurt at all in the case of many of
these guys to verify if it was really their
loved ones who came home.

I unfortunately think that you are going
to find a lot of misidentifications.

Representative RangeEL. Mr. Foley, I want
to congratulate you. What we are doing is
not very popular and, indeed, it is very pain-
ful.

But I think that all Americans would just
like to belleve what we saw on television,
that what we did honestly was to negotiate
a peace with honor. But I feel confident that
we are doing the right and moral thing to
bring a little more honesty into the state-
ments of our leaders and shed a little more
light regarding what was really negotiated
at that table,

Mr, FoLEY, We are anxlous to find out be-
cause, quite frankly, speaking for myself,
I will tell you this, that I am very concerned
about the negotiating priorities. You see,
when you have this business of prolonged
bargaining programs for the purpose of re-
solving ambiguities, and then you take a look
at the agreements before and afterwards you
can tell what the ambiguities were that got
high priority.

It is quite obvious that MIA's were on the
furthest back burner that there was around,
and that South Vietnamese political despots
that were largely despised by everybody that
they ever met were given front burner treat-
ment all the way along the line.

I will tell you, nobody lost 75 percent of
the South Vietnamese politicians, but MIA’s
we're supposed to forget right now, apparent-
ly, according to the way that the adminis-
tration and the Departments of Defense and
State are behaving. I think it is outrageous.

There iz no excuse for it.

Representative RawcerL. The Congress is
supposed to throw in an additional seven
billion dollars on top of that.

Mr. FoLEY. That is another point that I
would like to raise.

Representative WoLFr. Gentlemen, we have
to limit ourselves to the question of the
MIA's,

We want to thank you, Mr, Foley, for your
testimony. I can assure you that so far as
three Members of Congress are concerned,
we will not let this gquestion die.

We will see to it that there is a resolution
to this problem, activities are ongoing, and
continuing to help you find a resolution.

We owe that to you, who are the famiiles.

Mr. FoLEY. Thank you very much, sir,

Representative Raweer. Thank you, Mr,
Foley.

(Witness excused.)

Representative WorLFr. Our next witness is
Mr, Fred Feldman. Mr, Feldman has exten-
sive background knowledge of POW and MIA
problems.

Mr. Feldman is a pilot.

Could you please ldentify yourself?

Mr. FrEp FELoMaN, Yes. I will identify my-
self as wearing three hats.

Number one, I work for WOR radio as &
helicopter pilot traffic reporter,

I would like to apologize for coming here
in this dress. This is my business suit. I
didn't have a chance to change when I left
the alrport.

Representative WoLrr. We appreciate your
coming.

Mr. FELDMAN, Secondly, I am a Major in the
Alr Force Reserve, and I am a Korean veteran.

I am not representing the Air Force or the
Reserves.

Third, I am Chairman of the Advisory
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Board of Viva in New York Citv. These are
the people who have been selling the brace-
lets, et cetera.

And I must tell you in all honesty that I
am not here representing Viva. I am not.

I am here on my own, standing on my own
two feet for my own two reasons,

Probably the biggest one is my personal
concern. I brought with me a book called
“The Endless Hours, My Two and a Half
Years as a Prisoner of the Chinese Commu-
nists by Wallace Brown,” who was my flight
commander back in the States while he was
shot down on his first mission in Korea.

I want to give you some background and
lead up to it.

I just want to read a small portion of it.
He was shot down about six months prior
to the truce.

Then he was taken into Red China and
he was kept in Red China for a year and a
half after the truce in prison, much cf it in
solitary confinement.

And when you are talking about torture
I just want to read you this.

Representative WoLrr. Was he identified
as a POW? Or was he listed as an MIA at
that time?

Mr. FeELoMAN. O. K. The answer to that is
eighteen months after he was captured he
was finally identified by the Communists as
a POW. But for eighteen months he was MIA
and that Is after the truce was declared.

“September B, 1954 brought the best news
we had since becoming prisoners. We re-
ceived mail from home. After 19 months”
—pardon me—"the Communists had notified
the American Red Cross that we were alive.
All these months our famlily had not yet
known whether we were alive or dead. Qur
captors had kept the outside world com-
pletely in the dark about this. Now after
twenty-one menths we knew that our gov-
ernment and our families were aware that we
were still alive.”

So, agaln, this is well after the truce that
they were identified as POW's.

O. E. This i{s a small gquote, one para-
graph,

“I had been standing in the blue room,
which is where they torture people, I had
been standing in the blue room for 154 hours
standing. That is more than six and a half
days of standing. I had been under inter-
rogation for over sixty hours. I had slept less
than one hour in almost a week. My body
was so swollen that it looked more like a
dead stump than a human being. The pain
I had endured was much greater than I ever
dreamt that the human body can bear.”

I don't know if you can imagine what
3T11mng for six and a half days would be

8.

He also described In there where his hands
were twice the size of normal, where his
feet had burst out of his shoes because all
the blood was going down to the lower ex-
tremities of his body.

How he ever endured it, I don't know, but
he did.

My point in bringing this up is that I do
not necessarily think that the Communists
are very nice people.

Further, I don't think that they are par-
ticularly honest people.

They had Wally and they kept him and
they also had several other crew men for
eighteen months before they even released
this information.

Therefore, don’t believe what they say.

I do not necessarily, therefore, belleve that
when Hanol has sald that we have released
all your prisoners. I don't believe it.

That is one of the main reasons, damn
good proof as to why we could doubt them.

Representative Worrr. Do you have any
evidence that you might be able to give of

any kind that might substantiate your posi-
tion?

Mr. FELDMAN, I would like to refer to a let-
ter that I got from Chappy James, and also a
letter that I got from Senator Javits.

These were both letters to me in response
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to a letter I sent to them. A short story, if I
may.

Because some people in this town know
that I am very interested in the MIA situa-
tion, a letter was brought to my attention.
It was received by a woman. This woman
had been corresponding with a nun in South
Viet Nam for seven years.

The nun had escaped from Hanol and
traveled into the south, where she set up a
nursery for orphans, South Vietnamese chil-
dren.

This woman, after corresponding with the
nun for about six years, adopted one of those
children, who was brought back to the
United States and who is now living here.

The nun wrote a letter, dated 8 April, if I
remember correctly, to this woman in which
she stated, or she relayed that some of the
prisoners who had come out of the North—
meaning South Vietnamese who had been in-
terned by the North Vietnamese and then
released back to the SBouth, stated that they
had seen American prisoners—this letter was
received after the prisoner release was com-
pleted—stating that she had seen American
prisoners in camp near the Red Chinese
border.

You would have to do some intelligence
work and find out when these people who
were returned to the South were released
from North Vietnam, and when they saw
those prisoners—

Representative WorrFr. Do you have the
name of the sister or the nun that was in-
volved?

Mr. FeLomanN. I would not give you the
name for this reason at this time.

May I correct that, sir?

The woman who received this letter has
become very close to this nun through cor-
respondence over the seven years.

She in no way wants to endanger her life.

This nun also stated In the letter that
people in South Viet Nam, those who worked
or collaborated with the American govern-
ment, are being murdered and killed in the
streets every day in DaNang.

Representative RANGEL. Major?

Mr. FELoMAN. May I just go a little bit
further and possibly answer one of your
questions?

Representative RANGEL. I am sorry.

Mr. FELpMAN. I sent this letter to the then
Defense Becretary Richardson—

Representative Worrr. Excuse me. You sent
a copy of the letter that the woman had
received. Is that it?

Mr. FELopMAN. Yes, I did. With the sister’s
name blocked out,

But with the name and address of the
nursery that she had been upholding all
these years for people to look into this.

And I received back a fairly standard an-
swer, “Your letter has been forwarded to the
appropriate agency for any action deemed
necessary. It is further said, for your in-
formation, at one point in time there were
in excess of 200 U.S. Prisoners of War being
held in a camp in North Viet Nam near the
Peoples Republic of China border. These were
subseguently moved to the Hanoi area. While
the information in your letter cannot be
dated at this point, it' may be that this
camp is the one referred to.”

So there is that possibility that the pris-
oners, Americans that they are talking about
were—

Representative WoLrr. Were transferred?

Mr, FeromanN., Were transferred, but there
is also the possibility that this information
comes after those prisoners—those prisoners
were transferred back down south for release.

I guess, I would assume from this that they
are looking into it. And it is further stated
with respect to—

Representative WoLrr. What is the date of
that letter?

Mr. FeLoman. The date that I just recelved
it, 14 May.

And with respect to the public use of the
material in the letter, we suggest caution on
your part, et cetera, Involving general state-
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ments because it may give rise to false hopes
to the families.

I fully respect that there is no question
about that. That is why I say it could be
these people were seen, the Americans were
seen before the release, but there is also, I
submit the possibility that it was afterwards,
and that they are still holding them up.

The question is always asked of me, why
would they be holding people up there.

That is the next question that has always
been asked.

I would submit two possibilities to you,
gentlemen: possibility number one being as,
I have no reason to think that these are fair
play people, as our Senators were when they
went over and saw the Tiger cages and de-
manded that these prisoners be let out im-
mediately.

I don’t think that the North works that
way, and I talked to enough of the returned
prisoners to know what the conditions of
some of them were like.

I don't think you have really heard what
some of the worst ones were.

The possible reasons they might be holding
them, I think that internally they could use
them for propaganda in North Viet Nam.

I think it would be a v+ ;¥ tasy thing, and
probably an intelligent thirg for them to
take some of these prisoners, who might still
be alive, and take them as scarecrows, un=
shaven, beaten, half starved, and walk them
through the streets and towns where there
are no photographs and they have complete
control, and where there is no press coverage,
and say, here is what your capitalist Amer-
ican pig looks like. I wouldn't put it past
them,

Representative Worrr. I wouldn't put it
past them elther, but I would find it hard
to believe that this could escape the atten-
tion of the press.

Mr. FELDMAN, It can. It can. Because they
have complete out and out control over every
single word.

Representative RancEL. May I just ask one
question? You have given strong evidence of
your bellef In the dishonesty of the Commu-
nist and even the North Vietnamese them-
selves.

But you recognize that it was not the
North Vietnamese that designated the title
Killed in Action, And it was not the North
Vietnamese that we saw on television that
proclaimed that our last prisoners of war had
returned.

Mr. FELoMAN. Oh, no. That s true.

Representative Rancer. I would just like to
add that I want you as a combat pllot to
evaluate an answer that I recelved as a Mem-
ber of the United States Congress, that this
enemy that you and I know, they claimed
that they only have three cases where there
is evidence to sustain the belief that Amer-
ican prisoners were killed in captivity.

Do you understand what I am saying,
Major?

That this country, and our Department of
Defense, in an effort to substantiate the KIA
figures have sald that they have no evi-
dence or no reason to believe that the enemy
killed any of the people that they cap-
tured, that were American troops, with the
possible exception of three.

It is unkelievable, as far as I am con-
cerned,

But that you understand that neither you
nor I expect the North Vietnamese to come
forward and tell us how many of the prison-
ers they have killed?

It would be unheard of, no matter what
the negotiations are.

But it bothers me that the Department of
Defense is so willing, I mean, you or I don’t
want to give false hopes, but is it believable?

Mr. FeLoman. I have to tell you right now
that I would prefer to have my testimony
almed more at them on the other side of
this Pacific Ocean than I would right here
for this time being.

Representative RANGEL. The problem—and
I agree with you, Major—is that you and I
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will never get an opportunity to sit down at
& table and deal with them.

Mr. FELDMAN. Agreed upon.

Representative RanGerL. I am, for one, I
am forced to deal only with those people
that are going to that table.

Mr. FeLoMAN. However, sir, in all due re-
spect I think we have a weapon here that I
will get to in a minute.

Representative RANGEL. Very good.

Mr. PELoMman. The second possible reason
that I can see them holding our people is
that they have not told us about, that I
don't personally believe that North Viet Nam
by any means is finished with South Viet
Nam. And they are going to try perhaps now
politically what they started to do mili-
tarily, and if they cannot finish the job
politically, then I do believe very strongly
that they will go back to do it again mili-
tarily, at which point the United States
might somehow, pass the objections of what
I am sure would be a very clamorous United
States public, threaten agaln to bomb the
North, if they do, indeed, start.

OK. I can just note where North Viet
Nam now all of a sudden comes up with
however many they might be holding and say,
oh, is that correct?

You want to start bombing us again?

Well, we just happen to have so many of
your prisoners who came out of the woocd-
work. Now where is it that you would like to
bomb?

Because after the first bomb drops we
want to tell you right now that your prison-
ers of war are going to be sitting right there,
walting for the next one. S8o you can start
killing your own men.

I think that that is a very feasible and
very practical reason,

Representative Worrr. I think that the
sum total of your information is disbelief as
to the number of POW's that have been re-
turned and the questionable characterization
of the MIA’s. Is that correct?

Mr. FeLoMmaN. That is very true. Very cor-
rect.

And if anything, whatever weaknesses or
whatever problems we are having within our
own government, I would like more attention
focused on the international scene on their
government, which is a very touchy thing
to do.

But you people are the experts. Hopefully
you can find ways to do it.

I don't believe we can make them lose face.
They have already said, well, we don't have
any more.

I believe they do. But I think there are
two outs. There is Cambodia and there is
Laos, and I think If the pressures were
brought upon them properly, subtly, yet
forcefully, that they can take those prisoners.
Many of them I belleve they have marched
out of Laos and Cambodia and marched them
from North Viet Nam right back into Laos
and Cambodia and let them out that way, I
think we have that possibility.

Representative Worrr. Mr. Feldman, we
appreciate the information you have brought
to us and your background and experience in
this area.

We appreciate the fact that you have taken
time out in coming out of the alir, so to speak,
to give—

Mr, FeromaN. Can I just add one thing,
Representative Wolff?

One last thing. I asked my Senator, Jacob
Javits, who was a very outstanding Mem-
ber of Congress, the prime advocate of
peace, and while the war was still on he
said, I am sure, a letter to a friend of mine
who had written concerning this matter—
I am sure that when the war is over that
all of our men will be accounted for.

All right, damn it, they are not being ac-
counted for, and I would like the Senator,
that Senator and many of our other Sena-
tors and Congressmen to now start standing
up and be just as damned outspoken to get
an accounting of these guys and when our
teams go up to Hanol, and they say, O.K.,
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we know that four men are buried here, and
they say we'd like to go to the graves and
they say, oh, we just dug them out and we
moved them to somewhere else, it is going
to cost you such and such an amount of
money to get over there and find these
bodies, I would like our Congressmen and
our Senators to stand up and shout from
the rafters of Congress so that every plece
of media in this country gets it.

And I think that is one of the big ways that
you are going to embarrass North Viet Nam
into coming through.

But I would like to see our people stand
up and shout on that floor for these guys
and for these familles just as loudly and
vociferously as they did to stop and get out.

Representative RAncEL. Can we expect
your volce to be included in that, that you
don't believe what the Department of De-
fense sald?

Mr. FELomaN. There goes fifteen years in
the Reserves, sir.

Representative RANGEL. I withdraw my
question, Major.

Mr. FELoMAN,. Thank you very much.

Representative WorrFr. Thank you very
much for coming before us today.

(Witness excused.)

Representative WorLrr. I assure you that
we will be in the forefront of activity when
it comes to the guestion of the MIA's. That
is the purpose of this meeting today.

I should like to call Mr. Joseph Brooks, the
father of an MIA fiyer who is affiliated with
the Council for Civilized Treatment of POW’s
and the Long Island League of Families.

I wonder whether we could ask you to hold
your testimony as short as possible so that
all the people can be heard here this morn-
ing.

Thank you very much, Mr. Brooks, for
coming here this morning.

Mr. BRooks. Good morning. My presenta-
tion will be short unless there are gquestions.

I do not have a prepared speech. I live
with this every day, so I pretty much have
the facts in mind.

I do not know just how much knowledge
you have of it, but I am ready to answer any
questions you have.

At the outset, I hope that there will not
be any political connotations made of these
hearings at all. This is strictly a humani-
tarian situation. I have not seen any evi-
dence of it to this point, and I would not
like to see it.

Representative Worrr. I assure you that
there will not be any.

Mr. Brooks. I am also not speaking for
the National League of Famlilles of which I
am a director. We have not taken a position
on this yet.

I have been a member of the Board for
two years, and my wife has been State Co-
ordinator for New York State, has been for
two years, and as such we have been in con-
tact with practically all of the families in
the State of New York, all the way from
Buffalo out to the tip of Long Island.

We worked on this very hard for three
years—it seems like thirty years. I never
worked so hard on anything in my life and
have been frustrated over so many of the
results.

We watched with extreme joy, as every-
one else did, as the prisoners came out. And,
of course, our point right now, I believe, in
being here at all is the fact that we were
promised that we would get the prisoners of
war back and we would have an accounting
of the missing. This has been made very
clear to us and on many different occasions.

I have met with Dr. Kissinger and Presi-
dent Nixon at times in the White House. I
have been very close to this.

At this time make no mistake that the
secretaries of the varlous services do have
by law the right to make determinations
when they see fit regarding killed in action.
But we feel that it is quite premature at this
time. This is our particular complaint that
men should not be written off. The cease
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fire has only been in effect a fairly short
time. It would seem to me long enough to
have accomplished a lot more. But the com-
munists, as you well know, have not even
released the bodies of the men who died in
captivity. This is incredulous to me to be
a member of the greatest Nation on earth
and to be twisted and turned around by these
people. I resent this very much. I do not know
what you and Congress can do about a sit-
uation like that. But I have worked too hard
and too long on this thing to now be willing
to accept the Communists' statement that we
are holding no more men.

Our government says we have no evidence
of any more men being alive in Southeast
Asla; by the same token, they do not have
any evidence that they are all dead, either.

I have a letter here with me from the
Navy Department that sald my son landed
alive on January 2nd in Laos and escaped
capture on that day. This is a lot more in-
formation than a lot of other familles have,
I realize. But it is not unknown at all that
men were held Incognito for long periods
of time. I am quite sure that most of the
people here know the situation after Korea,
where at that time we had over 900 prison-
ers of war who were unaccounted for at the
end of the war, and then by various people
working on this list and so forth they final-
1y got 1t down to 389, and that is where it
stuck and that Is where it stayed. And these
people were known to have been captured.
They were known to be held by the enemy
and they had been In contact, some of them
were, with their families, so there is no
question about the fact that they were
known prisoners of war.

One man who was scheduled to be here—
he could not be here today—I have talked to
him many different times, He was released
in China two years after the truce was signed,
all of which time he was carried as MIA.

So if people are going to get hung up on
why would the Communists, why would they
hold men without admitting that they are
holding them—I do not know, I do not have
the slightest idea, I do not have any excuses
for a lot of the things that the Communists
have done.

They have broken the Peace Agreement, of
course, on many different instances, especially
going right from the very first day that the
Peace Agreement was signed. It was part of
the agreement that they would have there
on that date the complete list of all of the
men alive and in all of the varlous areas
over there. They took the responsibility for
this. They did not have a list there that day.
It was not completed for a long while after
that. And that was the first instance of break-
ing the so-called truce agreement, and they
continued on that after,

Now, the cease fire—I do not like people
to call it a “Peace Agreement.” It is not a
Peace Agreement; it is a cease fire agree-
ment. The cease fire agreement 1s not all
that we wanted it to be, there is no question
about that.

I am surprised that they could even get a
cease fire agreement at that time because,
as you well recall, we were meeting with Dr.
Klissinger before he left to go over there the
last time, and Congress at that time was
voting to cut off all funds and all support
for the military in Southeast Asla, and I do
not know how at that time that Dr. Kis-
singer could go ahead and get any kind of
an agreement, But we are glad that they did
sign the agreement.

And what the Communists did sign was
not really a cease fire; they signed an agree-
ment to get the United States out of there.
I do not believe that they ever intended to
stop fighting. I think that is pretty obvious
at this point.

But this is—as I say, the services have &
right to make this determination.

Representative Worrr. Mr. Brooks, could I
interrupt for a moment and ask you from
the time that you received information that




May 31, 1973

your son had landed safely, what further
communications have you had?

Mr. Brooxs. Well, of course—

Representative Worrr. Not from him?

Mr, Brooks. Not from him but no addi-
tional information on him at all.

Representative WoLrr. When was he shot
down?

Mr. Brooks. Nick was shot down on the
2nd of January, 1970, and information that
we received about thirty days later, which,
of course, was confidential information be-
cause—it, of course, has long since gone by
the board—told the full details of what hap-
pened that day. I know exactly what hap-
pened.

And about thirty days later we received
Iinformation from a reliable but sensitive
source in the area on that day that at
that time one man was injured and was
shot and the other man escaped capture.
And from the evidence of witnesses there
at the time, and so forth, we put all this
together. Evidently it was my son who es-
caped capture.

Representative WoLrFr. Has there been any
evidence at all from the Department of De-
fense, relative to any of the people that you
know of, regarding people knocked down in
Laos?

Mr. Brooks. No. This is one of the very
incredible things about this thing.

And as you well know, we have got back
nine so-called Lotian prisoners but they were
not really Laotlan prisoners because they
were captured by the North Vietnamese over
the border of Laos and taken to Hanol and
kept for the rest of the war. And until this
time, of course, Hanol never admitted they
were holding them. They were not released
until a U.8. official went to Hanol and signed
the papers indicating, falsely, of course, that
the Pathet Laos had held them. They had
never held these men.,

S0 we are in a situation where we have
over 300 men missing at Laos, none of whom
we have any information on whatscever. We
know some of them were captured and held.
We have this information—a man by the
name of LeClaire, Sheldon, Cristiano—I can
name them. We know that they were cap-
tured and held by the Loatians. And we swore
and be damned after the Korean Conflict
that we would not let this happen in this
situation here, and there have been agree-
ments signed, the Paris Agreement signed.
The North Vietnamese signed relevant to the
treatment of prisoners—

Representative WoLrr. Have you made in-
quiries to DOD as to further information,
about your son?

Mr. Brooks. Yes. We are In pretty good
contact. I have been to the Navy Department.
They cannot give me something they do not
have. I am sure they have no more informa-
tion on that.

Representative WorLrr. We do recall in the
early days before there was information read-
ily available on our participation in Laos, at
the time when I was investigating POW'’s,
that the familles of POW’s, had come to us
and Indicated that it was U.S. govt. policy
not to reveal information about anyone lost
in Laos.

Mr. Brooks. You are talking about Lacs in
particular?

Representative Worrr. Yes.

Mr. Brooks. That was true. That was con-
fidential at one time. It is no longer so.

Representative Worrr. I wonder in these
meetings that Mr. Foley had discussed be-
fore, has anything been afforded to you re-
garding any further information, any indi-
cation that they have attempted in any way
to find some Iinformation about your son,
any direct information at all.

Mr. Brooks, No. I think it amounts to just
asking the North Vietnamese about these
men. And, of course, they have not re-
sponded to this,

Representative Worrr. As you know, a
goodly portion of the territory of Laos is in
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the hands of Communists and, therefore, it
is difficult for us to get Into those areas until
there is a resolution of the whole problem
in Laos and Cambodia it will be equally diffi-
cult to get into the areas of Cambodia.

The important element, I think, here is
to find out what you think we can do in
order to help you with your basic prob-
lem of a determination of your son's fate.

Mr. Brooks. Well, of course, that gets to be
the $64 question every time: What do you
want us to do for you? I do not know.

There are enough people, I am sure, in the
State Department and the Department of
Defense who should be experts on this. I do
not know whether it would be a combination
of economic pressure, military pressure or
both. I really do not know. I mean I know
when you complain you should have the
answer to the problem, but I do not. I hope
that the people in the government—-—

Representative WoLrr. Do you think it
would be advisable for the families to have
representation on the search teams, the iden-
tification teams?

Mr. BrooKs, Not necessarily. I do not be-
lieve—of course, you have two different
things here: I want a resolution, of course,
on the search and a look for the bodies, and
so forth. And the people's minds should be
put to rest on that.

But I have made up my mind, Mr. Con-
gressman, that there are men still alive over
there. And when you have heard the stories
of returning prisoners about the treatment
that prisoners got over there, and you believe
in your heart that there are men alive over
there, it is very hard just to treat things
as business as usual. I do not have any evi-
dence that they are allve. They do not have
any evidence that they are dead.

When we get to the situation I say, all
right, if you want to write off the missing in
action over my objections, O.X., put yourself
In the position of the prisoners of war who
have not been accounted for yvet. I say to
these people, now stop for & minute and clear
your mind of all the other junk and just
think that your brother, your son was known
to be a prisoner of war in Boutheast Asia.
And this government, believe me, does not
classify a man prisoner of war lightly. There
had to be evidence that this man was held.

Representative Worrr. When was the
status of your son changed?

Mr. Brooks. It has not been changed.

Representative WoLrr. He was always MIA?

Mr. Brooks. He is still.

I think there is evidence enough there to
list him as POW, but not really good enough.
S0 these people who are classified as POW
had to have eyewitness factual proof.

When the so-called list came out, if your
son was on that list as “dled in captivity,”
this would have been a terrible shock to you.
But pleture yourself if you knew that he was
a prisoner of war and when the list came out
he is not on the list as “dled in captivity” or
anything else.

Representative Worrr. As Congressman
Rangel has indicated, there have been only
three known cases of “died in captivity”
reported to have occurred.

Mr. Brooks. We have a total of fifty-three
POW's who have not been accounted for, and
the last I hear

Representative Worrr. The status has
changed.

Mr. Brooks. The last I heard twelve of
them had status changes, so this leaves us
with forty-one or forty-two at this particu-
lar time.

I met one of the families in Boston a cou-
ple of weeks ago. They are going around like
they are stunned. They cannot understand
who is going to do something about this sit-
uation.

Representative Worrr. We have a lady here
who has had the status of her son changed,
and she will be talking, I am familiar with
her problem, having worked on the case for
a number of years.

I thank you very much, Mr, Brooks, for
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appearing here today and for giving us the
benefit of your experience.

If there is anything else that you have—
I assure you that the information that you
have given us now will not only be inserted
into the Record but it also will be placed
in the hearings of the Full Committee on
Forelgn Affairs. If there is anything from
time to time that you have that you feel
you would like us to transmit, we will be
very happy to transmit it to the Committee.

Mr. BrRooks. Thank you very much.

Representative WorLrr. I would like to call
next Mrs. Walter Schmidt. We will call her
out of order since certain of these guestions
Just raised refer to the situation in which
she finds herself.

Mrs. Walter Schmidt is the mother of
Marine Captain Walter “Roy” Schmidt who
was sighted by a rescue force after being shot
down but has had no further accounting.

Mrs. Schmidt, I wonder if you could tell
us a little bit about the experiences that
you have had.

Mrs. ScaMmT. Yes. We did receive very
firm information that my son was alive on
the ground. That date was June 9, 1968.
And he was in radio contact with the rescue
mission from 10:25 AM. until 5:15 in the
afternoon. The mission to rescue him was
called off because of dusk.

The next day they went back and searched
the area at dawn and nothing was to be
seen. There was no chute, no gear, no body.
It was assumed from that—and that is the
basis of his status for POW.

From that time on we have had no news-
paper pictures, no confirmation from any
source, nor did we ever have word from him.

Now, through the years, of course, we have
attempted to send packages, we have at-
tempted to ask questions. My son was a
Marine. And there have been no answers,
No packages went through.

When we came up to the agreements in
the fall, or in, I should =ay, in February
and they started to bring the lists out, you
can imagine we were extremely shocked to
have no word from him. No name came out.

I have since asked many, many pertinent
questions through your office, through the
Marine Corps. You, yourself, spoke to Dr.
Kissinger, even.

Representative Worrr. I have recelved no
reply, however.

Mrs. Scamit, Nor have we.

I did receive a letter just the other day
from the Assistant Secretary of the Navy say-
ing he had hoped that we had further in-
formation in response to my letter of March,
which actually we have not.

However, April 19th—and this might dis-
pute something that Dermott Foley was say=
ing before—on April 19th, we were called
down, strictly Marine families were called
down to Marine Headquarters, the Navy De-
partment in Brooklyn, and we were briefed to
the effect that all of the men—and we were
the only POW family; everyone else was a
MIA—all of these men are going to have a
determination of death.

This is not going to be a blanket determi-
nation. This is going to be a review of in-
dividual cases and the circumstances sur-
rounding the cases. Teams will go in. T under-
stand there are two cemeteries: one in North
Vietnam and one the V.C. admit having with
American dead. They are very willing to have
our teams come in and identify these hodies,

We have teams going into North Vietnam
and to South Vietnam and Laos to the crash
sites for grave I.D. purposes.

Now, we were told that there would be no
money angle as far as paying the local people
off and asking their help to go in and ask:
Do you know of an American that is buried
in this area?

That day in particular my husband was
there and he brought up a question: What is
to prevent a Vietnamese from taking our
money and leading you down the road to
grandpa’s bones?
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And I think that this is in a little contro-
versy with Mr. Foley. It was explained ex-
plicitly to us that they do not even need a
heead or a section of the mouth or jaw; all they
need on & body is a femur bone. They can
pretty much tell the size of the man, the
amount of welght he carried. They have all
measurements—most particularly in the case
of pllots—measurements of every bone, even
down to the kneecaps.

There is a certain pelvic structure, male or
female, and according to the way the pelvic
bones rest together or join together or sepa-
rate, they can tell within one year positively
the age of the man they are identifying.

Captain Johnson, who is on the Washing-
ton team for the Marine Corps, has been
on this grave I.D., I would say, four or five
years, and he explained that he had recently
been working on a headless torso—I am sorry
if this sounds a little bit gory—but it does
satisfy us a little bit, that if we do get a body
back, it will be our son's body. He said that
from all the records that they have, this
headless torso, he had pinpointed it down
to one man.

Believing it to be that man, he went back
to the family and asked to look in the man’s
personal properties. He was looking for a
hair, one single hair. If the quality and color
and structure of the hair matches his rec-
ords, he has a positive I.D. on the body.

Now, I think that this—1if we must accept
a determination of death on the man—and
I am sure none of us want to, and I am sure
as a mother you can appreciate that is the
last thing I want—but if we must accept a
determination of death. I have come to be-
lieve and been convinced that they are doing
everything to sort out and make an in-
dividual determination for all of us—some-
thing that must satisfy us. Perhaps it is
not golng to be a body right away, but it will
be some ID. to bring forward, to give to us
to satisfy us.

I disagree with our gentleman from WOR
over there (indicating). I see no purpose—
at the time my son was shot down he was
only a first lleutenant. I do not see any
reason to release commanders and hold a
first lieutenant. I see no reason to hold even
enlisted men and release higher ranking
officers. They would be more valuable if they
were going to hold some of these men.

Mr. FeLoMaN. Just a point of correction.

A lot of the people that were held—this
man was on his first mission, he was on his
first combat mission, and other people were
held who were enlisted men and they were
held for two years.

Mrs. ScHMIDT. Are you saying my son was
on his first mission?

Mr. FPeromaN. I am speaking about the
Korean War. There was a first lieutenant
on his first mission and he was held for two
years as a prisoner.

Representative Worrr, I am sorry. But if
you do not mind. I would appreciate your
letting Mrs. Schmidt finish.

Mrs. ScammTt. I will try to hurry along.
There is just one more point I want to bring
out.

Most recently, at the beginning of May, I
believe the first weekend of May, the family
group met up in Massachusetts and a state-
ment was made at that time by Dr. Roger
Bhields that there were no live men in
Southeast Asia.

Representative Worrr. Could you identify
Dr. S8hields, please?

Mrs. ScEmint, Yes. I believe he is the
psychologist that was working with the team
on the Operation HEomecoming.

Representative RaNncerL. Might I add that
he was brought In especlally to deal with
prisoners of war. He was not with the De-
partment of State before that. He came from
a university.

Mrs. Scamipt. That is right. He comes out
of a university. But he did work with us on
the original Operation Homecoming.

Representative RANGEL, Right.

Mrs. Scamior, Yes. I called Dr. Shields
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and I asked him—you know, now we have
come to believe or try to accept a determina-
tion of debt and now he is contradicting
this—does he really believe there are live
men over there?

He sald he was sorry to have made such a
blanket statement, that there is no way of
knowing that there may not be one or two
stragglers.

So you cannot wipe every man off. And if
we get one or two stragglers out we will be
very lucky.

But he said they have the knowledge of
the camp in China that was spoken about
before. They knew about the camp in China
before it was emptied. Every American has
been taken out of there.

There was also a statement that the men
that were held by the Pathet Laos and the
V.C. were not held for any length of time.
They were systematically executed after a
period of three or four days for the simple
reason that the Pathet Laos had no food and
no medication with which to maintain the
American men.

Representative RAnGEL. May I Interrupt

ou?
: This information did not come from Dr.
Shields.

Mrs. ScamipT. Not the basic information.
But we did discuss this on the telephone.

Representative RanceEL, Because it would
be very interesting, that is, what a sharp
conflict it is, because Dr. Shields informed
me on numerous occasions that there is no
evidence that any prisoners were killed in
captivity, with the possible exception of
three. And it is very interesting if he in-
formed you of something else.

Mrs. Scamipt, Well, now, I do not know
the number three. I had the idea that there
were many more than that killed in captivity.

Representative RANGEL. I got the idea, too,
that there were many more killed than that,
but not from Dr. Shields.

Mrs. ScaMipT. Well, I may stand corrected
on that if I am misquoting him.

Representative RangeL. I did not mean to
correct you.

Mrs. ScEMIpT. No. That information may
have come out of the Marine Corps——

Representative RANGEL. Or some place else.

Mrs. ScHMIIDT,. Washington team.

At the particular moment I think I am
the other side of the coin here. I am accept-
ing the determination of death for my son.
I feel that if he does come out it will be a
moest welcome miracle.

But I do think that the families cannot
be asked any more to live in limbo, Our case
alone has been five years. We must try to
find a way to adjust ourselves and come back
to some kind of demure.

Representative Worrr. I thank you very
muech, Mrs. Schmidt for coming here today.

Mrs. ScEMmIpT. Thank you.

Representative Worrr. I have known of
your situation, having worked on it.

I think one of the most touching expe-
riences that I have had as a Member of Con=
gress is a call that I recelved a number
of years ago, four or five years ago, from a
family who had just been informed that
their son was missing in action, It was from
a famlily in my own district.

The mother got on the phone. All she
wanted to know was whether or not he was
dead. She started to cry and the husband
took the phone away from her. And at that
point he got on the phone and he said he
Jjust wanted to find out what was happening
to his son’s body, to gee to it that it is not
rotting in some field and wouldn’t I do some-
thing about it?

Unfortunately, the same frustrations are

still with us: the fact that we do not have
a final determination of the status of many
of the young men who went over to Indo-
china.
I would like to again go out of order here
because it follows a loglcal sequence of some
of the disputed areas that have been brought
forth today.
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I call Mr. Jerry Dennis to the stand.

Mr, Dennis is a brother of an MIA who
was declared dead in 1966 but status changed
by court order on discovery that the body
shipped home was not his.

Would you further identify yourself, Mr.
Dennis, and give us some of the information
that you are prepared to bring to this Com-
mittee today?

Mr., DeENNIs. Yes. I am Jerry Dennis. I am
presently a Captain with the Miamisburg,
Ohio Fire Department. My occupation in-
volves not only fire fighting but investigation
of fires, arson investigations,

My brother was listed as killed July 15th
of 1966. And the entire issue we are now fight-
ing started on November 25, 1970 when the
November 30th Newsweek magazine came out
with a pieture of an unknown FPOW which
dad and I felt to be Mark. The entire family
felt sure it was Mark. We had calls from
neighbors, people all over the United States,
when that came out expressing the same
thing.

My investigzation started at that point. We
sent every photograph we had of Mark to the
United States Navy and Navy Intelligence.
After six weeks they could not disprove that
it was Mark’'s photo. They also said the pho-
tograph was out of focus, It was blurred, and,
therefore, they could not prove it was him.

At that point I released it to the news-
papers. They refused to change Mark’s status
based on the photcgraph,

I released a story to the newspapers and
I received a call that evening from a medic
stating that the recovery of bodies from an
alrcraft carrier in July of 1966—that there
were bodles missing, that sixteen men took
off in the helicopter, they were hit with in-
cendiary shells, that the pilot tried to go
ahead and land it, there wes a crash, an ex-
plosion. and the pilot, co-pllot and one crew
member walked away from the crash with
third degrez burns and the other thirteen
men had been listed as killed in action. But
from this medic it was indicated that at least
two bodies were missing. But at the time he
said the bodies were blown apart and burnt
beyond recognition, they could not tell who
got out, so they waited a week and no one
came back and all thirteen men were listed
killed in action.

I have photographs of the actual crash and
the statements by the Navy that the thir-
teen men were killed. So I started an investi-
gation after this medic called the house.

I fought with the Navy until July 9th of
1971 and received no satisfaction whatsoever
and no sympathy at all.

On July 9th I exhumed the body we had
in Miamisburg. We had Dr. Bobby, an Ohio
State archeologist, who was sent to exhume
Amelia Earhart's remains, and at that time
he was supposed to be a competent archeolo-
gist, but when he worked for us—and he was
supposed to be competent—he came up with
listing the body as five three and a half to
five foot four. Mark was five eleven. The
body was that of a man of age thirty. Mark
was nineteen. The bedy vas burned with
regular gasoline, leaded type. The helicopter
carried J.P. 4 non-leaded kerosene. The en-
tire body was full of grenade shrapnel. The
fire was found in the sinus area of the skull.
The dogtags that were bound to a blanket
wrapped around the body, the laboratory re-
sults showed that they were burned by hold-
ing paper matches under the dogtags. There
was one tocth in the body. The tooth that
appeared in the body showed on Mark's medi-
cal records to have been extracted one year
prior to that crash, so the Navy said an-
other tooth moved into its slot.

I located the dental technician, Mr. Steve
Wilcocks, who is a teacher in Hamilton, Ohio
at present. He was a medical tachnician when
Mark had the filling put in his tooth. The
tooth that they said moved into the open
slot still does not compare with Mark’s fill-
ings.

So I tried to locate Dr. Charles A. Brown
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who puts the fillings in at the camp. In July
we exhumed the body, on July 9th. When
the Navy came in on July 30th—on July 31st
Dr. Charles A. Brown was transferred un-
expectedly to Roda, Spain. At that time we
called Roda, Spain by transatlantic cable
and he had been put on the U.S.8. HOLLAND
and is still out in the Mediterranean.

We have talked to the pilot, who is now
from Columbus, Indiana, of Mark’'s helicop-
ter. He stated the original reports that he re-
celved after getting out of the alrcraft were
that there were some men missing that had
jumped. Another pilot who followed that
alrcraft in states there were definitely men
jumping, that the last two who jumped out
at treetop level were on fire when they
jumped.

After the exhumation we had the Ameri-
can Legion rebury that body back in Miamis-
burg as an unknown soldier.

We have fought with the Navy on May 12th
of last year. They have suddenly changed the
number of men killed in that crash to eleven.
This is in a letter from the Secretary of the
Navy. For five years it had been carried as
thirteen.

I have worked on the case and taken
complete charge. I have been assigned the
power of attorney in Mark's case. His mother
has been sick since 1966 when they buried
that body. Hils father has been of falling
health since he saw the picture. I have
worked on this case with no help from any-
one else.

I would like to correct one statement made
here: that all the MIA's family members
speaking today were collecting the salary.
There is no salary being received for Mark.
There is no reimbursement for the expenses
we have pald. And we are still in Federal
Court.

All we ask is that our government be hu-
manitarian and account for a man that
volunteered his services to this country.

I have been very bitter. And contrary to
some of the people here, I feel there were
two parties involved in this war and they
are both wrong, damn wrong. We cannot
ask Hanol to account for our men and be
hu:nanitarian when our own government is
not.

If anyone wants to question me on any
of the facts, I have 482 pages of the lab
records and doctor reports which are open
to the public. I would be willing to answer
any questions in this case.

Representative Worrr. I wonder if you
would tell us, Mr. Dennis, what is the exact
status of the situation now. Your brother
has been declared as MIA; is that correct?

Mr. DennNis, He was declared by a fed-
eral judge in Dayton, Ohlo as MIA strictly
for the purpose of accounting, to be ac-
counted for as any other MIA. It does not
include his back pay, any payment of at-
torney fees or anything else.

Representative WoLrr. Why have you been
given to understand that you do not get the
financial remuneration that is due?

Mr. DENN1S. The restraining order chang-
ing Mark’s status to MIA is a temporary re-
straining order until such time as a hearing
can be held in Federal Court.

Representative RaNceL, Is the government
contesting this action?

DENNIS. Yes. But the problem we
have—they have been ordered by the Fed-
eral Court to account for Mark quote as any
other MIA,

And, to my knowledge, we are damn sure
they are not accounting for the other MIA's
either. So I feel the Federal Court action is
a beautiful piece of paper which doesn't mean
a damn thing.

Representative RANGEL. Well, let us at-
tempt to help you as we deal with the agency,
without getting involved in the court action.

I think that what you have done on be-
half of your brother has helped hundreds if
not thousands of Americans. You are really
working for them.
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Mr. DENNIS. I will not stop. I have offered
my services to any other families who need
help and are in the same situation. I do in-
vestigations for a living and I have offered
to do anything I can for them, including
going to Southeast Asia, if it takes it, with
one of these committees to make damn sure
they do the job right.

Representative Worrr. We thank you very
much for being here today, and thank you
especially since you came all the way from
Ohlo. We appreciate you bringing this to our
attention and I assure you we will bring this
matter to the attention of the committee
during the hearings that follow.

Mr. DENNIS. Thank you very much.

Representative Worrr. I would next like
to call Mr. Joseph MeCaln, son of Admiral
MecCain, USN retired, brother of Navy Com-
mander John McCain, a formsr POW, and
Director of the National League of Families.

Mr, McCaiN. My name is Joseph McCain. I
am thirty-one. I am from Southern Cali-
fornia and Washington, D.C. I appreciate the
privilege to speak here this morning.

I think here the issue which we are talking
about today has been much cbscured by some
of the more prominent facts: one, the cease
fire; two, the return of prisoners of war; and,
three, other things that seem to be taking
place in the national news today.

I think, however, that the focus of the
hedarings thus far this morning are some-
thing that I do not really quite agree with,
frankly. I think that there is no question
in anyone's mind who has ever been a tax-
payer or a member of the Military—you
called yourself a dogfaced Congressman—I
was a swab jockey, I was an enlisted man
in the Navy.

There is no question that the government
of the United States of America and bureau-
cracles from your offices to the Defense De-
partment to the IRS makes mistakes. I, how-
ever, believe that the matter of what we
are talking about here is intent. I thini
the intent of the United States government
and the Defense Department in particular,
from my observations—and I just made a
visit with them yesterday—has been con-
fused, perhaps. It has been dogged by a lot
of criticilsm from many quarters, but it has
been honorable. After all, these men in the
Defense Department are fellow officers. All
of the men who staff the POW task force,
whose direct responsibility is these men,
they are all flyers, they have an empathy
with these men.

And I do not think there is any attempt
on the part of the United States govern-
ment to shove something under the rug.
And, as a matter of fact, I would turn the
question toward the members of Congress,
because I think I can remember during the
years of 1969, 1970, 1971 and 1972, when I
knocked on door after door after door In
Congress and the Senate and received no
attention whatsoever except from a handful
of gentlemen. I was thrown out of one Sen-
ator's office. I was asked not to bother an-
other Senator and so on.

So I think that if we are going to talk
about responsibility, the responsibility is all
of ours. It is the family members who, per-
haps, have not done enough.

Representative RANGEL.
clarify

Mr, McCamn. May I continue, please?

Representative RancenL, I want you to
continue, but I would like you first to
clarify——

Mr. McCamn. Let me continue, because
there is a statement that you made that
I really do not think is fair.

Your focus, apparently, this morning was
to talk about the paucity of the number of
enlisted men returned.

I can tell you that half of the men miss=
ing in North Viet Nam or Southeast Asia,
North Viet Nam particularly, everyone was
a pilot. You have to be an officer. In Laos one-
sixth of those men, in other words, two-thirds

Would you
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of thie entire men lost in Southeast Asia, Laos
and North Viet Nam, they are officers.

I do not think there was any conscientious
attempt—I do not know what the innuendos
are that—

Representative RanGen, There is no in-
nuendo. But you seem perfectly satisfied to
believe that pilots, that this represents those
that were involved in Southeast Asia, and
certainly your thinking and the Depart-
ment of Defense's is exactly similar.

Mr. McCain. I am saying that because of
the nature of this confiict, Mr. Rangel, I
think that almost all of the men missing
in action were pilots and, tkeref:re, were
cfiicers.

A Voice. No.

Mr. McCaiN. I beg your pardon.

A Voice. You are wrong, Joe.

Mr. McCain, I have got figures, if you want
to look at them.

Representative RANGEL. And those figures
were prepared by somecne who reached a
conclusion. And I am just saying that if you
find that the overwhelming majority of the
killed in action were enlisted men, how do
you reach your conclusion that the over=-
whelming majority of the MIA’s should be
officera?

Mr. McCaiN. Because most of the men
killed in action were on the ground, which
is South Viet Nam, and most of the men
missing in action were in the air space over
North Viet Nam.

Representative RanGer., You cannot in-
clude that a ground soldier would be a pris-
oner of war, you ignore it and write it off.
And let’s get on with the business of the
pilots.

Mr. McCaiN. I am saying a large part of
the killed in action were on the ground in
battlefields and recovered.

Representative RaNGeEL. Can’t you consider
that some of them on the ground could have
been captured? Can't you just consider that?

Mr. McCaIN. As a matter of fact, the ma~
jority carried iIn South Viet Nam are en-
listed.

Representative RaNGeL, There are no pris-
oners of war that are enlisted men?

Mr. McCaIN. I am telling you that most of
the missing in actlon carried in South Viet
Nam are listed. Almost all of the MIA's in
Laos and North Viet Nam are officers.

Representative RaNGer. Then you have
statistical data that differs from that as was
given to me from the Department of De-
fense,

Mr. McCaiN. Most of the seventy-seven
prisoners of war returned from the south
were enlisted, Congressman.

Representative RaANGEL. We have here the
MIA from the Department of Defense. And
the statistics show for South Viet Nam only
that the enlisted was 161 and the officers
was sixty-two. And I submit that this is not
the proper ratio in terms of what you have
that went over.

Mr. McCain. I am not sure what the proper
ratio is.

Representative Raneen, That is the dif-
ference.

Mr. McCainN.
greater.

Representative RaNGeL. That is the differ-
ence between the Navy and the Army.

I do not want to debate it. I want to hear
what you have to say.

Mr. McCaiN. Well, anyway, I feel that per-
haps the emphasis should be placed upon
where the responsibility really lies, and I
think it is with those countries in Southeast
Asia that have either captured or identified
these men.

You have heard testimony of various kinds
alluding to the fact that all of the men
have not been accounted for. And I shall at
this time, rather than just deluge you with
words, I brought specific evidence relating to
the accounting of prisoners of war which I
hope that you gentlemen will become inter-
ested In and perhaps be able to approach not

The ratio would be a lot
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as an argumentative thing, not as philosophi-
cal, but as strict gospel.

Representative RaNGeL, We are Interested
in the missing in action.

Mr. McCaiN., These are missing in action.

Representative RaNGEL. You said “prisoners
of war.”

Mr. McCain. Because I consider them pris-
oners of war. I do not call them “missing in
action,” which you say is dead, right?

A Voice. No, they are not dead.

Mr, McCaIN. That is right. So I call them
all “prisoners of war.”

(At this particular time slides were shown.)

Mr. McCamN. I am goilng to run through
these briefly because I know that we are run-
ning short of time.

This first man is a Navy lleutenant named
Ron Dodge. He was shot down May 1967, cap-
tured and taken to an anti-alrcraft site where
this photograph was taken by a Dutch free-
lance photographer. In turn he sold it to
Paris Match, which is the Life Magazine of
Paris. Of course, they ran this photograph
September 1867. This photograph was essen-
tially identifiable. It was identified by differ-
ent varleties, from his family to the Defense
Department.

When the official list came out in Decem-
ber 1970, which purported to be all the pris-
oners in Hanol, this man was not on it. We
made a so-called officlal inquiry to the Gov-
ernment of Sweden—that was the only way
that North Viet Nam would reply to our in-
quirles—and they sent back a telegram say-
ing quote never detained in North Viet Nam.

In other words, not that he died, not that
he was taken to Laos, not that he was still
held prisoner someplace, but that this man
who is essentially identifiable did not exist.

In addition, there have been a lot of dif-
ferent things that we have attempted to do,
plus putting this man's photograph on the
peace table in Parls, and on two separate oc-
casions the North Vietnamese refused to talk
about 1t.

Representative WoLrr. With all this infor-
mation that you had, did you approach the
DOD with this information?

Mr. McCaIN. Certainly. As a matter of fact,
I spoke to Mr. Porter—

Representative WoLrr. Ambassador Porter.

Mr. McCaIn. I spoke to Ambassador Porter
who, of course, was the chief negotiator in
Paris, and to Ambassador Isham, who is No.
2

Both of them sald at separate occasions
that this has been presented to the North
Vietnamese and they refused to talk about it.

This particular piece of evidence is a blow-
up of a North Vietnamese news release. You
will notice that the caption underneath is
in English. That is from the North Vietnam-
ese obviously for our consumption. And un-
derneath that is an AP wire photo where it
was monitored by our Associated Press at
Warsaw, Poland.

November 21st is the date of this news re-
lease. This shows the photographs of four
pilots, and underneath there are the names
and after each individual named are the
words “Captured in Haiphong," repeated four
separate times. When the official list came
out in December 1970 the top two men were
listed among the men and the bottom two
were not.

We made official inquiry and the North
Vietnamese only reply was guote never re-
talned in North Viet Nam. In other words,
they are saying in 1967 that these two men
are captured, and in 1971, 1972 and 1973
they are saying they never heard of these
men.,

This is a photograph that is typical of the
entire missing in action situation which in-
cludes something over 1300 families. This
photograph appeared in a magazine, in a
newspaper, rather, called Nhan Dan, which is
the official military house organ for Hanol.
Underneath this photograph was an exten-
slon about the pilot begging to surrender.
The only plece of information we were in-
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terested In was his name and it was not on
it.

A Vorce. What is his name?

Mr. McCaiN, We made inquiry of the North
Vietnamese and the North Vietnamese would
not tell us who it is. We compared it to the
official list of 339 men in December of 1970.
That man was not one of those, so we sent
it around to the different family mambers
throughout the country.

Now, we hoped that some family member
somewhere would be able to say, that s my
son, husband, brother, and so forth. Mr Con-
gressman, I can tell you that twenty-eight
different families came back and sald, that
is my husband, that is my son, because he is
not positively identifiable.

Now, the North Vietnamese have refused
to reply to any guestions concerning this
photograph, even though it appeared in one
of their official military publications.

This is a case I merely have to—well, we
will do this very briefly, but this is a photo-
graph of an article that appeared after a
lawyer named Henry Aaron visited North
Viet Nam in December 1971. He was inter-
ested in the prisoner of war program, al-
though the North Vietnamese thought he
was there as a peace lawyer. He took an of~
ficlal list of the North Vietnamese prisoners
of war and he was shown, in turn, in Hanoi, a
billboard display of prisoners captured called
their War Crimes Commission, in a rather
lengthy title. He noticed that two of the
names on their official display were not on
their official list. And he went through the
entire list. He said, is this complete?

They sald, yes.

He sald, have there been any changes?

They said, no;

He said, are all of the men who were cap-
tured alive? He sald, are all the men who
were captured and on this list allve? He no-
ticed, you have two men on display, who are
not on this list.

The Hanolee who was—I forget his name—
but he is head of the American Committee
for Solidarity or BSolidarity with America.
The Hanolee looked embarrassed, took him
away from the display and nobody since has
seen the display again.

Here we have again two pieces of North
Vietnamese propaganda which disagree.

These other photographs, these are men,
some of whom are unidentifiable.

This particular pllot was captured in Laos,
was taken to North Viet Nam. This is typical
of men who are shot down in Laos, captured
by the North Vietnamese and taken to
Hanoi.

This is a picture—the man on the bottom
is a Colonel Ted Guy, who was also shot
down In Laos. His co-pilot was also shot
down in Laos. There is no word of them even
though they were shot down.

These are typical civilians. Two men—all
of these, by the way, up until the time the
official 1ist came out most recently, before
its release in March 1972, these men were
unidentified. Their families have not heard
from them. The Viet Cong refused to talk
about them. Two of the men returned. They
refused to talk about the other man who
was & pilot on an Alr American alrcraft.

This is a case where this particular man,
a Major Willlam Grubb, was shot down
January 1966. The photograph was taken
of his capture scene. As you can see, he has,
apparently, a slight knee wound. The reason
we can say, apparently, the slide is correct
is because the other pilctures show him
walking toward the camera without appar-
ent effort.

The North Vietnamese released these
photographs plecemeal for three and a half
years. We got these pictures in Canada,
Algeria, France and other nations, in Hun-
gary, and each of the captions reflect the
fact that he was in good condition, that he
was being treated humanely, thus the
emphasis——

Representative RANGEL. What is his status
now?
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Mr. McCaiN. When the official list came
out December 1970 Hanol said he was dead.

Now, we asked for further inquiries and
the North Vietnamese claimed through a
serles of events that later this man had
died nine days after capture and died of
grievous wounds received.

One, he 1s not grievously wounded.

Two, he was not in a plane crash.

Note that caption, which is North Viet-
namese, and it refers to him jumping out
of his plane.

Third, there is no sign of serlous injury.
There has been no death certificate, one of
the things that——

Representative Rancer. How is he officially
listed now?

Mr. McCamn. He is still carrlied as a POW
because the Defense Department has not
aﬁveﬁ satisfactory information that he is

These other photographs I will not iden-
tify, but these are examples of men who
seem on the ground, who parachuted or who
had radioed in saying they are being cap-
tured but, nevertheless, it was obvious they
were captured. None of the men have ap-
peared on any official list. These are merely
examples of attempts to identify men, that
a family provides a picture. The person in
the picture on the right, he has been iden-
tified as a different man now.

That is all I have.

When these men were returned it was
considered that one of the most crucial
things they had was to try and identify the
men missing in action, to briefily recount
them. They sat down with all these films and
gradually all these men were identified.

Now, the second question we have is—
there is no gquestion that, you know, I hope,
after looking at these pictures—and I can
Just tell you that I would not show them to
you, but the files are full of them, of people
who are unaccounted for by the North Viet-
namese, the Viet Cong, and the Pathet Laos.
There 1s no question that they were alive
and in their hands at one time, The question
is, whether they are still alive today.

And if I may refer to another Congressional
investigation much like this one—it will take
me about two minutes to read two short
excerpts—I think we can get into the prob-
lems here and perhaps be able to work out a
solution. These were similar hearings about
the problems of accounting.

The first excerpt says—and this is an of-
ficial of the Defense Departmen® testifying
before a Congressional committee.

Representative RaANGEL. Would you identify
the committee?

Mr. McCain. I will be glad to. I was going
to do it. This is the Subcommittee on the
Far East and the Pacific of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives.

Representative Worrr. That must be Cle-
ment Zablockl. However, he has not been
chairman of that committee for 4 years.

Mr. McCAmN., Our belief that the Commu-
nists should have knowledge of these indi-
viduals was based upon several sources of
information:

First, interviews with repatriated person-
nel who stated that they had seen certain
named individuals who had not been repatri-
ated, who had not been otherwise accounted
for, and who had been alive and in Commu-
nist hands;

Secondly, Communist radio broadcasts
giving the names of certain U.N. Command
personnel and admitting that they were
under Communist control;

Thirdly, propaganda pictures in our pos-
session which had been taken by the Com-
munists and circulated for propaganda pur-
poses showing American military personnel
on forced marches, taking part in parades in
Communist-held cities, undoubtedly against
their will;

Fourthly, mail which had been written by
POW's to their friends and relatives in the
United States attesting to the fact that they
were in a POW status;
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Fifthly, air crews who had seen our alrmen
parachute from disabled aircraft and, after
safe landings, surrounded by enemy forces or
clvilians. In addition, other intelligence re-
porting supported our contentions.

In other words, exact similar cases to what
we have here has happened. This is about

' Korean. It is the same problem over again.

Now, just three individual cases is the last
excerpt I am going to read.

A, An Alr Force major, pilot of a B-29 that
was shot down on September 9, 1050. He was
taken prisoner and held for a time in a jail
in Pyongyang, the capital of North Korea.
Later the same year the agency, “Soviet Pic-
ture,” released a picture of this fiyer together
with the statement that he had been taken
prisoner by Communist forces. In one of the
inadequate accountings furnished by the
Communist side, they stated that they had no
data regarding the fate of this pilot.

Now, that data, it sounds very similar to
“never detalled in North Viet Nam.”

C. A United States Army private, taken
prisoner by the Communists in August 1950.
Several months later a Communist radio sta-
tion broadcast a number of messages to
mothers in the United States from POW'’s
held by their side. The Army private's
mother was one of those to whom such a
message was addressed. In the so-called ac-
counting the Communists stated they had
no data regarding the fate of this soldier.

“Never detalled in North Viet Nam.”

Representative RaANGEL. You are using
Eorea as an example. But would you agree
that the overwhelming number of prisoners
of war in Korea were enlisted men?

Mr. McCamn. Yes. I am just comparing it
to ground combat.

B. A United States Army captain, pilot of
& lialson plane shot down October 1852. This
captain was taken prisoner and held by the
Communists. From the statements of fellow
prisoners later repatriated, we know that he
had lost one leg when shot down, and by
November 1852 his other leg had been ampu-
tated. In the so-called accounting given by
the Communists, it was stated that this cap-
tain had escaped. Note that by this time the
captain was a double amputee.

Now, one further reference to these hear-
ings. Gentlemen, as we have all seen so far,
it 1s the same thing we had In a slide pro-
jector, that is, the men were alive at one time.
We do not know whether they are alive now.

But in September 1953, the Chinese Gov-
ernment and the North Korean Government
publicly stated that all American service-
men detained in both countries had been re-
leased, all prisoners had been released.

The Communists in June 1954, for the first
time, formally admitted holding ffteen
American servicemen, four of them fighter
pllots, and the remaining eleven members of
a bomber crew.

And I can tell you that Ambassador T.
Alexis Johnson, who was in charge of the
negotiations, went to Dag Hammarskjold and
demanded the immediate release of these
men.

Dag Hammarskjold—it says that Secretary
General Hammarskjold went to Peking in
January 1866. Through diplomatic chan-
nels, we sought and obtained the willing co-
operation of various free-world nations hav-
ing relations with the Chinese Communists.

In other words, it came up to the point
where there was about to be a diplomatic
thing, so the four fighter pilots were released
on May 81, 1955. The eleven B-29 airmen
were released on the eve of the renewal of
the ambassadorial talks with the Chinese
Communists in Geneva on August 1, 1965.

So nere we have the first historical exam-
ple of a nation saying that we have re-
leased all of the prisoners of war and two
years later fifteen more come out, fifteen out
of these 289.

And I think I will close here because cb-
viously we still have more people to hear
from.

But Eurt Waldheim, who is now Secre-
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tary General of the UN. said he was an
Austrian soldier on the Russian front in
1044, He was so badly wounded that they
brought him back to Vienna and put him in
the hospital. He was badly wounded again.
They did not return him to the front. So
because of that he became accidentally a
diplomat.

One of his responsibilities after World
War II was to try to negotiate with the Rus-
slans for the return of Austrian prisoners.
He sald that the Russians frequently refused
to talk about the situation. They were the
victors, of course, and he said that even
though the Russians at one point made a
statement saylng they had released all Aus-
trian and German men, that there were
German prisoners coming back to Austria
as late as 1950, five years after the end of
the war.

Now a similar situation occurred, of
course, in our own situation, as, you know,
in Eorea.

Now as far as I can determine from talk-
ing to diplomats there seems to be two rea-
sons that a nation frequently holds on to
prisoners:

One is for negotiating purposes.

In Eorea and in Viet Nam, the North
Vietnamese, the Pathet Laos, the Viet Cong
in the present situation, and in EKorea, the
North EKoreans and ‘“he Chinese Commu-
nists found out that that not only was the
return of our prisoners important to us but
his name.

And we went through a series of ma-
chinations, which I invite you to read in
these hearings, concerning some attempts we
made to get prisoners back, including, fi-
nally, Admiral Turner Joy, our chief nego-
tlator, coming back recommended to the
United States Government that they make
an issue of this deceitful situation and the
government saying no, they don't want any
difficulty, and in the best interests of these
men, no issue was made of this, and no
Congressional hearing was held until 1957,
no public issue.

Secondarily, the second reason seems to be
besides negotiations, as has happened so
frequently, that once a man is captured by
a victor, the detaining country will con-
sider this man’s proper punishment to not
return him home. He invaded the country
and he is to stay there.

We can see how this philosophy worked
with the Russians holding on to Austrian
soldiers for as much as five years.

This is how they philosophize the whole
thing of apparently 90,000 Bangladesh pris-
oners by India—excuse me—West Pakistani
prisoners by India, and there is no reason
for that.

He also philosophizes that in other wars,
when prisoners have been detained, or even,
as a matter of fact, if I can draw another
parallel, the hesitancy of the Russians to
release Jews, unless there is a lot of public
pressure brought to bear.

This is the way it has gone.

So we are faced with this, and I think par-
ticularly—there is one thing to my footnote—
that there are 318 men listed as missing in
action, seven of those returned, all of those
seven had been taken immedilately to Hanoi,
there is no word what happened to those 311
men.

So I would suggest to this committee that
I do not know of any such men, but the pos-
sibility exists that these men are being held
in the same way that the Russians held on
to the Germans, the same way that the North
Koreans and the Chinese held on to their
prisoners until there was a public stink about
it.

I think also that we can see that there
have been mistakes. I have had many a
hassle with the Defense Department over dif-
ferences, and the real issue that there is ap-
parently a willfulness on the part of the
country who has signed and formally agreed
to a cease fire, and which not only does not
honor the agreement for the return of the
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prisoners and whatever other identification
was specifically stated that they have thus far
refused to do so.

Representative Worrr. Do you have any
recommendations that you think the Con-
gress can agree to In order to try to bring
to light a resolution of what you have just
discussed here?

Mr. McCaImnN., Yes, Congressman, briefly. I
can say this, that the hope on the part of
the families is that we can use the carrot
and stick approach with the Vietnamese,
that after the October peace at hand agree-
ment, which you know we don't have to talk
about the discussions, but what happened
at that time, according to Dr. Kissinger,
is that the North Vietnamese, the Viet Cong
and the Pathet Laos have agreed to account
for all the prisoners.

Within a week there was a statement made
by Madam Binh, who said, we will change
our minds, these prisoners will not be re-
leased until the civillan prisoners, and the
North Vietnamese sald that we are going to
cut down on these from five to 250, that they
will not have their own equipment.

These men, of course, were of direct in-
terest to us because they were going to be
responsible for the accounting.

The Pathet Laos sald we don't have any
agreement at all.

So many of us feel that the December and
January bombings is the only reason that
these men came home because once you
showed the North Vietnamese we were will-
ing to lean on them, that the carrot and
stick approach apparently has been re-
moved.

I think, I doubt, as you would philosophize
it, the theory is that it is going to be very
unlikely if we are going to use that approach
in Southeast Asia, the carrot approach of
two and a half billion dollars.

We sald to the North Vietnamese that we
will make the basic criteria for any ald from
our country is that you release these
prisoners.

Perhaps this has been removed now be-
cause, of course, there are the conservatives
who say that we don’t think that Hanoi
should get this two and a half billion dollars
because it will go to the military arms,

The liberals in Congress have sald if we
are not going to spend this money on our
own domestic programs in America, that they
have no business In Southeast Asia.

I am not arguing the politics. I am just
saying that these seem to me to join to-
gether to make it Impossible for us to even
use the carrot and stick approach.

Let me continue on with this thing, that
is the Congressmen who oppose the war, the
Congressmen who support the war, the Con-
gressmen who have made an issue of pollu-
tion, the Congressmen who have made an
issue of civil rights, the Congressmen who
have made an Issue of various things for
which they, themselves, have become known
or have espoused, if there is a joining to-
gether in this one media, because I think
this is the only place where there is repre-
sentative democracy in the world, frankly,
except for England, it is parllamentary, but
if in this area the Congressmen and the
Senators who have a plethora of activities
and interests, that they join together and
then perhaps this is the only hope that we
have, that the North Vietnamese realize that
peaceful relations with the Unilted States is
impossible, and that they will not join the
world community of respected nations, then
perhaps we have some hope there.

What I am telling you, Congressmen, is
that without the carrot and stick approach
there is only that one slim hope, and if you
gentlemen, if you 535 gentlemen that meet
within those two august halls, if you get up
and you start talking about what Mr. Feld-
man asked me to say earller, even if you
realize that the life of one of these human
beings is so important, if you will get on top
of your desk and talk about it.
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Representative Worrr. As I indicated to
you before, this hearing was conceived before
the hearings were set up in Washington.

It took several weeks in order to gather
the people that we have here today,

It is an effort to focus attention and to
focus a spotlight on the plight of the fami-
lies that are involved.

I don't know whether I can agree with
you as to the “carrot and stick approach,”
but I do think that we can agree on the
one area, and that is the fact that we will
leave no stone unturned until such time as
there is a resolution of this problem and a
final determination that there are no more
people left in North Viet Nam, China, or
wherever else they may be.

I do feel that one of the reasons for hav-
ing such a hearing as this Is to expose the
variety of opinions on the same subject
in order for the American people to make a
decision as to what position and what course
the Congress and their representatives shall
take.

We appreciate very much your coming in
before us.

Do you have any questions, Mr. Rangel?

Representative RANGEL, No.

Mr. McCaIn. One more sentence, if I may?

I appreciate your interest. And I am sure
that that is why this hearing was held to-
day, and I am asking you, Congressman, even
though we may disagree on certain details,
I think all of us here are saying unless there
is something done, and hopefully by Con-
gress, those men are going to remain as
slides in that machine, and in those photo-
graphs, and they are just golng to remailn
guestion marks.

And I think it is crueclally urgent, par-
ticularly for families llke myself who have
sons and brothers and husbands returned
for us to get in this fight together, other-
wise these men will disappear.

Representative WoLrF. I appreciate your
comments.

I wonder—do you have duplicate copies of
the slides that you have?

Mr. McCamn. I could give you some photo
prints, or I could even lend you the slides.

Representative Worrr. That would help us
because I would like to show these slides to
the committee.

Mr. McCAIN. Yes.

Representative WoLrr. Thank you.

(Witness excused.)

Representative WoLrr. The next gentleman
we have is Mr. Thomas Gleason.,

Mr. Gleason is President of the Interna-
tlonal Longshoreman's Assoclation and has
been active in the National League of
Families.

We will have one more witness after Mr.
Gleason, and that will be Mrs. Mary L. Payne.

Mr. THoMAs GLEAsON. Thank you.

Representative Worrr, Mr. Gleason, we
want to thank you for coming down here.

Would you please identify yourself?

Mr, GLEASON. My name Is Teddy Gleason.

I am President of the International Long-
shoreman’'s Association,

I did not prepare a long statement here
this morning, but after listening to all of the
speakers here this morning I think there is
a lot of anxiety amongst these people that
have their brothers and sisters, and what
have you, missing in action and not account-
able for them.

How the Assoclation over a period of years
has taken a very determined stand, and we
have been accused over a period of years of
being hawks, and all this kind of stuff, but I
believe in the last summation by Joe McCain
here that the only way that you are going
to do anything is by putting your foot down.
That is the way we got where we are today,
by meaning what we say.

For twenty years we have been talking to
the Russians about doing something about
the shipping business that we were in. From
1970 until 1973 we were playing the part
in this release of the prisoners of war be-
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cause we refused to work the Russian ships
until we got a decision on the prisoners of
war,

And when the graln shipments were made
we refused to load those grain shipments
until we had some knowledge of a deal being
made with Russla, with China, that they
will work in cooperation with our government
to force the release and the identity of those
missing in action and the prisoners of war.

And in December when we had mined the
harbor and bombed Hanoi, we were 100 per-
cent behind it, because we believed that this
is the only way that they could be brought
home from Viet Nam.

It is very easy for me to talk because I am
on soclal security. I am seventy-three years of
age. I won't have to go to war,

But I have three sons that did serve their
country, and one gave a leg in SBoutheast Asia.
And none of us wants to see war, but if we
go in there, the only way we should go in
there is to go in to win and not play around
the way the hell we did the last thing here.

I worked in Saigon and in DaNang in 1965,
1966, 1967, and I know some things that were
going on there.

1 worked there on the docks, not for my
government, but for the union, for the Inter-
national Longshoreman’s Union. We wouldn't
accept any money off the United States
government because we felt that we wanted
to be free to make decisions as we saw them.

And I feel again that something has to be
done to unite Congress down there. The war
is supposedly over,

Those of us who disagree with each other
about the war, whether it was moral or not,
or whether we were in a war, we shouldn’t
have been there in the first place, and now
we should get together in trying to make a
peace and make the peace work.

I think that the only way to do this is
the way that Joe said here a little while
ago, that we should use the carrot and stick
approach.

We talked about the grain, I think you
are familiar, Mr. Congressman, that after
making the deal with the Russians on the
grain, that now they are coming back for
renegotiations on the grain because we
wanted American ships subsidized, and we
wouldn't load them unless the American
Merchant Marine got a certain percentage of
the shipping.

They are tough people to do business
with, They will talk for fifteen or eighteen
years. They just talked for five years with
the committee that is over there trying to
work out some kind of a solution between
East and West Europe over there, and it took
them five years to agree, our country to agree
to Hungary was not part of the discussion.

So if we keep talking about those poor
boys that are left over there, then we are
going to be talking for the next fourteen
or fifteen years again,

So my part in coming here this morning
was to introduce a resolution that was
passed by the Council, the Counecil for Ci-
vilized Treatment of Prisoners of War.

And if I may read this? This is the reso-
Iution that was passed, and also a joint one
in our own state here in New York.

“Whereas, The people of the United States
of America and of the entire civilized world
have been shocked by the inhumane treat-
ment accorded our captured and missing
Americans by the government of North Viet
Nam and here Communist allles; and

“Whereas, The failure of these govern-
ments to identify, return and account for all
of these men including eighty men known
to be captured and 311 men downed in
Laos; and

“Whereas, The government of North Viet
Nam and its allles have blatantly ignored
the provisions of the Geneva Convention
Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of
War for the entire period of the conflict;
and

“Whereas, Some members of the House
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and Senate have encouraged Hanol’s intran-
sigence by Introducing legislation limiting
our country’'s ability to take effective ac-
tion, or by statements inevitably construed
by Hanol as divisive and weakening to the
United States; and

“Whereas, There is an abundance of evi-
dence avallable in the Library of Congress °
clearly depicting the failure of the Com-
munist enemy in the past in both Korea
and North Viet Nam to honor their agree-
ments covering the accounting of missing
men including known prisoners of war; and

“*Whereas, The precedent which we insist
upon now for our captured Americans will
determine the treatment accorded future
generations, who become the prisoners of
war in any further conflict into which the
United States may be drawn; now therefore,
be it

“Resolved, By the ‘Council For Civilized
Treatment of POW's' in regular meeting
held in New York, N.Y., May 9, 1973, That
the Congress of the United States declare a
moratorium on any action that will limit
the United States from carrying out its
unlimited obligation not to abandon a single
captured American and to obtain a complete,
authenticated accounting of every missing
American; and be it

“Further resolved, That no funds for re-
construction or other purposes be provided
for North Viet Nam and her allies until and
unless this prompt release and complete ac-
counting is carried out; and be it

“Finally resolved, That the Congress of the
United States unite in taking whatever meas-
ures are necessary for this prompt release
of all captured Americans and complete au-
thenticated accounting of all missing Amer-
icans.”

That was the resolution that was adopted
by the Council for the Civillzed Treatment
of Prisoners of War.

And after the resolution was passed by
the Joint Committee, the Legislature of the
State of New York goes on,

“Whereas, a peace agreement has been in-
stituted to officially end the armed con-
flict in Viet Nam"—— |

Representative WorLrr. Excuse me. Could
I interrupt you for a moment, Mr. Gleason?

Could we have those statements for inclu-
sion in the record?

Mr. GLEASON. Yes.

Representative Worrr, Then I don't think
you have to proceed on to read those. We
will include them in the record, and if there
is something that is in addition to that that
you would like to put in, that would be fine.

Mr. GLEAasoN. No, I will give it to you.

I didn't come here to make a long state-
ment about the damn thing.

If we can get you guys together, as you
know here in New York State we have been
trylng to bring everybody together, if we can
get all the Congressmen together down there
in Washington to fight this case—

Representative Worrr, I am sure you real-
ize that it is difficult for so many Congress=-
men, because they are running for Mayor.

(Laughter.)

Mr. GLEASON. Yes, and also with television
programs going on.

(The following statement was included in
the testimony:)

“Whereas, a peace agreement has been in-
stituted to officially end the armed conflict in
Viet Nam; and

“Whereas, Exchanged prisoners of war have
returned to rejoicing families leaving behind
unaccounted for MIA's; and

“Whereas, In excess of thirteen hundred
men serving throughout the United States
and men of over one hundred families in New
York State remain listed as missing in action
due to the past hostilities; and

“Whereas, Aggrieved families of these
homeless soldiers and suffering loved ones
have not received nor are given any promise
of dlnformatlon disclosing their existence;
an
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“Whereas, The people of New York State
have not and will not forget the sacrifices
and undertakings so honorably endured by
our MIA’'s; and

“Whereas, The fortitude and tolerance of
our missing men behooves their recognition
by every free-living citizen of our state; and

“Whereas, The people of New York State
commit themselves to maintain falth with
our MIA's and their patient families and re-
solve to pursue any and all indications lead-
ing to a determination of their fate, and vow
a relentless campaign until all are accounted
for; now therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Legislature of the State
of New York acknowledges the contributions
made to the peace of our state and our nation
by the young men who vallantly offered
themselves in the Armed Forces during the
“Viet Nam Conflict"” by commemorating the
third day of June, nineteen hundred seventy-
three as “Missing in Action Recognition Day.”

(By order of the Assembly.”)

Mr. GLEASON. So far as we are concerned, if
something is not done with this then we
won't load one pound of cargo that is going
over to Viet Nam. Under no circumstances.
You can go to sleep with that, we will take
that position, that not one pound leaves these
shores. It may leave other shores but not
ours. That is our position.

We have supported the President in his
determination to end the damn thing,

We have supported his mission to Moscow.
‘We have supported his mission to Peking, but
the simple reason is that we believe that this
was the only way that we could get pressure
on North Viet Nam to bring this conflict to
an end, and myself and Johnny Bowers, who
went down there and helped him in his meet-
ings, and got classified information and knew
what was going on, and we felt that this was
the reason, and this is the only reason why
we never worked the Russlan ships in this
port.

Representative Worrr. Thank you very
much, Mr. Gleason.

Mr. GLEAsoN. Thank you.

Representative WoLrFr. Maybe you can pro-
vide us with some of the information.

Mr. GLEasoN. Here it is. You don't have
all that pressure, too. That was without
executive clemency, too.

Representative WoLrr. Thank you.

(Witness excused.)

Representative Worrr. I would like to call
Mrs. Mary L. Payne.

Mrs. Payne, I wonder whether you could
identify yourself, please.

Mrs. PAYNE. I am Mrs, Mary L. Payne from
Bay Ridge, Brooklyn.

My son, John Allan Payne was drafted
the 8th of March 1968.

He was a passenger aboard a hellcopter in
South Viet Nam that disappeared. There
were seven men on helicopter.

It left at 11:00 AM., the 4th of November,
1969, twelve hundred and ninety-eight days
and twelve hundred and ninety-eight nights,
all seven of the young men are still missing.
They are listed as missing in actlon.

And when Major Sprough came to my
house on January 27, 1973 to tell me that
John's name was not on the list, we had a
meeting of all the people to see if the hell-
copter had been found. It had not been
found.

I am a Catholiec, so I knelt down on my
knees and I said, look, God, the young man
has suffered now. Would you take his soul
to heaven? Would you just let him be at
peace? This would be such a relief that he Is
in heaven.

But he sald to me, mother, don't give
me up.

Incidentally, I have great reason to remem-
ber that week of November 3, 1969. President
Nixon came back from abroad, he had just
met with General De Gaulle and I sald to
my boss, I've got to get home, and I've got
to hear this man speak tonight because we
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are going to have peace. I knew that De
Gaulle would say, get out.

So when he didn't declare peace, I cried
all night and so my son's helicopter disap-
peared that night.

Anyhow, I do not want to be dramatic,
but I am the volce of one little guy in Viet
Nam because then, you know yourself, a
couple of months ago Phyllls Allard, a miss-
ing in action mother, stated that she had
gone to—was on television first—had tele-
vised passport with all the visas where she
had gone to Cambodia and seen her son in
Cambodla with twenty-five other missing in
action men.

So I called Phyllis in Chicago and I sald,
Phyliis, when did you go?

She saild January, 1972.

I sald, why didn't you tell us that you
had gone?

She sald, because the Army had told me
to keep quiet. They would follow it up.

I sald, Phyllis, did you really see your
son?

Yes, she sald.

I sald, how did you get there?

She sald, I bought a ticket on Northwest
Orient Airlines, the officials helped me and
it cost me $2,000. But I will work the rest
of my life to see him,

So I called Washington and I sald, Phyllis
Allard did go to see her son. Why weren't we
told?

Why weren't we told, Congressman?

Why won't they tell us that—well, anyhow,
to make a long story short and a short story
sweet, I went to Boston a couple of weeks
ago and I met Dr. Shields and I said, you
know, Doctor, Phyllis Allard saw her son, and
approximately twenty-five missing in action
in Cambodia.

And he sald, you know, she is a bit—I don't
know—I can't remember his words but he
implied she was strange.

I sald, Congressman, a mother is not
strange. Don't write her off because I believe
that she went.

He sald, do you think they would let you
in?

I sald, no, they wouldn't because if they
let me in it would be two MIA's. I wouldn't
leave him there.

So I presume Phyllis will testify next week.
I am hoping she will. Because I am going
down there to hear her, because I do belleve
that we have an awful lot of men in Cam-
bodia, but we are still bombing but you
can't get in and this thing goes on and on.

If I may quote Senator Brooks, I asked
Senator Brooks, I sald, do you think our
bombing is helping?

He sald it is a waste. We are bombing rice
paddies, but I do believe we have a lot.

And, you know, Gladys Brooks, she is con-
vinced that her son is in Laos.

We have all the mothers, we really just
won't give them up.

And as far as Joe's carrot and stick, I be-
lieve a lot in the brotherhood approach, the
war is over. The war should never have been.

And, you know, in Bay Ridge, Brooklyn, we
had a big quota, and we have right in my
area, we have three missing in action.

We have a civillan, which is one of the
most tragic aspects of the thing, her son is
missing and Ann Cherrillo, the three of us,
we just talk and we never give up.

We listen to everything that goes on—I get
up at 5:00 o'clock, I put on the news. I could
write the column between working.

And I have become a pain in the neck. My
boss says, what good are you doing?

I have been to Paris. We have been to
Geneva. I run back and forth to Washington.
I have not accomplished anything.

But I am ready to go to Viet Nam. And I
do believe that if we used the brotherhood
approach, I do believe that it would work.

Our Holy Father, the Pope, has advocated
it and we are all brothers.

And, you know, these little Viet Nam peo-
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ple, that seventy-three percent of the casual-
ties in South Viet Nam were from our bombs.

And, you know, we have an awful lot of
little—we have an awful lot to do.

My son, John, who is & humanitarian al-
ways sald, mother, you should see these little
people. You never knew what underprivileged
meant. So I don't know

Representative WorLrr. Mrs. Payne, again
we want to thank you for coming here and
giving us the benefit of your experiences.

I assure you, as I have done with the
others, that we will continue to search to try
to find some resolution for the MIA's.

It is certainly in everyone's interest to de-
termine the fate of the young men who are
involved.

As I indicated before, there are a variety
of opinions that have been expressed by
Members of Congress, people in this country,
regarding the war itself,

But I think that we are united in one final
effort, and that is to see to it that there is
an end to the “limbo” in which you find
yourselves.

Representative RangerL. Thank you.

Mrs. PAYNE. I am lucky. Thank you, sir.
Thank you for having this hearing. It has
really been very beneficial.

Representative Worrr. Thank you very
much.

This hearing is now adjourned.

(Witness excused.)

(Whereupon, at 12:45 o’clock P.M. the hear-
ing was adjourned.)

RURAL MEDICAL PRACTICE
INCENTIVE ACT

(Mr. SEBELIUS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, as every
American citizen knows, the task of mak-
ing health care accessible to all Ameri-
cans in a fair and equitable manner has
become an issue of national importance.

In some communities, especially in
rural and isolated areas, citizens face
the problem of inadequate health care.
This problem stems from a lack of health
manpower or the inability of rural com-
munities to attract young doctors.

No one in my congressional district
needs to be told that we have an acute
doctor shortage. Virtually every county
seat community in the 57-county area
I am privileged to represent is experi-
encing problems in health care services.
It has reached the point in some areas
where communities openly compete for
the services of young general practi-
tioners much in the same fashion as
professional sports organizations com-
pete for quality athletes.

In Kansas, the latest figures show
there are 2,173 practicing physicians.
However, 54 percent of these doctors
practice in four of my State’'s most pop-
ulated counties, leaving the remaining
902 physicians to serve the other 101
counties. In short, it is the rural areas
of our country that have the greatest
problems in providing adequate health
care services, While the problem is sim-
ply stated—rural Kansas communities
are losing their physicians through re-
tirement and death and the younger gen-
eration of doctors are not moving in at
an adequate rate to replace them—the
answers are complex.

One approach to meeting this problem
has been suggested by my good friend
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and colleague, Senator RoperT DOLE, who
has introduced legislation in the other
body that would create incentives to en-
courage health professionals to develop
practices in critical health manpower
shortage areas.

In introducing this legislation, Senator
DoLe recently outlined the bill’s purpose
and intent. His remarks, I think, put this
matter into proper perspective and sum-
marize the issue very well. I am today
introducing this legislation which is
identical to the bill introduced by Sen-
ator DorLe and ask that my colleagues
who have an interest in improving health
care in all areas of critical manpower
shortage join in sponsoring this meas-
ure. The Senator’s remarks follow:

The first portion of the bill authorizes
the transfer of military physiclans to the
National Health Service Corps, provided they
make a commitment to serve for a period
of time equal to their military obligation
in an area of critical health manpower needs.
The basic premise behind this provision of
the bill is that physicians who have incurred
a Federal service obligation should be used
to help meet the Natlon's greatest health
needs, regardless of whether they exist in
the military or civilian sector.

The bill specifically authorizes the trans-
fer of physicians to the National Health Serv-
ice Corps who have incurred a military ob-
ligation under the Barry plan, the Armed
Forces health professions scholarship pro-
gram, or through the University of the Health
Sciences—once it becomes operational. By
permitting these physicians to serve in the
Natlonal Health Service Corps, the bill would
provide a great and essential service to many
rural communities.

The National Health Service Corps was
established by legislation in the 92d Con-
gress to improve the delivery of health care
and services to persons residing in areas
which have critical health manpower short-
ages. Corps physicians, dentists, or nurses,
depending on the need of the applicant com-
munity, are assigned to areas upon the re-
quest of the State or local public health
agencies or any other public or nonprofit
health entity in the area. The request must
have the approval of State and local medi-
cal, dental, and nursing socleties. The com-
munity requesting such a health team must
demonstrate a need for such manpower as-
sistance and a financial commitment to sus-
taln thelr services, as well as show how the
health team would be integrated into the
community and the existing health delivery
system.

In Kansas there are currently six desig-
nated critical health manpower shortage
areas which have an approved Natlonal
Health Service Corps application and are
awalting assignment of a physician. The
Haven, Kans., community has already been
assured a physician placement, but the ap-
plications of Yates Center, Coldwater, Phil-
lipsburg, Nemar, and Valley Falls are still
awaiting physician assignments. Other com-
munities have expressed urgent need for
physicians and will be developing applica-
tions. Because the number of approved ap-
plications exceeds the number of Corps phy=-
siclans, not every approved community can
be assured of physician placement this July.
This legislation I am today Introducing would
hopefully make an adequate number of Corps
physicians available to meet the needs of all
of the approved communities,

There are currently 6,617 physiclans en-
rolled in the Barry plan who are completing
residency requirements and will enter the
military sometime between now and 1980.
In addition, 1,421 medical students receiving
scholarship assistance now will be entering
the service in the next 4 years. If only a small
portion of these physiclans were diverted to
serve in designated critical health manpower
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shortage areas, it would be an important
step in helping to solve the rural health care
crisis,

Taking into consideration the cessation of
American military combat activity since the
Vietnam cease-fire and the prospects for pass-
age of a bill which would readjust pay rates
for uniformed service physicians and den-
tists, I feel that the Armed Forces physiclans
corps could afford the losses which would re-
sult from this legislation. Using the figures
provided by the Department of Defense, my
office has learned that the doctor/patient
ratio in the military is more than 120 pa-
tients per doctor lower than in the civilian
sector and 3 times as low as in many of the
rural Kansas communities. In addition, mili-
tary physicians have the benefit of serving
a population which resides in a compact area
and thus is not faced with the health care
delivery problems associated with rural med-
ical practice. Also, the military physician has
the benefit of a larger number of technicians
and corpsmen to assist him in serving his
patients. Although I recognize the needs to
sustain a high level of medical care in the
military, statistics indicate that some of the
physicians currently serving in the military
could be transferred to areas of critical
civilian need without jeopardizing the level
of military health care.

The second portion of the bill would pro-
vide a financial incentive for any physiclan
practicing in designated health manpower
shortage areas, whether he is serving in the
National Health Service Corps or not. The
bill would permit any physician serving in a
designated area to exempt for Federal tax
purposes $20,000 of his adjusted gross prac-
tice income the first year; $15,000 the second
year; $10,000 the third year, 87,600 the fourth
year; and $5,000 the fifth year. This provision
would have the impact of providing a Federal
incentive for establishing a practice in areas
of critical need and phase out the assistance
over a period of 5 years as the practice be-
comes established.

It 18 recognized that this provision is not
a cure-all for the rural health care needs
since the financial aspects are only one of
several problems facing rural practitioners.
However, to any extent that it would induce
the development of medical practices, it is a
wise dollar investment by the Federal
Government.

DEVINE RELEASES POLL RESULTS

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
to announce the results of my 12th Ohio
District constituent poll. Questionnaires
were mailed to 182,000 during the first
week in April and nearly 40,000 persons
responded from Delaware County, Mor-
row County, and the eastern portion of
Franklin County.

Although the subject of capital pun-
ishment has been highly controversial,
85 percent urged restoration of the death
penalty for premeditated murder, trea-
son, or skyjacking.

In the foreign policy fleld, 70 percent
want less U.S. aid to the United Nations,
only 5 percent an increase, with 25 per-
cent undecided. Less foreign aid is de-
manded by 86 percent and again, a mere
5 percent favor more.

As far as U.S. contributions for North
Vietnam reconstruction is concerned, 6
percent say yes, with an overwhelming
85 percent in opposition.

Amnesty for deserters and draft dodg-
ers is favored by 18 percent, with 77 per-
cent saying no.
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The total poll results are as follows:

[in percent]

No Undecided

1. Should the United States con-
tribute to reconstruction of
North Vietnam?

2. Amnesty for deserters and
draft dodgers?

3. Economic and cultural trade
with China and the U.S.S.R.7.

4. President Nixon lifted controls
on food, health care, and
construction, and substituted
vnluntary controls. Do you
agreel

5, Do you apﬁrnve the Govern-
ment’s effort to lower spend-
ing by freezing funds appro-
priated by Congress?._.._...

6. Federal spending involves your
tax dollars. Should we spend
more, less, or the same as
presently on the following:

Education...

Space prograr

Crime control and pr
tion_

Foreign

Pollution control..

Aidto UIN______

Mass transportation.

Consumer protection

Housing for poor and el-
derly

7a. Should parents get tax credit
for tuition?

7b. Do you favor Federal aid to pri-
vate and parochial schools? .

7c. Would you pay more taxes to
rarse Federal aid to educa-

on?

8. Shuuld death penalty be re-
stored for premeditated
murder, treason, or hijack-
e TN e

9. Shmﬁd reporters have the right
to refuse to reveal sources?. .

10. Which of the below describes
your feeling about gun con-
trol (check only 1):

(a) All guns should be
re istered and con-

rolled.
(b) No guns should be
l 1steled or con-

(c) Saturcla)r Night Spe-
l:la 5 shaul% be out-

wed
(d) Und ecided..

Of those responding, 52 percent identi-
fled themselves as Republicans, 30 per-
cent Democrats, and 18 percent inde-
pendents. Only .012 percent of the re-
turns were from the 18 to 21 age group
and most answers were in the 35 to 50
group.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter on the subject of the
special order given by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS) .

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

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:
Mr. KercauM (at the request of Mr.
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GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business.

Mr, Parris, for the balance of today’s
session, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Huser) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. Hoean, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Wyman, for 15 minutes, today.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts, for 6
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BRECKINRIDGE) and to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. Froop, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. RoonNEY of Pennsylvania, for 15
minutes, today.

Mr. Vanixk, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszug, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr, GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hamirton, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HarriNGTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ReEs, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BincuAM, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DanieLsoN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. DominNick V. Daniers, for 10 min-
utes, today.

Mr. HoririeLp, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. FurTon, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

Mr. MADDEN.

Mr, MaLrarY in connection with the
amendment to H.R. 7724.

Mr. Worrr to revise and extend his
remarks in the body of the REcorp, not-
withstanding the Jact that it exceeds two
pages of the Recorp and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $2,167.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Huser) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Coriier in three instances.

. BELL in two instances.

. BLACKBURN in two instances.

. Youne of Alaska in two instances.
. SNYDER.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. Hoeawn in two instances.

Mr. RAILSBACK in two instances.

Mr. RINALDO.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr. Lusan in two instances.

Mr, FisH.

Mr. CarTeER in two instances.

Mr. Youne of Florida.

Mr. DerwinskI in three instances.

Mr. ConEN in three instances.

Mr. SymmMms in two instances.

Mr. Hosmer in three instances.

Mr. DENNIS.

Mr. Brown of Ohio.

Mr., GOLDWATER.

Mr. PriTcHARD in five instances.

Mr. Axperson of Illinois in three in-
stances.

Mr. McCLOSKEY.

Mr. WYDLER.
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Mr. pU PONT.

Mr, FROEHLICH.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BRECKINRIDGE) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. Roy in four instances.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. WorFF in two instances.

Mr., ANNUNZIO in 10 instances.

Mr. HOWARD.

Mr., MCFALL.

Mr. HARRINGTON.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. RARICK in three instances.

Mr. TrHompsoN of New Jersey.

Mr. Burkke of Massachusetts.

Mr. Boranp in two instances.

Mr. BLATNIK in five instances.

Mr. MEZVINSKY.

Mr, VaNIK in two instances.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Mr. Jones of Oklahoma.

Mr. REEs in five instances.

Mr. STUDDS.

Mr. DONOHUE.

Mr, Epwarbs of California.

Mr. AnpeErsoN of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. DRINAN.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s ta-
ble and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8. 1317. An act to authorize appropriations
for the U.B. Information Agency; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,

8. 1601. An act to amend the Water Re-
sources Planning Act to authorize appropri-
ations for fiscal year 1974; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

SENATE ENROLLED EBEILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8. 1235. An act to amend Publlc Law 90-553
authorizing an additional appropriation for
an International Center for Foreign Chan-
cerles

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 31 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, June 4, 1973, 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:

981. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Agriculture, transmitting a report covering
calendar year 1972 on the administration of
the Laboratory Animal Welfare Act, pursu-
ant to section 25 of Public Law 91-579 (84
Stat. 1665) ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

982. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (Installations and
Logistics), transmitting notice of the pro-
posed transfer of the destroyer escort ex-
U.8.8. Stewart (DE 238) to the U.S. Sub-
marine Veterans World War II—Texas, Inc,,
Galveston, Tex., pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 7308;
to the Committee on Armed Services.
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083. A letter from the Director, Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service, trans-
mitting the 26th annual report of the Serv-
ice, covering fiscal year 1972, pursuant to
section 202(c) of the Labor-Management
Relations Act, 1947; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

984. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of State for Congressional Re-
lations, transmitting the texts of Interna-
tional Labor Organization Convention No.
131 and ILO Recommendation No. 135, con-
cerning minimum wage fixing with speclal
reference to developing countries (H. Doec.
93-108); to the Committee on Forelgn Af-
fairs and ordered to be printed,

985. A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor, U.8. Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting the annual report on progress
in the prevention and control of air pollu-
tion, covering calendar year 1872, pursuant
to section 813 of the Clean Alr Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

986. A letter from the secretary, Aviation
Hall of Fame, Inc., transmitting the audit of
the organization for calendar year 1872, pur-
suant to section 15(b) of Public Law 88-372;
to the Committee on the Judiciary,

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:

Mrs. SULLIVAN: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles. HR. 1820. A bill to di-
rect the Administrator of General Services
to release a condition with respect to certain
real property conveyed to the State of Arkan-
sas by the United States, and for other pur-
poses; with amendments (Rept. No. 93-241).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mrs, SULLIVAN: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. HR. 3620. A bill to
establish the Great Dismal Swamp Natlonal
Wildlife Refuge; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 82-242). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GRAY: Committee on House Admin-
istration. House Resolution 398. Resolution
providing for the promotions to positions of
a supervisory capacity on the U.S. Capitol
Police force authorized for duty under the
House of Representatives, to reduce by 15
positions the total number of positions on
such force under the House, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 93-243). Referred to the
House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BADILLO (for himself and Mr.
HARRINGTON) :

H.R. 8264. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide rules for the
treatment of prisoners in Federal correctional
institutions; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 8265. A bill to further amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (as amended)
s0 as to permlit charitable contributions, be-
quests, transfers, and gifts to the United Na-
tions and the United Nations Children’s
Fund, to be deductible for income tax, estate
tax, and gift tax purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself
and Mr. Van DEERLIN) :

H.R. 8266. A bill to amend section 303 of
the Communications Act of 1934 to require
that radio recelvers be technically equipped
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to recelve and amplify both amplitude modu-
lated (AM) and frequency modulated (FM)
broadcasts; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina:

H.R. 8267. A bill to provide that appoint-
ments to the offices of Director and Deputy
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall be subject to confirmation by
the Senate; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. CAREY of New York (for him-
self, Mr. BurkeE of Massachusetts,
Mr. KEocH, Mr. Won Pat, Mr. STARK,
Mr, YatroN, Mr. Hicxs, Mr. HOWARD,
Mrs. Grasso, Mr. HaNLEY, Mr. Po-
pELL, Mr. Davis of South Carolina,
Miss JorpaN, Mr., WHITEHURST, Mr.
MrrcHeELL of Maryland, Mr. DRINAN,
Mr. Jones of North Carolina, Mr.
Davis of Georgla, Mr. Kyros, Mr.
McSpADDEN, Mr. CroNIN, Mr. FLOOD,
Mr. Hawgins, Mr. HarringTON, and
Mr. JornsoN of Callfornia):

HR. 8268. A bill to permit officers and
employees of the Federal Government to
elect coverage under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CAREY of New York (for him-
self, Mr. BurggE of Massachusetts,
Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. MoOAKLEY, Mr.
Rees, Mr. Stuops, and Ms. ABzUG):

HR. 8269. A bill to permit officers and
employees of the Federal Government to
elect coverage under the old-age, survivors,
and disability insurance system; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS (for
himself, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. PERKINS,
Ms. AezuG, Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois,
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, Mr.
BUrRTON, Mrs. CHIsHOLM, Mr. DEL-
LomMs, Mr. DERwWINSKI, Mr. WILLIAM
D. Forp, Mr. FRASER, Ms. GRAsSs0, Mrs.
GrEeN of Oregon, Mr. HARRINGTON,
Mr. Hawrms, Mr. Howarp, Mr, MET-
CALFE, Mr. PopeELn, Mr, REEs, Mr.
RoDINO, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. ROYBAL,
and Mr. SBARASIN) :

H.R. 8270. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment and implementation of programs for
youth camp safety; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

HR. 8271. A bill to establish a Joint Com-
mittee on Energy, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr,
Dicas, Mr. Stupbps, Mr. MATSUNAGA,
Mr. Koca, Mr. Ropino, Mr. Moss,
Mr. EiLBerG, Mr. FORSYTHE, and Mr.
PODELL) :

HR. 8272. A bill to amend the United
Nations Participation Act of 1945 to halt the
importation of Rhodeslan chrome and to
restore the United States to its position as
a law-abiding member of the International
community; to the Committee on Forelgn
Affairs.

By Mr. FULTON:

H.R. 8273. A bill to repeal section 411 of
the Soclal Security Amendments of 1972,
thereby restoring the right of aged, blind,
and disabled individuals who receive assist-
ance under title XVI of the Social Security
Act after 1973 to participate in the food
stamp and surplus commodities programs;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. HANRAHAN:

HER. 8274. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include &
definition of ‘“food supplements,” and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commaerce,

By Mr. KEASTENMEIER (for himself
and Mr. RIEGLE) :

H.R. 8275. A bill to authorize the Presl-
dent, through the temporary Vietnam Chil-
dren's Care Agency, to enter into arrange-
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ments with the Government of South Viet-
nam to provide assistance in improving the
welfare of children in South Vietnam and to
facilitate the adoption of orphaned or aban-
doned Vietnamese children, particularly
children of U.S. fathers; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. LUJAN:

H.R. 8276. A bill relating to lands in the
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District, New
Mexico; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MARAZITI:

H.R. 8277. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to provide eflective pro-
gram to prevent aircraft piracy, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgla:

H.R. 8278. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to prohibit inspection
of income tax records by the Department
of Agriculture and to allow certain limited
information from such records to be fur-
nished to the Department; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MILLER:

H.ER. 8279. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of “food supplements,” and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PATTEN.

HR. 8280. A bill to amend the Federal
Avlation Act of 1958 to authorize reduced-
rate transportation for young people on a
space-available basis; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. FEREINS:

H.R. 8281. A bill to amend title II of the
Boclal Security Act so as to liberalize the con-
ditions governing eligibility of blind persons
to receive disability insurance benefits there-
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REUSS (for himself, Mr. ADAMS,
Mr. Moss, and Mr, THOMPSON of New
Jersey) :

HR. 8282, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to ralse needed addi-
tional revenues by repealing certaln provi-
sions relating to the allowance for deprecia-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 8283. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to ralse needed addi-
tional revenues by increasing the amount of
minimum tax imposed on tax preferences; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R. 8284, A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to provide for the ap-
pointment of officers and employees of the
Court of Claims, the Court of Customs and
Patent Appeals, and the Customs Court, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 8285. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide in clvil cases for juries
of six persons, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL (for himself, Mr.
Appaeeo, Mr, Drinan, Mr. EDWARDS
of California, Mr. Fraser, Mr, GiL-
MAN, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mrs. HECKLER
of Massachusetts, Mr. HELSTOSKI,
Mr. McEmnNeY, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
RooneEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. Won
Par, and Mr. WYDLER) :

H.R.B8286. A bill to establish the Airport
Noise Curfew Commission and to define its
functions and duties; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

HR. 8287. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act to provide that real property
owned by the Secretary of Housing and Ur-
ban Development shall be subject to local
code requirements in the same way as pri-
vately owned property; to the Committee
‘on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. WoN
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PaT, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. HECHLER of
of West Virginia, Mr. DrRINAN, Mr.
YatTes, Mr. Nix, Mr. DeErrums, Mr.
Rog, Mr. PopeELL, Mr. STOKES, Mr,
Wavrpe, Mr, EILBerG, Mr, Apams, Mr.
YAaTrRON, Mr, ANpErsoN of California,
Mr. LEAMAN, Mr. RiEcLE, Mr. Har-
RINGTON, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. BINGHAM,
Ms. Jorpaw, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr, Ep-
waARDS of California, and Mr, FrLoob) :

H.R. 8288. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide that a small business
concern shall include a nonprofit organiza=
tion providing economic benefit or valuable
service to its members; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. STEELMAN (for himself, Mr.
WryLIE, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. ANDER-
soNn of Illinols, Mr. DewwNIS, Mr.
Gross, Mr. FOUNTAIN, Mr. DERWIN=-
SKI, Mr, THoONE, Mr. TEAGUE of Call-
fornia, Mr. WyaTr, Mr, ARMSTRONG,
Mr, PRITCHARD, Mr, ARCHER, Mr. STEI-
GER 0f Wisconsin, Mr. Won PaT, Mr,
MinssHALL of Ohlo, Mr. JoneEs of
North Carolina, Mr, BRown of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DELLENBACK, Mr. Mc-
CLosEEY, Mr, MELCHER, Mr, MOSHER,
Mr. CoHEN, and Mr. WaLsH) :

H.R. 8289, A blll to provide that appoint-
ments to the offices of Director and Deputy
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall be subject to confirmation by
the Senate; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. WYLIE (for himself, Mr. STEEL-
MAN, Mr. ScHERLE, Mr. RuppE, Mr.
DeENHOLM, Mr. BoLAND, Mr, FAUNT-
ROY, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr,
Parris, Mr. BEARrD, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr.
MALLARY, Mr. GupE, Mr. BUCHANAN,
Mr. WaRrg, Mr, MazzoL1, Mr, HARRING=
TON, Mr. CHARLES H, WiLson of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BrorzmaN, Mr, HUDNUT,
Mr. Jouwson of Colorado, Ms. HECK-
LER of Massachusetts, Mr. Barasin,
and Mr. MarTIN of North Carolina) :

H.R. 8290. A bill to provide that appoint-
ments to the offices of Director and Deputy
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall be subject to confirmation by
the Senate; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr, STEELMAN (for himself, Mr.
WryLIE, Mr. Maprcaw, Mr. Berr, Mr.
RieGcLE, Mr. GUNTER, Mr. LENT, Mr.
SteiGer of Arizona, Mr. FisH, Mr,
GOLDWATER, Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. Mc-
CoLLISTER, Mr. Younc of Florida, Mr.
RousseELor, Mr. PopELL, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. BURGENER, Mr. ZwacH, Mr.
O'BRIEN, Mr, RAILSBACK, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. Youwnc of Alaska, Mr. MoNTGOM-
ERY, and Mr. HANRAHAN) :

HR. 8201. A bill to provide that appoint-
ments to the offices of Director and Deputy
Directors of the Office of Management and
Budget shall be subject to confirmation by
the Senate; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona:

H.R. 8202. A bill to provide for the orderly
administration of special land-use permits
regarding Federal lands; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. STEFHENS:

H.R. 8293. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Eettle Creek National Monu-
ment; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affalrs.

< By Mr, WHALEN:

HR. 8204. A bill to amend the Postal Re-
organization Act of 1870, title 39, United
States Code, to eliminate certain restrictions
on the rights of officers and employees of the
Postal Service, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
{ce.
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By Mr. WHITEHURST (for himself,
Ms. Aszvc, Mr. MoakLEy, and Mr,
WOLFF) &

H.R. 8205. A bill to amend section 9 of the
Military Selective Service Act relating to
reemployment rights of members and former
members of the Armed Forces of the United
States; to the Committee on Armed Services.

. By Mr, BOB WILSON:

H.R. 8206. A bill to amend section 1084 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating
to nontaxable sale or exchange of taxpayer’s
residence) to provide an extended period for
the purchase of a new residence in the case
of certaln temporary foreign assignments; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI (for himself, Mr.
CULVER, Mr. KAZEN, and Mr, STEELE) :

H.R. 8207, A bill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Foreign Affalrs.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinols:

HRE. 8208. A bill to promote economic
stability in the construction industry; to
provide legislative authorization for the Con-
struction Industry Stabilization Committee
and its wage stabilization activities; and to
mandate the Construction Industry Stabil-
ization Committee to prepare a plan for con-
struetion industry bargaining reform within
12 months of the date of enactment of this
act; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself and Mr. UpaLr):

H.R. 8299. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr, BEVILL:

H.R. 8300. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966
to promote traffic safety by providing that
defects and fallures to comply with motor
vehicle safety standards shall be remedied
without charge to the owner, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.R. 8301. A bill to amend section 107 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1970; to the
Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 8302. A bill to provide for the conver-
sion of the United States to the metric sys-
tem; to the Committee on Science and Ad-
tronauties.

By Mr. BRADEMAS (for himself, Mr.
PERKINS, Mr, HANSEN of Idaho, and
Mr. PEYSER) :

HR. 8303. A bill to authorize grants for
vocational rehabilitation services, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself, Mr.
Fouqua, Mr. Quie, Mr. WAGGONNER,
and Mr, ANpErsoN of Illinois):

H.R. 8304. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to increase the mini-
mum wage rates prescribed by that act, to
expand employment opportunities for youths,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 8305. A bill to enact the provisions
of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973 with
certain amendments; to the Committee on
Government Operations,

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. B306. A bill to help preserve and im-
prove low- and moderate-income housing;
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

HR. 8307. A bill to authorize the Presi-
dent of the United States to allocate energy
and fuels when he determines and declares
that extraordinary shortages or dislocations
in the distribution of energy and fuels exist
or are imminent and that the public health,
safety, or welfare is thereby jeopardized; to
provide for the delegation of authority to the
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Secretary of the Interior; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking . and
Currency.

H.R. 8308. A Dbill to provide for the con-
tinued sale of gasoline to independent gaso-
line wholesalers and retailers and State and
local governments and governmental agen-
cies thereof; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MARAZITI:

H.RER. 8300, A bill to provide for improved
labor-management relations in the Federal
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. NELSEN:

H.R. 8310. A bill to modify the authoriza-
tion for the project for flood protection on
the Minnesota River at Mankato-North Man-
kato, Minn.; to the Committee on Publlic
Works.

By Mr. PARRIS:
H.R.8311. A bill to make small businesses

and/or employees that are detrimentally af- .

fected by new Federal law, rules issued there-
under, contract cancellations by the Federal
Government, or the closing of Federal facili-
tles or installations eligible for disaster relief
asslstance through the Office of Emergency
Preparedness; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr.
DomMINICE V. DANIELS, Mr. ANDER-
sow of Illinois, Mr, ErLeERG, Mr. GiL-
MAN, Mr. McDape, Mr. McEKINNEY,
Mr. MorpHY of New York, Mr, Nix,
Mr. RmcrLE, Mr, RoncarLo of New
York, Mr. YaTRON, Mr. BUREE of
Massachusetts, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
Bisk, Mr. EARTH, Mr. DENT, Mr. DUL-
SKI, Mr. HELsTOSKI, Mr. Brasco,
Mr. MinisH, Mr. GAaYpos, Mr. CAREY
of New York, Mr. CHARLES H, WiL-
soN of California, and Mr. WALDIE) :

H.R. 8312. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment and implementation of programs for
youth camp safety; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr, RINALDO:

H.R.8313. A Dbill to amend the tariff and
trade laws of the United States to promote
full employment and restore a diversified
production base; to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to stem the outflow of
U.S. capital, jobs, technology, and produc-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Mr.
Aspin, Mr. BELL, Mr. BRownN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BURGENER, Ms. BURKE of
California, Mr. DANIELSON, Mr, ECK-
HARDT, Mr. Epwarps of California,
Mr., Hanwna, Mr. Hawrrns, Mr. Mc-
CLOSKEY, Mr, OWENS, Mr. REEs, Mr.
Roy, Ms. ScHROEDER, Mr, UpaLL, Mr,
Van DEERLIN, Mr. WaLpIE, and Mr.
WHITE) :

H.R. 8314, A bill to authorize financial as-
sistance for service, employment, and re-
development (SER) centers; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. SEBELIUS:

H.R. 8315. A bill to encourage health pro-
fessionals to practice in critical health man-
power shortage areas; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, STARK (for himself, Mr, Fra-
sER, Mr. STupps, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr.
SarBanEs, Mr. Apams, Mr. MITCHELL
of Maryland, Mr. RoysaL, Mr. Haw-
KIins, and Ms. ABzUG) :

H.R. 8316. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide that a small business
concern shall include a nonprofit organiza-
tion providing economic benefit or valuable
service to 1ts members; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. STUDDS:

HR. 8317. A bill to amend the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.
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By Mr. STUDDS (for himself and Mr.
BoLAND) :

H.R, 8318. A bill to establish the Nantucket
Sound Islands Trust in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, to declare certain national
policies essential to the preservation and con-
servatlon of the lands and waters in the trust
area, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SYMMS (for himself and Mr.
HAwsEN of Idaho) :

H.R. 8319. A bill to provide for the coinage
and issuance of coins to commemorate the
bicentennial of the American Revolution; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr, WYMAN:

H.R. 8320. A bill to extend the fisherles
zone of the United States to a distance of
200 miles from the shore of the United States
or beyond in certain instances to a point
where the sea’s depth is more than 200
meters; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisherles.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.J. Res. 591. Resolution to designate
February 17 to 23, 1974, as “National Voca-
tional Education, and National Vocational
Industrial Clubs of America (VICA) Week”;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PATTEN (for himself, Ms.
Apzuc, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. BROwWN of
California, Mr. Carey of New York,
Ms, CHisHoLM, Mr. Davis of South
Carolina, Mr. DENHOLM, Mr. DoNoO-
HUE, Mr. EmLeerG, Mr. FisH, Mr.
ForsYTHE, Mr. FuLToN, Mrs. GrAsSO,
Mr. HANLEY, Mr. HarriNGTON, Mr.
HeLsTOSKI, Mrs. Horr, Mr. MADDEN,
Mr. MaYNE, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr,
MazzoLl, Mr, MELCHER, Mr. MOAKLEY,
and Mr. MurpHY of Illinois) :

H.J. Res. 682. Joint resolution to express
the sense of Congress that a White House
Conference on the Handicapped be called by
the President of the United States; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PATTEN (for himself, Mr, My~
ERS, Mr. PopeELn, Mr. RiNaLpo, Mr.
RoE, Mr. RoncaLro of New York, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr., RoYBAL, Mr, SIKES,
Mr, Vanix, Mr. WiNw, Mr. WoLFF,
Mr. Won Par, Mr. Wyatr, and Mr,
YATRON) :

H.J. Res. 593. Joint resolution to express
the sense of Congress that a White House
Conference on the Handicapped be called by
the President of the United States; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HOGAN (for himself Mr. BrAs=-
co, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. FORSYTHE,
Mrs. Grasso, Mrs. HEckLER of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. HorTON, Mr. HUNT,
Mr, KEmMP, Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. MEL~
CHER, Mr. MinsHALL of Ohlo, Mr.
PepPPER, Mr. RoE, Mr. RousseroT, Mr,
ScHERLE, and Mr. YATRON) :

H, Con. Res. 232. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the Holy
Crown of St. Stephen should remain in the
safekeeping of the U.S, Government until
Hungary once again functions as a constitu-
tional government established by the Hun-
garian people through free choice; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BEARD:

H.R, 8321. A bill for the relief of C.M. Sgt.
Donald E. Rudy, U.S. Air Force; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EVANS of Colorado:

H.R. 8322. A bill for the relief of Willlam L.
Cameron, Jr.; to the Committee on the Judi-
c .

g By Mr. BOB WILSON:

H.R. 8323. A bill for the rellef of Richard K.

Brehl; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
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