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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 93 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

SENATE—Friday, June 15, 1973

The Senate met at 11 am. and was
called to order by Hon. JosepH R. BIDEN,
Jr., & Senator from the State of Dela-
ware.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou who hast said “They that wait
upon the Lord shall renew their strength;
they shall mount up with wings as eagles;
they shall run, and not be weary; they
shall walk and not faint,” lift us up on
wings of prayer to renew our spirits and
restore our strength. Through long hours
and tedious tasks keep us steadfast and
strong. Hold ever before us the high vi-
sion of a nation where men are equally
free under God, where justice and truth
are the law of life, and citizens live to
serve one another. In this place make us
equal to our high trust, just in the use of
power, and generous in the protection
of the weak. May our deepest trust be in
Thee, the Lord of nations and the King
of kings. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND) .

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 15, 1973.
To the Senate;

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. JoserH R.
BIDEN, JR., & Senator from the State of Dela-
ware, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

JaMES O. EASTLAND,
Pregident pro tempore.

Mr. BIDEN thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore,

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB-
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of June 14, 1973, Mr. MAGNUSON,
from the Committee on Commerce, re-
ported favorably, with an amendment
on June 14, 1973, the bill (H.R. 7200) to
amend the Railroad Retirement Act of
1937 and the Railroad Retirement Tax
Act to revise certain eligibility conditions
for annuities; to change the railroad
retirement tax rates; and to amend the
Interstate Commerce Act in order to im-
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prove the procedures pertaining to cer-
tain rate adjustments for carriers sub-
ject to part I of the act, and for other
purposes, and submitted a report (No.
93-221) thereon, which was printed.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, June 14, 1973, be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar Nos. 205 and 206, both of which
have been cleared for action on both
sides of the aisle.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF THE RAILROAD
RETIREMENT ACT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 7357) to amend section 5(1)
(1) of the Railroad Retirement Act of
1937 to simplify administration of the
act; and to amend section 226(e) of the
Social Security Act to extend kidney dis-
ease medicare coverage to railroad em-
ployees, their spouses, and their depend-
ent children; and for other purposes,
which had been reported jointly from
the Committee on Finance and the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare with
an amendment, to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That section 3(e) of the Railroad Retire-
ment Act of 1937 is amended by striking out
the word “and” after clause (ix) In the
second paragraph thereof and inserting
after the semicolon in clause (x) in such
second paragraph the following new clauses:

“*(x1) years of coverage as defined in
sectlon 215(a) of the Soclal Security Act for
an employee who has been awarded an an-
nuity under section 2 of this Act shall be
determined only on the basis of his wages
and self-employment income credited under
the Social Security Act through the latter of
December 31, 1971, or December 31 of the
year preceding the year in which his annu-
ity began to accrue; and (xli) in determin-
ing increment months for the purpose of a
delayed retirement increase, section 303(w)
(2) (B) (i) of the Social Security Act shall
be deemed to read as follows: “such indi-
vidual was not entitled to an old-age in-
surance benefit";’."”

Sec. 2. Section 5(1) (1) of the Railroad Re-
tirement Act of 1937 Is amended—

(1) by striking out from clause (il) “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 6(c) of this Act ter-
minated 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
lieu thereof “202(d) (3), (4),or (9)™;

(4) by adding immediately after the sev-
enth sentence thereof the following new sen-
tence: “A child whose entitlement to an an-
nuity under section 5(c) of this Act was ter-
minated because he ceased to be disabled as
provided in clause (ii) of this paragraph and
who becomes again disabled as provided in
such clause (li), may become reentitled to
an annuity on the basis of such disability
upon his application for such reentitle-
ment."”; 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
defined in subparagraph (A) of paragraph
T of sectlon 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 recelved, a degree from a four-year
college or university shall be deemed (for
purposes 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-
talned 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
quarter or semester system, until the first
day of the first month following the comple-
tion of the course in which he is so enrolled
or until the first day of the third month
beginning after such time, whichever first
occurs).”

SEec. 3. Section 226(e) of the Social Security
Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “or would be fully or cur-
rently insured if his service as an employee
(as defined in the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937) after December 31, 1936, were in-
cluded in the term ‘employment’ as defined
in this Act" after “(as such terms are de-
fined in section 214 of this Act)"” in 2(A)
thereof;

(2) by inserting “or an annuity under the
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937" after
“monthly insurance benefits under title II
of this Aet” 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 1937) after December 31, 1936, were in-
cluded in the term ‘employment' as defined
in this Aet” after “fully or currently insured*
in 2(C) thereof; and
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(4) by inserting “or an annuity under the
Rallroad Retirement Act of 1937" after
“monthly insurance benefits under title IL
of this Act” in 2(D) thereof.

E8ec. 4. (a) The provisions of this Act, ex-
cept the provisions of section 1, shall be ef-
fective as of the date the corresponding pro-
visions of Public Law 92-603 are effective.
The provisions of clauses (xi) and (xii),
which are added by section 1 of this Act, shall
be effective as follows: clause (xi) shall be
effective with respect to calendar years after
1971 for annuities accruing after December
1972; and clause (xii) shall be effective as of
the date the delayed retirement provision of
Public Law 92-603 is effective.

(b) Any child (1) whose entitlement to an
annuity under section 5(c) of the Railroad
Retirement Act was terminated by reason 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 applica-
tion for an annuity under the Railroad Re-
tirement 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, become reentitled to
such annuity for any month prior to the ef-
fective date of the relevant amendments
made by this Act to section 5(1) (1) (ii) of
the Railroad Retirement Act.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, H.R.
7357 would make conforming changes in
the Railroad Retirement Act which are
necessary because of the enactment last
fall of the Social Security Amendments
of 1972. As Senators are aware, there is
a very close relationship between social
security and railroad retirement and
changes in the Social Security Act are
of necessity followed by changes in the
Railroad Retirement Act. The need for
the changes which this bill would make
were brought to our attention by the
Railroad Retirement Board. They have
been supported by railway labor and by
railway management in hearings held
by the Subcommittee on Railroad Re-
tirement of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. The Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has indicated that it
has no objection to enactment of the
legislation.

When the legislation was considered in
executive session of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, no objection
to the bill was heard, and because one
section of the bill would amend the So-
cial Security Act, it was also considered
in executive session by the Committee on
Finance which recommends enactment
of the legislation. The joint report of
these two committees (S. Rept. 93-215)
recommending enactment of the House-
passed bill with one amendment was filed
on June 13.

Although the committee amendment
to the House-passed bill is a substitute
for the House bill, there is in fact only
one change. And this change is to add
one provision that the Railroad Retire-
ment Board asked for after the House
had passed the bill. The new provision
modifies a technical change made last
yvear under which the Railroad Retire-
ment Board is relieved of the necessity
of considering postretirement earnings
in determining the amount that would be
paid to an individual under the provi-
dions of the law which guarantee rail-
road retirement benefits 10 percent
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higher than would be paid under the So-
cial Security Act. These postretirement
earnings generally do not affect the
amount of the benefit. However, as a
result of last year's social security
amendments, postretirement earnings
would still have to be considered under
two provisions of the Social Security Act.
Because the same reasons that caused
the exception to be made in the first
place applies under the two provisions,
it seems reasonable to modify the provi-
sions as the Railroad Retirement Board
has requested.

Like the House-passed bill, the com-~
mittee bill would also—

First, permit a child who is receiving
survivor’s benefits to continue to receive
the benefits if he is adopted—under the
present provision the benefit continues
only if the child is adopted by a close
relative;

Second, childhood disability benefits
will be paid if the disability begins be-
fore age 22, rather than before age 18;

Third, a child who is getting benefits
because he is a full-time student could
continue to get the benefits until the end
of the school term in which he is 22,
rather than up to the time he is 22;

Fourth, a dependent grandchild could
qualify for benefits as a child; and

Fifth, the kidney disease provisions of
the medicare program which become ef-
fective next month and now apply only
to people covered under social security
would be extended to railroad employees.

I should add that the provisions relat-
ing to childhood disability benefits and
to dependent grandchildren will mean
that widows under 62 who are caring for
one of these children can also qualify for
benefits.

Under the kidney disease provisions
of the Social Security Act, people who
are insured under that law, their children
and their spouses are considered to be
disabled for purposes of having the medi-
care program pay for the expensive
treatments and surgery that keep these
people alive. We are told that through
oversight railroad employees were not in-
cluded in the amendment when it was
passed last year. This amendment was, as
I indicated earlier, considered by the
Committee on Finance and that com-
mittee recommends enactment of the
amendment.

The relationship between the social
security and railroad programs is a close
one involving a transfer of funds between
the two programs so that in effect rail-
road employees have the protection of
the social security program while the
social security trust funds are left in the
same position they would have been had
social security taxes and social security
benefits been paid on the basis of rail-
road employment. Because this provision
js in the law, the amendments which
H.R. 7357 would make result in no finan-
cial burden to the railroad retirement
fund.

Mr. President, I urge enactment of the
bill as reported.

RATLROAD RETIREMENT

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, before these
amendments to the Railroad Retirement
Act are brought to a vote, I would like
to take a minute to stress to my col-
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leagues the importance of the legislation
to thousands of Americans and urge their
support of the amendments.

Anyone who has ever come in contact
with Government redtape will certainly
applaud any and all efforts to simplify
the administration of a program such as
railroad retirement. As any of your case-
workers can tell you, even after a con-
stituent has been determined eligible for
Federal benefits of one type or another,
it is literally months before they ever
actually receive these benefits. In the
meantime, an individual is forced to sur-
vive as best he can on mostly his own
ingenuity. If there is a workable method
to facilitate a smoother operation in this
program, let us utilize it.

The other two provisions of these
amendments simply bring the act up to
par with the Social Security Act in the
matter of dependents’ benefits. The eli-
gibility requirements for children’s bene-
fits were liberalized in October 1972, un-
der the Social Security Act by Public Law
92-603, and no one could deny the need
to equalize those requirements in the
Railroad Retirement Act.

As most of you are aware, kidney dis-
ease is a common and dangerous prob-
lem for us all, Again, we have extended
kidney disease medicare coverage for
persons injured under the Social Secu-
rity Act; and it is only equitable that this
same coverage be extended to include
railroad employees, their spouses, and
their dependent children on the same
basis as such coverage is now provided
for social security beneficiaries.

I urge my colleagues from both sides
of the aisle to join me in supporting these
amendments to the Railroad Retirement
Act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An act to amend sections 3(e) and 5(1)
(1) of the Railroad Retirement Act of
1937 to simplify administration of the
act; and to amend section 226(e) of the
Social Security Act to extend kidney
disease medicare coverage to railroad em-
ployees, their spouses, and thelr depend-
ent children; and for other purposes.”

FEDERAL SUPERVISION OVER THE
KLAMATH INDIAN TRIBE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 3867) to amend the act ter-
minating Federal supervision over the
Klamath Indian Tribe by providing for
Federal acquisition of that part of the
tribal lands described herein, and for
other purposes, whick had been reported
from the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs with amendments, on page
1, line 6, after “Sec. 29.”, insert “(a)";
on page 2, line 2, after the word “Forest.”,
strike out “The condemmnation action
may be initiated either before or after
the lands are offered for sale by the trus-
tee. If the condemnation award is for
more than $60,000,000, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall notify and submit his
recommendations to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs and the
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Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, and if any of such committees dis-
approves the amount of the award within
twenty-one days after notice the con-
demnation proceedings shall be dis-
continued. The homesite provisions of
section 2(g) shall apply to the lands
acquired by the Secrelary pursuant to
this Act.”; after line 13, insert:

(b) The condemnation actlun may be ini-
tiated either before or after the lands are
offered for sale by the trustee, and for the
purpose of carrying out the provisions of
this section, there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated not to exeeed #70,000,000.

And, after line 18, inser*:

(e) The homesite provisions of section 28
(g) shall apply to the lands acquired by the
Secretary pursuant to this Act.

Mr., HANSEN. Mr. President, at the
request of the distinguished Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HarrieLp), I ask
unanimous consent that a statement by
him relating to the passage of H.R. 3867
today be printed in the REcORD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HATFIELD

This Is the third time that the full Senate
has acted to direct the Secretary of Agricul-
fure to purchase the remaining Klamath
Indian forest land so that it can be added
to the Winema National Forest and managed
under programs of sustained-yield forestry
and multiple use of the area. The Winema
National Forest was created out of lands sold
to the Government by part of the Klamath
Tribe shortly after that Tribe was terminated
in 1854. The remaining members of the Tribe
have now also voted to sell their interest in
the old reservation lands.

There are two points that I want to make
clear with respect to the intentions of the
Committee on Inferior and Insular Affairs
and the Senate. First, in amending the bill to
increase the amount avallable for the con-
demnation to $70 million, we are not making
a Congressional determination of fair market
value. We are simply authorizing an amount
that is high enough to ensure federal pur-
chase against all contingencies. Secondly, as
the Committee Report indicates, we are di-
recting acquisition of 135,000 acres of forest
land. The trustee for the Indians is offering
the land for bids in 10 parcels. It is the in-
tention of this legislation that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture will proceed at once to
condemn all 185,000 acres en bloc, rather
than in separate parcels, in order to minimize
the time and expenses of court proceedings.

I want to thank my colieagues on the In-
terior Committee, and especially the distin-
guished Chairman, Senator Jackson, who
have followed this problem of the Klamath
Indian forest land during the past year and
who have acted with great dispatch when the
situation’s urgency became apparent,

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that all com-
mittees may be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate go into executive session to consider
nominations or. the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senale
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations
in the Department of Defense.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
in the Department of Defense are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY
OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Charles E. Ode-
gaard, of Washington, to be a member
of the Board of Regents of the Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sci-
ences for the term of 4 years.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Joseph D. Mata-
razzo, of Oregon, to be a member of the
Board of Regents of the Uniformed Serv-
ices University of the Health Sciences
for the term of 4 years.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Alfred A. Mar-
quez, of California, to be a member of
the Board of Regents of the Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sci-
ences for the term of 4 years.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

U.S. AIR FORCE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Brig. Gen. Ed-
ward R. Fry, Air National Guard, to be a
major general.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

U.S. MARINE CORPS

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations in
the U.S. Marine Corps.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nations in the U.S. Marine Corps be con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
in the U.8S. Marine Corps were considered
and confirmed en bloc.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Kenneth B.
Keating, of New York, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Israel.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of William A. Mor-
rill, of Virginia, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Lewis M. Helm,
of Maryland, to be an Assistant Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of George M, Moore,
of Maryland, to be a member of the U.S.
Tariff Commission for the term expiring
June 16, 1979.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION
SERVICE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of James S, Dwight,
Jr., of California, to be Administrator of
the Social and Rehabilitation Service.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE
SECRETARY'S DESK

The second assistant legislative clerk
read sundry nominations in the Air
Force placed on the Secretary’s desk.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nations in the Air Force be considered
and confirmed en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions are considered and confirmed en
bloe.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read sundry nominations in the Navy
placed on the Secretary’s desk.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nations in the Navy be considered and
confirmed en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions in the Navy are considered and
confirmed en bloc.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
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ate resume the consideration of legisla-
tive business.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield the floor.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the acting Republican leader
desire to be heard?

Mr. GRIFFIN. No, Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. Harry F. BYRD,
Jr.) is recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I suggest
the absence of a quorum. I ask that the
time for the quorum call be charged to
the time of the Senator from Virginia,

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia yield me about 30 seconds?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield to
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia.

QUORUM CALL

Mr, HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent. I suggest the absence of a quorum,
the time for the quorum call to be
charged to the time of the Senator from
Virginia.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES BY
LEONID BREZHNEV

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, next week, the leader of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics will visit
the United States. This will be a historic
meeting when Mr. Brezhnev arrives in
the Capital of this country.

It is very important that he be ftreated
appropriately, with dignity and with
proper honors. I would hope that there
would be no need for the tremendous
security that must be provided. It is im-
portant that security arrangements be
thorough, but I hope that no American
citizens would attempt to interrupt his
visit or make things inconvenient for Mr.
Brezhnev while he is in the United States.

What concerns me about the forth-
coming discussions between the Presi-
dent of the United States and the leader
of the Soviet Union has been aptly
summed, to my way of thinking, by an
editorial published in the U.S. News &
World Report of June 18 and by an edi-
torial published in the New York Times
of today.

The Washington Evening Star in an
editorial today hit the nail on the head
with the brief sentence:

We favor detente, but it Is and must be
a two-way street.
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I am frank to say that I have some
concern about these forthcoming dis-
cussions between the American Presi-
dent and the Russian leader.

I think back a little more than a year
to the negotiations which took place in
Moscow regarding intercontinental bal-
listic missiles. The United States came
out second best. Our intercontinential
ballistic missiles were frozen at 1,054,
and the Soviet Union is permitted 1,618.
The Soviet Union is permitted to have
50 percent more missile-carrying sub-
marines than the United States.

Had it not been for the action of the
Senate in adopting an amendment spon-
sored by the able Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Jackson), I do not think I
could have supported the interim agree-
ment worked out by the President and
Mr. Brezhnev in Moscow.

Then we come to the summer of last
vear, and we note the trade arrange-
ments, specifically dealing with grain,
which were negotiated between the
United States and the Soviet Union.

There, again, the United States came
out second best. The taxpayers subsi-
dized that Russian grain deal to the
extent of $300 million. More than that,
the American taxpayers loaned to Com-
munist Russia the money to buy our

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I daresay it
is impossible to determine accurately the
true extent to which the American tax-
payers subsidized that grain deal. There
are many other ramifications, costly ones,
that cannot be computed in connection
with that alone. For example, the rail-
road freight cars were tied up in shipping
the grain, causing a delay in the trans-
portation of lumber and bricks and other
madterials for building homes.

So not all the costs and the adverse
effects of that grain deal—in connection
with which the Russians “took” us—
they “took” us, whether because of cor-
ruption or by shrewd bargaining—show
up in the simple dollar cost category.

I thank the Senator for making the
statement he is making.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sena-
tor from West Virginia makes some ex-
cellent points. He makes the point that
the cost of those items is mot included
in the $300 million I mentioned. Neither
is the cost to the American housewife
in the driving up of the prices of the
food she has to buy. None of that is in-
cluded in the cost.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Exactly.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sena-
tor from West Virginia said that the
American people were taken in that deal
with the Russians last October, and I
think that is an appropriate way to ex-
press it.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I hope they do
not take us this time.

Mr, HARRY F. BYRD, JR. That is the
purpose of my comments today, just to
express the view of one Senator. Perhaps
the Senator from West Virginia and the
Senator from Virginia are the only Sen-
ators who feel that way. I do not know.

I just want to express the view of one
Senator, that I hope our Government ne-
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gotiators will strike a hard bargain with
the Russian negotiators when they are
here next week.

We want to give them every courtesy.

We want to assure them of all possible
security.

We want to do everything appropriate
to make their stay here pleasant.

But when it comes to negotiating tax
funds of the American people, when it
comes to negotiating a reduction in the
armament and the defenses of the United
States and the free world, I think it is
vitally important that our negotiators
take a firm, hard position.

We were taken, as the Senator from
West Virginia expressed it, last October
in the Russian grain deal. We came off
second best in the SALT talks—the Stra-
tegic Arms Limitation Talks. We put our-
selves in a position of inferiority for
5 years with the Russians vis-a-vis inter-
continental ballistic missiles. Now we are
coming to another discussion here, in
Washington, beginning next week.

One might say that the Senator from
Virginia represents a conservative view-
point, and I do. I do not apologize for
taking a conservative outlook on matters.

I want to conserve the resources of
this country. I want to conserve the tax
funds of this country. So I make no apol-
ogies in regard to being a conservative,
and perhaps the views I express today
are of a conservative nature.

However, I have today’s New York
Times. The New York Times, by no
stretch of the imagination, can be con-
sidered a conservative publication. It is
an ultra-liberal publication. It is, I would
think, a pro-Russian publication. I will
read portions of an editorial published
in today’s New York Times, and at the
conclusion of my remarks I will ask to
have the entire editorial printed in the
RECORD.

The economic commitments Mr. Brezhnev
wants are so large they could hardly gain au-
tomatic approval under any circumstances;
but they require particularly microscopic
serutiny in the present period of Inflation
and corresponding weakness of the dollar,
Whatever the ultimate advantages of the
commercial arrangements Mr. Brezhnev seeks,
their immediate impact over the next few
years would be to create a substantial flow
of American resources to the Soviet Union
in return for a series of I.0.U.'s.

It sounds as though I wrote that edi-
torial myself. I think this is one of the
few times I have agreed with the New
York Times in recent years. I continue
reading:

Furthermore, Moscow is insisting on such
favorable terms for its loans that one prom-
inent American banker, Gabriel Hauge of the
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company, has
already publicly cautioned against the "du-
bious banking” he sees resulting from Soviet-
spurred competition among Western banks
for Moscow’s business.

This is the New York Times urging
caution, and that is what I am doing
today, urging caution.

I also have an editorial from U.S. News
& World Report of June 18, 1973. The edi-
torial starts out this way:

Nobody of sound mind wants to go tearing
eround unfurling wet blankets but—

Right now seems to be a most approprlate
time for everybody to stand off and take a
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long hard look at American-Sovief relations.
Where are they leading?

There is a very real danger that the tide of
euphoria which could be set in motion by a
Nixon-Brezhnev meeting could lead to seri-
ous miscalculations costly to Ameriea.

That is what I am attempting to warn
against here in the Senate on this 15th
day of June 1973.

The editorial from U.S. News & World
Report goes on to say that the Russians
have been and will continue to be on their
zood behavior for awhile. They are seek-
ing concessions from the Americans so
they will be on their good behavior. The
U.S. News & World Report then states:

But that doesn’t mean Russia’s Commu-
nist leadership has abandoned its long-term
objective—to establish the Soviet Union as
the unparalleled world power. In fact, the
Brezhnev strategy is designed to use Mos-
cow’s new relationship with America as a
double-edged sword toward that end,

1 think when we have publications such
as U.S. News & World Report, one of the
soundest and, in my judgment, one of the
most objective in the Nation, and the
New York Times, one of the most liberal
publications published anywhere in the
world, urging caution, it is time that we
in the Senate likewise urge our Govern-
ment to deal with caution in the negoti-
ations next week.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
editorials from the New York Times and
the U.S. News & World Report and the
Washington Star-News to which I have
referred.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 15, 1973]
SovieET TRADE GAMBLE

With only a few days to go before Leonid
I. Brezhnev is scheduled to arrive in this
country, vigorous efforts are being made to
set the stage for his visit with predictions
of important agreements to be reached be-
tween him and President Nixon. Perhaps the
most spectacular to date is Moscow’s an-
nouncement of a tentative agreement of
what would be, if realized, the largest com-
mercial transaction ever concluded between
the United States and the Soviet Union.

The proposed $10-billlon, 25-year deal for
Siberian natural gas deliveries to this coun-
try is almost equal in value to the total
amount of American lend-lease deliveries to
the Soviet Union in World War II. But be-
fore this mammoth gas negotiation is con-
cluded, the United States Government and
American bankers will have to promise to
provide billions of dollars in long-term
credits.

The economic commitments Mr. Brezhnev
wants are so large they could hardly gain
automatic approval under any clrcum-
stances; but they require particularly micro-
scopic scrutiny In the present period of in-
flation and corresponding weakness of the
dollar. Whatever the ultimate advantages of
the commercial arrangements Mr. Brezhnev
seeks, thelr immediate impact over the next
few years would be to create a substantlal
flow of American resources to the Soviet
Union in return for a series of I.0.U.'s.

Furthermore, Moscow is insisting on such
favorable terms for its loans that one promi-
nent American banker, Gabriel Hauge of the
Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company, has
already publicly cautioned against the
“dubious banking" he sees resulting from
Soviet-spurred competition among Western
banks for Moscow's business,
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The major Siberlan deals promoted by Mr.
Brezhnev involve far more than economic
considerations, In a joint report to Congress
earlier this year, Senator Hubert H, Hum-
phrey of Minnesota and Representative
Henry 8. Reuss of Wisconsin argued that
while “economic benefits would accrue to the
United States via supplles of scarce gas and
oll, the net economic benefits would tend to
favor the Soviet Union. Therefore, only if
political benefits to the United States from
flexibility in the Soviet system and the shift
away from Soviet military programs were
added to the equation did it appear that the
long-term costs and benefils of large-scale
joint ventures tended to equal out for both
sides™ (italics added).

This analysis seems very much to the point,
especlally when it is remembered that vast
American investments would have to be
made in Blberla before any Soviet oil or gas
arrived here; and In fact there would be no
real guarantee of receiving this oil or gas
should there be a worsening of political rela-
tions in the years ahead.

Even on the bhest of assumptions, oll and
gas from Siberia will be high-cost fuels. It
will be an enormously expensive task—both
in terms of ordinary economic costs and in
terms of ecological impact—to extract these
energy sources from the heart of Siberia,
move the raw material thousands of miles
across Alaska-like terrain to ports, and then
ship it more thousands of miles to American
consumers. There surely exists more attrac-
tive domestic and forelgn alternatives.

The most persuasive argument for these
vast economic arrangements so ardently de-
sired by Mr, Brezhnev is that somehow they
would so improve the political climate of
the world that the gains for peace and for
increased Soviet-American cooperation would
more than balance the probable economic dis-
advantage to the people of the United States
(if not to a few American entrepreneurs).
It hardly needs to be streased that such polit-
ical gains are conjectural at best, and even
if achieved under Brezhnev might well be
lost under his successor. The burden of proof
would seem to be on those in Washington
gnd elsewhere who favor this expensive gam-

le.

[From US. News & World Report, June 18,
1973]

WARM AT THE SUMMIT
(By Howard Flieger)

Nobody of sound mind wants to go tear-
ing around unfurling wet blankets, but—

Right now seems to be a most appropriate
time for everybody to stand off and take a
long, hard look at American-Soviet relations.
Where are they leading?

There is a very real danger that the tide
of euphoria which could be set in motion by
a Nixon-Brezhnev meeting could lead to se-
rious miscalculations costly to America.

It is true that, at the moment, the Soviet
Union is looking to the U.S. for a way out of
its own difficulties.

The Kremlin needs and wants the help of
American know-how in solving Russia’s prob-
lems of industrial backwardness and its lag
in technological advance. The Soviets are
anxious for assurance that they will be able
to get American grain when their abysmally
inefficient agriculture system fails again. Po-
litically, they would like to have U.S. support
in neutralizing their Communist adversary,
China, and in stabilizing East Europe.

All of this tends to put the Russians on
their good behavior—for now.

The reason is a simple one. What they
stand to gain from {friendly co-operation
with the U.S. far exceeds anything that they
could possibly gailn through strident or
clandestine adventures in the Middle East
or in Southeast Asia—adventures that would
jeopardize their relationship with Washing-
ton.
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But that doesn’t mean Russia’s Commu-
nist leadership has abandoned its longterm
objective—to establish the Soviet Union as
the unparalleled world power. In fact, the
Brezhnev strategy is designed to use Mos-
cow's new relationship with America as a
double-edged sword toward that end.

On one side, the Soviet leader sees in the
aura of good feeling the best opportunity so
far of solving Russia’s domestic problems and
perhaps eventually achleving an economic
stature equal to that of America—just as the
Soviets have reached a balance of nuclear
power with the United States.

With the other of his two cutting edges,
Brezhnev probably reasons that in an at-
mosphere of warmth and co-operation there
is a chance of gradually tilting the political
balance among U.S. allies toward Russia.

In this situation, subtle persuasion will
be used on the U.S. and its free-world allies
to encourage them to lose any sense of
urgency about their own and mutual defense,
Domestic political pressures already are being
generated for them to shift their resources
into other fields which urgently need atten-
tion—inflation, welfare, housing, unemploy-
ment and so on.

Russia, with its totalliarian system of gov-
ernment, does not face the same problem. No
citizen, or group of cltizens, is going to tell
the Kremlin what to do about defense or
anything else. Gradually, public opinion is
becoming a factor in Communist Russia—buat
it really doesn't carry any weight at all when
the chips are down.

In a democratic America, there is the ever-
present danger that when Moscow and Wash-
ington talk in an amiable way, many people
decide they can forget about defense and any
threat of war, Soviet leaders don’'t have to
bother about such things as public reaction,

The past has demonstrated that there can
be changes in Moscow's tactics, manner and
theatrics. But the goal—that of attaining
preeminent world power—never changes.

Obviously, it is not easy to find fault with
the idea of friendly talks between the Presi-
dent and Moscow’s No. 1 man, But it is im-
portant to keep this point In mind:

A warming trend can pose as many risks
for the U.S. as a period of cold war—perhaps
even more. And it will require greater skill to
cope with the new than with the old.

[From the Washington Star-News, June 15,
1973]

THE BREZHNEV SUMMIT

The summit meeting here next week, which
will bring together Soviet Communist party
boss Leonid I. Brezhnev and President Nix-
on, both affords great opportunities and poses
serious damage.

Having achieved nuclear parity with the
United States—and obtained American
agreement to this situation—Brezhnev now
seeks increased trade with the United States
to rescue the economy of the Soviet Union
from the doldrums in which it finds itself.
To meet the rising expectations of the Rus-
slan people, Brezhnev needs grain, fertilizers,
chemicals, computer technology and develop-
ment capital. The means to attain these ends
are most favored nation status and access
to Export-Import Bank loans.

In a political sense, Brezhney needs a fa-
vorable agreement with the United States
both to Justify the savage internecine strug-
gles which have been been going on within
the Politburo and to lower tensions in Cen-
tral Europe so that the Soviet Union can
face up to the Chinese challenge in Central
Asia.

What Brezhnev has to offer in return—
and terms upon which he is prepared to
offer it—is less certain. It is doubtful if
Russlan exports of oll, timber, chrome, man-
ganese, copper, furs, caviar and vodka can
be significantly increased. Natural gas, yes,
but not on terms such as last year's grain
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deal to the Soviet Union, which drove up
food prices here (despite all the ballyhoo,
American exports to Russia last year were
worth only $5650 million, which is less than
South Korea bought from us).

What the Soviet Union is seeking in the
economic sphere really bears more of a rela-
tionship to trade than aid. That is fine if
there are concomitant political gains for the
United States such as a reduction in the
level of Soviet aid to North Vietnam, Rus-
slan assistance In securing a Middle Eastern
settlement, a meaningful reduction of SBoviet
forces in Central Europe and a liberalization
in emigration policy in the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe.

The danger is that Mr. Nixon, harrassed on
all sides by his Watergate crifics and be-
deviled by the fallure of his economic pol-
icles, may seek at all cost a foreign affairs
“yictory” which would be more apparent than
real.

Despite the economic problems which this
country is undergoing, Mr. Nixon holds most
of the cards when he talks economic rela-
tions with the Soviet Union. It would be
both tragic and ironic if a man as sgkilled
at diplomacy as the President were to enter
into agreements which led to the strength-
ening of an ideologically hostile government
in return for a cheap and transitory diver-
slon. We favor detente, but it is and must
be a two-way street.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s 15 minutes have ex-
pired.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there will
now be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes, with statements limited
therein to 3 minutes.

AMERICAN-SOVIET RELATIONS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. Harry F.
Byrp, Jr.) is contributing a service in
urging caution with respect to the forth-
coming talks. I think the American pub-
lic would do well to understand that if no
agreement comes out of the meetings
with Mr. Brezhnev, this should not neces-
sarily indicate a failure of those meet-
ings. In reality, and certainly in the long
run, it might be viewed as a success of
those meetings.

I am not opposed to the meetings. I
wish they had not been scheduled for
this particular time, but having been
scheduled I am not suggesting that they
not go forward. I think we have to go
forward with the meetings, but I do not
think we ought to let ourselves become
the victims of a psychology to the effect
that those meetings have to produce some
big deal. I am like the Senator from Vir-
ginia in that I view with some concern
the export of our computer technology
and our material wealth and resources—
especially to the Soviet Union—in return
for TOU's that may never be collected.
I, of course, want to see a better rapport
with the Soviet Union, and I am pleased
that a detente has taken place as a re-
sult of the outstanding achievements of
the President of the United States to
this end. President Nixon is to be highly
commended for that. But, it ought to be
a two-way détente, and I want to add my
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cautionary plea to that of the able Sen-
ator from Virginia. The meetings must
be approached with great caution, and I
again say that no agreement might be,
in reality, a success if viewed in the con-
text of the grain deal—which was a
fiasco—rather than a failure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 3 minutes have expired.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
vield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I have
listened with interest to the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from Virginia.
‘While I do not agree with everything he
has said, I believe that a response should
be made to some of the points he has
made.

I think it would be well to recall that
President Nixon has repeatedly reminded
Congress that it is essential to the in-
terests of the United States and world
peace that the United States remain
strong militarily. The danger, I suggest
most respectfully to the Senator from
Virginia, is not that the President of
the United States does not understand
that, but perhaps there are too many in
Congress who do not understand it.
There is & real danger here in Congress
that we may, unilaterally, weaken the
defense posture of the United States vis-
a-vis the Soviet Union.

But I wish to join in the expression
of concern made by the distinguished
Senator from Virginia. There is justifica-
tion for some expression of caution un-
der these circumstances. On the other
hand I do not want the record to go un-
challenged if there is any suggestion
here that President Nixon and Dr. Kis-
singer are not very able, very well pre-
pared, and very tough, hard bargainers
when it comes to dealing with the Soviet
Union. I think, and I believe history will
judge, that they have been superb. In
my humble judgment, they have done an
excellent job.

I recently returned from a trip to the
Soviet Union with six of our colleagues
in the Senate, members of the Committee
on Commerce. We were in the Soviet
Union primarily to study the advisability
of developing more trade relations be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United
States. We had the opportunity on that
occaston, the seven of us, to meet for
nearly 4 hours with Mr, Brezhnev in the
Kremlin.

It is obviously impossible, after a short
trip of that kind, to come back and claim
to be an expert, and I do not. But I do
come back with a strong conclusion that
President Nixon is on the right path in
realistically seeking to improve trade re-
lations between the United States and
the Soviet Union. I think there is a strong
interest on the part of the leadership
of the Soviet Union, at this point in his-
tory, looking toward this end. They find
it in their national interest, I am sure,
to seek some accommodation in terms of
arms build-up so they may turn their at-
tention to consumer oriented production.

I think we should encourage that as
much as possible. I think we should en-
courage as much as we can interchange,
contact, and opening up with the Soviet
Union and certain Iron Curtain countries,
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always to be sure, with the admonition
of the Senator from Virginia in mind,
that we want to be realistic in our deal-
ings with the Soviet Union. But I would
say this: If there is any President who
ever has been well prepared for the job
he is undertaking in this regard, it is the
President who is in the White House to-
day.

Mr, HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr, Presi-
dent, the Senator from Virginia was one
of the first Members of the Senate to
applaud President Nixon’s decision to go
to Peking, and I approved President
Nixon’s trip to Moscow. I think it is im-
portant that the leaders of the great
nations of the world open a dialog. I
favor meetings and discussions between
the leaders of these great nations.

I applaud the announcement that the
President decided to go to China the
night he made it, and I was severely con-
demned in my State for doing so. I think
President Nixon was right. I want to see
communications opened between Com-
munist China and the United States, and
I want to see rappori developed among
all great powers.

What I am speaking of is different
from dialogs and different from leaders
getting to know one another.

I am only calling attention to what
has happened in the past, and I say that
the United States came off second best
in the arms limitation talks. The Senate
of the United States thought so, too, be-
cause it adopted the proposal of the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. Jackson) to
demand that negotiators in the future
insist on parity, and not seitle for
inferiority. So I think it is fair to say
that the Senate concurred in the view
expressed by the Senator from Virginia
when it adopted the Jackson amend-
ment.

Insofar as the grain deal is con-
cerned, I think the record too is clear to
warrant further discussion.

What I am suggesting today is—and
I feel, as does the Senator from Mich-
igan, it is desirable to have trade between
these countries—I do not want the Amer-
ican taxpayers, the American house-
wives, to do all the financing of it. Nor do
I want to see a shortage here result from
it. That is what was done under the grain
deal. I do not want to see that happen
again. What I am concerned about is
that caution be used.

As the Senator from West Virginia
pointed out, we may be better off if no
other dramatic announcements are made
and no dramatic decisions are made, but
to have the President and the leader of
the Soviet Union develop rapport and
dialogues and to continue to get to know
one another.

I *ope the Soviet leader will have a
pleasant stay in the United States and
that there will be no awkward incidents.
I am glad to see there will be tight secu-
rity, althongh I hope it will not be neces-
sary.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I would
only add to this to the colloguy. I would
not want the impression to be left in the
Recorp that we hope no agreements will
be reached, I just want to make it clear
that I hope the negotiations will be fruit-
ful and that there will be meaningful
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agreements reached during the historic
visit of Mr. Brezhnev.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I certainly do not want the Rzcorp to
imply or the able Senator to infer that I
meant such in what I had to say. I, too,
want the meetings to be fruitful and hope
something good comes out of them. I
want merely fo make the poini that if
no agreement is reached, it should mot
be interpreted as a failure; in the light
of the unfortunate grain deal. I take the
position that no agreement might be bet-
ter than an agreement if such an agree-
ment is going to be something of a repe-
tition of the grain deal.

I share with the Senator the desire to
see something fruitful zome out of the
meeting, and if there is, I certainly would
want to see an anmouncement of it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I just want to add that the rea-
soning of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia is exactly the reasoning and the
intent of the remarks of the Senator
from Virginia. If we can get fruitful
decisions from this meeting, that is fine,
but the point the Senator from West
Virginia raised I think is a good one—
that if the President and his negotiators
conclude that it cannot be done and that
they cannot bring forth dramatic de-
cisions without making too many con-
cessions, then the American people
should not regard that as being unde-
sirable or regard that as being a failure
of the meeting between the two leaders
of the two great countries.

EXTENSION OF ”ERIOD FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, are
we in the morning hour?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. One minute remains in the morn-
ing hour.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, T ask unanimous consent that the
period for the transaction of routine
morning business be extended 15 min-
utes and that statements be limited
therein o 5 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

PENTAGON'S BIOLOGICAL CLOCK
GOES OFF

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, at a
certain time each year the biological
clock of nature sends out a signal, as yet
unknown, and with a precision and pur-
pose that astounds men, geese make their
annual migrations on great flyways in
the sky; sturdy salmon begin their
doomed struggle up river systems; and
even the feared lamprey returns thou-
sands of miles to a stream known only
by its prior generation.

These are the mysteries of nature.

It is not surprising then that a similar
biological clock goes off every year at
the Pentagon. I am speaking of the
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annual “scare the dickins out of "em™,
“the Russians are coming” speech so0
precisely timed %to coincide with consid-
eration of the military budget in Con-

gress.

At about the same time every year, and
without fail, comes a rash of statements
from the highest level of the Pentagon
depicting the darkest motives to Soviet
or Chinese military programs and hint-
ing at strategic imbalances not yet known
but clearly ominous.

This year is no exception,

BUDGET TO BE EXPANDED

Deputy Defense Secretary William P.
Clements, in his first press conference,
has stated that the record high defense
budget of $79 billion might have to be
expanded.

Now let us clarify exactly what is go-
ing on. In prior years, various Secre-
taries of Defense would issue warnmings
that any cut by Congress in the military
budget would endanger national security,
weaken our bargaining position, place us
in a position of strategic inferlority,
loosen our alliance system, and show the
white flag, to name a few dire conse-
guences.

This year the strategy is somewhat
different. Instead of defending the line,
the Pentagon wants to pressure Con-
gress even more by suggesting that
‘budget levels might have to be increased.

“This red herring must be seen for what
it is. By calling for a higher budget, it
makes it possible that a compromise
might be reached at the current pro-
jected level, thereby giving the Pentagon
more than they anticipated when send-
ing the budget to Congress.

Every bureaucracy knows that it must
submit a budget larger than what it ac-
tually needs since Congress could cut it
back. Therefore, budget padding is a nor-
mal technique for bureancratic survival.

“This year we have an extension of that
strategy designed to wring more than the
normal levels out of Congress.

And this comes at the end of the war,
when all of us thought we could reduce
defense spending. We always have had
it at the end of every other war, but not
this one.

LODK AT HOME FIRST

‘While the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense is busy conjuring up new threats,
let me suggest that he take a closer look
at his own military establishment. I
would be interested in knowing why the
following situations have been allowed
to exist in the Department of Defense:

Why some 700 generals and admirals
will continue to have enlisted men serve
them as personal servants?

Why generals are allowed to outfit air-
craft for their personal use at costs as
high as $430,000 per plane, with bars
and all kinds of elaborate facilities for
entertaining at cocktail parties?

Why there are cost overruns of $35
billion on 45 major weapons systems?

Why there are only 54 ¥-4's in South
Korea, but 8,300 Air Force personnel?

Why 77.5 percent of the active mili-
tary Torce will consist of officers or non-
commissioned officers?

Why there will be 2,269,000 permanent
change-of-station moves in fisecal year
1974 for 2,200,000 military personnel or
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more than one change for everybody in
the military at an enormous expense for
every change?

Why there are more 4- and 3-star offi-
cers now than in 1945 when, at that
time, we had 10 million more troops?

Why there are 600,000 U.S. military
personnel scatfered around the world?

Why in fiscal year 1974 the United
States will train more administrative
specialists and clerks than infantry,
guncrew, and seaman specialists? We are
training far more people for supply and
support than for actual combat activi-
fies.

Why has not the support level been
decreased with our disengagement from
Vietnam? We are still operating at Viet-
nam highs with regard to total support
costs.

Mr. President, there are many more
questions that I would like to ask, but
these give an indication of the fopheavy
command problems the military has

today.

We must have the best possible fight-
ing force for the defense of this coun-
try. It should be extraordinarily well
trained and eguipped with effective
wWeapons.

But we will never have this “lean
mean” fighting force if we continue to
allow a satisfied, bloated, easy life com-
mand structure to continue. Let our at-
tention be turned fo this challenge.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitied:

By Mr. CHURCH, from the Commiitee on
Inte:lor and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment

8.1388. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the saline water program for fiscal year
1974, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 93—
222).

By Mr. CHURCH, from the Committee
on Interior and TInsular Affairs, with
amendments:

8.1529. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to enter into agreements with
non-Federal agencies for the replacement
of the existing American Falls Dam, Upper
Snake River project, Idaho, and for other
purposes (Rept. Ho. 93-223).

INTRODUCTION OF EILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HART:

5. 2004, A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1854 to remove tax inocentives to
plant closings. Referrved to the Committes on
Finance.

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself and
Mr. MoNDALE) :

5. 20056. A Dbill fo provide for adeguate
reserves of certain agricultural commodi-
ties, and for other purposes. Referred to ths
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. HARTEE (for himself, Mr,
SyMmmveroN, and Mr. EacLETON) :

8. 20068. A bill {0 designate the Veterans
Administration hospital in Columbia, Mis-
sourl, as the Harry B. Truman Memorial Vet-
erans’ Hospltal, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Committee on Veterans'
Aflairs.
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By Mr. TALMADGE:

8.J. Res, 122, Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to
allow voluntary prayer or meditation,
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENT ON INTRODUCED BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr, HART:

£. 2004. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1954 to remove tax in-

centives to plant closings, Referred to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the closing
of a plant imposes cost on employees and
on a community.

Workers lose jobs, pension plans often
disappear, some families may have to
move, local tax revenues decrease, and
remaining businesses lose customers and
sales.

Perhaps the impact can be better ap-
preciated by an estimate made of the
number of years of employee seniority
involved in a plant closing announced in
Detroit last year.

In this particular plant, the affected
employees have accumulated more than
34,800 years of seniority.

The impact of this closing then is not
only from the immediate loss of jobs, but
of the difficulty older workers may have
in finding new work and in the loss of
accrued seniority in a pension program.

These effects are even more severe in
communities already afflicted with high
unemployment rates.

For that reason the Federal tax sys-
tem should not give a “bonus” to firms
moving plants from high unemployment
areas; rather it should encourage crea-
tion of new jobs in such areas.

Also experience has shown that mer-
gers involving the purchase of a small
company by a large out-of-town cor-
poration too often result in the closing
of the acquired firm or a funneling of ex-
pansion funds to other plants of the cor-
poration.

Because the out-of-town corporation
has no close ties with the community,
such decisions may be based on con-
siderations other than the economic
viability of the operation.

The fact is that many large corpora-
tions view management responsibilities
and plant operations not in terms of peo-
ple but, as exprassed by one company of-
ficial, in terms of that “of a portfolio
manager.”

Under such an approach, the question
of closing a plaut is not so much one of
people or community, but rather one of
adding and subtracting stocks to a port-
folio.

Certainly, some mergers make sense,
but the “sense* should be added effi-
clencies and 2ot the desire to take ad-
vantage of some tax loopholes.

At & minimum the Federal tax code
should be neutral on the question of en-
couraging merger- involving large cor-
porations and at best should tilt the bal-
ance in favor of mergers between small
businesses.

For those reasons I reintroduce today
a bill to remove tax provisions which
might encourage directly or indirectly
plant closings.

First, the provision granting tax-free
interest on industrial development bonds
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would be denied if revenue from the
bonds were used tu attract a plant from
& high unemployment area.

A “high unemployment area” is de-
fined as a State, metropolitan area, or
other geographic labor market desig-
nated by the Secretary of Labor in
which the jobless rate averaged more
than 6 percent over the preceding 12
months. Counties in Michigan’s Upper
Peninsula, for example, could he in-
cluded in the third category.

The bill then would close these
“merger loopholes.”

Mergers can be accomplished through
the exchange of stocks between the buy-
ing and the selling firms. In certain cir-
cumstances under present provisions of
the tax code, profits on such transfers
are not taxed. This bill would end such
an exemption.

Corporations do not have to pay taxes
on profits from the sale of assets car-
ried out within 1 year of its announced
decision to liquidate the company. The
bill would repecl that loophole.

Even when the sale of a business is tax-
able, if the price of acquisition is paid in
installments, the seller can spread tax
payments on profits from the sale over
the period of the transaction. This pro-
posal would make the full tax bill pay-
able at the time of the transfer.

These loophole closings would apply
only to mergers involving firms with
combined assets totaling more than $10
million. The bill provides a safeguard
against a large company using a con-
trolled “independent” firm in an attempt
to make the $10 million cutoft,

Also mergers between small businesses
would remain tax free even if the ex-
change of asseis involved some type of
guaranteed debt as well as stock.

If the tax code were completely neu-
tral on the question of mergers, large
companies would continue to dominate
the purchase of business assets if for no
other reason than financial risks often
are less for the seller if he ends up with
a share of stocks in a large company
rather than with stock of a smaller busi-
ness. Thus, the owner of a small com-
pany could sell to another independent
company and raceive secured notes as
well as stock without losing tax-free
status for the exchange.

By continuing and expanding tax pref-
erences for small business mergers, we
can encourage such transactions and
still provide a safe way for an owner to
dispose of his business.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcCORD, as
follows:

8. 2004

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
nr;ay be cited as the “Job Protection Act of
1973."

SEc, 2. Section 103(c) of the Internal Rev=-
enue Code of 19564 (relating to the exclusion
from income on governmental obligations
known as industrial development bonds) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraphs:

“{8) CERTAIN FACILITIES RELATED TO PLANT
DEPARTURE From Hice UNEMPLOYMENT
ArEas.—The exception provided in paragraph
(6) shall not apply to any industrial develop-
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ment bond issued by any State, territory, or
possession of the United States or any politi-
‘tml subdivision thereof i it is determined
hat:

*“(A) the use of any facllity financed in
whole or part by such obligation is or will be
made in connection with the closing of exist-
ing facilities or their diminished use, and

“{B) that such closing or diminished use
described in subparagraph (A) has reduced
or will reduce employment offered by the
taxpayer in high unemployment areas.

“(9) For purposes of paragraph (8), ‘high
unemployment area’ means any State, stand-
ard metropolitan statistical area, or other
geographical area designated by the Secre-
tary of Labor to be ‘a labor market' for pur-
poses of (42 U.8.C. 3161), in which the aver-
age unemployment rate exceeded 6 percent
during the twelve-month period preceding
the taxable year for which the credit per-
mitted by section 38 is sought.”

Sec. 3. (a) Section 354 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1854 (relating to exchanges of
stock and securities in certain reorganiza-
tions) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“{d) LmarraTioN.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to an exchange in pursuance of a plan
of reorganization adopted after the date of
enactment of this subsection, if the total fair
market value of the assets of the corporations
which are parties to the reorganization ex-
ceeds $10,000,000. For purposes of this sec-
tion, the ‘mssets’ of a corporation shall in-
clude the total assets of any ‘controlled group
of corporations’ of which it is a ‘component
member* (within the meaning of section
1563) .”

(b) Bection 356 of such Code (relating to
distribution of stock and securities of a con-
trolled corporation) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion:

“(e¢) LrmrraTioN.—Subsection (a) shall
not apply to a distribution after the date of
the enactment of this subsection, if, immedi-
ately prior to the distribution, the total fair
market value of the assets of the distribut-
ing corporation (including stock and securi-
tles of the controlled corporation) exceeds
$10,000,000, For purposes of this section, the
‘assets’ of a corporation shall include the
total assets of any ‘controlled group of cor-
porations’ of which 1t is a ‘component mem-
ber’ (within the meaning of section 1563).”

(c) Section 361 of such Code (relating to
nonrecognition of gain or loss to corpora-
tions) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(g) LiMrraTioN.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to an exchange in pursuance of a plan
of reorganization adopted after the date of
the enactment of this subsection, if the total
fair market value of the assets of the cor-
porations which are parties to the reorganiza-
tion exceeds $10,000,000. For purposes of this
section, the 'assets’ of a corporation shall in-
clude the total assets of any ‘controlled group
of corporations’ of which it is a ‘component
member’ (within the meaning of section
1563)."

(d) Section 337 of such Code (relating to
the nonrecognition of gain or loss in con-
nectlon with certaln liguidations) is
amended by adding at the end of subsection
(¢) thereof the following new paragraph:

“(3) LIQUIDATIONS FOLLOWING SALES TO
CERTAIN cORPORATIONS —This section shall
not apply to any sale or exchange of assets
if the total fair market value of the assets of
corporations which are parties to the sale or
exchange exceeds $10,000,000. For purposes of
this section, the ‘assets’ of a corporation shall
include the total assets of any ‘controlled
group of corporations’' of which it is a ‘com-
ponent member' (within the meaning of sec-
tion 1563)."

SEc, 4. Section 4563(b) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1964 (relating to use of install-
ment method for certaln sales) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:
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*{4) CERTAIN SALES OF STOCK AND ASSEYS OF
corPORATIONS. —Paragraph (1) shall not ap-
ply to a sale or other disposition of substan-
tially all of the stock or properties of a cor-
poration to another corporation if the total
falr market value of the assets of the two
corporations exceeds $10,000,000. For pur-
poses of this section, the ‘assets’ of a cor-
poration shall include the total assets of any
‘controlled group of corporations’ of which
it i1s a ‘component member' (within the
meaning of section 1583)."

Bec. 5. (a) Bection 368(a)(2) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1951 (relating to
reorganizations) is amended by edding at
the end thereof the following new subpara-

“{F) CERTAIN ACQUISITIONS OF SMALL BUSI-
NESS CORPORATIONS.—In the case of an acqui-
sition by an independent corporation of
stock or properties of a small business cor-
poration in pursuance of a plan of reor-
ganization adopted after the date of the en-
actment of this subparagraph, paragraphs
{1)(B) and (1)(C) shall apply if the in-
dependent corporations exchanges (in addi-
tion to voting stock) its securities or other
obligations for the stock or properties of
the small business corporation. For pur-
poses of this subparagraph, the term “‘small
business corporation’ has the meaning as-
signed to it by section 13T1(a) (except that
for this purpose, ‘one hundred shareholders’
#hall be substituted for “ten shareholders’ in
subsection 13T71{a)(1)), and the term “in-
dependent corporation’ means a corporation
which is not a component member of & con-
trolled group of corporations (within the
meaning of section 1563)™.

(b) Bection 354(a) of such Code (relating
to exchanges of stock and securities in cer-
tain reorganizations) is amended by renum-
bering paragraph (3) as (4) and by inserting
after paragraph (2) the following new para-

“{3) CERTAIN REORGANIZATIONS INVOLVING
SMALL BUSINESS CORPORATIONS.—In the case
of an exchange described in section 368(a)
(2) (F), paragraph (2) shall not apply and,
for purposes of this subpart, the term “se-
curities’ includes any interest-bearing obli-
gation”,

Bec. 6. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply to taxable years ending after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for him-

self, and Mr, MONDALE) ;
8. 2005. A bill to provide for adequate
reserves of certain agricultural com-
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modities, and for other purposes. Re-

ferred to the Committee on Agriculture

and Forestry.

SHORTAGES AND NO RESERVES OF FEEDSTUFFS
MAY SPELL DISASTER FOR BOTH FARMER AND
CONSUMER
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, last

week during Senate consideration of 8.
1888, the proposed Agriculture and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 1973, I offered
an amendment which was designed fo
establish a system of national reserves of
wheat, feed grains, and soybeans. As I
reported on that occasion, Government
supplies of these particular commodi-
ties have been totally depleted and the
supplies in private hands are at the low-
est level in many years.

Much to my amazement, my amend-
ment was rejected. I have some appre-
ciation and understanding as to why
many Senators from our Nation's major
grain producing States opposed my
amendment. In the past, large carryover
supplies of these commodities did tend to
unduly depress farm prices, but due
mainly in my judgment, to the fact that
Government release prices applicable to
them were far too low. While my amend-
ment would have corrected that problem
by providing for higher release prices
than are now provided under the law,
many of these Senators apparently did
not understand those features of my
amendment.

As to those Senators voling against my
amendment who represent States having
large numbers of poultry, beef, hog, and
dairy producers—or having large urban
constituencies—they apparently did not
understand the importance of the
amendment in insuring adequate sup-
plies of these key commodities to live-
stock procucers in times of short supply
or were misled by inaccurate estimates of
what it would cost to carry or maintain
the level of reserves stipulated in my
amendment.

Let me address myself first to the criti-
cal shortage that our Nation now faces
concerning feedstuffs required by our
livestock industry in order to produce the
pork chops, beef steaks, turkeys, chickens,
and milk we consume in this country.

TOTAL CARRYOVER STOCKS AT END OF YEAR®
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The average price of all animal feed-
stuffs has almost tripled in just the last
12 months. The “All Feedstuff Price In-
dex” in June of 1972 was 115. In June
of this year it is 336. Feeding margins
have been narrowed due to the current
cost-price squeeze. In order for price
ceilings to be effective, there must be an
adequate supply of animal poultry and
dairy products. Unless that supply is
available either rationing will have to be
imposed or black-marketing of some of
these products may develop.

While I believe we can look forward
to somewhat improved feeding ratios
sometime this fall or winter, those im-
provements will come too late to correct
the down trend in market supplies of
beef, poultry, and eggs between now and
the end of this calendar year.

In short, the Nixon administration has
allowed this country to fall into a criti-
cal sitnation relating to meeting this Na-
tion’s demands for meat, poultry, and
dairy products. And why? Because this
administration has failed to insure live-
stock, poultry, and dairy producers ade-
quate supplies of key feedstuffs at rea-
sonable prices. It has failed to maintain
adequate reserves of these feedstuffs to
protect domestic users against heavy
drawdowns of supplies created by poor
crop conditions here at home and in
other parts of the world. And unless
Congress enacts legislation during this
session of Congress which provides for
the type of reserve system that I am
advocating, it will become an accomplice
in repeating this situation in the fu-
ture—and possibly as early as again next
year.

Mr, President, if anybody doubts the
seriousness or the validity of my con-
cerns about this situation, I ask them
to carefully review the “carryever sup-
ply table” and the USDA report covering
current availability of livestock feed-
stuffs over the next several months
which I ask wunanimous consent be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

‘There being no objection, the table
and the reporf were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

Wheat
(miltion
bushels)

CCC

Crap year beginning in owned

Soyheans
(million
bushels)

CCC

owned Crop year beginning in

Feed-
grains
(million
tons)

Wheat
(million
bushels)

Soybeans
(million
bushels)

829
608
262
124
102

1 USDA Commodity Credit Corporation,

Jume 1973.
SpeciaL USDA FEEDSTUFF SITUATION REFORT
OILSEEDS (SOYBEANS, COTTONSEED, PEANUTS
AND FLAXSEED)

(1) The stock of ollseeds, except cotton-
seed, remaining In open positions is ex-
tremely low. Seed and crushing firms are
aggressively bidding for the soybeans that
remain and many believe the supply is es-
sentially sold or committed. Cottonseed
inventory is longer and the supply is sub-
stantially greater (30 percent) than a year
sago. Peanut stocks held by the CCC are being
sold rapidly, and the CCC expects all re-

Source: ERS reports.

maining stocks suitable for erushing will
be sold by June 15 at the latest.

(2) The olflseed Iinventory position of
crushers is a mixed situation. More than
hali of the soybean crushers are in or at-
tempting to move into a long position. These
firms have stocks to meet crushing require-
ments through July or early August and
commitments from sellers to meet antici-
pated requirements through August and in
several instances early September. But there
i8 considerable anxiety on the part of crush-
ers about whether sellers will honor the
delivery commitments. Other crushers, in-
cluding several of the largest firms, are in a

a2
230
93
72
or

less favorable position with stocks sufficient
to meet requirements through June or early
July. These firms are having considerable
difficulty securing additional supplies. The
problems seem to be inadequate financial
reserves to purchase beans and uncertainty
about future prices.

Cottonseed crushers have above average
inventories and should not encounter any
severe problems during the rest of the season.

Peanut crushers apparently have the re-
maining available supply on hand or com-
mitted except the quantity committed for
export.

(3) Crushing activity during the balance
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of the season will vary depending on the
type of oilseed being crushed. Soybean
crushing operations will decrease at a faster
rate during the balance of the season com-
pared to a year ago. Activity during August
and SBeptember will be at a very low level,
although operations are typically low during
this period.

Cottonseed crushers are expected to oper-
ate at a higher level during the balance of
the season compared to a year ago.

Flaxseed and peanut crushers will con-
tinue to operate at high level while stocks
last. Operations will probably taper off later
in the season.

(4) There is a consensus In the trade that
foreign buyers will not be placing any addi-
tional large orders for old crop beans and
meal. However, there is a significant backlog
of unfilled orders for shipment to foreign
destinations. There is speculation in the
trade that some foreign commitments may
be sold back to U.S. buyers. But the tight
world protein situation precludes this de-
velopment as an avenue of relief.

(6) Prices for old crop soybeans, meal, and
oil have increased rapidly in the last 2
months and are expected to continue in-
creasing during the rest of the season. Prices
for June b, 1872 and 1973, Decatur, are given
below:

SOYBEANS AND PRODUCT PRICES

June 5,1972 June5,1973

$3.49
94,00

$12.27
430,00

Soybeans, bushel
Soybean meal, ton

Soybean ail, pound, cents Sl

Other oilseed meal prices will also in-
crease but cottonseed meal prices are not
. expected to increase proportionately.

(6) The high meal prices will allocate the
supply into the most profitable end uses.
Supplies of meal will not be adequate to feed
gll U8, livestock and poultry at traditionally
recommended feeding levels during the bal-
ance of the feeding year. Feed manufacturers
are or have already reduced the crude protein
content of swine and poultry feeds by one or
two percentage points. This is the so-called
“gafety margin.” Further cuts In crude pro-
tein levels are being considered or recom-
mended in order to stretch remaining sup-
plies, The affected animals, swine and poul-
try, will have poorer feed conversions, be sub-
ject to more stress and disease, and require
longer to grow out to market welght; in the
case of hogs, approximately two weeks and
one week for turkeys.

Feed manufacturers express considerable
concern about the financial position of table
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egg producers expecting many to be forced
out of business.

(7) There will be a smaller than normal
carryover of ollseeds on September 1, 1973,
The soybean carryover will amount to be-
tween 35 and 50 million bushels, approxi-
mately a two week domestic requirement, and
probably will be committed.

(8) Inventories of soybean meal at crusher
locations appear to be a little above normal
but only amount to several days of crush-
ing output. As the crushing operations are
reduced, the meal inventory will drop.

Meal inventories of feed manufacturers
have been enlarged., Hall the national or re-
gional firms have stocks or commitments for
soybean meal for most of the rest of the sea-
son. The rest have stocks or deliveries sched-
uled to meet near-term requirements but
are having problems obtaining additional
supplles for later in the season. The feed in-
dustry is generally convinced protein sup-
plies will not be adequate to meet require-
ments through the season.

(9) It is very unlikely that there will be
any uncommitted soybean meal on the
market in August or early September. Cot-
tonseed meal should be available in local
areas,

(10) Any delay for any reason in the har-
vest of ollseeds will create extremely chaotic
short-run conditions in the meal and feed
ingredient markets, The soybean harvest nor-
mally commences in mid-September with the
harvest at its peak In early to mid-October,
Every reasonable precaution should be taken
to assure that there are adequate supplies
of fuel to plant, harvest, dry if necessary, and
transport beans at harvest time. In addition,
adequate transport equipment must be in

place to minimizge the time required to move

beans to crushers and meal to feed manu-
facturers.
OTHER PROTEIN FEEDS

(1) Fishmeal supplies are very tight and
expected to remain tight indefinitely. Re-
sumption of anchovy fishing by Peru is not
expected before the fall of 1873 or later than
the fall of 1974, Peru is usually the source
of 40 to 50 percent of the world’s fishmeal
supply. The United States, historically a net
importer of fishmeal, will have to rely on the
catch from its domestic fleet and some im-
ports from Canada if avallable,

(2) Meat scraps, tankage, and pouliry by-
product meals are in tight supply and are
being aggressively sought by foreign buyers,
pet food manufacturers and feed manufac-
turers. Prices are high and increasing with
the increase in soybean meal prices. There is
very little indication that supplies for do-
mestic feed use will increase during this
feeding year.

(3) Distillers and brewers grains are In

June 15, 1973

very tight supply and high priced. Output is
not expected to exceed year ago levels.

(4) Gluten supplies are belleved to be
slightly larger than a year ago, but inade-
quate to meet demand,

(5) Urea supplies are adequate and only a
little higher in price ($10/ton) than a year
ago. Large quantities are being utilized to
replace the protein meals in cattle rations
and the supply should be adequate for this
purpose,

CORN

(1) Feed manufacturers expressed consid-
erable concern about the guality of the 1972
corn crop. Some are having difficulty obtain-
ing the quality of corn traditionally used in
complete feeds, Others took the precaution
earlier of arranging for supplies for the
season,

(2) The corn problems are aflatoxin, low
energy, and poorer protein content. The
fungus on corn results in certain toxic sub-
stances and swine generally refuse to eat the
corn, However, reports of pregnant sow abor-
tion are above normal indicating sows are
consuming toxic substances on corn. The
lower energy and protein content requires
producers to feed larger quantities of corn
to achieve welght gains on animals. The
FDA is monitoring the situation,

(3) Prices for #2 old crop corn have in-
creased significantly in the past two months
($1.63 on 4/6 to 2.60';, on 6/6). Some feed
manufacturers anticipate further modest in-
creases in old crop corn prices,

(4) There is increasing concern about both

. the size and quality of the corn that will be

harvested this fall,
LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY OUTPUT

The near term livestock and poultry out-
put calls for little if any significant increase.
Higher than normal death losses of cows and
calves, poor quality feed, and bad winter
and spring weather will reduce anticipated
supplies of beef. Poor quality feed and iar-
rowing problems this spring will affect pork
output this summer and fall. Swine farrow-
ing during the late summer and fall is ex~
pected to be slightly below iIntentious. Tur-
key output will be below intentions and will
be equal to or slightly below the 1972 level.
Broiler producers are seriously considering
another reduction as profit margins decrease.
Table egg production will probably fall as
these producers are in the most vulnerable
financial position to survive the cost-price
Bqueeze,

CONSUMER PRICES

With little if any expansion in the output
of livestock or poultry products forthcoming,
consumer prices for these items will remain
constant or increase during much of the
remalinder of this year, depending on general
economic conditions,

SELECTED FEED PRICES, JUNE 5 AND DEC. 18, 1972, AND JUNE 4, 1973

Per ton—

Percent increase—

6 mo, De-

Dec, 18

June 5,
1972 1972

cember
June § 1972-
1973 197273 June 1973

Percent increase—

6 mo, De-
cember

June 5, 1972-
1973 1972-73 June 1973

Ia:iye! fead
GoldKist (Georgia mil?: Brotler maker_.
Felco-Land-0-Lakes (Fort Dodge, lowa):
13 percent—porkmaker . .. ........
36 percent—sow and pig supp-....
Unil;d ooperative Farmers ?Mnssachu-
sels):
14 percent dairy (meal)
16 percent dairy (pellet)

$106. 85
134.80

82,30
174.60

100. 20

62.70
125,80

97.21

67.83 94.07

AgWay (Binghamton, N.Y.):
$155. 30 lg
217.60

115.10
336. 00

102 45
117 61

84
167

All mash Ia;y
;g Soybean meal,

112.80
106. 60 57

57 16
13

percent dairy (with urea)

16 percent dairy éwithnut urea)....

er (16 percent).______.
4 percent, Decatur___
Corn No. 2, per bushel, Gfucago

$90.60
102. 00

430. 00
2.605

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it
should be noted that not only is the Gov-
ernment—the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration—entirely out of food and feed
grain supplies, plus soybeans but that
much of the remaining supply of 1972
corn, is so high in moisture that its

quality is very low. Note that section of
USDA’s report which suggests that much
of this corn may be suffering from prob-
lems of aflatoxin, low energy, and poor
protein content. It should be further
noted that the report raises the same
type of concerns about size and quality

of this year’s corn crop—1973—as are
applied to much of last year’s corn crop.
Given the late planting of corn this year,
the harvesting of it also will be late. This
again will likely mean large guantities
of this year’s crop will be of high mois-
ture and poor protein content.
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These “quality” factors relating to
both last year’s corn crop and this year's
crop are probably responsible for the un-
usually strong prices now being offered
for both “old” and “new"” crop corn.

Compounding this situation, of course,
is both the current rail transportation
and fuel crisis. When the large quantities
of wheat, feed grains and soybeans that
normally hit the market at harvest time
occurs this year, there had better be
sufficient fuel available to dry what needs
to be dried and rail cars available to move
what needs to be moved, or the crisis that
we are likely to experience between now
and this fall’s harvest is likely to be ex-
tended beyond that period. In that re-
gard, I call your particular attention to
item 1 in the USDA report I just placed
in the Recorp, under the heading of
“Oilseeds.”

To summarize the current crisis we
face, prices of feed grains and protein
meal have skyrocketed. In response to
these price increases, costs of feeding
livestock and poultry have increased.
High protein ingredient supplies are very
short and inadequate to meet optimal
nutritional needs of livestock and poultry
during the remaining time until harvest.
Grain transportation facilities are still
tied up; and availability of fuel for plant-
ing, cultivation, harvesting, drying, and
movement of feed grains and soybeans
to market is uncertain,

Mr. President, on June 11, 1973, the
Wall Street Journal carried an article
by Messrs. Norman H. Fisher and John
A. Prestbo entitled “Soaring Grain Prices
Seen Braking Output of Meat, Milk,
Bread” which further illustrates the
current dilemma that our Nation is faced
with concerning the immediate future as
it relates to these food products. I ask
unanimous consent that this article be
printed at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SOARING GRAIN PRICES SEEN BRAKING OUTPUT
OF MEAT, MiLx, BREAD
(By Norman H. Fisher and John A. Prestbo)

Fast-rising prices for grains and livestock
feed are threatening to brake sharply the out-
put of meat, milk and eggs. This could lead
to such gloomy possibilities as much higher
food prices, potential shortages and severe
economic strains for major segments of the
agricultural and food industries.

“We've got a world-wide food paniec on our
hands,” declares R. H. Uhlmann, president of
Standard Milling Co. in Kansas City, “and
unless something is done we're going to have
shortages in this country.”

Iowa Gov. Robert Ray predicted on nation-
wide television last week that “a meat crisis”
could develop in 60 to 90 days. He blamed the
controls imposed in early April on wholesale
and retail prices of red meat. “With the
freeze on these prices, farmers are squeamish
about producing more,” the Governor said.

Bread bakers also are caught between
zooming costs and a government ceiling on
prices for bread and other baked goods. “We
didn’t think the situation could get any worse
but it has,” says Robert Grant, chalrman of
the executive committee of American Bak-
erles, one of the biggest in the country. “If
prices stay as high as they are or go higher, a
big segment of the baking industry will go
out of business.”
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A GOVERNMENT DILEMMA

Some Congressmen are calling for a freeze
on all wages and prices, including those of

- foodstuffs that were exempt from earlier con-

trols, restrictions on commodity exports and
other severe measures. The Nixon administra-
tion has indicated stiffer economic controls
of some sort will be imposed soon.

Clamping on food and farm price controls
poses a dilemma for administration officials.
If farmers, bakers and others are allowed to
pass along their higher costs, retail food
prices could skyrocket further from their
already high levels and spark bitter consumer
protests. But if they aren’t allowed to pass
along higher costs, production could fall and
retail prices would go up anyway. If exports
are curtalled, foreign trade and balance of
payments deficits would worsen considerably,
further imperiling the value of the dollar.

But trying to wait out the problem hasn't
worked very well, either, The government
index of feedstuff prices, which account for
75% of the cost of producing meat, milk and
eggs, has risen 30% in the past two weeks and
is nearly four times higher than it was a year
ago. The index of feed grain prices, including
corn, has jumped nearly 20% in the past two
weeks and is nearly double the year-ago level.
The price of wheat in Eansas City has climb-
ed 25% since May 1 and is about 857% higher
than in June 1972,

Much of the impetus for these booming
prices comes from overseas where droughts
and other calamities reduced grain and food
production last year. It's too early to tell how
world-wide production will fare this year, but
foreign governments aren't taking any
chances and are buying as much as they can
from the U.S.

STOCKING UP ABROAD

“Some foreigners seem to think the U.S.
might impose export controls, so they're buy-
ing ahead as much as they can,” says one
grain-industry executive. Others contend
that U.8. and foreign cpeculators have pushed
prices higher than they should be.

Whatever the reasons, high-priced grains
and feedstuffs are beginning to crimp the
production of food in this country:

Beef production is still running about
8% helow a year ago, even though experts
earlier had figured output would have in-
creased by now. Cattlemen are expanding
th? nation’s beef herd, and meat economists
were expecting production to gain 3%-5%
over 1972 by the end of this year. Now, says
an official of a cattle feeding trade group,
“there are indications beef output may only
match last year.” Some feedlot operctors,
pressed by high costs, say they may begin to
feed their cattle to lighter weights.

Pork production aad been predicted to
rise 6% to 8% this year, vut now a 2% to 3¢,
gain s more likely, cxperts say. So far this
year, pork production is 5% lower than a year
ago. Livestock market sources say some farm-
€rs are so disgruntled wi‘h rising feed costs
that they're sending their pregnant sows to
market for slaughter instead of having them
farrow.

Broller chicken production is running 2%
to 3% below a year ago. If costs don’t decline
s00n, says an official of the Broller Marketing
Association in Jackson, Miss., “we could see a
substantial cutback in broiler production in
the next few weeks.” Based on current feed
costs and broiler prices, some chicken farm-
ers could be losing as much as three to four
cents a pound.

Egg output is down about 69 from a year
ago, and some egg farmers are cutting back
on the number of layers they feed. For in-
stance, Perry McCranie of Bowen-McCranie
Ine., a Tifton, Ga., firm, says he has 10%
fewer hens in production now than a year
ago. W. W. Taylor, who keeps 130,000 laying
hens near Eastman, Ga., predicts that be-
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cause of the flock cutbacks, retall prices may
be $1 a dozen by November,

There was concern several months ago
about a possible milk surplus, but now milk
production is running 29 below a year ago
and some experts think shortages could de-
velop in parts of the South this summer.
Milk prices have gone up an average of 8%
so far this year, but feed costs have risen
more, causing many dairy farmers to sell
their cows for beef and quit. “We're now see-
ing an accelerated liguidation” of dalry
farms, says George L. Mehren, general man-
ager of Associated Milk Producers Inc., a
huge San Antonio-based dairy cooperative.

More than 50 independent bakers have
gone out of business in the past eight months
because of high costs and a celling on bread
prices, says George Rosenthal, president of
Fink Baking Co. in Long Island City, N.Y,,
and a spokesman for the baking iIndustry.
The price of flour jumped 18% during May
alone, and prices are increasing for such
other ingredients as sugar, caraway seeds,
sesame seeds and raisins. In fact raisins have
more than doubled in price, and many bakers
have stopped making raisin bread and other
items containing them.

Mr. Grant of American Bakeries said his
company asked the Cost of Living Council
about two weeks ago for permission to raise
the price of raisin bread. The council denied
the request.

“They said If you feel you must make
raisin bread, then absorb the higher costs,”
Mr. Grant recalls, “Well, the world will get
along without raisin bread, but the point is
the controllers have gone beyond the law.
What they should have done is let us raise
prices to compensate for higher costs, and
then if people didn't think ralsin bread was
worth it they could make the cholce not to
buy it rather than some bureaucrats.”

Some rellef for bakers is in sight as Con-
gress moves toward taking off the “bread tax"
of 76 cents that millers must pay for every
bushel of wheat they grind into flour for do-
mestic use, This would *~ver flour prices, but
probably not enough to offset all the in-
crease of recent months, “Bakers would still

be bleeding to death, but at a slower rate,”
says J. Allen Mactier, president of ConAgra

Inc., a diversified milling firm based In
Omaha.

Mr. Mactier and many other food-industry
executives are upset with what they think is
gross government disregard for their prob-
lems, “It's shocking, but the authorities in
power in Washington don't know what's go-
ing on,” Mr. Mactier says. “The government
is all wrapped up -vith Watergate, letting
domestic problems go to hell.”

Adds Mr. Grant of American Bakeries:
“We were telling the controllers about all
the bakeries going out of business, and they
told us in effect that we've got some excess
capacity in the baking industry that will be
shook out by the controls and then those of
us who are left will be better off, That may
be true, but I daresay it's not the job of the
government to run a lot of little bakers out
of business.”

The government has been holding firm for
a couple of reasons. For one, officials don't
want to upset the foreign trade leverage
gained from agricultural exports, even
though shipments of grains, animal feeds
and meat itself are further straining domes-
tic supplies. Of the 10% rise in retail food
prices predicted for this year by the Agri-
culture Department, about 1.6% 1is the result
of increased exports. Purchases by the So-
viet Union, which touched off the price
spiral last summer, are likely to be some-
what smaller this year because of better
growing weather in Russia.

The Nixon administration has indicated it
wants to adopt a free trade policy regarding
farm products—eliminating U.S. import bar-
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riers against foreign produce in exchange for
other countries removing theirs. A study on
the impact of such a move indicates the U.B.
would do a lot of overseas business in grains,
Itvestock feed and poultry but would lose
out to foreign competition in dairy, sheep
and peanuts,

Second, government economists are still
counting on increased farm production this
year to help bring down food prices. More
than 40 milHon acres were brought out of
retirement, and farmers are trying to put
them into production. But cool, wet weather
has delayed plantings of such key crops as
corn to the point that yields might be low-
ered significantly.

Based on current conditions, the 1973
wheat crop would be 13% bhigger than last
year, corn 8% larger and soybeans 17%
preater. If harvests are that bountiful, and
if exports aren't any bigger than presently
expected, farm economists say, prices of
grain and meat probably will decline.

But there are some ifs on the negative side,
too: If the weather turns bad during the
summer and fall, or if the fuel shortage
worsens during the critical harvest period,
or if crop failures abroad strengthen foreign
demand, this year's crops would be smaller
than needed, and prices would stay high.

“I think meat rationing is inevitable
within six months if 1973 crops are poor,"”
Mr. Mactier of ConAgra says.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
fore going on to further describe the
amendment that I offered to the farm
bill last week, and which I am intro-
ducing as a bill today on behalf of my-
self and Senator MonpaLg, I would like
to urge the administration to take steps
immediately to insure that our Nation's
livestock, poultry, and dairy producers
get the feed supplies they need between
now and harvest time and at prices which
will afford them reasonable profit mar-
gins. The administration should give
serious consideration to taking the fol-
lowing actions in this regard:

First. Call a national conference of
oilseed crushers and feed mixers to de-
velop action plans for coping with ex-
pected shortages of soybean meal and
other high protein feedstuffs between
now and harvest, as well as requirements
for drying and moving soybeans to crush-
ers at harvest. Also conduct an immediate
survey of available supplies of oilseeds,
protein meals and urea to determine
whether any supplies are being held by
individual concerns, including foreign
buyers, in excess of their own needs or
that could be diverted to the more critical
iil:grtage area between now and harvest

e.

The purpose of this particular effort
should be to direct what supplies are
available on an equitable basis among all
livestock products between now and har-
vest time.

Second. Direct the Agricultural Exten-
sion Service to launch an immediate in-
formation and education program de-
signed to encourage increased produc-
tion of livestock and poultry products
and to advise feeders how to get along
with lower levels of protein in their feed
rations between now and harvest time,

Third. Request the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to give top national
priority regarding the availability of rail
cars to shippers moving soybeans and
feed grains to U.S. livestock, poultry, and
dairy producers.
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Fourth. Ninety-day suspension of load
weights on interstate highways for
trucks moving soybeans and feed grains
to U.S. livestock, poultry, and dairy pro-
ducers; and

Fifth. Instruct USDA to take appro-
priate measures to assure producers of
beef, pork, poultry, and dairy products
reasonable profit margins over the next
several months—when the cost-price
squeeze will be the greatest—to insure
that breeding stocks of these animals
are not reduced. For instance, one way
that the Department might accomplish
this objective would be to make differ-
ential payments to these producers over
the next several months sufficient to in-
sure reasonable profit margins. In return
for such payments producers of these
animal and pouliry animals would have
to show evidence of mainfaining, if not
expanding their sow, cow, or hen popula-
tions throughout this brief period.

In order for the price ceilings recently
imposed to be effective, there must be
an adequafe supply of animal, poultry,
and dairy products. And I believe the
implementation of my recommendations
will be necessary in order to make them
work effectively.

If the actions or steps that I have
recommended above are either insuffi-
cient or unacceptable with respect to
effectively dealing with the current live-
stock production erisis, then I would
have to reluctantly recommend that
some form of allocation or export con-
trols be imposed on high-protein animal
feedstuffs until we see our way through
the emergency period between now and
harvest time this fall. While I believe
the imposition of export embargoes on
these feedstuffs—even for a brief pe-
riod—would be an extreme move and
should be considered only as a last re-
sort they may mnonetheless have to be
imposed because of the failure of the
administration in the past weeks to take
the actions that should have been taken
to assure U.S. producers of livestock,
poultry and dairy products adequate
supplies of high proteins.

Should export embargoes or controls
be imposed, however, in the absence of
Congress adopting a permanent system
of national reserves of wheat, feed grains
and soybeans this year, then I believe
foreign buyers of U.S. farm products
will feel most uncertain about fufure
stability of supplies available from the
United States.

It is for this and the other reasons
that I alluded to earlier that Senator
Mownpare and I are introducing a bill
today to establish a system of what we
call “Consumer and Marketing Re-
serves.” This bill is very similar in lan-
guage to the amendment I offered last
week to the farm bill concerning the es-
tablishment of such reserves.

My bill would require that a total na-
tional reserve of 600 milion bushels of
wheat, 150 million bushels of soy-
beans and 40 million tons of feed grains
be established. Most of these supplies
could be held by farmers under the com-
modity price support loan programs and
by the private trade. The ability of
farmers to hold larger amounts of these
commodities for this purpose would be
made possible under my bill by their being
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able—at their option—to extend their
government commodity loan for an ad-

_ditional 2-year period beyond the cur-
rently authorized 1-year loan period. The
only condition placed upon such 2 year
extensions would be that the Secretary
of Agriculture could call in, or terminate,
such extended loans any time the Secre-
tary determines that projected carryover
stocks for any year were likely to drop
below the total reserve levels specified in
my bill.

Now, how does this hill provide for the
accumulation of these needed total re-
serve levels? Any time when total reserve
levels specified in the bill are below those
levels, the Government would be required
to purchase sufficient supplies to achieve
those levels, but could only do so when
the market prices for the commodities
involved fall to a level of 125 percent of
prevailing loan rates.

This would mean in the case of wheat
that any time total reserves fall below 600
million bushels, and when—and only
when—wheat market prices fall to $1.56
per bushel—125 percent of the loan rate
for wheat, which is now $1.25 per
bushel—the Government would be re-
quired to purchase whatever it could at
that price level—$1.56—to bring total re-
serves up to the 600 million bushel mark.

In the case of feed grains—using corn
as the base—the Government—CCC—
would be required to buy corn to achieve
total reserve levels specified in the bill
at $1.31 per bushel.

In the case of soybeans, the Govern-
ment would be required to purchase at
$2.81 per bushel sufficient beans to meet
total reserve levels specified in the bill.

The Government would be required to
purchase for these reserve purposes only
when stocks are below the levels speci-
fied in the bill and only when market
prices applicable to them drop to 125
percent of loan rates.

The likelihood is that it would take
several years to achieve those total re-
serve levels.

Given the fact that the total “carry-
in” level of stocks of wheat, feed grains,
and soybeans are now below the total re-
serve soybeans specified in my bill, the
Government would be required to do
some limited amount of purchasing of
these commodities beginning this year,
that is, should market prices for these
commodities drop to 125 percent of loan
rates anytime during the coming year.

Assuming that market prices were to
drop to such levels, which conceivably
could occur at or shortly following har-
vest this year, the maximum amounts
that the Government could acquire under
my bill—given stocks now on hand—
would be 167 million bushels of wheat, 3
million tons of feed grains, and 150 mil-
lion bushels of soybeans. These amounts,
when added to current “carry-in" stocks
would bring total reserve levels up to
those specified in my bill. However, the
likelihood of market prices dropping to
or remaining at 125 percent of loan
rates long enough to acquire all of these
stocks during just the next year is most
unlikely.

As to the conditions and prices at
which such Government-held stocks
could be sold, I would like to point out the
following:
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First. Under my bill, Government-held
stocks could be sold only at Government
established prices for wheat—$2.28 per
bushel, specified in S. 1888—and feed
grains—$1.53 per bushel for corn speci-
fied in S. 1888—and $3.38 per bushel for
soybeans—150 percent of cwrrent $2.25
per bushel rate—when total carryover
stocks of these commodities are esti-
mated to fall to or below those total re-
serve levels specified in my bill or when-
ever the Government’s own holding of
them are estimated to be less than one-
third of total reserve levels specified in
my bill.

Second. total

Whenever carryover

Total reserve
level required
(million)

Current earry-in

Commody supply (million)
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stocks of these commodities are esti-
mated to be “in excess” of those total
reserve levels specified in my bill, the
Government could sell stocks it has on
hand at 115 percent of prevailing loan
rates for such commodities. However,
anytime total carryover supply of any of
these three commodities is estimated to
fall to or below those levels specified in
my bill, the government could not sell
for anything less than the Government
established prices for wheat and feed
grains and 150 percent in the case of
soybeans.

Let us examine the costs and benefits
of such a reserve system. First, I wish
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to call your attention to a table I have
prepared which takes the current supply
situation and illustrates how my bill
would operate, the amounts of wheat,
feed grains, and soybeans the Govern-
ment would now be required to purchase,
the purchase sale prices relating thereto;
and, what the net expenditure—or in-
come—the Government would experience
as a result of such a program. I ask
unanimous consent to have that table
printed at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Total
Government
purchase cost
(million)

Purchase price
(125 percent of
loan rate) (per

bushel)

Shortfall
(million)

Minimum CCC
selling price

Total amount Government
received by U.S. storage,
Government if it _handling, and !
sold shortfall interest charges
(miflion) in  (l-year bams;
succeeding year (million

Net Goverament
gain (4) or loss
(—)1 (million)

433

Wheat (bushel)...
; () 437

Feed Grains 4 (ton)
Soybeans (bushel)

§1. 56
451,31
52,81

3260
4141
421

600
440
150

167
i3
150

SO P STl PR

$50.1
432.4
45.0

127.5

§38
1175
507

" 1,05

52,28
541,63

i Computed on the basis of an average total cost of 30 cents per bushel.
# Equals 150 percent of current soybean loan rate (which is currently $2.25 per bushel).

4 Guaranteed target price established in S. 1888 as passed by the Senate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
that the table, in my judgment, is very
self-explanatory, I merely wish to call
your attention to the last column which
1s headed “Net Government Gain () or
Loss (—).” You will note that the sale of
those stocks acquired by the Govern-
ment under the purchase and sale condi-
tions spelled out in my bill—based upon
1 year in storage—would net the Federal
Government $103.5 million in income.

As to the additional storage costs that
would be incurred for carrying these
stocks beyond 1 year, I merely would
point out that established prices for
wheat and feed grains would very likely
be increased in subsequent years—due to
the cost of production adjustment feature
provided in S. 1888—which would result
in an even higher CCC release price for
these reserve stocks, than would now bhe
applicable. Such increased release prices
would likely offsef most annual storage
costs thereafter, in my judgment,

In short, Mr. President, my bill would
be good for the grain farmer, good for the
beef, hog, poultry and dairy producer,
good for the consumer, and yes, even good
for the Government and taxpayer. Fur-
thermore, having such a reserve system
would avoid our having to periodically
consider imposition of “export” embar-
goes on such produets, which could prove
very damaging to our Nation in world
commerce.

Mr. President, I have outlined here
today two major problems now facing
our Nation. One, the problem with which
we are now faced concerning expected
cutbacks in production of meat, and poul-
try products over the next several months
due to the shortages of high protein feed-
stuffs complicated by retail price ceilings
on food. Unfortunately, President Nixon’s
announcement yesterday will result, in
my judgment, in worsening—not alle-
viating this situation.

Two, the problem created by this
administration and Congress, in not pro-

viding for the maintenance of a continu-
ous anc adequate reserve supply of
wheat, feed grains, and soybeans to pro-
tect both the farmer and consumer
against the effects of both surpluses and
shortages.

I call on both the President and the
Congress to address themselves forth-
rightly to resolving both these problems—
and immediately.

I call the President's attention to the
five specific suggestions that I made
earlier in these remarks regarding the
immediate short-term crisis we are faced
with relating to expected shortages of
meat and poultry products. And, I urge
both the President and the Congress to
support immediate adoption of my “con-
sumer and marketing reserves” legisla-
tion which I am introducing here today
on behalf of myself and Senator MONDALE
to insure against a repeat of the current
crisis in future years.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have my bill concerning this
matter printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

8. 2005

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Agricultural Act of 1970 is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof a new title as follows:
“TITLE XI—CONSUMER AND MAREKETING

RESERVES

“SEc, 1101. (a) Effective only with respect
to the 1874 through 1978 crops of wheat, corn,
grain sorghum, barley, oats, rye, and soy-
beans, the third sentence of section 407 of
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended,
is amended by striking out the third proviso
(relating to the minimum price at which
certain grains in the stocks of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation may be sold) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘And
provided further, That the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not sell any of its stocks
of wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, oats,

4 While several commodities are involved, corn is used in this instance to simplify computalions
required (corn, of course being the highest priced of all feed grains).

or rye, respectively, at less than the so-called
established price applicable by law to the
crop of any such commodity, or any of its
stocks of soybeans at less than 150 per cen-
tum of the current national average loan
rate for such commeodity, adjusted (in the
case of all such commodities) for such cur-
rent market differentials reflecting grade,
quality, location, and other value factors as
the Secretary determines appropriate, if the
Secretary determines that the sale of such
commodity will (1) cause the total estimated
carryover of such commodity at the end
of the current crop year for such commodity
to fall below six hundred million bushels
in the case of wheat, forty million tons in
the case of corn, grain sorghum, barley, oats,
and rye, or one hundred and fifty million
bushels in the case of soybeans, or (2) re-
duce the Corporation's stocks of such com-
modity below two hundred million bushels in
the case of wheat, fifteen million tons in the
case of corn, grain sorghum, barley, oats, and
rye, or fifty milllon bushels in the case of
Boybeans; and in no event may the Corpo-
ration sell any of its stocks of any such
commodity at less than 115 per centum of
the current national average loan rate for
the commodity, adjusted for such current
market differentials reflecting grade, quality,
location, and other value factors as the Sec-
retary determines appropriate plus reason-
able carrying charges’ when the total esti-
mated carryover of any such commodity
is in excess of that specified in this Act.
“(b) Section 407 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: ‘In any year in which the Sec-
retary estimates that the carry-in of stocks
of wheat will be less than six hundred mil-
lion bushels, the carryover stocks of feed
grains will be less than forty million tons,
or the carryover stocks of soybeans will be
less than one hundred and fifty million
bushels, the Secretary is authorized and di-
rected, at any time that the market price falls
to 125 per centum of the announced nonre-
course loan level for the commodity con-
cerned, to purchase a quantity of such com-
modity si¥fficient to bring the total reserve
stocks of the commodity to six hundred mil-
llon bushels in the case of wheat, forty mil-
lion tons in the case of feed grains, and one
hundred and fifty million bushels in the case
of soybeans. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the price support loan on any
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quantity of wheat, feed grains, or soybeans
stored under seal on the farm or in private
commercial facilities shall be extended, at the
option of the producer, for a period of two
years with the condition that any such loan
may be called In at any time by the Secre-
tary prior to the expiration of the two-year
period if the Secretary determines that the
projected carryover stocks of the commodity
concerned for the current year will drop
below six hundred million bushels in the case
of wheat, forty million tons in the case of
feed grains, or one hundred and fifty million
bushels in the case of soybeans. As used in
the two preceding sentences, the term ‘feed
grains’ means corn, grain sorghum, barley,
oats, and rye.”

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point another news
article which appeared in today’s Wall
Street Journal which reflects farm and
food industry concerns voiced about Mr.
Nixon’s recent actions and a copy of a
news release I issued today highlighiing
some of my own personal conversations
with respect to the current food shortage
situation.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

FARMERS AND Foob MEN BELIEVE NEW

CONTROLS COULD BRING SHORTAGES

The sagriculture and food Industries don't
like Phase 815.

That is the general reaction emerging from
a Wall Street Journal survey yesterday of
farmers, agricultural economists, food-
processing executives, retailers and others in
the politically-sensitive business of supply-
ing food to the nation's consumers.

Some of them think the price freeze could
result in lower production of some foods—
meat and eggs for example—and, in some
places, bring shortages of such items as flour
for bakeries and fresh vegetables in super-
markets.

In his speech Wednesday night, President
Nixon went further than he said he ever
would in extending price cellings to raw farm
products. Under the new rules, wholesale
and retail prices can't go higher than their
highest point in the June 1-8 base period,
and prices of such raw products as eggs, let-
tuce and other foods that are edible in their
unprocessed states would be controlled after
the first sale by farmers.

In addition, the President asked Congress
for authority to curtail exports of commodi-
tles and foodstuffs if necessary to hold down
prices of domestic supplies.

“WILL ONLY AGGRAVATE PROBLEM"

George Doup, president of the Indiana
Farm Bureau, part of the glant American
Farm Bureau Federation, calls the new pro-
gram “a stopgap measure” that, In the long
run, “will only eggravate the problem and
certainly not solve it."”

President Nixon, Mr. Doup says, “proposed
things that he knows won't work,”

One effect of the new rules “may be the
disappearance of eggs from the grocery shelf,”
predicts Dale F. Butz, director of the com-
modities division of the Illinols Farm Bureau
and a brother of Agriculture Secretary Earl
Butz, Dale Butz says farmers were counting
on egg prices rising to &1 dozen this year, The
ceiling price is about 60 cents a dozen, he
eays, “and egg producers can't make a profit
at that price.”

Nell Boomsma, a partner in & family-owned
egg concern in Pella, Towa, agrees, Depend-
ing on the celling price for lvestock feed
that is finally settled on, he says his opera-
tion could possibly lose two cents a dozen or
maybe make only a small profit in the next 60
days. Mr. Boomsma thinks that flocks past
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their prime could be culled sooner as & result
of the new controls, which “could create &
shorter supply situation at the end of the 60-
day period.”

FARM LEVEL IMPACT

Clarence Adamy, president of the National
Association of Food Chains, says that super-
markets forced to pay profit-eroding prices
for fresh fruits and vegetables during the
freeze period simply won't stock many of
these items. He says that from 25 to 50 meat
items have been dropped from supermarkets
since price ceilings on beef, pork, lamb and
veal were instituted in April. Those ceilings
remain in effect under the new controls.

Charles J. Carey, president of the National
Canners Association, says the controls may
reduce supplies of canned food products.
“The 1973 packing season for major food
products is just starting,” he says, “but there
Is imminent danger that canners may not be
able to afford to purchase the raw agricul-
tural products for which they haven't al-
ready contracted. This would be exactly con-
trary to the President’s twin goals of increas-
ing food supplies and curbing inflation.”

In his speech, President Nixon made a point
of saying that food prices weren't to be con-
trolied at the farm level, but the food indus-
try isn't buying that line,

“Who does the government think it’s kid-
ding?” asks Roy Keppy, a hog farmer in Dav-
enport, ITowa. “A freeze from the end product
back to just short of the farm driveway ef-
fectively freezes prices on the farm, too."

“There's simply no way a food processor
for very long can pay a price to a farmer
that's higher than what he can recover in
the marketplace,” says John Butterbrodt,
president of Associated Milk Producers Inc.,
which represents some 40,000 Midwest dairy
farmers. “When such situations occur, either
one or both of two things will happen and
neither is good for the consumer in the long
run, There'll be shortages at the ceiling prices
and black-market conditions.”

HAD SCHEDULED INCREASE

Earlier this week, Associated Milk Produc-
ers announced price Increases of four cents
to six cents a gallon, effective July 1. The
new rules prevent the higher prices from
being imposed and also require prices that
have moved higher in recent days to be rolled
back to their June 1-8 levels. Several super-
markets were doing just that yesterday on
some 200 items.

“We're going to get clobbered,” one super-
market executive says. Adds Mr. Adamy of
the food-chain trade group, “We've already
suffered a sharp decline in profits, and now
we'll face bankruptecies.”

Most food-industry executives complain
that the 60-day freeze will be costly. “It is
clear that one result will be continued pres-
sure on our earnings—and those of the food
industry generally—since the freeze applies
to prices but not to many of our costs,” says
C. W. Cook, chairman and chief executive
officer of General Foods Corp. Chief among
the unregulated costs are wages and interest
rates, both of which are important considéra-
tions throughout the agriculture and food
industries.

Leonard Voss, an agricultural economist at
the University of Missourl, says processors
may squeeze thelr profits by paying farmers
as much as they ean if supplies are short,
just to keep their production lines rolling
and thereby help offset fixed costs. But others
warn that processors squeezed by rising raw
agricultural prices and the new ceilings
might slow or suspend production, causing
a chain reaction of shortages.

*“What do you suppose would happen If
wheat prices would keep rising?" asks one
executive. "“"Millers could start cutting down
on the flour they produce, or suspend pro-
duction altogether, and that would close
down some bakeries pretty fast.”
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Two elements of the new controls work
against such a possibility, however, First, the
June 1-8 base period fixes ceilings for many
foodstufls at record or mnear-record levels,
which possibly leaves some margin for in-
creases In prices of raw agricultural products
from which they are derived.

Second, the President's request for author-
ity to control exports is designed to dampen
the strong foreign demand that has helped
push prices of many commodities sharply
higher in recent weeks. This move to limit
exports was in fact, the single bright spot
in the new control program for many food-
industry executives,

“The government could open the export
spigot or close it as needed,” says R. H. Uhl-
mann, president of Standard Milling Co. in
Kansas Clty. “If domestic prices rise too fast,
they could allow less exports, and if prices
drop they could allow more. I think that's a
wonderful way of handling it.”

But farmers, who were prodded by the gov-
ernment to increase production this year in
part to satisfly increased foreign demand,
don't think curtailing exports is so wonderful.

“Farmers are pleased with the high prices"”
caused partly by foreign demand, but “now
the President wants more authority to cur-
tail that demand,” grumbles Harold B. Steele,
president of the Illinois Farm Bureau. "Farm-
ers will be watching what he does with that
authority very carefully. The farmer's con-
fusion, frustration and caution are greater
than ever.”

That view is echoed by Phillip Bradshaw,
president of the Illinols Hog Producers Asso-
ciation: "Farmers will hold down some costs
by the President’'s freeze order, but there
isn’t any incentive to expand production un-
less feed costs come down, and I don't see
anything that is golng to bring feed costs
down by very much.”

He repeated his prediction that pork pro-
duction this year would increase by only 2%
to 3% instead of by 10% or more as was ex-
pected earlier.

To some observers, the new price controls
ultimately will have less eflect on food prices
than the weather and other factors affecting
farmoutput. Ben Raskin, a speculator at the
Chicago Board of Trade, the world’s largest
commodity futures market, says “it's the fate
of this year’s crops, and not price freezes and
export controls, that in the end will tell the
tale.”

PossisrLE Foop SHORTAGE THREATENS Nrow
EcowoMic Poricies, HUMPHREY Bays

Wasnmeron, D.C., June 16.—Senator Hu-
bert H. Humphrey today that Presi-
dent Nison's prescription for the nation's
current economic crisis may worsen—not les-
sen that crisis—unless there is immediate ac-
tion to expand food production, particularly
animal and poultry products.

In a statement prepared for delivery on the
Senate floor, Humphrey outlined five steps
to insure an adequate supply of animal prod-
ucts for consumers later this year.

“Our nation will experience a critical short-
age of protein meals and urea for livestock
and poultry feeding operations until the 1973
crops are harvested,” he said.

“The margin of profit for farmers is cur-
rently so unattractive, due to skyrocketing
prices for animal feedstuffs—particularly
protein imeals, that beef, poultry, hog and
dairy producers are now reducing their cattle,
hen, sow and cow numbers,

“This will result by the end of the year
in shortages of these animal products which
in turn either will require rationing or en-
courage black marketing of these products.

“The Congress should asssesa the need
for export restrictions on certain agricultural
commodities. But I recommend prompt ac-
tion to secure voluntary agreements with our
regular foreign customers to provide them
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with an equitable share of the limited sup-
ply of animal protein feeds. However, the
first call on these feed grains and protein
must be reserved for our domestic needs.

“1o avold a repeat of the current crisis
in future years, both the President and the
Congress should support the adoption of my
Consumer and Marketing Reserve legislation
to provide adequate reserve stocks of wheat,
feed grains and, in particular, soybeans.

“To meet the needs of animal products
for consumers later this year I suggest that
the President take the following actions:

(1) Call a national conference of oilseed
crushers and feed mixers to determine neces-
sary plans for coping with unexpected short-
ages of meal for crushing and movement of
new crop soybeans to crushers at harvest
time.

Conduct an immediate survey of available
supplies of oilseeds, protein meals and urea
to determine whether any supplies are being
held by individual concerns in excess of their
own needs, or by foreign buyers, that could
be diverted to the more critical shortage
areas between now and harvest time.

(2) Direct the Agricultual Extension Serv-
ice to launch an immediate information
and education program designed to encour-
age Increased production of livestock and
poultry products and to advise feeders how
to reduce levels of protein in their feed ra-
tions between now and harvest time.

(8) Request the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to give top natlonal priority regard-
ing the availability of rail cars to shippers
moving soybeans, wheat and feed grains to
U. 8. livestock, pouliry, dairy producers and
flour mills.

(4) Suspend for 90 days load weights on
interstate highways for trucks moving soy-
beans, wheat and feed grains to U. 8. live-
stock, poultry, dairy producers and millers.

{6) Instruct the U. S. Department of Agri-
culture to take appropriate measures to as-
sure producers of beef, pork, poultry and
dairy products reasonable profit margins over
the next several months when the cost price
squeeze will be the greatest.

“In order for the price ceilings to be ef-
fTective, there must be an adequate supply
of animal, poultry and dairy products. Thus,
the implementation of my recommendations
is necessary to make the Administration’s

program work.”

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself, Mr.
SyMINGTON, and Mr. EAGLETON) :

8. 2006. A bill to designate the Veter-
ans’ Administration hospital in Columbia,
Mo., as the Harry S. Truman Memorial
Veterans’ Hospital, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs,

HARRY S. TRUMAN MEMORIAL VETERANS
HOSPITAL

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, today I
introduce legislation to designate the
Veterans’ Administration hospital at Co-
lumbia, Mo., as the “Harry 8. Truman
Memorial Veterans’ Hospital.” Enact-
ment of this measure would represent
only the fifth time that Congress has seen
fit to name a Veterans’ Administration
medical facility in memory of an individ-
ual. Harry S. Truman, however, was &
rare and great American. His memory de-
serves this honor not only because Mr,
Truman served during World War I as
a courageous and respected artillery cap-
tain in France, but because, as President,
he was one of the greatest friends his
fellow veterans ever had.

Harry 8. Truman'’s Presidency is noted
for the enormous change in the direction
of world affairs represented by the end
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of World War II, the reconstruction of
Western Europe and Japan, and the be-
ginning of the Korean conflict. It is im-
portant to remember, however, that in
spite of the pressures of foreign afiairs,
President Truman did not forget our
former fighting men and their loved ones.
President Truman did not make great
speeches in praise of American veterans
and then allow the bureaucrats in his ad-
ministration to cut their benefits. Presi-
dent Truman, to the contrary, was re-
sponsible for the implementation and de-
velopment of the comprehensive system
of benefits and services that has assisted
the veterans and survivors of three major
wars. The veterans of those wars who
went to college on the GI bill, who bought
a house with a GI loan, who enjoyed im-
proved health care following the estab-
lishment of the Veterans’ Administration
Department of Medicine and Surgery in
1946, owe a special debt to President Tru-
man. The survivors of those wars whose
death compensation and pension rates
were increased are also indebted to him.,

It is in recognition of this special debf
that the Senate Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, which I am privileged to chair,
wishes to honor Mr, Truman’s memory
by naming the excellent Veterans’ Ad-
ministration hospital at Columbia, Mo.
after him.

The hospital at Columbia is one of four
in Mr. Truman’s home State, and one of
the newest in the Nation. Built in 1971,
it is a general hospital with 464 operating
beds, of which 58 are for nursing care
and 120 are for neuropsychiatric use,
It is affiliated with the University of Mis-
souri and its schools of medicine and
nursing, permitting excellent sharing
agreements in pathology, radiology, and
other hospital programs. It is a facility
that would please the man who, as Presi-
dent of the United States, said:

‘The chief responsibility of the Government
is to glve medical care to veterans who have
been injured in the service, to assist them
to assume their place in society as productive
and self-reliant citizens, and to give neces-
sary ald to the families of veterans deceased
or injured from service causes. We should
also provide other demobilized servicemen
with timely readjustment assistance on a
sound basis.

The first chairman of the Committee
on World War Veteran Legislation, Royal
C. Johnson, President Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, SBam Rayburn, and Audie L.
Murphy are the four great Americans
whose memory has been honored by
naming a veterans’ medical facility after
them.

I believe it fitting to add the name of
Harry 8. Truman to this select list. As
President, Mr. Truman faced some of
the most difficult decisions in the history
of the world. He accepted the burden of
responsibility for the fate of a nation,
and perhaps the entire world, without
ever forgetting the needs of America's
veterans, their dependents, and survivors.
Mr. President, I submit that we will
not forget him.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill as intro-
duced be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the text of
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the bill was ordered to be prinied in the
Recorp, as follows:
. 2006

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
o] Representatives of the United States of
America ir. Congress assembled, That the
Veterans' Administration hospital at Co-
lumbia, Missouri, shall hereafter be known
and redesignated as the Harry S. Truman
Memorial Veterans' Hospital. Any reference
to suek hospital in any law, regulation, doc-
ument, record, or other paper of the United
States shall be deemed a reference to it as
the Harry 8. Truman Memorial Veterans'
Hospital.

Sec. 2. The Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs is authorized to provide such memorial
at the above-named hospital as he may
deem suitable to preserve the remembrance
of the late Harry S. Trumsan.

By Mr. TALMADGE:

S.J. Res. 122. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to
allow voluntary prayer or meditation.
Referred to the Committee omn the
Judiciary.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I am
honored to have this opportunity to join
my colleagues in rededicating n.yself to
the fight to restore to America’s children
the right to engage in voluntary prayer
and Bible reading in public schools.

I do so in the knowledge that this once
again puts me on a side opposite to the
U.S. Supreme Court. It should not come
as a secret to anyone that this is a posi-
tion in which I have found myself with
increasing frequency in the past decade
or s0.

I have indeed had my differences with
the Court in the pasi. So have a good
many Members of the Senate. So, in my
Jjudgment, have an overwhelming major-
ity of the American people—a majority
that has been ignored while the Court
bent its will and twisted the Constitution
in favor of a minority.

Several weeks ago, on the introduction
of legislation to set forth certain require-
ments for service as a justice of the Su-
preme Court, I called the Court “a de-
structive nuisance.” I know of no better
example of this than the Court’s 1962 and
1963 rulings against voluntary, nonde-
nominational prayer and Bible reading in
public schools. In these cases, the Su-
preme Court destroyed a part of the re-
ligious freedom of the majority in order
to appease the nonreligious minority.

This may have been considered a great
victory by libertarians. But, it produced
in the United States a situation that I
find incomprehensible. On the one hand,
in the interest of free speech and dissent,
unruly young people can shout four-
letter obscenities and fill the football
stadium in the Nation's Capital with
marihuana smoke and yet, on the other
hand, children are forbidden to seek Di-
vine guidance in the classroom.

The first amendment to the Constitu-
tion is so clear that any fourth-grade
pupil can understand it. It states simply
that—

Congress shall make no law respecting
the establishment of religion, or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof ...

In none of the prayer and Bible-read-

ing cases ruled upon by the Supreme
Court had Congress made any law estab-
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lishing or supporting any religion. Nor
did the legislature of any State. Nor has
there been any State action compelling
children to pray or listen to the Bible
against their wills.

I submit that the utterance of a volun-
tary, nondenominational prayer or the
reading of the Bible, by those who wish
to do so, in no way violates the Constitu-
tion or the principle of separation of
church and state.

But, the Court has itself abused the
Constitution by prohibiting the “free
exercise” of religion that is guaranteed in
the first amendment. I have spoken on
this issue many times, and my views are
well known. Justice Potter Stewart, who
dissented in the New York prayer case,
summed up the law and the feelings of a
majority of Americans when he wrote:

I cannot see how an “officlal religion" is
established by letting those who want to say
& prayer say it. On the contrary, I think that
to deny the wish of these school children in
reciting this prayer is to deny them the
opportunity of sharing in the spiritual herit-
age of our nation.

The Supreme Court itself is opened
by prayer. The Senate of the United
States is opened by prayer. The House of
Representatives is opened by prayer. If
seeking divine guidance is good enough
for Supreme Court Justices, Senators,
and Congressmen, and the good Lord
knows we need all the help we can get
these days, then I hold that there is a
place for prayer and Bible reading among
the school children of our Nation.

In short, we can all agree that the Con-
stitution prohibits the Government from
embracing any religion or from giving
advantage to one religion over another.
But, there is nothing that requires the
Government to be hostile to religion.

In the past, I have introduced and
supported constitutional amendments to
restore the free exercise of religion to all
Americans. I take this opportunity today
to do so again. I know of no better way
to rededicate myself to this high and
worthy purpose.

I now introduce a joint resolution to
amend the Constitution of the United
States to allow voluntary prayer or
meditation, and ask unanimous consent
that the extent of the joint resolution be
printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution ordered to be printed in the
RECoRD, as follows:

S.J. Res, 122

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, nothing contained in
this Constitution shall abridge the right of
persons lawfully assembled, in any public
building which is supported in whole or in
part through the expenditure of publie
funds, to participate in voluntary prayer or
meditation.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILLS

8. 1125

At the request of Mr. HucHEs, the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. BUrRDICK)
was added as a cosponsor of 8. 1125, to
amend the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse
and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment,
and Rehabilitation Act and other related
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acts to concentrate the resources of the
Nation against the problems of alcohol
abuse and alcoholism.,

8. 1977

At the request of M:. KEnNNEDY, the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK)
and the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
STAFFORD), were added as cosponsors of
8. 1977, the National Science Founda-
tion Authorization Act of 1973.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A
RESOLUTION

SENATE RESOLUTION 67

At the request of Mr. Kennepy, the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) was
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu-
tion 67, calling on the President to pro-
mote negotiations for a comprehensive
test ban treaty.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 1980

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Production and Sta-
bilization of the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs will hold
public hearings on S. 1980, a bill to
amend the Defense Production Act of
1950, on Thursday and Friday, June 28
and 29, 1973, at 10 a.m,, in room 5302,
Dirksen Senate Office Building.

All persons wishing to testify should
contact Mr. Gerald Y. Allen, room 5300,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, telephone
225-T391.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON ENERGY
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the
Senate Interior Committee will hold
hearings on legislation to establish a
comprehensive national energy research
and development program on Thursday
and Friday, June 21 and 22, and Wed-
nesday, July 11, 1973. These hearings
will focus on the provisions of S. 1283,
the National Energy Research and De-
velopment Policy Act of 1973, introduced
on March 19, 1973, by myself and cospon-
sored by 27 other Senators.

Given the critical role of energy in our
society, there is need for a more aggres-
sive Federal strategy for the develop-
ment and commercial demonstration of
nonnuclear energy technologies. Signifi-
cant advances are called for to expand
supply, through secondary and tertiary
recovery of oil or the gasification of coal;
to reduce demand, through more efficient
conversion and utilization of energy sup-
plies; and to reduce environmental dam-
age caused by energy extraction, conver-
sion and use, through fuel cleaning and
stack-gas scrubbing of sulfur oxides.

Without question a greater Federal
effort is required on nonnuclear options.
Fossil fuel technologies appear to offer
significant near-term payoffs, while non-
conventional energy sources hold prom-
ise for long-term payoffs. The princi-
pal issue is not whether Federal support
of this effort is needed, but the form that
will be most effective in assuring indus-
try's expertise is brought to bear on this
problem.

Invited witnesses include:
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Thursday, June 21:

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, president, Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology.

The Honorable Joseph C. Swidler, chair-
man, New York State Public SBervice Com-
mission.

Dr. Chauncey Starr, president, School of
Engineering and Applied Sclence, University
of California.

Mr. John F. O'Leary, Director of Licensing,
Atomic Energy Commission.

Friday, June 22:

Mr. Charles DI Bona, Special Consultant
to the President.

Dr. H. Guyford Stever, Director, National
Seience Foundation.

The Honorable John N, Nassikas, Chair-
man, Federal Power Commission,

The Honorable Dixy Lee Ray, Chairman,
Atomic Energy Commission.

Witnesses for July 11, 1973, will be
announced at a subsequent time.

These hearings, which are being held
as part of the National Fuels and Energy
Policy Study (S. Res. 45, 92d Congress),
will begin ut 9:30 am., in room 3110 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building, with
afternoon sessions beginning at 2 p.m.
Individuals desiring to file statements
for the record are requested to transmit
them, in 10 copies, to the committee by
July 20, 1973.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

RESTORATION OF PRAYERS 1IN
SCHOOLS IS A RIGHT—AND
SHOULD NOT BE FURTHER DE-
LAYED

Mr, HELMS. Mr. President, it is with
a profound sense of the importance of
the issue that I join in observing this
day of rededication. Today we renew
our dedication to the cause of restoring
to all Americans a precious right that
has been foolishly and arrogantly taken
from us. I am referring to the right to
participate in prayer in public schools
and public buildings.

Today we mark an anniversary, a mel-
ancholy anniversary. It is the 10th anni-
versary of the misguided Supreme Court
decision banning prayer in public schools
and buildings. Today we mark this an-
niversary by rededicating ourselves to
the task of correcting the wrong inflicted
by that decision.

I believe that decision was based on a
mistaken reading of the Constitution,
and that many people are mistaken
about what we are trying to do in cor-
recting that decision.

Some people who support the original
Court decision, and who oppose our ef-
fort to correct it, misunderstand our in-
tentions. I have heard it said that the
Court decision protects people from
being “forced” to pray, and that we who
oppose the decision actually want to
force people to pray. Nothing could be
further from the truth. We only want to
restore the right to pray so that any-
one who wants to exercise that right may
do so. That is, we are only trying to pro-
tect—for all Americans, of all faiths—
the right to what the Constitution calls
“the free exercise” of religion.

The first amendment has been wrong-
1y construed to ban public prayer. I firm-
Iy believe that a correct reading of the
first amendment should emphasize two
points.
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First, the amendment says that “Con-
gress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion.” The crucial
word here is “establishment.” The
Founding Fathers wanted to prevent
anyone from using the power of the
Government to give any religion an
nfficial, preferred status. That is, in the
first part of the first amendment the
Bill of Rights declares that the Govern-
ment must be neutral in treating all
religions alike. But this was never in-
tended to mean that the Government
must actively disassociate itself from
the worship of God.

The second half of the first amend-
ment’s language regarding religion says
that there shall be no law “prohibiting
the free exercise of religion.” This second
half of the first amendment indicates
that the Government’s oblication to be
neutral between religions does not oblige
the Government to be indifferent to the
practice of religion. And it certainly
does not justify the Court decision that
has had the effect of making the Govern-
ment an impediment to the practice of
religion.

The Court’s decision against prayer is
especially silly and destructive, because
it falls heaviest on children. That is, the
principal effect of the decision, the most
far-reaching effect of the decision, has
been to banish the worship of God from
schools.

Consider how silly that is.

When Americans pledge allegiance to
the flag, they pledge allegiance to our
Republic, “under God.” That is, our
pledge of allegiance acknowledges the
fact—that it is a fact—that we are a
republic of religious people. Ours is a
nation of immigrants and our people
represent all the great faiths of man-
kind. But, united in toleration of our
religious differences, we are also united
in our common religious spirit.

When the U.S. Senate convenes each
day we begin with a prayer. This prac-
tice acknowledges the fact—and it is a
fact—that we who make laws must begin
by acknowledging our dependence on
the God whose moral law binds us all.

When the Supreme Court itself begins
its public sessions the name and blessings
of God are invoked. This acknowledges
the fact—and it is a fact—that judges
must seek guidance from the Judge of us
all

We in the Congress, like the Justices of
the Supreme Court, are required to pro-
tect the precious and inalienable rights
of the American people. And what does
our Declaration of Independence say
about these rights? It says that we are
endowed by our Creator with eertain
inalienable rights.

These are just a few of the examples
of the public reverence for God that
permeates our Nation. Today, on this
day of rededication, we are reaffirming
the wisdom of such public reverence. We
are pledeing to correct a relatively re-
cent decision that represented a sharp
departure from American tradition.

This is the point that needs empha-
sizing.

We want only to restore to Americans,
and especially to young Americans, the
right to pray in public schools and build-
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ings. We are seeking to restore a tradi-
tional right. It was the Court, which
struck down this right, that departed
from the settled practices of centuries.

The lesson is clear.

Those who believe public prayer is con-
trary to the letter of the Constitution
simply do not know how to read the Con-
stitution.

Those who believe public prayer is con-
trary to the spirit of the Constitution
simply do not understand what the
Founding Fathers understood—that free-
dom under man’s laws presupposes rev-
erence for the laws of God.

Those who believe public prayer in-
volves forcing people to do something
simply do not understand the issue,

Those who believe public prayer is
somehow contrary to the proper spirit
of religion do not agree with the vast
majority of American clergymen, of all
faiths, who oppose the ban on public
prayer.

Those who think public prayer is some-
how harmful to those—be they children
or adults—who participate, have not
produced a shred of evidence of this
harm, and they are ignoring the evidence
of history. After all, America was built
by, and achieved greatness through,
men and women who feared God and
worshipped Him. They considered it
proper and even essential to profess their
worship in prayer on public occasions.

This, then, is what this day of rededi-
cation is all about. It is about correcting
a 10-year old Court decision that fiies in
the face of hundreds of years of Ameri-
can tradition.

This day of rededication is about re-
storing a right to all Americans. If has
nothing to do with depriving anyone of
any right.

This day of rededication is about re-
affirming the principles of reverence for
God that are basic to our God-fearing
Republic.

I am sure that the cause to which we
rededicate ourselves today will be
crowned with success. I am sure that our
cause represents the deepest desires of
the American people.

As has been said, on Earth, God's work
must truly be our own. So I say: Let us
get on with the business of restoring to
Americans their traditional right to pub-
lic prayer.

SCHOOL PRAYERS

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 10
years ago, the Supreme Court inflicted a
grave injustice upon all America by ban-
nimg prayers in our public schools. This
decision struck at the roots of the Amer-
ican way of life and the source of our
national character and greatness,

By its refusal to allow little children
to bow their heads in morning prayers,
the Court upset a balanced educational
system that was not only aimed at de-
veloping their minds but also at awaken-
ing their hearts and spirits.

But I am happy to say that the restora-
tion of prayers to the classroom is an is-
sue that has not been allowed to die.
Concerned parents all across the United
States—particuarly in my own State of
Arkansas—have been outspoken on this
issue.
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These parents wish their children to
have the opportunity to recognize and
show their respect and reverence for a
Supreme Being, These parents with their
children to pause and consider their faith
each day as they go about their work in
pursuit of an education.

The celebration of National Rededica-
tion Day this Sunday, June 17, 1973, pro-
vides us with an opportunity to rededi-
cate ourselves to correcting this injustice
that has been imposed upon the Ameri-
can people, This can best be accomplished
by giving approval to the School Prayer
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
The millions of children in the public
schools should have the opportunity to
beigli;l their day with a prayer if they
wish.

In the contemporary climate of un-
rest and permissiveness, I am convinced
that it would be worthwhile for Ameri-
cans to turn their attention to and show-
greater reverence for the higher values
that are present in religion. Allowing
students to voluntarily participate in of-
fering prayers in the schools would great-
ly strengthen moral consciousness and
is the best guarantee of the Nation's fu-
ture greatness.

In conclusion, Mr. President, while I
firmly believe in the separation of church
and state, I do not believe in the separa-
tion of our children from the opportunity
to publicly acknowledge their God by
offering prayers in the publiec schools.

FREEDOM TO PRAY

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, Sun-
day, June 17, will be the 10th anniver-
sary of the Supreme Court decision ban-
ning prayer in our public schools. Re-
grettably, it will also mark the 10th year
that Congress has failed to do anything
to change that decision.

In my travels around Oklahoma, I
have found that this 10-year-old Su-
preme Court decision is still unaccepta-
ble to the majority of our people. They
cannot understand why their elected
leaders have done nothing to change that
decision.

Virtually every American has been
taught from childhood about our reli-
gious heritage. That religious heritage
is a very real and an important part of
our American history. Yet our Supreme
Court has interpreted our Constitution,
particularly the first amendment, so as
to demand sterility of prayer on the
part of public schools.

Our Founding Fathers had no inten-
tion of divorcing prayer from govern-
ment—much less from our children in
their schools. On September 24, 1789, the
very day that Congress passed the first
amendment, they also passed a resolu-
tion calling on the President to proclaim
a national day of thanksgiving and
prayer. The issue of the first amendment
was raised but was rejected. On October
3, 1789, President Washington issued the
Thanksgiving proclamation, and with
two exceptions, every President since has
followed suit. Today, both Houses of
Congress have chaplains, and our Su-
preme Court sessions are opened with
prayer. Our history is replete with ex-
amples of Government leaders recogniz-
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ing and calling for divine guidance. The
first amendment reflects not congres-
sional fear of religion, but the fear of an
established church or state religion.

I strongly believe in our tradition and
constitutional guarantee of separation
of church and state. But separation of
church and state should not prohibit a
class from voluntarily beginning their
day with a simple prayer of thanks.

No child should be forced to partici-
pate in classroom prayer. But at the
same time, no child should be forced not
to participate. We should have the free-
dom to pray or not to pray.

The prayer of a New York kinder-
garten class which the Supreme Court
held repugnant to our Constitution was
as follows:

Thank you for the world so sweet
Thank you for the food we eat
Thank you for the birds that sing
Thank you God, for everything

There is something wrong in America
when our Court forbids that particular
prayer, yvet sanctions all kinds of ob-
scenities under the guise of free speech.

It is important that a prayer amend-
ment be passed in the near future. The
longer we are deprived of a freedom, the
easier it will be to forget the need for
that freedom.

Let us not allow 10 more years to
slip by without a constitutional guar-
antee of our freedom to pray. We must
not allow the least erosion of those liber-
ties which our forebearers fought so
valiantly to obtain.
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PRAYER IN OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, 10
years ago Sunday, June 17, the U.S.
Supreme Court handed down the second
of its two decisions banning voluntary
prayer and Bible reading in the public
schools of our Nation. Since that time
there has been a growing wave of support
for a constitutional amendment to repeal
the Court’s interpretation of the first
amendment and reinstate voluntary
prayer in our public schools and build-
ings.

This year June 17 will be the occasion
of National Rededication Day ceremonies
around the Nation, focusing on the fight
to gain congressional approval of the
school prayer amendments, As sponsor
of Senate Joint Resolution 10 and Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 4, two of the prayer
amendments introduced in the Senate,
I am encouraged by this outflow of sup-
port. The vast majority of Americans
are behind this effort, and Congress
should give speedy approval to the prayer
amendment.

The following statistics on support for
the school prayer amendment are in-
teresting.

In January 1971, Opinion Research,
Inc., of Princeton, N.J., asked the follow-
ing question for the television show “The
Advocates:

Would you favor or oppose a Constitu-

tional Amendment to permit the use of
prayers in public schools?

Eighty percent of those who responded
said they favored school prayer.
Three States have had specific refer-
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endums on the school prayer issue. On
November 3, 1970, Maryland voted 73
percent in favor of school prayer. On
March 14, 1972, Florida voted 79 percent
in favor. And on November 7, 1972, Mas-
sachusetts voted 82 percent in favor.

In addition, in my travels throughout
Pennsylvania I have found that the great
majority of Pennsylvania favor the
restoration of school prayer.

Mr. President, it rests within the power
of the Senate to reverse the Supreme
Court ban on school prayer. Today, on
the 10th anniversary of the Court’s most
recent antiprayer decision, I urge Sen-
ators to join with me in pressing for im-
mediate consideration and approval of
the school prayer amendment.

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp state-
ments by the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr, Bager) and the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. Horrings) on the subject
of prayer in our publie schools.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BAKER

This is an especially significant week for
all Americans involved in the long struggle
to reaffirm the right of voluntary prayer.

This week marks both the tenth anniver-
sary of the United States Supreme Court’s
restrictive ruling on school prayer and the
beginning of a concerted drive to bring the
school prayer amendment to a vote in the
SBenate.

Sunday, June 17, will be observed by sup-
porters of voluntary prayer throughout the
nation as National Rededication Day. This
observance is Intended to underline the com-
mitment of all who support voluntary prayer.

I am happy to join with the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr., Schwelker) and other
sponsors of S.J. Res, 84 in expressing our
concern that the Senate be afforded the
earliest feasible opportunity to vote on the
merits of this proposed prayer amendment.

Since coming to the Senate in 1987, the
prayer amendment has been one of my pri-
mary legislative priorities. The pursuit of
this objective, however, has been particularly
frustrating. The moments of the prayer
amendment's near success on the floor of
both Houses of Congress have been far ex-
ceeded by the years of its lengthy confine-
ment in committee.

When I offered the prayer amendment as
an amendment to the Equal Rights Amend-
ment on October 13, 1970, the amendment
was approved in the Senate by a roll-call
vote of 50-20, a margin of more than two=
thirds of those present and voting.

In the last session of Congress, a similar
voluntary prayer amendment introduced in
the House of Representatives by Congress-
man Chalmers Wylie of Ohio failed by only
a narrow margin to win the two-thirds ma-
jority.

It is apparent that today, ten years after
the Supreme Court decision, a determined
majority of the members of Congress are
ready to rededicate their efforts to achieve
passage of an amendment favoring volun-
tary prayer.

This amendment, however, has yet to be
dealt with conclusively.

Opponents of this legislation have ex-
pressed their concern that the adoption of
any prayer amendment could present a con-
flict with the guarantee of religious freedom
contained in the Bill of Rights.

Their arguments stress the first words of
the First Amendment, “Congress shall make
no law respecting an establishment of reli-
glon.” Less emphasis, however, is usually
placed on the companion clause “or prohib-
iting the free exercise thereof ...”
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The crucial issue with regard to the prayer
amendment, however, is precisely the issue
of free expression of religious belief. The pro-
hibition of an establishment of religion in
the Bill of Rights wisely ensures that no
single religious denomination will gain pre-
eminence as the nation’s established church.

The framers of the Constitution and the
Bill of Rights had observed the inequities
resulting from the privileged operations of
the established churches in Europe and in
the various colonies. They were determined
that no such arrangement be allowed to in-
fringe on the right of all citizens to worship
according to the dictates of their own con-
sciences.

It also seems abundantly clear, though,
that it was not the intent of the founding
fathers to place arbitrary limits on the free
expression of religious convictions through
voluntary prayer in public buildings,

The Continental Congress opened with a
moment of prayer, just as the Senate and
the House of Representatives do today and
have done since the earllest days of our Na-
tion, The Supreme Court itself 1s convened
with the words:

God save the United States and this Hon-
orable Court.

The importance of the free expression of
religious belief in our national life has con-
sistently been acknowledged by our nation’s
leaders. It has been a recurring theme In
Presidential inaugural addresses and other
major statements.

George Washington in his farewell address
advised: “Let us with caution indulge the
supposition that morality can be maintained
without religion. Reason and experience
both forbid us to expect that national mo-
rality can prevail in exclusion of religious
prineiples.”

In an official proclamation, Abraham Lin-
coln declared: “The people of the United
States recognize the supreme authority and
just government of Almighty God in all the
affalrs of men and of nations.”

John Kennedy emphasized this theme in
his inaugural address, saying “The people of
the United States affirm that the rights of
man come not from the generosity of the
state but from the hand of God."”

It is my contention that the voluntary
prayer amendment is in keeping with this
spirit of our heritage.

The prayer amendment is not designed to
coerce conformity of religious belief. By its
voluntary provision, it is intended only to
reaffirm the right of religious expression.

Freedom of religion remains assured. Any-
one wishing to participate In prayer would
be free to do so; anyone not wishing to par-
ticipate would be free to abstain. In any
circumstance, toleration of the beliefs of
others will continue as an essentlal element
of our national heritage.

The struggle for the reaffirmation of vol-
untary prayer is a grassroots issue in the
truest sense of tke word. It is extremely un-
usual for such an issue to sustain the senti-
ment of so many pecple over a ten year
period.

Despite a decade of discouragement, sup-
porters of voluntary prayer have continued
to work quietly and responsibly for that
cause. This is evidenced in the overwhelming
support for voluntary prayer expressed in
state referendums, resolutions in state leg-
islatures and town counecils, and the cam-
paigns of church, civie, fraternal, and sery-
ice organizations and individual citizens.

Vountary prayer has recelved the endorse-
ment of voters In three statewide referen-
dums in the past three years. Maryland
voters, on November 3, 1970, favored the
prayer amendment by T3 percent; Florida
voters, on March 14, 1972, voted 79 percent
in favor; Massachusetts voters, on November
7, 1972, supported the amendment with a
majority vote of better than 82 percent.

The General Assembly of my home State
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of Tennessee and a number of other State
legislatures have passed resolutions of sup-
port for the prayer amendment, indicating
the favorable reaction this amendment
would recelve when presented to the states
for ratification.

For too long the political machinery has
been unresponsive to the wishes of the over-
whelming majority of the American people
on this issue. I invite all our colleagues,
regardless of their particular views, to join
us in bringing the prayer amendment to a
vote in the Senate as rapidly as is reason-
ably possible.

I am hopeful that this united legislative
effort and the actions of supporters of vol-
untary prayer throughout the country will
prove successful in achieving this goal.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HOLLINGS

Sunday, June 17, marks the tenth anni-
versary of the Supreme Court's decision
banning prayer and religious activities in our
nation’s public schools, This year, June 17
will be observed as National Rededication
Day. The emphasis will be on restoring volun-
tary prayer in our public schools and build-
ings.

Ours is a religious country. Although
America has no state religion, it was founded
a8 a religious state. And throughout our his-
tory, religion has been a vital factor in giv-
ing meaning to our individual lives, in hold-
ing our people together, and in instilling a
sense of community and shared experience,
Without that sense of religious community—
that exhilirating sense of togetherness in
meeting life’s challenges under God—no peo-
ple can achieve greatness,

Our country has been sustained through
many difficult times by the religious freedom
guaranteed in the First Amendment to the
Constitution of the United States. The Con-
stitution did not create this right—rather it
recognizes and upholds it. But now, under
the twisted logic of so-called judges of the
law, this fundamental right has been denied
the people.

It is a terrlble thing in our land when one
can shout four-letter words In the class-
room, but cannot pray the Lord‘'s Prayer, It
is a terrible thing when the Constitutional
Amendment to protect the freedoms of re-
liglon and speech can allow cbscenity and
pornography to flood the land, while God is
kept behind a curtain of tortured legalities.

We must act, and act now, to return this
most precious of rights to the people of
America. Some years ago it was my privilege
to support the inclusion of the phrase “un-
der God” in the Pledge of Allegiance. It was
in that same vein that I became a co-sponsor
of a Constitutional Amendment to restore
voluntary prayer to our public places.

Let us use this time of rededication to
marshal our forces and to undertake a con-
certed drive to have the BSchool Prayer
Amendment passed and ratified. It will take
hard work and dedication, but at issue is
whether this nation will preserve and re-
plenish the religious convictions that took us
to greatness. There is no more important
issne before our soclety today.

Mr. President, the time is already late.
A precious right has been denied our people
for many years already. A great wrong has
been done them. We must act at once to re-
pair this wrong. In so dolng, we will return
to the people a right which should have been
theirs all along,

WILL PRICES BE BETTER THE
SECOND TIME AROUND?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
editorial iIn the Washington Post “Mr.
Nixzon’s Second Freeze,” is an excellent
expression and analysis of the pitfalls of
Nixonomics.
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Over the past four and a half years the
American people have suffered, at the
hands of this administration, a recession,
unemployment, frozen wages, skyrocket-
ing prices, dollar devaluation, fuel short-
ages, meat ceilings, high interest rates,
dollar speculation, stock market declines,
budget cuts in people oriented programs,
tax breaks for the giant corporations,
rent hikes, housing priced¢ out of the
market, commodity speculation, phases,
promises, peptalks, a Nixon inflation tax,
and assurances from the highest author-
ity in the land that there was enough
“right with our economy" for us not to
worry abhout what is wrong with the
economy.

Mr. President, I do not preach doom
and gloom. I am an optimist. I want to
be optimistic on our economy. I want
growth. I want high wages. I want com-
panies to enjoy reasonable and fair
profits. I want a growing stock market,
and I want stabilizec prices.

That is, I believe, what we all want.

Unfortunately, that is what we do not
have.

Perhaps it is still one of Mr, Nixon’s
“great goals.”

But, as the editorial in the Post points
out what is important now is what follows
the freeze. What kind of program will
phase 4 or what ever it is called turn
out to be?

And, will this program consider some
of the points in the Post editorial:

Will the rhetoric about the “average
worker earning more today than ever be-
fore' become a key assumption on which
wage controls are predicated?

Will the flirtation on trade and inter-
national economics with the Soviet Union
replace other steady customers of our
foreign customers?

Will the next phase be based on an
understanding of our economic picture—
unhampered by fights over academic
theories.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the editorial be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no obhjection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MRr. Nixon’s SECOND FREEZE

So far, so good. President Nixon’s freeze
on prices will, once again, at least keep mat-
ters from getting much worse while the eco-
nomic debate goes on within the administra-
tion. If the President had not taken action
against the inflation, Congress would certain-
1y have legislated its own freeze, But the
freeze is only the beginning,

We are now moving toward a renewed sys-
tem of controls and, while the President has
not entirely made up his mind, these con-
trols will have to be extensive. It is a waste
of time at this point to carry on the argu-
ment whether, in theory and in the abstract,
controls are & good thing or a bad thing, They
have become a necessary thing, like taxation.
As In the case of taxation, only the detailed
applications are worth discussing now.

In his customary fashion, Mr, Nixon hedged
his announcement with extensive apologles
for his deviation from the pure doctrine of
the free market. He offered vehement assur-
ances that the controls will be only tempo-
rary. As usual, his address was sprinkled with
lines from the speech that he might have
given if he were currently leading the oppo-
sition to some other President whose eco-
nomic program had gone wildly Inflationary.
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This habit of Mr. Nixon’s is no doubt harm=-
less, as long as everyone understands that the
next controls will, in fact, be far more tem-
porary. The degree of rigidity will rise and
decline with changing circumstances, But a
federal prices and wages policy now deserves
to be regarded as part of the permanent ma-
chinery for running the couniry, like the
federal monetary policy. Two years ago, at
the time of the first freeze, it was possible to
think that one dose of economic discipline
might break the cycle of inflatlonary expec-
tations, To believe it today would be tanta-
mount to believing—however unseasoned
the analogy—in SBanta Claus, with the elves,
the reindeer and all.

Massive changes have overtaken our eco-
nomic life in the past several years, and it
will take some time for the scholars and an-
alysts to sort out exactly what has happened.
The rest of the world is having a much sharp-
er impact on our internal markets than we
are accustomed to. The point Is nicely illus-
trated by the two kinds of goods that Mr.
Nixon cited as special trouble: food and gaso-
line. Other countries are buying much more
food from us than ever before, and that is
helping to drive up our domestic prices. As
for petroleum, we need more of it from for-
eign producers who are steadily raising prices
through a very effective cartel,

The soybean is one of the world's most
important sources of protein, and the United
States is the world’'s most reliable source of
soybeans. Americans are only slowly begin-
ning to adjust to the new truth that other
countries are mnow willing, and wealthy
enough, to pay more for protein than we
are used to paying. The price of soybeans has
doubled since early spring because of a wide-
spread suspicion that traders have now sold
more than 100 per cent of the current crop.

Export quotas are an unhappy last resort
and, as the administration reluctantly ap-
proaches them, it is useful to distinguish
between two kinds of foreign customers. One
is the steady buyer, who can be counted on
year in and year out for predictable sales to
which we can adjust our production in ad-
vance, Japan is usually this kind of a highly
desirable customer. The other extreme is the
irregular and secretive buyer who deliberately
misleads the administration regarding his
intentions. Previously the administration
had celebrated the Russian wheat deal as
the central triumph of its economic foreign
policy but Mr. Nixon's Wednesday night ad-
dress can be read as a concession, at last,
that the wheat deal has turned out to be a
fearfully expensive blunder. It has not only
nearly doubled the price of wheat, but it has
over-burdened our freight transportation
system as well. When Mr. Brezhnev arrives
here, we can expect a deluge of official en-
thusiasm regarding the benefits of trade be-
tween our two great nations, Those benefits
are entirely real, hut the wheat deal has
taught us that they are not gualified. Any
export conirol system needs to benefit the
steady customer, and discriminate against
the one-shot raider,

In many kinds of foodstuffs, and certainly
in gasoline, the country has a choice between
higher prices or shortages. Mr. Nixon has de-
cided that, for all of the exasperation that
they generate, shortages will be less unpopu-
lar then more inflation. He may well be right,
But for gasoline it will mean increasingly
complex and rigid allocation systems that
may, in time, amount to rationing. In the
case of food, the shortages will be even harder
to manage. Some of the lower-priced lines
of meat, for example, are already disappear-
ing.

The President was right to leave wages out
of the freeze. They are still subject to the
guidelines, and they have not contributed to
this year’s wave of inflation. As long as the
union contracts remain within reasonable
limits, they deserve to be left fully in force.
The President was also entirely right to
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threaten to roll back prices of firms that have
violated the rules in the past five months. It
would be monumentally unfair to ignore
these violations and reward the very com-
panies that helped most to build up the in-
flation rate.

But there is one polnt on which the Presi-
dent is, unfortunately, wrong. “The average
worker is earning more today than ever be-
fore,” he assured the country. He does not
earn more than ever before, and that is why
the freeze became necessary. Several weeks
ago the Labor Department published the
April statistics on the buylng power of the
average worker’s paycheck after the federal
tax deductions. Real spendable earnings, as
the economists term it, were half a percent-
age point lower than they had been a year
earlier. Part of the reason was the jump in
Soclal Security taxes. Most of the reason was
inflation. A decline in the purchasing power
of the paycheck is a serious sign of trouble,
in the midst of a business boom. The future
worth of that paycheck is the test of the
controls that will go into effect later this
summer,

THE NEW CEASE-FIRE AGREEMENT

Mr, PEARSON. Mr. President, the new
cease-fire agreement in Vietnam results
from intense negotiating efforts on both
sides during the past weeks in Paris.
While it did not resolve all the outstand-
ing questions, the new accord does bring
renewed hope for a permanent peace in
Southeast Asia. It demonstrates the de-
termination of the parties to resolve re-
maining disputes by diplomatic means
rather than by continued military
hostilities.

I am especially pleased with the par-
ticularity of the new agreement. The
document signed by the United States,
North and South Vietnam, and the Pro-
visional Revolutionary Government ad-
dresses itself in detail to the concrete
steps by which further deterioration of
the cease-fire can be avoided. Timetables
for completing mine clearances are laid
down by mutual agreement, and field
commanders are specifically ordered to
meet and carry out cease-fire provisions.
The implementation of the January 27
agreement with regard to the coopera-
tion of both Vietnams in obtaining infor-
mation about missing persons is restated.

But I am disturbed, Mr. President, over
the way in which the subject of direct aid
to North Vietnam seems consistently to
recur in reports about the mew peace
agreement. I refer here not to the con-
cept of a long-term program for the re-
habilitation of war-torn Southeast Asia,
or to assistance to both Vietnams, but to
direct aid from the United States to
North Vietnam alone.

I am not opposed to the concept of re-
building those areas of Southeast Asia
destroyed by fighting, but am sincerely
alarmed over the idea that this would be
some kind of payment to prevent further
hostilities. It is completely unacceptable,
in my judgment, that a commitment of
future aid to North Vietnam would be a
consideration in an agreement to obtain
a cease-fire in South Vietnam.

Any discussion of reparations, or pay-
ments from victor to vanquished, is even
more unacceptable. It is the firmly estab-
lished policy of the United States to seek
an end of the conflict in Indochina, and
any suggestion of reparations can only
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raise emotional issues which would im-
pede the implementation of this policy.
One of the things that has plagued
our country through the entire period of
the Vietnam conflict has been the feeling
that this was an executive war conducted
without the full approval of Congress
and the American people. Any decision
to proceed with aid for the rehabilitation
of Indochina must be made with the par-
ticipation of Congress and the public.
Whatever course our policy takes for
future relations with Southeast Asia, it
must not be subjected to the divisions of
public and congressional opinion which
characterized the past decade.

THE ROLE OF EDUCATORS IN SOLV-
ING THE DRUG ABUSE PROELEM

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it is an ac-
cepted fact that drug abuse in this coun-
try has reached epldemic proportions.
The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare estimates that there are
at least 250,000 heroin addicts nationally;
the numbers of amphetamine and bar-
biturate abusers are inestimable. It is
more than evident that the personal
physical damage is appalling, not to
mention the social costs.

Paula D. Gordon, speaking at the Dela-
ware drug educators’ retreat on June 4,
1973, in Rehoboth, Del., forcefully dis-
cusses the problem, with a primary em-
phasis on the role educators must play.
She emphasizes the need for understand-
ing and guidanece to disoriented youths
caught in the web of drug abuse. I would
add that the role of the family is a de-
termining element which ecannot be
minimized—nor should it be. At one
point, she states:

You as educators have much to add to
the self worth of youth, Your own common-
sense, Initiative, understanding, and human-
ity can contribute immeasurably to the qual-
ity of the lives of our young people; conse-
quently what you do has a most ecritical
bearing on the future of the young, the fu-
ture of soclety, and on the future of the
nation as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Miss Gordon's re-
marks be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the text was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

WaaAT ScHooLs Can Do Asour THE DRUG

PROBLEM

It has often been contended that the drug
abuse problem has gotten so bad that it is
driving people to drink. Besides parents of
adolescents and young adults, school admin-
istrators and educators would appear to be
most likely candldates for such a fate. If this
somewhat ironic situation does exist, there
is at least one positive thing that can be sald
about it—if we are successful in making In-
roads into the drug problem, we will also be
contributing to the solution of the alcohol-
ism problem.

The question I would like to deal with to-
day is what can be done about the drug prob-
lem—what particularly can schools do about
the drug problem?

It is gquite obvious that schools are cur-
rently faced with far more than their share of
difficult problems, Even if there were no drug
problem, there would still be numerous other
difficult problems with which to contend,
problems ranging from discipline and tru-
ancy to vandalism and other forms of delin-
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quency; problems related to curricula—such
as community concerns and pressures over
sex education and other controversial content
issues; to problems involving school financ-
ing, redistricting and busing to achieve racial
balance. On top of all of these problems,
schools are now having to grapple with the
drug problem and its far reaching impilica-
tions for the health and well being of the
students Involved, as well as that of the rest
of the school population and society gener-
ally. Perhaps the most hopeful thing that can
be said about the drug problem and all of the
other most pressing social problems facing
the schools—is that many of these problems
are rooted in the same causes and if we are
successful in solving the drug problem, we
will be successful as well as solving many of
the other most pressing problems plaguing
schools and soclety today.

In my remarks today I will suggest positive
steps that schools can take to help in solving
the drug problem and hence to help in the
amelioration of other pressing social prob-
lems.

Before getting into these specific recom-
mendations, I would like to take just a few
minutes to talk about how problems are
golved, how things get done,

R.G.H. Siun, a contemporary American
writer and an extremely sage individual who
has shed much light on the problems in-
volved in administering the affairs of so-
ciety—has written in a book called *“The Tao
of Sclence” that the American way of deal-
ing with problems is a “doing way.” Extrap-
olating on the basis of Dr. S8iu's observation,
one can further generalize that just doing
something does not always solve a problem or
help to ameliorate it. In fact, when such
action is wundertaken thoughtlessly and
without reguisite understanding, it can have
the effect of making things worse, It can have
the effect of creating new problems and mak-
ing the original problem even more difficult
to solve.

I have a favorite story about problem solv-
ing which helps point out at least two of the
major elements required in successfully solv-
ing any problem. It concerns an actual in-
cident which occurred in a residential com-
munity in Oakland, California. One after-
noon one of the men residents was sitting in
the lounge reading a mnewspaper when he
noticed that a lizard which was normally
caged In a large terrarlum in the corner of
the room opposite him, had somehow escaped
and was crawling up the outside of the cage.

Having a real aversion to llzards, he was
not about to take any action himself. He did,
however, walk over to the cage and stand
there scratching his head, wondering what
could be done to get the llzard back into the
terrarium where it belonged. While he was
standing there, several other male resldents
began to gather around and to discuss what
could be done to remedy the situation. As
this was going on, a young woman resident
walked into the lounge and seeing that the
lizard was out c® the cage, walked over and
sald, “What's the lizard doing out of the
cage?”, reached up and grabbed the lizard,
put it back in the cage and walked out of
the room, leaving the men in a state of minor
embarrassment and dismay.

Now, I do not relate this story out of any
women’s liberationist’s motives—but rather
to point out two major elements that are re-
quired in the solving of any problem—com-
mon sense and initiative. No problem, how-
ever small or however large—can be solved
without these two most important ingredi-
ents.

Additional elements are also required in
solving problems, particularly complex sccial
problems and particularly problems as com-
plicated as the drug problem. Perhaps the
most important of these elements is under-
standing: understanding of the nature and
implications of the problem—and under-
standing of what can be done about lt—un-
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derstanding why people are using drugs—
particularly the young, understanding what
this means in terms of their futures and the
future of society, and understanding what
steps can be taken which will have the effect
of helping to solve the problem.

(Parenthetically I would add here that
understanding must be translated into ac-
tion if it is to contribute to the solution of
the problem. If a person does understand
what needs to be done, but acts out of politi-
cal or other narrow or self serving motives,
then little if any real headway can be made
toward solving the problem. In faect, when
people act out of an absence of understand-
ing, the result can be to complicate the prob-
lem and render its solution more difficult.)

One of the basic prerequisites in any at-
tempt to solve the drug problem s under-
standing of the underlying causes leading to
drug use, the contributing factors and the
reasons which underlie drug use. A theory of
human needs developed by the late psycholo-
gist Abraham Maslow—can be used to shed
light on the wide variety of causes under-
lying drug taking behavior. Maslow’s theory,
briefly stated, is simply that human beings
have certain kinds of needs which include
physiological and security needs—basic sur-
vival needs—social needs, ego needs, and self
actualization needs—the need to fulfill one's
potential as a human being of becoming a
fully functioning and healthy personality.

In later writing, Maslow further described
this state of ideal psychological and social
health as being characterized by metamotiva-
tion, metamotivation being motivation which
is rooted in a synthesis of concern for the
welfare of others and the welfare of one’s self.

Maslow's heirarchy of needs theory states
that the lower level needs, beginning with
physiological and security needs—ifood,
shelter, etc—must be met before higher
level needs can come into play and that mid-
dle range needs must be met before self-
actalization needs and metamotivation can
come fully into play.

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs can be used
to shed light on the wide spectrum of causes,
unmet needs, and unfulfilled aspirations re-
flected in the entire spectrum of human
behavior. His theory can be especlally use-
ful in understanding the many varieties of
drug taking behavior, It is important to bear
in mind, however, that just because drug
taking behavior may reflect unmet needs and
unfulfilled aspirations similar to those re-
flected in other personal and social behavior,
that the effects, the implications, and the
complications of drug taking behavior are
often far more wideranging and of a far
more serious nature than those arising as a
consequence of other behavior, This is owing
to the fact that drug use can affect mental
Tunctioning, mental, emotional and physical
health, motivation, spiritual and charactero-
logical growth and development as well as
soclal health generally, the health of the
school, the community, and the nation.

While drug taking behavior may reflect
unmet; survival needs, unmet social or ego
needs or unfulfilled higher level aspirations
of a self actualizing character, there is one
thing that bears on all varieties of drug tak-
ing behavior—that is the intrinsic humanity
of each person,. In some individuals, this ele-
ment may be only barely distinguishable.

John Cage—whom some of you may know
as a composer of experimental music—is
also a writer. His book “Silence” contains
numerous anecdotes, much of which share
certain similarities with Zen koans., One of
these anecdotes bears on our present con-
cerns. It is about Arnold Schodnberg, the
famed composer, when he was teaching a
class in advanced musical composition at
the University of California at Los Angeles.
Schinberg had asked the class to come up
with a solution to a problem in composition
which he had given them, One solution was
offered. He asked the class for another solu-
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tion, and then another and another. After a
number of solutions had been provided, he
charged the class to tell him what principle
underlay all of those solutions.

Like the problem which Schinberg posed,
the drug problem has many responses, many
answers, but all of these responses share a
common principle., With respect to the drug
problem that principle relates to the Iin-
trinsic humanity of those engaged in drug
taking behavior and the need to help redirect
the growth and development of those in-
dividuals along lines which are conducive to
healthy human growth and development,
conducive to psychological and social health,
to the cultivation and enhancement of their
intrinsic humanity.

In solving the drug problem as well as
our other most pressing soclal problems, it
is imperative that our efforts be directed
toward the humanization of all our societal
institutions from the family to the school,
from the world of work to government. Only
when our efforts to deal with our problems
share this common focus and direction can
we hope to reverse current unhealthy and
destructive trends.

Of all social institutions, however, it is
the school which offers our greatest Immedi-
ate hope in attempts to solve the drug prob-
lem. Because of the ever increasing frag-
mentation of family life, because of the dif-
fieculties involved in trying to help the fam-
ily to quickly become a positive force in the
development of healthy individuals, the
school offers the best immediate hope for
meaningful change.

Not only are the young all equally obliged
to attend school, their attendance is on a
continuing basis. Teachers, administrators,
pupil personnel generally stand in a far bet-
ter position than do many parents to provide
the kind of responsive and humanizing in-
fluence that is needed if the drug problem is
to yield to solution. The generation gap and
the difficulties parents and children have in
communicating with one another make wide-
spread reorlentation of family life highly un-
likely over the short run,

These problems which so impede family
harmony can be resolved, but their resolu-
tion will require a vast reductional effort and
a commitment to a return to fundamental
human values.

The school is more flexible than the home
a8 at least some elements of the school ex-
perlence can be easily changed to begin to
make schools more human, more responsive
to human needs and aspirations. Many adults
working within schools share a deep concern
for the welfare and health development of
the young. Their understanding of the young
is apt to be deeper than that of most parents
because of their continuing exposure and in-
volvement with youth. Because they do not
have the same degree of continuing respon-
sibility for youth that parents have, they can
maintain far more detached and less inter-
personally threatening relationships with the
youth with whom they come in contact.

Because unusual opportunities for change
exist within schools, and because the prob-
lem of drug use among youth poses such a
serious threat to youth and to society, every
effort needs to be made at the school level to
solve the drug problem. In order to accom-
plish this objective, a whole hearted effort
needs to be launched to bring about a basic
humanization of education throughout the
nation. The kind of reorientation required
will be hastened greatly when there is a
clarification of the long range goals of edu-
cation.

Maslow wrote about the need for such long
range goals for education in a little known
book called “Eupsychian Management.” His
view was that as soon as we decided that the
goal of education in our American democracy
should be psychological and social health—
healthy human and social development—that
the ways and means of achieving that goal
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would fall into place. Because no such deci-
sion has yet been made, the overall status of
American education has become less and less
tolerable.

A top ranking official of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare in the late
1960’s observed at that time that U.B. educa-
tion was fifty years out of step with the times,
I would add to this official’s observations that
American education has also become increas-
ingly out of touch with basic human and
social values, needs, problems, concerns, and
goals,

Popular contemporary songs bring this
same message home in various ways. There
is the opening line of Paul Simon's new re-
cording, “EKodachrome” which slightly
abridged is “When I think back toall ... I
learned in high school, it's a wonder I can
think at all.” A line from “Son of My Father”,
a rock hit of 1972, contains the words, “sur-
rounded and confounded by statistics-facts.”
The opening line of a Moody Blues hit of a
while back deals with more existential con-
cerns, “Why do I never get an answer when
I am knocking at the door?”

Perhaps, this is best summed up in a
line from another current hit that goes,
“The things that pass for knowledge I can't
understand.” This line always reminds me
of an incident which occurred a few years ago
when I was a graduate student at the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley. I had been
talking with a frlend who aad to leave for
class and got up to leave, saying, “I'm off
to philosophy to find out how life isn't.”

Education must begin to focus on how life
is and how life can be. It must help to cul-
tivate human understanding. It must en-
compass & concern for basic social, ethical,
spiritual, and existential matters. It must
begin to deal in a meaningful way with
questions of meaning and purpose. And per-
haps, most importantly, it must provide op-
portunities for students, for the young—to
become meaningfully and resonsibly involved
in 1ife.

The following kinds of approaches can be
adopted in attempting to achieve these
broader goals:

Classroom instruction can be made more
active and less passive in its oriemtation—
more human and responsive and less cold and
anonymous.

Education can be made more relevant to
the realities of today's world—and to the
world of work and adult responsibilities. This
can be done by providing opportunities at
every grade level—to learn by doing; to be-
come acqualnted with the real world; to
meet, talk, and work with adults and with
youth and young adults of all ages; to en-
gage in meaningful activities and enterprise;
and to thereby gain a sense of what it means
to be a fully functioning human being capa-
ble of making a contribution to society and
capable of being of scme service to others, of
relating to others in a meaningful way, and
of assuming a responsible role in life. Recent
efforts on the part of the U.§. Office of
Education to promote “Education for Par-

_enthood’ and *Career Education” both would

seem to be quite in tune with these kinds of
objectives.

Values and ideals must be emphasized and
not in a mechanieal way and not in a sterile,
value neutral vaeuum, devoid of love, humor,
human feeling, and purpose. Youth need to
be helped to cultivate healthy and positive
values and ideals; they reed to be helped to
grow into whole, psychologically healthy
human beings.

Current practices in grading and in as-
sessing cognitive knowledge and skills need
to be radically changed. As presently con=-
stituted, such practices appear to encourage
and perpetuate narrow telf centeredness and
cutthroat competitive instincts—attributes
which are the opposite of those we most need
to survive as a civilization. These attributes
which we most need would include a con-
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cern for others, and a capacity and inell-
nation to collaborate with others to achieve
the common social good. Grading and assess-
ment practices also need to be changed be-
cause of their present tendency to psycho-
logically entrap students in a failure syn-
drome, a syndrome which is pcrticularly per-
tinent to drug taking behavior. Such entrap-
ment manifests in several ways. A young
person may become involved in drug taking
because he is falling to do well in school or
he may begin to fail in his school work be-
cause he has become involved in drug use.

Either way, he can become so deeply over-
whelmed and demoralized by the fact of
failure that any effort to get out of that
situation seems useless and impossible. By
adopting any of a number of approaches to
grading and evaluation suggested by Wil-
liam Gilasser in his “Schools Without Fail-
ure,” it would be possible to short circult
or circumvent such regressive tendencies
and influences and to avold perpetuation of
a fallure syndrome. One option to current
approaches to grading is the Pass/No Pass
approach. An A,B,C, No Merit approach can
also be adopted where no grade is recorded
on an individual's record if he gets less than
a C in s course., (It s worth noting here
the case of a progressive Southern Califor-
nia high school where a Pass/No Pass ap-
proach to grading was adopted. The school
administration found out shortly after the
switchover was made, that extensive inserv-
ice training was mneeded to reorient the
teaching staff. It seems that grades had
been used up until that time in coercive
Wa; y to keep discipline, .. func-
tion which is only indirectly related to any
primary educational goals.) Other ap-
proaches which seek to individualize the
assessment process need also to be con-
sidered. If one of the purposes of education
is to help each individual progress to the
fullest extent of his capabilities, then we
must stop putting senseless roadblocks in
his way. There is absolutely no point or
purpose in using the same criteria to meas-
ure and compare the achievement of two
persons with vastly different intellectual
capabilities, experimental backgrounds, tal-
ents, etc. The important thing is that each
person be provided an opportunity to realize
his or her potential while becoming a
healthy, fully functioning personality.

A response must be made to one of the

complaints voiced by many youth
today: a lack of any place to go or any-
thing to do. This of course reflects a failure
of the family, the school, and society, to help
the individual to develop his or her own
inner resources so that one is able to make
good use of time, one is able to engage in
recreational and soclal activities, to relax, to
find fulillment in educational, cultural,
artistic and service orlented pursuits. The
school can here again be used to fulfill a
remedial as well as a developmental func-
‘tion by providing a ready-made facllity
which can be used for after school hours
activities—weekday afternoons and eve-
nings and for portions of the weekend. Su-
form of adegquately tralned personnel who
could be professionals, paraprofessionals, vol-
unteers or pald—or a mixture of all of these,
Activities could be as wide ranging as the in-
terests and capabllities of students and su-
pervisory personnel permitted, When it is not
possible to use school facilities in this way,
community facllities and churches and the
like can be considered. The merit of using a
school facility, however, lies in the fact that
all who go there as students have already es-
tablished some sort of tle with the school—
whereas a community facility is apt to draw
only the more intrepld members of certain
segments of the student community.

In all that I have said thus far about the
general need for a reorientation of the edu-
cation experience, it would seem that the
single most important thing is to help nur-
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ture in youth a concern for the welfare of
others and to provide them every opportunity
possible to express such concern and there-
by develop a sense of personal worth and
a feel for what it means to be meaningfully
and purposefully involved in life.

The adoption or adaptation of the kinds
of aproaches I have just enumerated would
most certainly lead to a reduction in drug
taking behavior because they would be ad-
dressing many of the unmet needs and un-
fulfilled aspiration which gave rise to drug
taking behavior in the first place. In order
to deal with the symptoms arising from drug
taking behavior and in order to intervene in
an effective manner after drug use or ex-
perimentation has begun, schools also need
to adopt other approaches in addition to
those already mentioned. These include the
following innovations or reforms:

Non-punitive policies and approaches need
to be adopted in schools to supplant purely
legalistic actions such as expulsion and sus-
pension. Alternatives to such action need to
be provided which focus most importantly on
helping the individual to break out of the
cycle of drug taking behavior or to cease
experimenting with drugs and other harmful
substances. In lieu of prosecution, in lieu of
being remanded to the juvenile authority, in
lieu of suspension or expulsion, the young
person can be remanded to counseling, to
other forms of care or guldance that may
be appropriate, and to speclal programs
and activities designed to help redirect his
or her energies and attentions along more
constructive lines. Parents can also be asked
or even required to take part in such activi-
ties, counseling, or programs—as a condition
of walving more typical legalistic approaches.
Examples of approaches which seek to divert
juvenile users (and Iin some cases dealers)
from the justice system are found in the
Clark County High School District, Las
Vegas, Nevada; in a probation department
sponsored program in San Diego County,
California; and in the youth services divi-
sion of the justice system in Grosse Pointe
Woods, Michigan, and several adjacent sub-
urban communities which have adopted a
counseling oriented approach to dealing with
Jjuvenile offenders.

It 1s essential that special counselling be
set up within the school to help in preven-
tion efforts and to provide for earliest possi-
ble intervention in drug taking behavior.
Those providing the counselllng will re-
guire in most Instances speclalized training—
whether they are professionals or parapro-
fessionals. They need to have basic coun-
sellng skills and to understand the sympe-
toms and motivation involved with drug
taking. They must possess maturity and be
psychologically healthy and not themselves
be current users or promoters of drug taking
behavior. They need to be able to establish
rapport with those whom they counsel. They
need to be a frlend and a confidante, a per
son who is truly concerned for the welfare
and the future of the Individual being coun-
selled and befriended. The counselor must
also be able and inclined to motivate those
whom he or she counsels along beneficial and
constructive lines. It is particularly im-
portant that such a counselor provides a
positive model by his or her own behavior.
It is important that he or she not use or
implicitly or explicitly condone the so called
*“responsible” or “sensible” use of marihuana,
hashish, pills, or other drugs and substances
used for non medical purposes.

The use of counselors in school settings
who do condone or implicitly encourage such
behavior have the obvious eflect of contribut-
ing to the continuance and spread of drug
taking behavior. Community support for ef-
forts which do have a permissive orientation
can expect to be short lived If the community
is at all informed concerning what is happen-
ing in the school.

The emphasis of counselling as well as of
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educational and guidance efforts needs to be
geared to the needs and level of understand-
ing of those being counselled, educated, or
provided guidance. While in many cases, it is
Important to spend some time in helping the
young person understand the implications
and the effects of drug use, it is typically far
more important that attention be focussed
on personal motivation, on helping the in-
dividual gain a better understanding of him
or herself, of others, and of life generally.
The past emphasis on a primarily or solely
cognitive or informational approach has not
only proved lacking but in some cases has
been shown to be counterproductive, actual-
ly contributing to drug taking behavior,
rather than leading to its decrease. Swisher
and others have drawn such a conclusion
from their studies. They write, “An approach
(to drug education and prevention) that
relies on information alone may not be suiffi-
clent to reduce or prevent the use of drugs,
and in fact, may have the opposite effect.”
(P. 340.) A study conducted in the 1960's in
Southern California to evaluate the effective-
ness of health educational approaches to help
stop smoking showed that smokers were far
more apt to cease smoking when a noncogni-
tive approach rather than a cognitive ap-
proach was taken. Health educators had far
greater success when they focussed on help-
ing the smoker understand his or her motives
for use rather than when they focussed on
informing smokers concerning the effects of
smoking. Drug educational efforts have
tended to have a cognitive orientation until
recent times. Consequently they have not
proven very successful with adults or with
youth. The informational approach is gen-
erally predicated on the nearly wholly erro-
neous assumption that drug taking behavior
is based upon a rational decision making
process. This is not only far from true in the
case of most of the adult population, it is
even less true In the younger generation
where an even wider range of non-rational
factors tend to contribute to drug taking be-
havior. These factors relate to what is often
a far more existential and anxiety producing
mixture of unmet needs, soclal pressures, and
unfulfilled aspirations than is found in most
adults.

Because of the Increasingly criminogenic
and pathological character of the drug cul-
ture and of drug taking, provision for various
forms of confidentiality and Immunity from
prosecution will be required to make sure
that users are able to recelve the counseling,
guldance, care, etc. that they need. Such
policles are needed to protect those who pro-
vide the services as well as those who partake
of them. Policles providing for pre- or post
parental permission (before or after the fact
of use has been admitted, recognized, or es-
tablished) provide one way of handling such
matters,

‘There is a need to focus on attitudes and
values and on increasing self worth and moti-
vation, and on meaningful pursuits. There is
a need for helping an individal gain a better
sense of him or herself, and to find satisfac-
tion in belng of service to others, of belng
& contributing member of soclety. One of
the most noteworthy studies on this subject
is a preliminary report on Operation Future,
a drug control project of Kings-Tulare
County (Visalia, California). In this project,
definite relationship exists between the abuse
data has been gathered which shows that “a
of drugs and the lack of values on the part
of today's young people.” As a result of these
findings. Operation Future has been experi-
menting with a varlety of approaches de-
signed to help enhance personal value con-
cepts. They have demonstrated that drug
abuse can be ameliorated by adopting ap-
proaches which focus on the enhancement of
personal value concepts. An increasing num-
ber of schools have adopted such a focus in
their efforts to amellorate the drug problem.
The Coronado School District in S8an Diego
County in California, a pioneer in this area,
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has been particularly successful in this re-
gard. Schools in North Dakota have also been
engaged in implementing a self enhancement
approach to education which serves to ad-
dress many of the unmet needs and unful-
filled aspirations which give rise to drug
taking behavior.

In bringing these remarks to a close, I
would like to tell you briefily about a recently
launched nationwide movement whose pur-
pose is to contribute to the solution of the
drug problem by promoiing adoption or
adaptation of many of the same alternatives,
reforms, approaches and policies I have
touched on here. This would be the ALFY
effort which grew out of two conferences
held under the ausplces of the Bureau of Nar-
cotics and Dangerous Drugs of the U.S, De-
partment of Justice in 1972 and 1973. I
would commend to your attention the publi-
eations resulting from those conferences,
particularly the booklet entitled “Alternative
Programs—A Grapevine Survey” and the
“Proceedings" from the first and second Con-
ferences on Alternatives to Drugs. Much ma-
terial is contained In these publications con-
eerning school-based, community-based, and
criminal justice system-based approaches
and policies—all of which are humanistic in
orientation and all of which are designed to
be responsive to human needs and to take
positive steps to prevent drug use and to help
deal with the problems reflected in and aris-
ing from drug taking behavior.

I would like to quote from comments made
at the last conference held at Airlie House In
Airlie, Virginia in early January of 1873.
These comments providing a fitting note
wpon which to conclude. The man speaking
has had a long history of involvement with
the law as well as with drugs. In fact he re-
lated the story of his first involvement with
the law at the first Alternatives conference.
It seems he had pushed a flower pot off a
third story terrace when he was only three
years old. It narrowly missed two policemen
who were standing on the sidewalk below—
who immediately rushed upstairs to find out
who was responsible. After his long history
of involvement with the law, this person has
merged one of the most “together” individ-
uals I have ever had the opportunity to
know—I share with you his insights:

I really go for the idea where people
(begin) to learn what it's really like to feel
comfortable on a gut level and not practice
what we call, what I like to ecall, the “cloak
of respectability”.

I dare eay right here before all of you
that that’s seemingly our biggest problem:
that we're taught from the cradle to the grave
to wear a cloak of respectabllity rather than
to develop true respectablility; and the young
people today just are not going for that. They
see the cloak does not work. With all the
power we have and all the influence, we're
thirty-second in terms of health delivery in
the world today. Were kind of backwards,
and the young people recognize that, so
they're not listening to us; they're looking
for their own thing.

It's just unfortunate many of them do not
have the guidance and the direction and the
road models to get caught up in the right
thing, but when you really get right down
to it, it's & matter of learning what the most
valuable thing that any human being posses-
ses is. And that Is his own self-worth and
how he carries himself; how he feels about
himself; what he's doing in terms of adding
to those feelings. It either takes that self-
worth away or adds to it.

You as educators have much to add to the
self worth of youth, Your own common sense,
initiative, understanding and humanity can
contribute immeasurably to the quality of the
lives of our young people; consequently what
you do has a most critical bearing on the
future of the young, the future of soclety,
and on the future of the nation as well.
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ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS OB-
SERVES 198 YEARS OF SERVICE TO
AMERICA—PROTECTIVE WORKS
HELP MISSISSIPPI VALLEY IN RE-
CENT FLOODS

Mr. RANDOLPH., Mr. President, there
is practically no part of the United
States where there is not evidence of the
involvement of the Army Corps of En-
gineers in building a better country for
our people.

The Corps is unigue in our Nation in
that it fulfills both a military and a civil
function. It is essential to the successful
achievement of military objectives, and
it performs an equally vital role in a
variety of activities that are outside the
normal scope of the Armed Forces.

Earlier this year, the states along the
Mississippi River were stricken by dis-
astrous flood. Damage to homes, farms
and industry totaled about $500 million.
The Corps of Engineers was on hand at
once to assist in recovery efforts and to
help rebuild the devastated area. The
Corps, however, has been present in the
Mississippi Valley for many years, build-
ing flood protection facilities that kept
the damage from being even greater.
Without these facilities, it was estimated
that losses would have amounted to at
least $7.6 billion. The return during this
single flood season was substantial for
the less than $2 billion that has been in-
vested in flood protection in the Missis-
sippi Valley.

This is but one example. Throughout
the United States the Corps has im-
proved navigation, built recreational
areas, and enabled communities to be
secure from floods.

The Corps of Engineers is one of the
oldest branches of the U.S. Army. Back
in 1775, even before the Declaration of
Independence was signed, the U.S. Army
was created. The following day, June 186,
1775, the Corps of Engineers was cre-
ated to be a main part of the new Army.

Many of the Nation’s greatest soldiers
have belonged to the Corps of Engineers.
Both commanders at the Battle of Get-
tysburg, Gen. Robert E. Lee on the Con-
federate side, and Gen. George Meade
on the Union side, were engineer cfficers.
So were many other famous soldiers, in-
cluding Gen. Douglas MacArthur, in our
own times.

During World War IT, the Army Engi-
neers played such an important part in
landings and invasions that General
MacArthur said: “Modern war is engi-
neers’ war.”

In peacetime, the Corps of Engineers
builds almost all the Nation’s harbors. It
digs canals, and dredges out rivers, so
that they can carry large freight boats
and pleasure boats. The Corps of Engi-
neers also builds dams which create beau-
tiful manmade lakes. These lakes are
good for many things besides the swim-
ming, fishing, and camping they provide.
They hold back flood waters, and thus
save farms and homes and towns from
ugly damage and destruction all along the
river. The provide pure fresh water for
use in homes and industries, and for irri-
gating farms and gardens, Sometimes the
water, as it falls over or through a dam,
is made to turn water-wheels called tur-
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bines, which in twmn generate huge
amounts of electric power. These dams
also help keep pollution from getting too
bad in the river. All of these things help
to make America a more prosperous and
beautiful country.

Many people ask: How did the Army
enter into the business of building lakes,
dams, waterways, and harbors?

The answer goes back in history to the
time of George Washington—who was an
engineer as well as a soldier and states-
man. At that time the 13 colonies were
made up mainly of farmers, with some
craftsmen and traders in the towns.
There were practically no trained, pro-
fessional engineers. But George Wash-
ington created a corps of skilled engi-
neers to serve in the Army during the
Revolutionary War, After the war was
over, our new Nation needed roads, light-
houses, bridges, and many other engi-
neering works; so it looked to those same
engineers to serve the country in peace-
time as well as in wartime. On March 16,
1802, President Jefferson signed a bill
directing the Army Engineers to “con-
stitute a military academy at West
Point.” The first engineering school in
the United States, West Point was the
leading one under the direction of the
Army Engineers until the Civil War.

All through Ameriean history the Army
Engineers have carried out many un-
usual and important jobs for the Amer-
ican people. They built and operated the
first railroads, opened most of the main
highway routes, and explored and helped
open the West. They built many of the
imposing and beautiful buildings and
park spaces in the Nation's Capital,
Washington, D.C. They preserved Nia-
gara Falls in its present beautiful form,
kept the Mississippi River from seeking
a new channel to the sea, built the fa-
mous Soo Locks and the St. Lawrence
Seaway, and tamed the Missourl, the
Columbia, and many other mighty rivers.
An Engineer officer, Col. George Goeth-
als, completed the Panama Canal. An-
other, Maj. Gen. Leslie Groves, directed
the construction of the first atomic bomb.
Meanwhile, the Corps of Engineers also
has built most of America’s Army posts
and Air Force bades, including the great
base at Thule, only a few hundred miles
from the North Pole. More recenily, the
Army Engineers built the missile defense
systems and the launch facilities for our
space program.

The Corps of Engineers has been one
of the leaders of American conserva-
tion. Its studies of natural resources in
the West and in the Nation’s river basins
helped pave the way for the launching
of the conservation movement under
President Theodore Roosevelt. Today,
Army Engineer dams, reservoirs, and
river-basin programs form a big part of
all kinds of conservation work.

During the rainy seasons and when
snow is melting each spring, flood waters
coming down the streambeds are caught
and saved, or conserved, behind the
dams. Later in the year, when water is
low in the rivers, and lawns and fields
get dry, this conserved water is let out
from the dams to help keep the rivers
full and the fish healthy, Meanwhile,
the lakes provide fish and wildlife eon-
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servation. Often forest conservation
areas and game management areas and
preserves are established around their
shores. At the dams, mud anc silt are
trapped out of the river, and the water
that flows down the stream is cool and
clear.

These Army Engineer conservation
projects have saved many lives and have
kept millions and billions of dollars
worth of property from being destroyed
by floods. They have enabled our busi-
nesses and cities to manufacture and
transport their goods and supplies more
efficiently and economically. The savings
and earnings of these projects amount to
many times their cost, and thus they
have proven to be wise investments of
public money. Even more important,
however, are their contributions to con-
servation and to the strength, happiness,
and well-being of the Nation and its
people,

GENOCIDE: A MODERN THREAT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace has just released a carefully pre-
pared report on the events of the last
year in the Central African state of Bu-
rundi. From numerous reports in the
press, the report of United Nations ob-
servers to Secretary General Waldheim,
and from the facts gathered by the Car-
negie Endowment, it is evident that a
human disaster of incredible magnitude
has occurred in Burundi.

Although the original responsibility for
the events which have precipitated such
widespread suffering are as yet unde-
termined, it seems clear that the ruling
minority in Burundi, the Tutsi, following
an attempted coup, embarked upon the
elimination of virtually every member
of the majority Hutu tribe occupying a
responsible position with the society.
{The Carnegie report indicates that the
extermination of the Hutu elite was es-
sentially complete some 10 months ago,
the victims comprising:

The four Hutu members of the cabinet, all
the Hutu officers and virtually all the Hutu
soldlers in the armed forces; half of Burundl’s
primary school teachers; and thousands of
civil servants, bank clerks, small business-
men, and domestic servants; at present (Au-
gust) there is only one Hutu nurse left in the
entire country, and only a thousand second-
ary school students survive.

An article in the New York Times of
June 11, 1973, reports that the mass kill-
ing is today continuing, creating thou-
sands of Hutu refugees who are fleeing
from the slaughter and destruction to-
ward Burundi’s neighbors.

“EELECTIVE GENOCIDE" IN BURUNDI

These acts have been described as “se-
lective genocide” by the U.S. Chargé
d'Affaires in Burundi. To many, the term
“genocide” represents the abhorrent
deeds of Nazi Germany. Few realize that
the word has real applications in our
present world. Yet that is precisely the
lesson of Burundi: Genocide exists today.

One of the most distressing aspects of
the Burundi situation is the public silence
and ineffective action on the part of the
U.8. Government, Included in the Car-
negie report is a copy of a memorandum
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written by Mr. B. Keith Huffman, the
Assistant Legal Adviser for African Af-
fairs at the State Department, which was
apparently intended to stimulate stronger
action on the part of the United States.
Mr. Huffman attempted in this memo to
define our legal obligation under the
U.N. Charter in terms of the Uniyversal
Declaration of Human Rights which, in
contrast to the Charter, does not impose
legal duties.

He did this because of the substantially
stronger language contained in the Dec~
laration, which provides that “no one
shall be subjected to cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or punishment.”

TUNITED STATES FAILS TO ACT

Unfortunately for the Hutus of Bur-
undi, Mr. Huffman was unsuccessful in
promoting a stronger response by the
United States. Yet I believe, Mr. Presi-
dent, that had Mr. Huffman had the
Genocide Treaty to add to his legal argu-
ment his associates in the State Depart-
ment might well have been persuaded to
suggest the potential economic sanctions
outlined in the Carnegie Report. In view
of the fact that the United States ac-
counts for 65 percent of Burundi’s export
earnings, the mere threat of sanctions
might have had an influence upon the
leaders >f Burundi.

Burundi has not ratified the Genocide
Convention. Yet since article I of the
Convention makes genocide a crime
which participating nations “undertake
to prevent,” ratification by the United
States might have inhibited the massa-~
cre in Burundi. Although this provision
would not have obligated the United
States to take any affirmative action, it
would certainly have been an additional
moral incentive toward effective steps on
the part of our Government.

The actions which the State Depart-
ment did take proved to be a woefully
inadequate response to a human rights
disaster of this size. The State Depart-
ment initially urged the United Nations,
the Organization of African Unity—
OAU—and neighboring African states to
bring pressure to bear upon the Tutsi
leaders. Although the U.N. did send ob-
servers to Burundi, the OAU and the
neighboring nations were unwilling to
interfere in what was considered by them
to be the internal affairs of a sovereign
state. Later the Burundian Ambassador
reportedly was informed quietly of the
United States displeasure over the course
of events.

WE SHOULD HAVE DONE MORE

I wonder, Mr. President, whether our
behind-the-scene efforts to terminate the
killings might have been more forceful
had the United States ratified the Geno-
cide Treaty. I cannot help but suspect
that nations which we approach on issues
of this nature detect an element of hy-
pocrisy in our actions. Although we ap-
pear sensitive to acts of genocide in the
world today, our sensitivity does not ex-
tend to a formal expression of support for
a treaty which makes genocide a crime,
punishable by law. While we attempt
to inculcate a sense of responsibility for
human rights among the international
community, we refuse to affirm our obli-
gations here at home,

It is time that we move to obviate this
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hypocrisy and to encourage stronger ac-
tion on the part of our Government in
the face of what is an offense against
mankind, The Genocide Convention
arose principally as a result of the per-
secution of millions of innocent people,
particularly the Jews, by Nazi Germany.
It took a disaster of that size, to motivate
the brotherhood of nations, through the
United ITations, to verbalize their com-
mon horror in the Genocide Convention.
Although adopted by the General Assem-
bly by a vote of 55 to 0 and since ratified
by the legislatures of 76 nations, the
Genocide Convention has for 24 years
awaited ratification by the U.S. Senate.

Need we wait until the murder of the
13 million people by the Nazis is sur-
passed by some new catastrophe? Or is
the slaughter of an estimated quarter of
a million people sufficient to move us
toward a vote which will serve to join the
United States with those nations who
have demonstrated their abhorrence for
genocide?

AMERICA CAN LEARN FROM LITH-
UANIA: MAN'S LIBERTY IS TOO
PRECIOUS TO LOSE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, during an
era in which the United States has
poured so much into the defense of free-
dom around the globe, it is important
that we are mindful of once-independent
peoples who failed in the battle against
communism.

Lithuania is such a state, existing
within the walls of the Soviet Union,
stripped of her nationhood and denied
the rights which we so complacently en-
joy.

Today, June 15, marks the anniversary
of the final Communist occupation of
Lithuania in 1940. Despite typical Soviet
attempts to impress the rest of the world
with the success of their program in the
Baltic States, word has filtered out to the
contrary. Their atheistic “russification”
scheme has met with dissent, both subtle
and sharp.

It is all too easy in a country where the
right to worship is both politicaly guar-
anteed and socially sanctioned, to forget
that in Lithuania religious persecution
is a fact of life. Children are often for-
bidden to attend religious services and
may receive religious instruction only
under severely restricted circumstances.
Seminary enrollment is limited to a num-
ber well below replacement level. Adults
who are suspected of being believers are
prohibited from obtaining jobs or ad-
vancement. There have been cases of
people being imprisoned for practicing
their religion. Terror and fraud are com-
mon devices utilized by the Communists
in stifling the religious tradition, particu-
larly with children. The printing of
prayerbooks 1is government-controlled
and thus subject to inadequate volume
and inaccurate content.

Lithuania is a particularly brutal ex-
ample of Soviet domination. The Rus-
sians are perpetrating genocide: The cul-
ture of Lithuania will be subjugated—
and even destroyed—in order to provide
for its total integration into the US.8.R.
as a “constituent republic.” To date, the
United States, Great Britain and several
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other Western nations have not recog-
nized “the devious processes whereunder
the political independence and territorial
integrity of—Lithuania—[{was] to be de-
liberately annihilated by one of their
more powerful neighbors.”

By 1970, over 10 percent of the pri-
mary and secondary students in Lithu-
ania were attending schools in which the
spoken language was Russian, not Lithu-
anian. Lithuanians living in other parts
of the Soviet Union are subjected to more
flagrant discrimination yet. Their names
must be Russianized, they are denied re-
sponsible positions, and they can speak
their native tongue only in private.

They cannot deny that this is, indeed,
a grim pieture—but not barren of hope.
Beginning with the uprising in June 1941,
the guerrilla war from 1944 to 1953, the
demonstrations during the upheaval in
Eastern Europe in 1956 and the continu-
ing unyielding protests against religious
persecutions, the history of Soviet rule
in Lithuania has been fraught with blood
and discontent. For the Lithuanians, a
proud and freedom-loving people, the
struggle goes on. And it is the young,
born and educated under the hand of
communism, who are rising to the chal-
lenge of their parents’ efforts. They are
braving imprisonment and worse to ex-
press their hatred of the Soviet oppres-
sors and their desire for the freedom of
Lithuania. Self-immolations—oceurring
rather coincidentally at the time of Pres-
ident Nixon’s visit to Russia in May of
1972—touched off massive anti-Soviet
demonstrations.

The two decades of independence in
the early twentieth century have almost
cruelly denied Lithuania the ability to
accept forced Soviet domination. I ad-
mire these brave people for their perse-
verance and patriofism in the face of
such an enormous and insidious adver-
sary. Maybe, with God's will, their efforts
will be fruitful and she will once again
be free.

For us in America, approaching our two
hundredth year of independence, the les-
son is clear: the price of freedom is
eternal vigilance.

INFLATION AND NIXON'S
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it is
painfully obvious that the newest phase
of the Nixon economic program reflects
the frustration of a President whose
previous attempts to control the economy
have been an utter failure. Mr, Nixon’'s
inability to establish economic stability
is highlighted by Edwin L. Dale, Jr., in
his article “Frustration Marks Nixon's
Efforts to Curb Inflation” which ap-
peared in the New York Times on
June 15, 1973. Mr. Dale illustrates that
despite numerous and varied game plans,
inflation still roars out of control, and
one certainly must question whether the
most recently announced program has
come soon enough to provide a solution.

Examples of the previous errors in eco-
nomic management by the Nixon admin-
istration are glaring. The original game
plan designed to curb inflation, instead
of easing the strains of a boom economy,
actually turned the economy downward.
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Next, the administration moved to re-
invigorate the economy, but again infia-
tion increased uncontrollably, and in an
almost desperate decision the President
imposed his widespread controls of Au-
gust 1971.

‘While the initial two phases met mixed
sueccess, the facade of stability crumbled
with the announcement of phase III. The
consumer was faced with what seemed
like continuous increases in items which
took the largest bite out of the family
budget, with staggering jumps in food
prices leading the way. The most recent
announcement that the industrial com-
modities index climbed at an annual rate
of 16 percent in the preceding quarter,
the worst peacetime inflation since World
War II, only served to confirm what con-
sumers already knew.

In a mood of frustration, the President
again imposed controls, and we have
reason to ask whether they will work
more effectively than his original
controls.

Mr. President, it is time that the ad-
ministration listened to the words of the
worker and the average consumer in de-
vising its economic policies. It is time
that economic policies were aimed at
benefiting the mass of consumers rather
than a specially favored few who have
access to the President’s ear. As Mr. Dale
states:

Whether a combination of a slower-paced
economy and a tougher controls program will
moderate the new wave of Inflation only
time will tell.

But time has already told that the
priorities exemplified in the multiple
phases of Nixonomics should have been,
and hopefully will be rearranged in order
to meet the needs of the majority of the
American people rather than a select
few.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Dale’s analysis be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

Thore being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 15, 1973]
FrusTrRATION MarrEs NixoN's EFrForTs To
CuURB INFLATION
(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, June 14—When Richard M,
Nixon took office In early 1969, he inherited
a boom in the economy with low unemploy-
ment but an infiation that seemed then of
grave proportions—6 per cent a year.

Now, after numerous phases in his frus-
trating struggle against rising prices, Mr.
Nixon finds himself with an inflation rate
of 9 per cent, measured by the movement of
the Consumer Price Index over the last three
months, though there was some better news
in between.

Mr. Nixon is not alone in his frustration.
The Government of nearly every industrial
country has found inflation to be just as
intractable a problem or more so.

MORE THAN INTENDED

The Nizon Administration’s first “game
plan” for curbing inflation was a classic one,
and at first It was generally approved by
economists and others of various persuasions.
The idea was to slow the inflationary boom
by use of restrictive Government fiscal, or
budget, policy and Federal Reserve monetary
policy.

The budget, alded by an income tax sur-
charge, pasged late in the Johnson Admin-
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istration, swung into balance. The Federal
Reserve all but halted the growth in the na-
tion's money supply (demand deposits and
currency), credit became more difficult to
get and interest rates soared.

The slowdown was late in coming, but
when it came in the winter of 1869-70, the
economy swung much more than the Presi-
dent wanted or intended. Instead of just
“cooling,” the economy turned downward,
with a small decline in total production and
a sharp rise in unemployment. It was the
fifth recession of the period since World
War II.

But the object of the exercise was not
achieved. While the rate of inflation slowed
a little, at no peint did it drop below about
4 per cent. By late 1970, the Administration
was already moving to pump the economy
up again, with a blg budget deficit and a
much easier monetary policy.

The hope was that the Inflation rate would
decline in 1971 as a belated response to the
recession, But it didn’t. In that perlod, mas-
sive wage increases, won by unions, of 10 to
12 per cent a year were an important factor,
though not the only one.

The President decided in August 1971 to
do something that he had always abhorred—
impose wage and price controls, In an an-
nouncement that achieved total surprise, the
President imposed on Aug. 156 a 80-day freeze
on prices, wages and rents, with raw agrieul-
tural products and a few other things like
used cars and art objects exempted.

It worked well. Consumer prices during the
freeze rose only five-tenths of 1 per cent, or
an annual rate of 2 per cent. But the Presi-
dent had said from the beginning that a
permanent freeze was not workable, and that
a Phase 2 would succeed it.

Phase 2, beginning in mid-November, was
& system of more flexible, though still man=-
datory, controls. Prices could go up if costs,
such as labor and materials, justified higher
prices and if profit margins did not exceed
those of a base period.

Wages were to be held to annual increases
of 5.6 percent, but with some "“catch-up” ex-
ceptions. Some rates were decontrolled, others
permitted to rise within specific limits. Agri-
agricultural products at the farm gate were
exempt.

Phase 2 worked fairly well, too, despite
some bad luck on food prices, particularly
meat prices. After a fully expected “bulge”
in the first two months after the end of the
freeze, prices in the 12 months from Janu-
ary, 1972, to January, 1973, rose by only 3.5
percent, and much of this was accounted for
by food, which was largely uncontrolled.

Then in January, 1973, Fhase 3 was an-
nounced—and the roof fell in.

Phase 3 retained standards for prices and
wages very similar to those of Phase 2, but
they were to be “voluntary” or self-adminis-
tered, with provision for re-imposition of
mandatory controls if there were flagrant
violations of the standards or guidelines,

The initial presentation of the program,
the Administration now concedes, was a bad
mistake. The new program seemed to amount
to the end of all controls, though it was not
intended that way. From the evidence now
at hand, it seems that smaller businesses, in
particular, began raising prices regardless of
the new guidelines, taking advantage of what
was by now booming demand in a booming
economy.

Quite apart from the impact of the change
in the program, inflationary winds blew from
all directions. Reacting to high consumer de-
mand, terrible weather and roaring exports
(spurred by a big export deal with the Boviet
Union and the impact of the two-part devalu-
ation of the dollar), farm and food prices
rose at the highest rate since modern statis-
tics were started.

The boom in other countries, together with
the United States boom, produced a classic
inflationary effect on many commodities
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traded around the world, such as copper and
other metals.

And, finally, when Congress began to mull
a new freeze, there was apparently a binge
of “anticipatory” price increases by those
businesses able to raise prices without losing
sales,

In any event, the price statistics began to
look worse and worse. The Wholesale Price
Index for May, released last week, showed,
for example, that the closely watched index
of industrial (nonfarm) commodities rose in
the last three months at an annual rate of
just under 16 percent, much the worst peace-
time inflation since World War II and one
of the worst on record.

The Government's monetary and fiscal
policies had again turned in a moderately
restrictive direction, with the aim of cooling
the new boom, and this represented the main
hope of the President's advisers and the
President himself for checking the new and
raging Inflation.

But Mr. Nixon, under heavy pressure from
Congress and public opinion, decided yester-
day that he could not walt. Despite many
reservations among his advisers about tighter
controls at a time of high demand, he im-
posed a new freeze for 60 days and announced
that there would be a new Phase 4 after that,
“tougher” and “more mandatory” than
Phase 3.

Whether a combination of a slower-paced
economy and a tougher controls program will
moderate the new wave of inflation only time
will tell.

THE KANSAS SPECIAL OLYMPICS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week-
end—June 8 and 9—marked the fourth
annual Kansas Special Olympics. I had
the privilege of attending the Kansas
Special Olympics held at Washburn Uni-
versity in Topeka, Kans., and it was truly
inspirational.

The Special Olympics are the first na-
tional sports program for the retarded.
Presently, over 250,000 children and 100,
000 volunteers participate.

Children and young adults at all levels
of retardation are eligible to take part in
the program and because they compete
with others of their own age and capa-
bility, they all have a chance to win. At
the top level of ability, these children
outdo many normal children. In the per-
formance of our national recordholders
a retarded lad ran the mile in 4:54 min-
utes, two young athletes tied for first
place in the high jump at 5 feet 10
inches, and another swam the 50-yard
freestyle in 33.4 seconds. Special Olym-
pics has proven that children who are
mentally retarded need not be physi-
cally retarded as well. But they must be
given the opportunity, encouragement,
and the training if they are to succeed in
sports.

The goal of the Special Olympics is
to create opportunities for sports train-
ing and athletic competition for retarded
children and young adults.

Recent sclentific research has shown
that physical activities, sports, and com-
petitive athletics are a major means of
reaching the retarded. Here is an area
where he can succeed and start building
a positive self-image, gaining confidence
and self-mastery as well as physical de-
velopment. As a child improves his per-
formance in the gymnasium and on the
playing field, he improves his perform-
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ance in the classroom, at home, and
eventually on the job.

It is hoped that the special olympics
program will serve as a motivational
framework within which physical edu-
cation, recreation, and sports activities
can take place. The specific objectives
sponsored by the Kansas Association for
Retarded Children, the Developmental
Disabilities Act of 1970, and the Joseph
P. Kennedy, Jr., Foundation, are:

First. Provide motivation for the
initiation of physical education and
athletic programs where none exist.

Second, Provide supplementary mate-
rials which will aid those currently con-
ducting such programs.

Third. Provide opportunities for ath-
letic competition through local, State,
regional, and international special
olympics.

Fourth. Give each retarded child a
“feeling of belonging” by offering him
membership in a national athletic club
with membership certificates, periodic
newsletters, ete.

Fifth. Instill in the retarded child a
“sense of pride” by giving him a chance
to win an award, be honored at a school
assembly, or to have his picture in a
newspaper—by giving him a chance fo
know success.

BRIEF HISTORY OF KANSAS SPECIAL OLYMPICS

A delegation of six students from Holy
Family Ce:-ter, Wichita, who participated
in the 1968 International Special Olym-
pics at Chicago were the forerunners of
of the Kansas Special Olympics. Within a
few months after the first olympics, a
committee was formed to plan a State
olympies in 1969. Members of the com-
mittee were: Mr. Dennis Popp, Sister
Veronice Born, Mr. Charles Myers, Mr.
Charles Watson, and Mrs. Lyman Wiley.
Due to the lack of funds and other prob-
lems the meet was canceled. But as Kan-
sans are not a group to be discouraged,
it was reset for 1970.

With finaneial and other support from
the Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr. Foundation,
the Kansas Association for Retarded
Children, the Kansas Recreation and
Park Association, Parson’s Jaycees, and
the four State institutions for the men-
tally retarded, the first Kansas Special
Olympiecs was held at Parsons State Hos-
pital and Training Center, May 30, 1970.
Mr. Bill Blackwell and Mr. Charles Wat-
son were appointed as codirectors. There
were approximately 300 mentally re-
tarded persons involved.

Myr. Charles Myers was named olympics
director for 1971. Wichita State Univer-
sity was the site of the olympies for that
year and there were over 600 contestants.
Ethel Kennedy was a special guest at the
1971 Olympiecs and, along with the other
dignitaries and sports figures, added
much to the excitement of the occasion.

In the 1972 Kansas Special Olympics,
over 1,200 mentally retarded young peo-
ple from Kansas participated. They were
held at Southwestern College in Win-
field, Kans., the codirectors being Mr.
Charles Myers and Mr, Charles Watson.

1973 KANSAS SPECIAL OLYMPICS

In the 1973 Kansas Special Olympics

there were approximately 1,500 partici-
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pants, This year I was privileged to pre-
sent a special trophy to the first-place
winner of the Kansas Special Olympics
mile run, Timothy Webb of Wichita West
High School, Wichita, Kans. He ran the
mile in 5:59.5.

Timothy was assisted by his coaches,
but did most training on his own—run-
ing 5 miles three times a week. He had a
great desire to achieve and his efforts
were rewarded with a victorious mile run.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
that the following list of Special Olym-
pics’ winners be inserted in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REecorbp, as
follows:

LisT OF WINNERS—19738 KANSAS SPECIAL

OLYMPICS
I. SWIMMING—25-YARD FREESTYLE

Girls, age 8-9, Division IV:

1. Gina Lockhart, 46.5;
Schools, Topeka.

Girls, age 10-12, Division IV:

1. Peggy Arnett, 33.2; Lincoln School, Mc-
Pherson.

Girls, age 10-12, Division II:

1. Winnouna Lannum, 22.0; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

2. Lisa Thyfault, 25.8; Marshall Co. ARC,
Marysville.

Girls, age 13-15, Division IV:

1. Mary Fritz, 22.7; Wichita Public Schools.

2. Patty Cooke, 23.2; Lakemary, Paola.

3. Rose Todd, 26.5; Wichita Public Schools.

Girls, age 13-15, Division IIX:

1, Loretta Fitzgerald, 22.2; Dodge City ARC,
Dodge City.

Girls, age 13-15, Division II:

1. Dana Lamb, 20.0; Topeka ARC, Topeka.

2. Patty Tharp, 22.0; Reno Co. ARC, Hutch-
inson.

Girls, aged 13-15, Division I:

1. Eileen Fagan, 19.7; Lakemary, Paola,

Girls, age 16-18, Division III:

1. Jan Hixon, 23.3; Lakemary, Paola.

2. Janice Soverns, 28.8; Kansas City ARC,
Kansas City.

3. Shawn Green, 28.9; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

Girls, age 16-18, Division IV:

1. R. Brown, 33.8; Dodge City ARC, Dodge
Clty.

2, Nancy Schroeder, 35.8, Lakemary, Paola.

8. Margaret Davidson, 40.3; Lakemary,
Paola.

Girls, age 16-18, Division II:

1. Martha Opat, 20.0; McPherson Co. ARC,
McPherson.

2. Sharon Spaulding, 21.8; Eansas City
ARC, Kansas City.

3. Mary Yardley, 24.8; Parsons St. Hosp.,
Parsons.

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Junella Stoops, 17.9; Wichita Public
Schools.

Girls, age 194, Division IV:

1. Linda Reid, 29.0; Winfield St. Hosp.,
Winfield.

2. Hope Allen, 30.1; Topeka ARC, Topeka,

Girls, age 19, Division III:

1. Joanne Wheat, 26.0; Winfield St. Hosp.,
Winfield.

2. Kathy Vanderver,
Hosp., Winfield.

1. BWIMMING—50-YARD FREESTYLE

Girls, age 16-18, Division IV:

1. Cheryl Walsh, 36.5; Johmson Co. MR

1. Jan Hixon, 5§7.3; Lakemary, Paola.

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:
Center, Overland Park.

2. Junella Stoops, 49.3;
Schools,

Topeka Public

26.6; Winfield St.

Wichita Public
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Iml. SWIMMING—25-YARD BACKSTROKE

Girls, age 10-12, Division I:

1, Virginia 8Silas, 30.4; Reno Co. AROC,
Hutchinson.

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Patty Tharp, 248; Reno Co.
Hutechinson.

Girls, age 16-18, Division IV:

1. Sharon Spaulding, 27.5;
ARC, Eansas City.

2. Nancy Schroeder, 35.8; Lakemary, Paola.

8. Margaret Davidson, 50.5; Lakemary,
Paola.

Girls, Age 194, Division I:

1. Chris Grothuson, 55.2; Emporia.

Girls, age 19+, Division II:

1. Hope Allen, 84.1; Topeka ARC, Topeka.

IV, BWIMMING—100-YARD FREESTYLE RELAY

1. Nancy Schroeder, Patty Cooke, Jan
Hixon, Eileen Fagan, 1:44.2; Lakeamry, Paola.
V. SPECIAL SWIM

1. Marilyn Weinhoad, 80.0; Winfield State
Hospital, Winfield.
V1. SWIMMING—25-YARD FREESTYLE

Boys, age 8-9, Division I:

1. Mark Hedburg, 28.1;
MgcPherson.,

Boys, age 8-9, Division II:

1. Duane Fielder, 34.1; Lincoln School, Mc-
Pherson.

Boys, age 10-12, Division IV:

1. Brady Cole, 26.5; Reno Co. ARC, Huich-
inson.

Boys, age 10-12, Division III:

1. Rick Huff, 26.0; Lincoln School, McPher-
son.

2. Ronnie Robinson, 28.2; McPherson Co.
ARC, McPherson.

Boys, age 10-12, Division II:

1. Tim Gillard, 21.5; Lincoln School, Mc-
Pherson.

Boys, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Russell Burdette, 18.0; Emporia.

2. Donald Huff, 18.9; McPherson Co. ARC,
McPherson.

ARC,

Eansas City

Lincoln 8chool,

3. Randy Porter, 20.0; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

Boys, age 13-15, Division IV:

1. Jamie Oliver, 36.3;: Derby.

2, Jimmy Smith, 53.1; Peru.

Boys, age 13-15, Division III:

1. Norman Korbe, McPherson Co.
ARGC, McPherson,

3. Curtis Balzer, 18.1; McPherson Co. ARC,
McPherson.

3. David Davidson, 20.0;
ARC, McPherson.

Boys, age 13-15, Division II:

1. Rocky Cole, 15.6; Reno Co. ARC, Hutch-
inson,

2. Nelson Taylor, 17.0; Lakemary, Paola.

3. Billy Davis, 22.5; Reno Co. ARC, Huich-
inson,

Boys, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Dwight Asher, 19.6; Wichita Public
BSoehools.

Boys, age 16-18, Division IV:

1. Ronnie Huff, 17.1; McPherson Co, ARC,
McPherson.,

2. Curtis Allen, 21.5; Derby.

3. Dick Spaulding, 24.4; Kansas Oity ARC,
Kansas City.

Boys, age 16-18, Division III:

1. Michael Wade, 16.4; Parsons St, Hosp.,
Parsons,

2. Danny Goves, 19.6; Lakemary, Paola.

3. Jaekie Crump, 21.0; Parsons St. Hosp.,
Parsons,

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. David Enott, 14.5; Wichita Public
Schools.

Boys, age 16-18, Division II:

1. Robert Carey, 15.3; Parsons St., Hosp.,
Parsons,

2. Rick Schultz, 16.1; Lakemary, Paola.

3. Carl Akin, 16.8; Parsons St. Hosp., Par-
sons.

15.0;

McPherson Co.
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Boys, age 18- Division IT:

1. Fred McKinnis, 22.6; ENI, Topeka. Jerry
Nelhaus 22.6; Topeka ARC, Topeka.

2. Donny Anders, 25.7; Topeka ARC,
Topeka,

3. George Custenborder, 25.8; Topeka ARC,
Topeka.

Boys, age 19+ Division II:

1. Rick Phares, 17.0; Lakemary, Paola.

2. Roland Stielow, 18.5; Emporia.

Boys, age 194 Division III:

1. Craig Frazier, 16.6; Jo. Co. MR Center,
Overland Park.

2. Ben Bearly, 19.1; Jo. Co. MR Center,
Overland Park,

3. Ray Shellor, 228; Norton St. Hosp.,
Norton.

VIII. SWIMMING—50-YARD FREESTYLE

Boys, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Norman Korbe, 45.6; McPherson Co. ARC,
McPherson.

2. Dwight Asher,
Schools,

Boys, age 16-18, Division III:

1, Danny Goves, 43.7; Lakemary, Paola.

2. Dennis Pointelin, 46.9; Kansas City ARC,
Kansas City.

3. Jackie Crump, 47.0; Parsons St. Hosp.,
Parsons.

Boys, age 16-18, Division IT:

1. Tom Svenram, 36.9; McPherson ARC,
McPherson.

2. Mike Haynes, 37.3; Holy Family, Wichita.

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Glen Underwood, 83.5; Holy family,
Wichita.

2. Carl Akin, 43.0; Parsons St. Hospital,
Parsons.

Boys, age 19+, Divislion IV:

1. Larry Herman, 58.6, Emporia.

2. Roy Stielow, 107.5, Emporia,

Boys, age 19+, Division IIT:

1. Robert Jones, 55.0, Emporia.

2. Fred McKinnis, 59.8, KNI, Topeka.

Boys, age 194, Division II:

1, Ray Shellor, 50.2, Norton St. Hospital,
Norton.

IX. SWIMMING—25~YARD BACKSTROKE

Boys, age 10-12, Division IV:

1. Mark BShipley, 39.5, Reno Co. ARC
Hutchinson,

Boys, age 13-15, Division III:

1. Curtis Balzer, 21.8 McPherson Co. ARC,
McPherson,

Boys, age 13-15, Division IV:

1. Rick Janssen, 20.8, McPherson ARC, Mc-
Pherson,

Boys, age 16-18, Division II:

1. Michael Wade, 28.1 Parsons St. Hospital,
Parsons,

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Robert Carey, 19.4, Parsons St. Hospital,
Parsons.

2. Rick Schultz, 19.8, Lakemary, Paola.

3. Rick Phares, 22.0, Lakemary, Paola.

Boys, age 19-, Division I:

1. John Wright, 30.7; Emporia.

Boys, age 18-, Division II:

1. Lon Swenson, 32.0; Emporia.

X. SWIMMING—50-YARD FREESTYLE BRELAY

Boys, age 10-12, Division II:

1. Randy Porter, 47.6; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

Boys, age 13-15, Division III:

1. Nelson Taylor, 41.5; Lakemary, Paola.

XI. SWIMMING—100-YARD FREESTYLE RELAY

1. Rick Schultz, 1:09; Rick Phares, Danny
Goves, Nelson Taylor; Lakemary, Paola.

1. Jackie Crump, 1:09; Mike Wade, Robert
Carey, Carl Aikins, Parsons St. Hosp., Parsons,

2, David Davidson, 1:10; Curtis Blazer,
Norman Eorbe, Rick Janssen, McPherson
ARC, McPherson.

8. Tom Bvenram, 1:14; Ronnie Huff, Miles

45.7, Wichita Public
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Hoffman, Reyn Redger, McPherson ARC,

MecPherson.
XII. SWIMMING—SPECIAL SWIM

1. Pat Underwood, 2:20; Norton 8t. Hosp.,

Norton.
I. BOWLING —MALE

Boys, age 8-9, Division I:

No entries.

Boys, age 8-9, Division II:

1. Gordon Barr, 262; Saline Co. ARC, Salina,

2. Lyle Stephens, 221; Balina Co. ARC,
Salina.

Boys, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Zoltan Csendes, 312; Reno Co.
Hutchinson.,

2. Ricky Wallace, 298;
Hutchinson.

3. Jim Keller, 282; Saline Co. ARC, Salina.

Boys, age 10-12, Division ITI:

1. Eelley Minks, 609; Pratt.

2. Bill Erdman, 314; Pratt.

3. Harold Brooks, Jr., 310; Peabody.

Boys, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Dennis Enott, 592;
Schools,

2. Ricky Purvis, 582; Reno Co. ARC, Hutch-
inson.

3. Mike Montgomery, 569; Topeka ARC,
Topeka.

Boys, age 13-15, Division II:

1. Steven Jansen, 605; Pratt.

2. Wayne Bishop, 603; Pratt.

3. Eevin O'More, 580; Pratt.

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Leonard Arveson, 603; Junction City.

2, David Enott, 580; Wichita Public
Schools.

3. Ray Schmeidler, 582; Wichita Public
Schools.

Boys, age 16-18, Division IT:

1. Dick Spaulding, 631; Kansas City ARC,
Kansas City.

2, Wesley Stiner, 598; Emporia.

3. Mike Okeson, 585; Atwood.

Boys, age 194, Division I:

1. Clifford Harger, 665; Lenexa.

2, Gailen Furman, 612; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

3. Donald Puckett, 604; Lenexa.

Roland Stielow, 604, Emporia.
Boys, age 194, Division II:
1. Loy Harper, 611; Topeka ARC, Topeka.
Raymond Davis, 611; Saline Co. ARC,

Salina.

2. Mike Fanning, 6586; Norton 8t. Hosp.,
Norton.

3. Ivan Lutiz, 571; SBaline Co. ARC, Balina.

II. BOWLING—FEMALE

Girls, age 8-8, Division IT:

1. Grinda Stout, 222; Pratt.

Girls, age 10-12, Division IT:

1. Linda Mason, 277; Junection City.

2. Brenda Spunaugle, 253; Saline Co. ARC,
Salina.

3. Jacque Shelman, 246; Pratt,

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Teresa Walker, 610; Wichita.

2. Laura Griswold, 522; Holy Family,
Wichita.

3. Anne Marie Gravatt, 511; Saline Co. ARC,
Salina.

Girls, age 13-16, Division II:

1. Debbie Stout, 566; Pratt.

2. Debble Presley, 562; Junction City.

3. Mary E. Fritz, 560; Wichita Public
Schools,

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Connie Avers, 600; Reno Co. ARC, Hutch-
inson.

2, Bue Clark, 693; Reno Co. ARC, Hutch-
inson.

3. Donna Harvey, b575; Reno Co. ARG
Hutchinson,

Girls, Age 16-18, Division II.

1. Clara Rush, 596; Wyandotte Co. ARC,
Kansas City.

ARC,

Reno Co. ARC,

Wichita Public
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9, Janice Soverns, 543; Kansas Clty ARC,
Kansas City.
3. Deborah Johnson, 540; Baline Co. ARC,
Salina.
Girls, age 19+, Divislon I:
1. Debbie Reed, 633; Reno Co. ARC, Hutch-
inson.
2. Margaret Ash, 606; Saline Co. ARC,
Salina.
3. Susan Baker, 604; Wichita.
Girls, age 19}, Division II;
1. Jane Enight, 596; Wichita.
2. Marilyn Quested, 582; Saline Co. ARC,
Salina.
3. Kathleen Hughes, 579; Saline Co. ARC,
Salina.
1. SKATING—MALE (SPEED)
Boys, age 10-12, 330 yard:
1. Mike Sweger, 48.6;
Schools.
Boys, age 13-15, 440 yard:
1. Danny Moss, 1:14.0;
Schools.
2. Frank Lander,
Wichita.
3. Jeff Chairs, 1:22.4; Wichita.
Boys, age 16-18, 660 yard:
1. Jack Gurley, 1:414;
Wichita.
2. Jim Read, 3:13.2; KNI, Topeka.
4. Jim Chapman, 3:54.0; ENI, Topeka.
Boys, age 191, 660 yard:
1. Randall Buchanan, 2:09.0; Norton St.
Hosp., Norton.
2, Steve Collins, 2:09.6; Winfield.
II. SEATING—FEMALE (SPEED)
Girls, age 10-12, 330 yard:
1. Shirley Dean, 1:10.9;
Schools,
2, Kim Smith,
Schools.
3. Loretta Eves, 1:22.7; Rice Co. Speclal Ed.
Girls, age 13-15, 440 yard:
1, Janet Walker, 1:12.6; Wichita Publle
Schools.
2. Teresa Walker, 1:18.8; Wichita Public
Schools.
3. Sheryl Weast,
Schools.
Girls, age 16-18, 660 yard:
1, Connie Christie, 2:23.0; Pratt,
2, Brenda Taylor, 2:39.1; Wichita Public
Schools.
Girls, age 194, 660 yard:
1. Ruth Lange, 2:38.1; Winfield.
IIL. SEATING—MALE (LIMBO)
Boys, age 10-12:
1. Mike Sweger, 1’
Schools.
Boys, age 19-4-:
1. Steve Collins, 2'4’"; Winfield.
Girls, age 13-15:
1. Janet Walker, 1" 6323'"; Wichita Public
Schools.
Girls, age 16-18:
1. Debora Miller, 1 814'";
Schools.
2. Connie Christy 2'4""; Pratt.
Girls, age 19--:
1. Kathy Vanderver, 2'; Winfield.
1. TRACE—440 RELAY, FEMALE, DIVISION I
1. Topeka Assoc., Retarded Children, 67.6.
2. Reno Co. Assoc., Retarded Children, 67.8.
3. So. Central Kansas, 1, 68.7.
TRACK—440 RELAY, FEMALE, DIVISION II

1. Lakemary Center, Paola, 72.T; Norton
State Hosp., Norton, 72.7.
2. Sheldon School, Topeka, 75.2.
11, TRACK—440 WALKING, FEMALE, DIVISTON II
1. Beverly Wedgewood, 3:37; Pratt.
2. Mary Barrett, 3:39.5; Norton St. Hosp,
Norton.
3. Mary Vanlandingham, 3:47.3; Pratt.
TRACK—440 WALKING, FEMALE, DIVISION X
1. Bonnle Simms, 2:34.2; Emporia.

Wichita Public

Topeka Public

1:20.9; Holy Family,

Holy Family,

Wichita Public

1:12.1; Wichita Publlc

1:39.0; Wichita Public

6%"";

Wichita Public

Wichita Public
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2. Marle Sullivan, 3:11.8, Winfleld.
3. Connie Gleason, 3:36.3, Emporia.
I, PENTATHLON—FEMALE

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:
1. J. Thomas, 14 points,
2. J. Lingo, 10 points.
3. K. Lennon, 6 points,
Girls, age 16-18, Division I:
1. K, Baker, b points.
Girls, age 194, Division I:
1. B. Altenburg, 10 points.
2. B. Hostettler, 5 points.
IV, BASKETBALL FREE THROW-—FEMALE

Girls, age 10-12, Division III:

1. Beverly Hill, 2/10; Kansas City Public
Schools.

Girls, age 13-15, Division III:

1. Susie Alverado, 1/10; Emporia.

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Thilta Souter, 2/10; Pratt.

Ciirls, age 194, Division I:

1. Coleen Galloup, 2/10; Wichita.

2. Lenona Stanfield, 1/10; Norton St. Hosp.,
Norton.

Girls, age 19}, Division II:

1. Margaret Ash, 2/10; Saline Co. ARC,
Salina.

2. Mary Wolfe, 1/10; Lenexa,

Girls, age 194, Division III;

1. Carol Williams, 3/10; Winfield St. Hosp.,
Winfield.

2. Patricia Austin, 0/10, Saline Co. ARC,
Salina.

V. 2-YARD WHEELCHAIR

Girls, age 8-9, Division I:

1. Ronada Blanchett, 32 seconds;
City ARC, Dodge City.

V1. STANDING LONG

Girls, age 8-9, Division I:

1. Renee Kelly, 2’1014 '"; Kansas City Pub-
lic S8chools.

2. Diane Boylen, 3’63, "'; Lawrence P & R.

3. Ruth LaMountain, 3'51;"".

Girls, age 8-9, Division II:

1. Debbie Fallls, 8'415'";
Hutchinson,

Girls, age 8-9, Division ITI:

1. Earla Union, 3'6'"; Kansas City Public
Schools.

2. Margaret Tebbs, 2'614'"; Norton U.S.D.

Girls, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Bharon Small, 6'734''; Kansas City.

2. Winnouna Lannam, 5°95;'"; Hutchinson,

3. Jeanine Brown, 5°; Paola.

Girls, age 10-12, Division II;

1. Laurie Ewing, 5'5%;''; Kansas City.

2. Barbara Fortin, 5'4''; Wichita.

3. Paula Herman, 5°'1''; Wichita.

Girls, age 10-12, Division III:

1. Ellen Carlson, 4'614'"; Kansas City.

2. Diane Mable, 4'4""; Pratt.

3. Darlene LaMountain, 4'2'*; Topeka.

Girls, age 10-12, Division IV:

1. Valerie Caddell, 4'9""; Wichita,

2. Roberta Hendel, 3'9'’'; Paola.

3. Lisa Jones, 3'71;'"; Derby.

Girls, age 13-15, Division II:

1. Opal Deal, 5'8''; Oakley.

2. Dianna Bayless, 5'7''; Prait.

3. Beth Rogers, 5'1’’; Derby.

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Dana Judge, 5'11"’'; Topeka.

2. Janell Wallace, 5'814*"; Parsons.

3. Teresa Boone, 5'2'*; Derby.

Girls, age 13-15, Division III:

1. Ramona Schmitt, 5'9';
Wichita.

2. Betty Mackey, 5’614 '"; Starkley, Wichita.

3. Julle Wynn, 6'114'’; Dodge City ARC,
Dodge City.

Girls, age 13-15, Division IV

1. Tina Forel, 3'9'"; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2, Brenda Smith, 3'1*; 8t. Mary's, Topeka.

3. Beverly Buchanan, 2'90'"; Dodge City
ARC, Dodge City.

Girls, age 16-18, Division IL:

Dodge
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1. Elvie Pierce, 4'614'"; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Peggy Seeney, 4’14 ’"; 8t. Mary's, Topeka.

Girls, age 16-18, Division III:

1. Pam Runer, 4’31, '’; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Dinah Turnbull,
Tokepa.

3. Dianna Schaich, 3'10".

Girls, age 16-18, Division IV:

1. Nancy Ashenfelter, 3°4'";
Topeka.

2. Shelley Keeley, 3'1'"; Dodge City ARC,
Dodge City.

3. Shawn Green, 3'14'';
Hosp., Parsons,

Girls, age 194, Division I:

1. Judy Eempker, 4'1,""; Starkey, Wichita.

2, Corinna Stephenson, 4’1114 "’; Norton.

3. Janet Byrd, 8'23/'"; KNI, Topeka.

Girls, age 19, Division II:

1. Linda Winfrey, 4'915'’; Winfield State
Hosp., Winfield.

2. Sharon Yianakotulos, 4'61%4"";
State Hosp., Winfleld.

3. Nancy Earrows, 3'10%%'";
ARC, Eansas City.

VII. 50-YARD DASH—FEMALE

Girls, age 8-9, Division IV:

1. Tammy Creed, 10.2; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Tena Horn, 10.5;Dodge City ARC, Dodge
City.

3. Margaret Tebbs, 11.0; Norton USD No.
211, Norton.

Girls, age 8-9, Division III:

1. Teresa Sullivan, 9.3; Kansas City Public
Schools, E.C.

2. Edith Pitts, 9.9; Reno Co. ARC, Hutchin-
son.

Girls, age 8-9, Division II:

1. Grinda Stout, 9.0; Pratt.

Girls, age 8-9, Division I:

1. Patricia Jones, 7.9; Kansas City Public
Schools, E.C.

2. Diane Boylen, 8.3; Lawrence,

3. Renee Kelly, 8,7; Kansas City Public
Schools, K.C.

Girls, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Jenine Brown, 7.4; Paola.

2. Barbara Fortin. 9.1; Wichita,

Girls, age 10-12, Division II:

1. Paula Herrman, T7.8; Hoxie.

2. Carolyn Bardwell, 7.9; Kansas City.

2. Ramona Tippins, 7.9; Kansas City.

2. Teresa Brown, 7.9; Reno Co,, Hutchin-
son.

3. Ruth Ann Garner, 8.0; Topeka,

Girls, age 10-12, Division IIL:

1. Laurle Ewing, 8.1; Kansas City.

2. Patricia Lowery, B.2; Kansas City.

3. Brenda Spunaugle, 8.6.

Girls, age 10-12, Division IV:

1. Valerie Cabbell, 7.8; Wichita.

2, Terri Schwalit, 8.4; Topeka.

3. Patricia Palmer, 8.5; Topeka.

Girls, age 13-15, division I:

1. Marcia Tremble, 7.6; A.N.W. Coop, Yates
Center.

2. Pam Jackson, 8.1; Topeka P.S., Topeka.

3. Dona Misner, 8.2; Lawrence.

Girls, age 13-15, Division II:

1. Kathy Hughes, 7.5; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Terri Escudero, 7.6; Goodland HS,,
Goodland.

2, Irene Childs, 7.6; McPherson ARC, Mc~-
Pherson.

3. Opal Deal, 7.7; Oakley.

Girls, age 13-15, Division IIL:

1. Barbara Private, 8.0; Wichita Enferprise
Group, Witchita.

2. Shawna Pittle, 8.3; Topeka P.S., Topeka.

3. Earen Oler, 8.4, Parsons State Hospital,
Parsons,

Girls, age 13-15, Division IV:

1. Brenda Stark, T7.9; McPherson ARC, Mc-
Pherson,

2. Kathy Southerds, 8.0; Reno Co. ORO,
Hutchinson,

4'1,'"; 8t. Mary's,
Holy Family,

Parsons State

Winfield

Kansas City




June 15, 1973

2, Beth Rogers, 8.0; Holy Family, Wichita.

3. Brenda Jackson, 8.1; Topeka ARC,
Topeka.

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:

1, Pam Potte, 7.9; Holy Family, Wichita.

2, Marle Martinez, 7.9; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson,

Girls, 16-18, Division II:

1. Janet Haines, 7.6; Topeka ARC, Topeka.

2. Pam Runer, 7.8; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

8. Debbie Isaacs, 7.9; Dodge City ARC,
Dodge City.

Girls, 16-18, Division III;

1. Mary Yardley, 7.3; Parsons State Hosp,,
Parsons,

2. Linda Schreiner, 8.2; Pratt 8. C., Pratt.

2. Clara Rush, 8.2; Eansas City 8.E,, K.C.

3. Debra Zimmerman, 8.3; Pratt.

Girls, age 19--, Division I:

1. Betty Jones, 7.8; Norton USD, #211,
Norton.

2., Corrina Muir, 8.6; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons,

3. Anette Norman, 9.0; Winfield.

Girls, age 19+, Division II:

1. Judy Leiker, 8.2; Hays Otr. Plains ARC,
Hays.

2, Joanne Wheat, 8.9; Winfield.

3. Linda Winfrey, 9.3; Winfield.

Girls, age 194, Division III:

1. Judy Harris, 8.7; Starkey, Wichita.

2. Beverly Gilbert, 8.8; Starkey, Wichita.
8. Judy Eempker, 8.9; Starkey, Wichita.
vaorI, HIGH JUMP—FEMALE

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Rose Walker, 3'10’'; Horace Mann Jr.
High, Wichita.

2. Julie Cunningham, 3’8’’; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

3, Betty MacKey, 3'8''; Horace Mann Jr.
High, Wichita.

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Jannita Ozbun, 3'10'’; Wichita.

2. Trella Eonkel, 4’1",

Girls, age 194, Division I:

1. Sharon Yianakopulos, 2'10'";
Bt. Hosp., Winfield.

2. Carol Weatherman, 2'8''; Norton State
Hosp., Norton,

IX. 300 YARD RUN—FEMALE

Girls, age 8-9, Division I:

1. Patricia Jones, 59.1; K.C. Spec. BEd., Kan-
sas City.

2. Earla Union, 1:01.9; K.C. Bpec. Ed.,
EKansas City.

8. Lisa Edison, 1:10.5; K.C. Spec. Ed.,, Kan~
Bas City.

Girls, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Sharon Small, 48.1; E.C, Spec, Ed., Kan-
Bas City.

2. Bhirley Dean, 49.2; Levy Spec. Ed.,
‘Wichita.

Girls, age 10-12, Division IT:

1. Carolyn Bardwell, 51.2; K.C. Spec, Ed.,
Eansas City.

2. Patricla Lowery, 57.3; K.C. Spec. Ed,,
Eansas City.

8. Virginia Hansen, 1:04.0; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.

Girls, age 10-12, Division III:

1. Teresa Brown, 51.5; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

2. Ruth Ann Garner, 52.0; Topeka Public
8chools, Topeka.

3. Cindy Bishop, 54.7; Holy Family Ctr.,
Wichita.

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Carol Dye, 47.2; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Charlene Mitchell, 54.2; K.C. Spec. Ed.,
Eansas City.

3. Eathy Hamlin, 1:11.2; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons,

Girls, age 13-15, Division IT:

1. Earen Oler, 57.0; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons,

Girls, age 13-15, Division III:

1. Mary Alice Dugan, 1:03.0; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons,

Winfield
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2. Peggy Beasley, 1:03.0; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.

3. Rosemary Dorr, 1:04.4; Wyandotte Co.
Bpec. Ed., E.C.

Girls, age 13-15, Division IV:

1. Brenda Parker, 50.3; Enterprise Group,
Wichita.

2. Irene Childs, 53.4; McPherson ARC, Mc-
Pherson.

3. Linda Borror, 56.0; Holy Family Center,
Wichita.

Girls, age 16-18, Divislon I:

1. Janet Haines, 46.8; Topeka ARC, Topeka.

2. Carol Clelland, 49.0; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

3. Elvie Pierce, 53.4, Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

Girls, age 16-18, Division II:

1. Karen Throne, 1:01.5; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.

2. Melba Moran,
Hosp., Parsons.

Girls, age 16-18, Division ITI:

1. Pam Cotts, 50.6; Holy Family Center,
Wichita.

2. Ronda Reger, 50.7; McPherson ARC, Mc-
Pherson.

3. Eathy Teter, 56.0; Holy Family Center,
Wichita.

Girls, age 194, Division I:

1. Corinda Muir, 57.4; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Teresa Self, 58.1; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

3. Bandra Davidson, 59.0; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.

Girl, age 194, Division II:

1. Shirley Snodgrass, 1:03.9; ENI, Topeka.

2. Joan Duree, 1:10.7; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

Girls, age 194, Division III:

1. Ruth Lange, 1:01.0; Winfield State Hosp.,
Winfield.

2. Earla Edge, 1:08.9; Topeka ARC, Topeks.

X. WHEELCHAIR SOFTBALL THROW—FEMALE

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:

1. R. Blanchett, 12'4’’; Marion.

2. 8. Mock, 10'11"’; Lakin.

3. M. Brown, 7'6’'; Sheldon Elem. School,
Topeka.

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:

1. M. Rohrig, 10’2""; Marion.

XI. SOFTBALL THROW-—FEMALE

Girls, age 8-9, Divislon I:

1. Ruth LaMountain, 78’2'": Sheldon Elem.
School, Topeka.

2. Carman Smith, 50'4'"; Topeka Public
Schools, Topeka.

8. Nancy Erksin, 81'115°.

Girls, age 8-8, Division II:

1. Pam Bunley, 34'6'’; Hays Ctr. ARC, Hays.

2. Edith Tipps, 20'6"’; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

Girls, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Elizabeth Luton, 100'3’'; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.

2, Joanne O'Donnell, 72'8''; Lake Mary Cen-
ter, Paola.

Girls, age 10-12, Division IT:

1, Ylonda Young, 104'5""; K.C. Spec. Ed,,
Eansas City.

2, Lydia Morgan, 84; E.C. Spec. Ed., Eansas
City.

3. Naomi Eelly, 81'8'";
Kansas City.

Girls, age 10-12, Division IIT:

1. Mary Lake, 47°'4"’; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Loretta Eves, 47'1’"; Rice Co. Spec. Ed.,
Lyons,

8. Ellen Carlson, 45'8'"; K.C. Spec. Ed.,
Eansas City.

Girls, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Barbara Private, 122'11'’; Wichita P.S,,
Wichita.

2. Carol Dye, 118714 "’; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.

8. Shanwna Pittle, 116'614’"; Topeka P.S,,
Topeka.

1:046; Parsons State

E.C. Bpec. Ed.,

19785

Girls, age 13-15, Division II:

1. Janelle Wallace, 106'7’’; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.

2. Barbara Fitzgerald, 83'7'’; Dodge City
ARC, Dodge City.

3. Eathy Hughes, 80'415"';
Hosp., Parsons.

Girls, age 13-15, Division III:

1. Cindy Klassen, 7T2'414'";
ARC, McPherson.

2. Rose Todd, 62'6'';
Wichita.

3. Patty Lamonds, 54'814'"; Rice Co. Spec.
Ed., Lyons.

Girls, age 13-15, Division IV:

1. Terri Escueero, T4''715'";
High School, Goodland.

2. Judy Melcher, 59'115,"’;
Topeka.

3. Peggy Beasley, 47'; Parsons State Hosp.:
Parsons,

Girls, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Brenda Taylor, 113'10°';
‘Wichita.

2. Carol Clelland, 93'10'’; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons,

3, Gall Monroe, 81'4.5’'; Lyons.

Girls, age 16-18, division II.

1. Teena Stone, 92°4''; Pratt.

2. Cathy Peter, 91'7’’; Holy Family Center,
Wichita.

3. Debbie Isaacs, 88'4.5''; Dodge City.

Girls, age 16-18, Division III:

1. Rhonda Redger, 71'6'’; McPherson.

2. Carla Aimes, 68'3''; Derby.

3. Dianna Schaich, 60'11''; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.

Girls, age 16-18, Division IV:

1. Betty Neufeld, 54'8.5’'; McPherson.

2. Dinah Turnbull, 60'1’"; Bt. Mary's.

3. Cheryl Floop, 48'7'’; Emporia.

Girls, age 19--, division II:

1. Eathy Sames, 88'3''; Winfield.

2, Barah Hammond, 76'3’’; Emporia.

3. Corinna Stephenson, 63'1’"; Norton.

Girls, age 19+, Division I:

1. SBusan Baker, 80’‘; Wichita.

2. Pam Greenman, 89'2''; Wichita.

3. Betty Jones, 84'9’’; Norton.

Girls, age 19, Division ITI:

1. Judy Harris, 49'814'’; Wichita.

2. Reva Willlams, 48'3’’; Winfield.

3. Betty Miller, 42°415''; Winfleld.

XII. 440 YARD RELAY—MALE

Boys, Division I:

1. Parsons Btate Hosp., 52.0.

2. Holy Family Center, 55.0,

3 Wichita Public Schools, 55.6.

Boys, Division II:

1. E. Topeka, 63.7.

2. Marshall Co. ARC, 64.0

3. 8. Ceniral Eansas No. 1, 64.4,
XIIT, 440 YARD WALK—MALE

Boys, open , Division I

1. Terry Hammerschmidt, 2:19.4; Hays.

2. Harold Baldwin, 2:81.6; Norton,

3. Wesley Tuttle, 2:33.6; Hays.

XIV. PENTATHLON—MALE

Boys, age 13-15, Division I:

1. D. Thompson, 12 points,

2. G. McDonald, 11 points,

3. J. Osburn, 7 points,

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. E. Johnson, 27 points.

2. C. Levalley, 23 points.

3. M Heyen, 17 points.

XV. WHEEL CHAIR RACE 25 YARD—MALE

Boys, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Wendall Bean, 1:38.6; Winfield State
Hosp., Winfield.

Boys, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Pat Eane, 18.7, Wyandotte Co. Spec. Ed,,
E.C.

2. Craig Vidrois, 53.5; Winfield State Hosp.,
Winfield.

Boys, Age 104, Division I:

1. Henry Waymire, 8.3; Levy Speo. Ed. Ctr,,
Wichita.

Parsons State

McFherson

Jardine Jr. High,

Goodland
Topeka ARC,

Wichita P.S.,
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2. Doc Smith, 50.3; Winfleld State Hosp.,
Winfield.

XVI. BASKETBALL FREE THROW—MALE
Boys, age 10-12, Division I:
1. Steve Smith, 4 out of 15.

2. Tim Dodd, 3 out of 15.
Boys, Age 10-12, Division II:
1. Kelvin Quinn, 3 out of 15.
2. Marvin Loob, 0 out of 15.
Boys, Age 13-15, Division I
1. R. Powen, 3 out of 15.

2, C. Adams, 2 out of 15.
Boys, Age 13-15, Division II:
1. 8. Shrag, 8 out of 15.

2. E. Garzio, 1 out of 15.
Boys, Age 13-15, Division III:
1. R. Williams, 8 out of 15.
2. 8. Paine, 4 out of 15.

3. M. Lopez, 4 out of 15.
Boys, Age 16-18, Division I:
1. C. Duft, 2 out of 15.

2. T. Dixon, 1 out of 15.

3. V. Powers, 0 out of 15.
Boys, Age 16-18, Division II;
1. M. Qoeson, 6 out of 165.

2. P. Bennett, 3 out of 15.

3. R. Briley, 1 out of 15.
Boys, Age 16-18, Division ITI;
1. E. Legliefer, 6 out of 15.

2. K. Warner, 4 out of 15.

3. R. Baxter, 4 out of 15.
Boys, age 19, Division I:

1. J. Weishaer, 9 out of 15.
2. E. Ford, 6 out of 15.

3. C. Watkins, 5 out of 15.
Boys, age 194, Division II:
1. J. Miller—9 out of 15,

2. 8. Kever, 5 out of 15.

3. D. Brent, 4 out of 15.
Boys, age 19--, Division III:
1. T. Timmons, 5 out of 15.
2. D. Roseman, 5 out of 15.
3. M. Crothers, 4 out of 15.

XVII. STANDING LONG JUMP—MALE
Boys, age 8-9, Division I:
1. Jerry Evans, 5°0°°.
2. Victory Ellis, 49",
8. Doug Landon, 4’814,
Boys, age 8-9, Division II:
1. Kevin Stephenson, 4'314 .
2. Edward Nelson, 4'3"".
3. Bobby Cornely, 3'11°",
Boys, age 8-9, Division III:
1. Phillip Mocre, 4'3''3;; Lake Mary Cen=
ter, Paola.
2. Curtis Phltzer, 2'113,"";
Schools, KEansas City.
8. Byron Barnhill, 2'33'";
Topeka.
Boys, age 10-12, Division I:
1. H. Shomaker, 4'10"".
2. J. Goudy, 4'9"".
Boys, age 10-12, Division IV:
1. K. Minks, 5’2",
2, R. Flaming, 4’9",
3. B, Jones, 4'1%4"".
Boys, age 10-12, Division IT
1. James Colby, 5.10%"".
2. Curtis Sykes, 5'634"'
3. Leslie Hall, 5'534"".
Boys, age 10-12, Division III;
1. I. Wolfgang, 5'114"".
2. J. Barrett, 411",
3. 8. Brown, 4'9"".
Boys, age 10-12, Division V:
1. David Eellog, 5'2"".
2. David Cromwell, 4’4",
3. Gary Walk, 4'1°",
Boys, age 13-15, Division IT:
1. Rocky Cole, 6’2",
2. Tracy Swanson, 6°.
3. Wave Garner, 5'7".
Boyas, age 13-15, Division V:
1. D. Webster, 514",
2. P.Neeley, 4'%4"".
3. D. Shiftod, 83'T14"".
Boys, age 13-15, Division IV:
1. Ken Maurer, 5°7"".
2. Jim Tucker, 5°.

E.C. Public

Central Park,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

3. Roy Clifford, 4'9"".

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Phil Henderson, 8'6°'; Goodland.

2. Richard Morris, 7'56%''; Parsons State
Hospltal, Parsons.

3. Mark Jacobs, 7'5''; Wyandotte Co. Spec.
Ed., Kansas City.

Boys, age 16-18, Division II:

1. George Chambers, 5'7T''; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

2. Phil Dodge, 5'4’’; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

3. Frank Van Hoot, 4'56'";
ARC, Kansas City,

Boys, age 16-18, Division III:

1. Herman Gibson, 6'4'"; Oakley Public
School, Oakley.

2. Burton Emery, 5'111,'";
Schools, Topeka.

3. Robert French, 5'014'";
Hospital, Parsons.

Boys, age 19 plus, Division I:

1. A. Dwire, 6°11"".

2. R. Edelman, 6'4"".

3. G. McEenzle, 6'3"".

Boys, age 19 plus, Division II:

1. Shannon Woolsey, 6'5"'.

2. Aloin Lang, 5'8'".

3. Robert Jones, 5'314"".

Boys, age 19 plus, Division III:

1. C. Mohan, 6°.

2. G. Cooper, 5'10"'.

3. R. Brooks, 5'2"',

Boys, age 10 plus, Division IV:

1. Donald Puckett, 4'11°".

2. Ken Goodwin, 4'914°".

3. Bill Young, 4'7"".

XVIII, 50 YTARD DASH—MALE

Boys, age 8-9, Division I:

1. Victor Ellis, 8.0.

2. David Hilt, 8.3.

3. Phil Moore, 8.4.

Boys, age 8-9, Division II:

1. Daren Henderson, B.6.

2. Jerry Reed, 8.7.

3. David Macklie, 8.8.

Boys, age 8-9, Division III:

1. Robert Parker, 8.3.

2. Ronnie Jenson, 9.5,

3. Galen Kern, 9.7.

3. Jim Tune, 9.7.

Boys, age 10-12, Division I

1. Mike Smith, 7.3.

2. Kelvin Johnson, 74.

2. Felix Wilson, 7.4,

3. Mike Eincald, 7.45.

Boys, age 10-12, Division III:

1. Ricky Overbaugh, 7.5;
Schools, Kansas City.

2. Anthony Wllson,
Schools, Kansas City.

3. Leroy Soverns, 7.8;
Kansas City.

Boys, age 13-15, Division I:

1. Dennis Day, 6.6.

2. Emanual Young, 7.0.

3. Eeith Hearn, 7.2.

Boys, age 13-15, Division II:

1. Jack Hall, 6.9.

2. Rudy Thomas, 7.0.

3. Lee Rodgers, 7.0.

Boys, age 13-15, Division ITI:

1. Lamel Adams, 7.3.

2. Ronnie Marshall, T.4.

3. Wave Garner, 7.5.

Boys, age 13-15, Dlvision IV:

1. Mark Gillette, 6.6.

2. Rick Jonssen, 6.8.

3. Don Crewley, T7.3.

Boys, age 16-18, Division I

1. Phil Henderson, 5.7.

2. Sam Bardenaire, 8.5.

3. Sandy Quinn, 6.7.

Boys, age 16-18, Divislon IT:

1. Mike Mcintosh, 6.5.

2. Jess Moore, 6.6.

2. Robert Cotton, 6.6.

2. Ronnie Huff, 6.6.

3. Leroy Mcelroy, 6.7.

Boys, age 16-18, Division III:

Eansas City

Topeka Public

Parsons State

K.C. Public
7.7, E.C. Public

K.C. Public Schools,
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1. Butch Medovich, 7.1.
1. Eddie Parks, 7.1.
2. Phillip Dodge, 7.4.
3. Steve Becker, 7.5.
3. Steve Barnhill, 7.5.
Boys, age 16-18, Division IV:
1. Dennis Pointelin, 7.2,
2, John Warner, 7.5,
3. Ben Geers, 7.7.
Boys, age 19+, Division I:
1. Arlon Waber, 7.0; ENI—Topeka.
2. Willie Joe Eennedy, 7.1; KNI—Topeka.
3. James Ulery, 7.2; Winfield,
Boys, age 194-, Division II:
1. Daniel Watkins, 6.9; Plainville.
2. Ernest Ford, T.1; Lenexa,
3. Bobby Heard, 7.2; Norton.
3. James Loranze, 7.2; Starkey-Wichita.
3. David Boese—Parsons,
Boys, age 19--, Division ITI:
1. Avon Smith, 7.0; Newton.
2. Jesse Graham, 7.3; Winfield.
3. Doug Scarbrough, 7.7; Topeka ARC—
Topeks,
Boys, age 194, Division IV:
1. Robert Basett, A.8; Norton.
2. Benito Carbello, 7.7; Hays.
3. Alvin Rieker, 8.2; ENI, Topeka.
XIX. HIGH JUMP—MALE
Boys, age 13-15, Divislon I:
1. Mark Oillette, 4'9"";
Schools, Wichita.
2. Rudy Thomas, 4°6"";
Schools, Wichita.
3. Sonny Mackey, 4'6''; Wichita
Schools, Wichita.
Boys, age 16-18, Division I:
1. Jerome Banks, 5'8-14"",
2. Billy Van Campen, §5'4"",
3. Raymond Schmeidler, 5°'4"",
XK. 300-YARD RUN—DMALE
Boys, age 8-0, division I:
1. Leonard Thomas, 54.0; K. C. Spec. Ed.,
Kansas City.
2. David Hilt, 59.5; Reno Co. ARC, Hutch-
inson.
3. Donnie Luton, 59.7; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.
Boys, age 8-9, Division IT:
1. David Mackle, 69.0; E.C. Spec. Ed.,, Kan-
sas City.
Boys, age 8-9, Division ITI:
1. Robert Parker, 54.0; Levy Spec. Ed. Cen-
ter, Wichita.
2. Reginald Sipple, 54.9; K.C. Spec. Ed,
Eansas City.
3. Augustine Gomez, 1:04.1; K.C. Spec. Ed.,
Eansas City.
3. Terry Couton, 1:04.1;
Scho., Topeka.
Boys, age 10-12, Division I:;
1. Felix Wilson, 46.7.
2. Ronnie Wilson, 51.8.
Boys, age 10-12, Division IT:
1. Alrick Braxtion, 47.8,
2. Mark Mansker, 50.2.
3. David Cope, 50.5.
Boys, age 13-15, Division I:
1. Alonzo Smith, 44.0; Parsons State Hosp,,
Parsons.
2. Darrin Seeger,
Hutchinson,
3. Bill Bradfield, 105.8; Lake Mary Center,
Paola,
Boys, age 13-15, Division II:
1. Greg Manning, 42.7; Truesdell, Wichlta,
2. SBean Rork, 43.3; Topeka ARC, Topeka.
3. Ronnie Marshall, 43.5; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons.
Boys, age 13-15, Division III:
1. Ken Carson, 41.5.
2. Charles Quinn, 46.1; Wyandotte Spec.
Ed., Eansas City.
3. Micky Algaler, 46.4; Parsons State Hosp.,
Parsons.
Boys, age 13-15, Division IV:
1. Lee Rogers, 42.6; Oakley.
2. Ronnie Bennett, 43.7; Topeka Public
Schools, Topeka.

Wichita Public

Wichita Public

Public

Whitson ¥Elem,

579; Reno Co. ARC,
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3. Ricky Powers, 44.0; Sedan.

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. Robert Edwards, 39.8.

2. George Chambers, 40.9.

3. Carl Tull, 412,

Boys, age 16-18, Division IT:

1. Robert Cotton, 40.2.

2. Bob Horesky, 40.3.

3. Sandy Quinn, 41.4.

Boys, age 16-18, Division ITI:

1, Joell Gurley, 40.1.

2. Tim Beckwith, 40.4,

3. Tom Suenram, 40.9.

Boys, age 194-, Division I:

1. Larry Beverly, 46.2; Norton State Hos-
pital, Norton.
Boys, age 194, Division II:

1. David Boese, 42.0; Parscns State Hosp.,
Parsons.

2. Arlan Weber, 48.6; KNI, Topeka.

3. Rodney Hughey, 49.9; KNI, Topeka.

Boys, age 19+, Division ITI:

1. Robert Murphy, 42.5; Shannon, Emporia.

2. Terry Thomas, 45.0; Hays ARC, Hays.

3. Steve Bulk, 46.0; Topeka ARC, Topeka,.

Boys, age 19, Divislon IV:

1. H, Morris, 48.0; Topeka ARC, Topeka.

2. Jerry Snook, 49.5; Shannon, Emporia.

Boys, age 19+, Division III:

1. Bobbie Johnson, 43.6;
Hosp., Norton.

2. Mike Cowell, 44.1; Norton State Hosp.,
Norton.

3. Bobbie Heard, 45.9; Norton State Hosp.,
Norton.

Boys, age 194, Division IV:

1. Chuck Alexander, 102;
Hosp., Norton.

XXI. SOFTBALL THROW—MALE

Boys, age B-9, Dlvision I:

Mark Hedberg, 88’81, '".

2. D. Fellder, 83°10"",

Boys, age 8-9, Division II:

1. R. Jensen, T8'11"",

2. J. Reed, T6°7"".

3. G. Addis, 70'11"",

Boys, age 8-, Division III:

1. G. Illiard, 104'8"".

2. G. Eern, 972",

3. J. Bouton, 76'2"".

Boys, age B-9, Division IV:

1. Ricky Castetter, 53"14"",

2. Mike Werth, 48'114"".

3. Curtis Pfitzer, 38'91; ",

Boys, age 10-12, Division I:

1. Kelvin Johnson, 158°5'‘; Parsons State
Hosp., Parsons,

2. Mark Mansket, Public
Schools, Kansas City.

3. Anthony Wilson, 142'21,°"; K.C. Public
Schools, Kansas City.

Boys, age 10-12, Division II:

1. George Blerthaler, 123°; 8. Cenfral Ks.
Spec. Ed., Pratt,

2. Leaonard Duncan, 111°1"*; Topeka Pub-
lic Schools, Topeka.

3. David Cope, 109'6""; Derby.

Boys, age 10-12, Division III:

1. Donnie Ballman, 107°10'"; Marshall Co.
ARC, Marysville,

2. Mike Barett, 99'10"’; Reno County ARC,
Hutchinson,

3. Darrell Grove, 26°5"";
Norton.

Boys, age 10-12. Division IV:

1. Bill Erdman, 86'215""; Pratt.

2. Galen Perting, 91°10°*; Marshall Co. ARC,
Marysville,

3. Cedrick Pletger, 89'4";
Schools, Kansas City.

Boys, age 13-15, Diyision I:

1. C. Morris, 209°1114*".

2. D. Plerce, 183°61% ",

3. A. Smith, 17511, "".

Boys, age 13-15, Division IT:

1. T. Butcher, 147",

2. D. Enott, 14510,

3. K. Aden, 143°1"",

Boys, age 13-15, Division III:
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1. Loyd Allen, 135°3"".

2.V, Ratzloff, 128'3"".

3. D. Simmons, 113'9"".

Boys, age 13-15, Division IV:

1. Dan Clair, 130'1114*"; Industrial Rehab.,
Lenexa.

2. Keith Hilliard, 119°9'"; Peabody U.8D.,
Peabody.

3. Eenneth Maurer, 115'7""; Oakley Public
Schools, Oakley.

Boys, age 16-18, Division I:

1. J. Banks, 240"7’'"; Parsons State Hospital,
Parsons,

2, Billy Vancampen, 237'4"’'; Reno Co. ARC,
Hutchinson.

3. Richard Morris, 231'3"";
Hospital, Parsons.

Boys, age 16-18, Division IT;

1. Reynolds Redger, .66'4"", McFPherson.

2. Bob Horesky, 157'56"'; Norton P.S. Nor-
ton.

3. Rodger Kraft,
Hosp., Parsons.

Boys, age 16-18, Division ITI:

1. Clarence Catt, 125'615'";
Topeka.,

2. Curtis Allen, 115’214 '"; Derby.

3. Frank Van Hoet, 108'11°'; K.C. ARC,
Kansas City.

Boys, age 19 plus, Division I:

1. Dave SBaunstaire, 190°,

2. Jack Gore, 174'10"".

3. Joe Petry, 143°'7"".

Boys, age 19 plus, Division IT:

1. Tom Burch, Z70'.

2. Jim Lorance, 142'4'",

3. Merrill Maddy, 137".

Boys, age 19 plus, Division IIL:

1. Billy Ray Young, 119°5"",

2, Paul Pool, 116'8"".

3. Claude McGee, 114'1"".

Boys, age 19 plus, Division IV:

1. David Kever, 93°.

2. Larry Moler, 90°.

3. Thomas Patterson, 77°.

XXII. WHEEL CHAIR SOFTBALL THROW—MALE

Boys, age 10-12, Division I:

1. W. Bean, B'1’"; Sheldon Elem. School,
Topeka.

Boys, age 13-15, Division I:

1. C. Vidrois, 21°5°"; Goodland.

2. P. Eane, 12°0"*; Lakin,

Boys, age 19 plus, Division I:

1. D. Smith, 5'6""; Lakin Grade School,
Lakin,

Parson BState

151'5''; Parsons State

Topeka P.S.,

XXIII. MEN'S BOWLING
Boys, age 194, Division I.
1. Henry Waymire, Top Score, Wichita.
XXIV. BOYS MILE RUN—MALE

Boys, age 19, Division X:

1. Timothy Webb, 5:59.5;
West, Wichita.

2. James Ulery, 6:07.2; Winfield.

8. Jerry Foster, 6:24.9; Marshall Co. ARC,
Marysville.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a great deal
of effort went into making the 1973
Kansas Special Olympies a success. I
commend all those who participated and
who volunteered their services.

Wichita High

THE DROUGHT IN AFRICA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, today
the Africa Subcommittee held hearings
on the catastrophic drought in West
Africa.

The subcommittee examined the hu-
man and economic dimensions of the
crisis, the adequacy of international re-
lief assistance and the effectiveness of
international coordination in this relief
effort. We were greatly reassured by the
testimony of Mr. David D. Newsom, As-
sistant Secretary of State for African
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Affairs and Mr. Donald S. Brown, Deputy
Assistant Administrator, Bureau of
Africa, Agency for International Devel-
opment.

I am pleased that State Department,
AID, and the Department of Agriculture
are working on this serious problem.
However, it appears from the testimony
today that the erisis is growing more and
more severe and that a significant in-
crease in assistance may soon be
necessary.

It will also take massive long-term
assistance to enable these extremely poor
countries to recover from 4 years of
drought.

I want the administration to know
that I will be following this matter closely
to make sure we are doing our part in the
relief and revitalization of these areas.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my opening statement, the
statements of Mr, Newsom and Mr.
Brown, and William Raspberry’s article
from today’s Washington Post on this
issue be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

OPENING STATEMENT OF SExwaTOR HUBERT H.
HUMPHREY

Six nations in West Africa are suffering a
catastrophic drought.

The situation there has been described by
U.N. Secretary-General Waldheim as “every
bit as serious as the famine sifuation in
Bangladesh last year.”

We have seen the pictures of suffering and
devastation.

We have been told of starving migrants in
search of food, their animals and crops dead.
‘We have read the statistics of economic dis-
aster in silx of the poorest countries of the
world. Together, they tell a story as tragic
as any of the disasters of the past decade.

First, let us look at the humsan dimen-
sions of the crisis.

The FAO fact-finding team estimated that
at least five and possibly ten million people
are threatened by starvation—that two mil-
lion could face starvation in the next few
weeks.

There are between 25 and 30 million peo-
ple living in this area. Even in the best of
times, many of them live on the edge of star-
vation. Now, further weakened by the food
shortage, they are highly vulnerable to epi-
demics such as the current outbreaks of
measles.

Many of these people live in areas which
are extremely hard to reach under the best
conditions. The rains which started this
menth will make these areas totally inacces-
sible to ground transport. Unless some other
way is found of getting food to the inhabi-
tants, milllons will die of starvation.

Thousands of people have left their homes
in search of food and water. Whole villages
have been deserted—or left to the care of
those too weak to travel. Villages have be-
come cities overnight, bordered by starving
migrants waiting to be fed.

Migrations of people and cattle have caused
overgrazing in the areas where there is still
water and violent clashes between the owners
of the land and the newcomers,

Farmers have left their lands and will not
return in time to plant crops for the next
harvest—even if the rains do return to their
normal level. The hunger will continue.

Second, the economic dimension:

These countries, whose economies are pri-
marily agricultural and pastoral, have suf-
fered four years of drought. Rainfall this
year was in some countries only 30% of it8
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normal level. The wells have dried up in
many areas, The rivers did not flood. The salt
content of inland waters is unusually high.
Lake Chad, the richest fishing lake in the
world, has shrunk to 14 its normal size.

Depending on the country, between 33%
and 809 of the cattle have died.

The zebu cattle that remain have been
moved south into areas ridden with diseases
to which they have no immunity.

Every attempt is made to slaughter cattle
before they die; but meat smoking and stor-
age facilities are inadequate. Most of the
meat goes to waste.

It will take years to rebuild the herds—and
will require healthy breeding stock which
does not now exist. Calves compete with
starving people for milk, Pregnant cows are
slaughtered by owners who need money to
live.

Farmers have planted as many as seven
times without harvesting a single crop. Pro-
duction of the basic food crops and the ex-
port crops needed to import food has fallen
by thirty to eighty percent.

Food reserves in these countries are com-
pletely exhausted.

Government revenues and foreign ex-
change reserves have fallen drastically.

With normal per capita incomes of $60 to
$100, these countries have nowhere near the
resources to deal with this crisis—let alone
rebuild their economies when it is over.

Despite these traglc dimensions, this has
been a “quiet crisis.”

Not so dramatic as an earthquake or a
civil war and occurring in an area of minor
political importance, it went unnoticed until
much of the damage was done.

It isn’t that there was no warning. Four
years of drought in some of the poorest coun-
tries in the world—countries where the ma-
jority of the population barely subsisted on
what they produced in a good year—should
have been warning enough.

But it was not until February, 1873, when
food reserves were exhausted and people al-
ready starving, that these countries asked for
relief assistance.

It was not until March that an interna-
tional relief mechanism was established
through the FAO.

International and bilateral emergency re-
lief institutions must share the blame for
this tragic delay. They are set up to move
in once a catastrophe has occurred, when
thousands of lives have already been lost.
They must be made more sensitive to avoid-
able catastrophes. They must develop the
capacity to foresee food shortages and to
begin relief efforts before it is too late.

The central tragedy of this crisis is that
much of the suffering could have been
avolded.

The central purpose of this hearing is to
make certain that this catastrophe is no
longer played down or overlooked—and that
this kind of unnecessary suffering does not
recur in this part of the world or any other.

It is my hope that our witnesses will be
able to assess realistically the short and long
range needs of the stricken area.

We will want to examine the need for an
early warning system to predict food short-
ages, for better transport facilities, for im-
proving water resources, for rebuilding herds,
for restoring crop production and for re-
claiming land taken over by the desert.

We will also want to assess the adequacy
of world food reserves for meeting such crises
and the effectiveness of international me-
chanisms for relief coordination.

Pinally, we must look at the contribution
multilateral and bilateral assistance should
make to increasing the productivity of the
poorest people in the poorest areas. I believe
that bringing these people into the develop-
ment process could minimize the threat of
famine.

A number of proposals have been made
for restoring this area to economic health.
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I hope our witnesses will evaluate these
proposals.

The Subcommittee must then determine
what role the United States should play in
the relief of human suffering and in the task
a:f}economic revitalization in these six coun-

ries.

STATEMENT BY Davip D. NEwsom

Mr. Chairman, I am most grateful for the
opportunity to discuss the disastrous effects
of the worst drought in this century in sev-
eral West and Central African states, a geo-
graphic zone called the Sahel. The disaster
has not had the dramatically sudden impact
of an earthquake, a tidal wave or a flood but
it Is nonetheless a true disaster: famine and
misery face millions of persons. Because the
effects of the drought have been creeping,
world attention has not focused on It until
recently.

The countries thus far most seriously af-
fected are Mauritania, Senegal, Mali, Upper
Volta, Niger and Chad. Neighboring states
have been hurt as well but to a lesser extent.
We enjoy excellent relations with all cf these
governments, Over a period of years, we have
worked with them on the problems nf their
economic development. Trust and confidence
mark these efforts. Several years of unusual
dryness capped by a severe drought this past
year have brought large expanses i this
region to the edge of disaster,

On November 2, 1972, we drew the atten-
tion of high level authorities of our own
government to the seriousness of the problem
which was developing, and later that month
inter-agency efforts began to deal with the
problem. Our response, which my colleague
Don Brown will present in detail, springs
from fundamental humanitarian considera-
tion as well as our friendly relations with
these admirable people. What many Ameri-
cans do not realize is that from the earliest
middle ages until the coming of the Euro-
pean colonizers this area of Africa was the
home of great kingdoms which flournished
on world trade. In the fourth century AD
the EKingdom of Ghana which spread into
the Sahel zone was already a rich and pow-
erful state. In the middle ages, the Univer~
sity of Timbuctu in the EKingdom of Mali
was renowned as one of the world's great
centers of learning. Tides of history shift
and modern history left these kingdoms be-
hind, so that poverty and illiteracy predomi-
nate today and the countries stricken by this
drought are, under the best of circumstances,
among the economically poorest in the world,
by all the usual standards of judgment, such
as gross national product and per capita an-
nual income. The latter would scarcely aver=-
age $100. They remain, however, proud and
self-reliant people.

Approximately 25 million people inhabit
the six countries which I have mentioned
above. Most of the population is rural and
has been affected by the drought, Farmers,
herders and nomads have seen thelr crops
fall; forage disappear, wells dry up, and their
livestock suffer and, in serious proportion,
die. The way of life for millions has been
severely dislocated. We do not have firm
evidence that actual starvation has yet
caused the death of significant numbers of
people, but in this vast area solid statistics
are hard to obtain. It is clear from all reports
that hunger and malnutrition are widespread
and will grow. The drought has thus struck
heavily at the resource base of these nations.
Moreover, commercial crops such as peanuts
in Senegal and cotton in Mali have been
greatly reduced, Thus, the local food base has
been greatly diminished, exports have fallen,
foreign exchange reserves reduced, and the
entire productive framework weakened,

Preoccupying as well to the area’s leaders
is a grave fisca threat; tax collections based
on agriculture hove dropped drastically. In
some instances it has been necessary simply
to walve tax obligations of the hard-hit farm-
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ers and herders. This will have serious re-
percussions on the total economy of each of
these countries,

There has been an energetic response from
the donor community. US efforts to provide
food and other forms of assistance have thus
far surpassed twenty million dollars. The Eu-
ropean Community has had a more impor-
tant role, a leadership role, which is appro-
priate in view of the many ties which it has
with the reglon. Also participating are the
USSR, The People’s Republic of China,
Saudi Arabia, Japan, several neighboring
African nations, and others. UN Secretary
General Waldheim, deeply concerned by the
situation, designated Director General Boer-
ma of the FAO to coordinate donor activities
and has appealed to the US and other donors
for more help.

Recipient governments have been deeply
grateful for US assistance thus far rendered.
For example, the Senegalese Government has
publicly acknowledged its thanks. Ambas-
sadors from the area, who are here today,
have told me personally of their gratitude.
And President Diorl of Niger has written
President Nixon stating in part:

“I wish to express to you, on behalf of
my government, that of the people of Niger
and of myself personally, our profound grati-
tude for the extent, effectiveness and speed
of the various forms of assistance which the
United States has willingly given Niger for
the relief of its suffering people.

“Since the nutritional equilibrium in Niger
can hardly be re-established before October,
we must continue to rely on international
cooperation, notably that of the friendly
Government of the United States.”

While the foregoing may appear to be an
impressive response to a human tragedy, it
is not enough. The next few weeks are
critical, as the rainy season begins in this
area and the need to plant crops recurs. The
farmers must be strong enough to plant,
tend, and eventually harvest their crops. In
many areas the ablebodied must be returned
to their normal settlements to carry out the
planting. Feeding assistance must continue
through the rainy season until harvests
begin in September and October, and there-
after, a major rehabilitation effort must be
undertaken, Herds must be reconstituted,
grazing areas restored, water sources re-
established and a dispirited population en-
couraged to go on.

To review rehabilitation needs of the
months and years ahead, the United Nations
has called for a conference in Geneva at the
end of June. From this meeting and from the
needs which we will identify through the
efforts of our missions in the Sahel we will
define our proper role in a multi-donor pro-
gram. And at the same time as we participate
in rehabilitation we will encourage other
donors to join with us in a long-range attack
on the basic rroblem of the decertification
of the Sahelian zone., From the present
tragedy we hope to seize an initiative which
will demonstrate our interest in coping with
the natural problems of man living in the
arid lands of the Sahel,

Parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, I think
this erisis and the need for a comprehensive
response—short-term emergency feeding,
medium-term ~ rehabilitation and long-
range preventative measures to help over-
come human and natural deficiencies—point
up the merits of a functional approach on a
regional basis to a major human problem,
This approach is, as I understand it, one
of the key objectives of the amendments to
the Foreign Assistance Act which have been
tabled by a majority of the membership of

the House Foreign Affairs Committee. I
heartily endorse this objective.

Before concluding, I would like to stress
that the drought crisls and our response is
not just an effort to help friends who have
turned to us in their misfortures but it is
also a demonstration that we, the richest
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peoples of the earth, can extend a helping
hand to the poorest. We mneed your Com-
mittee’s sympathetic support in meeting the
responsibilities which this crisis places on us
today and in the future.
STATEMENT BY THE HoNoRABLE DoNaLD S,
BrROWN

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members
of the Subcommittee: I welcome this chance
to talk with you about the catastrophic
drought now causing such deep suffering
in the Sahelian region of Africa and to say
something about what other donors and
ourselves are seeking to do about it.

As Mr. Newsom has already indicated, the
conditions which prevall in the Sahel today
are the cumulative effect of several years of
inadequate rainfall, capped by a particularly
poor season this year. While this has been
a gradually evolving problem, it has now
reached a point where the lives and livelihood
of the entire region are deeply threatened.

There is an immediate need to feed those
who have depended on grain crops that failed
or on livestock that have died or are dying
due to lack of water and forage. However,
even if these immediate needs are met
and if the rains come this season, there
will be need for a recovery program lasting
several years to help those so deeply af-
fected to restore their lives and to rebuild
the economic base of the region. Totally
apart from the immediate effects of the
drought, there are also clear signs of a
gradual deterioration of the ecological base
of the reglon which requires an important,
long-term development effort if the people
and the nations affected are to have a chance
for improvement in their well-being in the
decades to come.

ALD. has been involved for several years
in programs of livestock improvement and
grain stabilization in West and Central Afri-
ca, slnce these countries are predominantly
agriculturally based, with 856% of their pop-
ulation deriving their income from grain
and livestock production. Our grain stabili-
zation program has depended heavily on PL
480, Title II cereals, both to meet production
deficits and to stabilize market conditions
as an incentive for increased local produc-
tlon.

It was through our Involvement in these
programs that AJILD. early became aware
that the poor rains of last summer and fall
portended serlous problems for the region.
Our techniclans then observed areas where
farmers planted six or seven times without
results. We observed nomadic herdsmen
searching in vain for forage and water in
traditional areas and belng forced to move
their livestock Into disease infested areas
where forage was available.

By October, 1972, AID. and State officials
had begun systematic contacts with African
officials and with other donors to gain better
recognition of the impending catastrophe.
While full understanding of the process un-
derway took time, this has come about and
has led to a massive effort by the Africans
themselves and by their friends in many
parts of the world.

For our own part, we established a
Drought Emergency Task Force in Novem-
ber, 1872, bringing together officials in ALD.,
the State Department and USDA to coordi-
nate our efforts. We had already planned to
provide some 48,000 tons of grain to the area
within the framework of our Grain Stabiliza-
tion program. Acting on the reports of our
Embassies and A.LD, missions in the area,
the Task Force arranged for programming of
an additional 108,000 tons of grain, both for
direct U.S. disaster programs and for support
of World Food Program disaster efforts. Thus,
& total of 156,000 metric tons of grain, valued
at $21,000,000 has been programmed. Annex
A to this statement gives details of these
commitments.

In addition to our efforts, others heeded
African appeals for grains. The European
Economic Community committed deliveries
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of over 90,000 tons of food while France, Ger-
many, Canada, Russia and China also made
important commitments. Details of these
food commitments are given in Annex B to
this statement.

While the provision of food was the first
concern of most donors, it soon became ap-
parent that other forms of help were needed.
Problems of internal transport of these
large amounts of graln reguired special ef-
forts—hire and purchase of trucks, special
railway arrangements, use of airlifts in cer-
tain circumstances, and the like. Supplemen-
tary livestock feed and water improvement
programs were needed to maintain at least
o breeding herd for future development. Seed
stocks were depleted so seeds had to be pur-
chased and transported to farmers for the
next planting season. Medicines for ill-
nourished people and vaccines for weakened
livestock were reguired.

Thus, & major non-food ald program has
been important. Here, the European Eco-
nomic Community has led the way, provid-
ing a total of over $22 milllon for the var-
ious types of programs indicated above. The
United States, Germany, Russia, France and
Belgium provided aircraft for emergency
movement of grains, while Algeria and Spain
provided trucks for local transport. Other
nations are now contributing to the FAO
Sahelian Zone Trust Fund described further
below.

The United States has so far committed
$3.0 million in disaster relief funds for var-
ious types of non-food aid. Additional funds
are expected to be committed this fiscal year
and FY 1074 contingency funds will also prob-
ably be required as additional specific needs
are ldentified. Our disaster rellef funds have
been used first for airlifts in Chad and Mall
to speed distribution of grain to outlying and
inaccesslible areas before the rainy season be-
gins. The Department of Defense has been
extremely efficlent In mounting this airlift.
Our disaster funds are also being used to
finance additional ground transport, medi-
cines and medical services and livestock feeds
and vaccines. In addition, the United States
has speeded up the dellvery of measles vac-
cines which had been planned under a re-
glonal health project, but the demand for
which has become more urgent because of the
drought.

Annex C gives details of U.8. and other
donor non-food aid contributions. In March
of this year, the Chiefs of State of the six
affected countries officially designated the
region as a disaster area. They requested that
the United Nations assist in strengthening
the flow of ald to the area. On the hasis of
this action, FAO Director General Boerma
issued an urgent appeal for contributions to
a $15 milllon Sahelian Zone Trust Fund to
supplement ald already committed. The ma-
Jor donors already engaged in the area have
generally continued their programs on a
direct basis but have made arrangements to
coordinate these efforts with the FAO Trust
Fund. Several other nations, not already di-
rectly engaged in relief efforts in the region,
have made commitments to the Trust Fund.
These now amount to approximately $3.5
million.

The task of moving this amount of aid into
this land-locked region has been immense,
While there have inevitably been some slip-
pages, I think we can be proud of our own
efforts. Despite difficulties caused by com-
peting demands for scarce grain and shipping
compounded by transport delays within the
United States due to our own Mississippi
floods, we have already shipped 00,000 tons
of the 156,000 tons committed, and we expect
the rest to be en route by the end of July.
I want to pay particular tribute to our col-
leagues in USDA who worked with the AID.
Food For Peace Stafl countless extra hours
in arranging and rearranging shipping, di-
verting ships to open African ports on short
notice, making special arrangements for bag-
ging of U.8. grains, and sitmilar actions. As
& result, only one country—Niger—has ac-
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tually experienced a temporary perlod when
avallable graln supplies were inadequate and
we are taking particular steps right now to
step up the rhythm of deliveries to that
country.

There has been deep concern about the
capacity of African ports and transport sys-
tems to move this much grain. So far the
system has worked well. We exchange re~
ports with other donors about grain ship-
ments. to avold port blockages. We have as-
signed logistics experts to the area and have
provided FAO with a disaster rellef expert.
Several donors have financed procurement or
rental of trucks. The coastal states of Africa
have taken exceptional measures, often to
their own Inconvenience, to move grains
through their ports and on their own trans-
port systems to these land-locked countries.
The governments of the affected states have
generally done an excellent job of organizing
themselves to manage the distribution proc=
ess. Several countries, including the United
States, have provided aircraft to move grains
from capital cities to inland distribution
points where ground transport is too slow.

There are some who feel this airlift ca-
pacity should be greatly expanded. However,
we feel first priority must be given to
strengthening ground transport which can
move greater quantities at lower cost. We
realize there may be temporary breakdowns
in ground transport—particularly once the
rains begin—and we are ready to provide ad-
ditional airlift capacity where other transport
means silmply can not do the job.

8o far the Africans and others have con-
cerned themselves foremost with the prob-
lems of immediate human needs. But there
is no guestion this drought will have eco-
nomic consequences which will endure for
years. An important recovery program will
be needed. Livestock herds have been de-
pleted and must be rebuilt. Rangelands muss
be restored. New water resources must be
developed and dry wells improved. A reset-
tlement program may be required. Those
whose lives have been forn asunder must
be given a hand to start again. And all this
must be done when budgetary resources
avallable to the governments are diminished
because of the drought.

We believe our disaster relief efforts are
now moving smoothly. Along with other
donors, we are now turning to the question
of recovery. The United Nations has asked
others to join with it at an initial meeting
in Geneva later this month for this purpose.
FAO has already organized study groups to
Pbegin developing concepts upon which a re-
covery program might be based. The French
Government has announced its willingness
to work with Africans and other donors in
such a recovery effort. The IBRD has ex-
pressed its interest in revising its programs
to support recovery needs. We are now for-
mulating plans on how we, in conjunction
with the efforts of other donors, might play
a role in such an effort. As that becomes
clearer, we will know better just what re-
sources may be needed.

But simple recovery is not enough. As I
said earlier, there appears to be underway
a basic deterioration of the ecological and
economic base of the region and a continual
encroachment of the desert on productive
lands. Some of this is caused by natural
events, some is man-made. But unless there
is a reversal of the process, this vast region
can become sterile and barren and its people
will have no future.

We need to know more clearly what are
the causes of this deterioration. We need to
try to determine what new scientific and
technological resources can be directed to-
wards reversing the trends presently under-
way. We have already begun discussing these
questions with African leaders and other
donors. We have undertaken efforts to get
a wide range of American scientists to begin
considering the problem. We hope, as we
move from immediate concerns about the
drought and recovery from it, that we can
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be helpful to our African friends in ana-
lyzing the problems and formulating pro-
grams that can have an important effect in
changing the wunderlying circumstances
which so threaten the long-term well-being
of the area's people.

The crisis in the Sahel underscores the
importance of the United States being pre-
pared to deal with these unforeseen events
of nature in a timely way. Our development
assistance programs are needed to help
build economic systems which can with-
stand or minimize the effects of such catas-
trophes. But when they occur, we must be
ready to help ease the human suffering in-
volved and to prepare the way for recovery.

For the most part, we believe our current
resources are appropriate to meet immediate
disaster needs. The PL 480 program, especi-
ally Title II, has been an essential element
in our ability to respond to such disasters.
In the current crisis, fortunately, the prob-
lem is not availability of U.S. food resources,
although as I've indicated there remain some
problems in assuring the food gets to the
people who need it at the right time.

There have been proposals in the past,
especially by FAO, to establish a form of
world food reserves. A.ID, has been aware of
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these proposals. There have heen more re-
cent discussions on these FAO proposals in
ECOSOC, where each member nation was
urged to ensure, within their own mnational
food programs that adequate food resources
are maintained. We think this is a useful
approach, emphasizing both to developed and
less developed countries the need to meet
world food requirements.

However, there are other proposals which
can help improve our capacity to deal with
short-term needs in the non-food area. The
emergency food contributions are supple-
mented by donations funded from the Con-
tingency Fund under Section 451 of the For=-
eign Assistance Act which enables us to cover
urgent needs for transport of food and tem-
porary shelter. This year we are seeking an
additional authority which will deal with
short-term needs. This proposed change is
an amendment to Section 451 of the Foreign
Assistance Act authorizing, in addition to
specified amounts for the Contingency Fund,
additional amounts of funds as may be
needed from time to time for extraordinary
disaster situations, If adopted, this provision
could expedite action on legislative require-
ments for funds to meet disaster needs. In
addition, we are requesting additional au-
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thority under Section 639 of the Act to per-
mit greater flexibility in responding to emer-
gency situations without the usual restric-
tion imposed on other forms of assistance,
We would appreciate the support of the
members of this Sub-committee for both of
these changes.

As I have indicated, we must concern our-
selves not only with the drought disaster in
the Sahel, but also with the longer-term
recovery and development needs of the re-
gion. The essence of those longer-term pro-
grams must be reinforcement of our pro-
grams to improve food production. The
legislative proposals introduced by the House
Foreign Affairs Committee are consistent
with our proposals in their ability to provide
the basis for efforts aimed at reducing pov-
erty and need in this region, Secretary Rogers
and Dr. Hannah have both indicated in tes-
timony to the House Committee that they
generally favor the approach proposed by a
majority of the Committee. It seems im-
portant to me, from a humanitarian point of
view, that there exist legislation which as~
sures that we can play a role, along with
others, In helping the Sahelian governments
to bring a better way of life to their people.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.

STATUS OF WEST AFRICA DROUGHT EMERGENCY AND GRAIN STABILIZATION SHIPMENTS AS OF JUNE 13, 1973
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ATTACHMENT B
FOOD AID TO SAHELIAN COUNTRIES
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OTHER DONOR NONFOOD AID TO THE SAHEL
REGION DROUGHT EMERGENCY

European Economic Community—the EEC,
through the emergency provisions of the
Yaounde Convention with the African states,
has made available approximately $22 mil-
lion in support of emergency programs. The
funds are being used primarily for the fol-
lowing activities: provision of supplementary
livestock feed, livestock medicines, and
vaccines; provision of transportation to move
grain in-country; provision of seed, and
transport, to allow planting as normal; pro-
vision of funds to allow well depending, or
drilling; and to provide cash for estimated
tax revenue lost as a result of the drought's
impaet on livestock.

Belgium—five C-130s have been ferrying
grain and other supplies in the region for
the past two weeks. The planes have now
returned to Belglum. A convoy of 16 four-
wheel-drive vehicles, loaded with relief sup-
plies, is transitting the Sahara, and will go
to Niger, Mali, and Upper Volta, with five
trucks and supplies each donated to each
of the countries,

France—has promised two aircraft per
country for two weeks each. French aircraft

have been flying in Mali and Chad to date.
The French have also made avallable budg-
etary support and assistance to the countries
as part of their emergency and regular
Programs.

Germany—has promised planes (nine) on
an “as needed” basis. German planes have
flown U.8. grain from Ghana to Upper Volia
(202 tons), and are now fiying grain in Niger.
Germany has also made available $1 million
for purchase of German trucks to assisi
Upper Volta.

Canada—has promised to drill/deepen 250
wells in Senegal. May do the same in Mali
and Mauritania, Is considering providing a
few C-130s to airlift commodities, subject
to clarification of the need for such assist-
ance.

Zaire—gave $110,000 to Upper Volta., Re-
puted to be considering airlift of grain in
Chad.

USSR—provided two weeks of airlift by
one plane in Mali.

South Korea, Taiwan, the USSR, and sev-
eral other countries, have each given $50,000,
or less, to Upper Volta.

The United Kingdom—considering sup-
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plying an unspecified number of alreraft to
assist in commodity movement.

FAO Sahelian Zone Trust Fund Contribu-
tions:

Australia

1, 060, 000

150, 000

= B 25, 000
---- 1,008,000
750, 000
210, 000

F.R. Germany
Netherlands

Sweden
United Kingdom
German Catholic Bishops

Grand total 3, 478, 000
NONFOOD AID ASSISTANCE TO THE SAHEL REGION
U.S. obligations through June 15, 1973

Senegal
Ambassador's fund
Supplementary livestock feed
Mall
Ambassador's fund
Temporary graln storage, Abidjan_
Alrlift of grain in Mali
Mauritania
Ambassador’s fund
Truck leasing for
grain in country

$25, 000
176, 000

26, 000
10, 000
420, 000

transport of

Ambassador’s fund
Supplementary livestock feed___
Medicines for human use
Chad
Ambassador's fund
Alrlift grain in Chad
Upper Volta
Ambassador's fund
Supplementary livestock feed.__.
Livestock medicine
Miscellaneous
TDY personnel in Dakar, Niamey,
Abidjan and at FAO Headquar-
quarters in Rome

430, 000
16, 000

25, 000
170, 000

25, 000
156, 000
75, 000

44, 000

1, 933, 000

Additional funding is contemplated for
the following actions in the coming week:
U.8. contribution to the FAO to

cover costs of airlifting seeds

to Chad from Sudan
Increase In funds for airlift of
grain in Mall
Livestock medicines for Niger_____
Medicines for human use, Niger_.
Cattle salt licks for Upper Volta._._

$300, 000

600, 000
75, 000
34, 000
50, 000

1, 059, 000

[From the Washington Post, June 15, 1973]
A DISASTER IN AFRICA
(By William Raspherry)

Major disaster is no longer just a prospect
in Central and West Africa. It is a daily fact.

Millions of heads of cattle already have
succumbed to the area’s worst drought this
century; and there is the gruesome possibil-
ity—perhaps even probability—that as many
as half of the area's 20 million human in-
habitants may be wiped out by famine.

There is little food, nor much prospect of
growing food, much of the seed grain already
having been consumed by farmers trying to
stave off starvation,

It is a desperate situation. Yet there is,
in this country, no alir of crisis, no sense of
the magnitude of the problem and hardly
any knowledge of the catastrophe that has
befallen Senegal on the African west coast
and five countries on the southern edge of
the Sahara: Chad, Niger, Mali, Upper Volta
and Maurltania,

African diplomats in Washington are torn
between their desire not to seem ungrateful
for what help the United States and other
countries have furnished and their need to
stress the urgency of their countries’ plight.
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It's difficult for an American to appreciate
how desperate the situation is.

“In my country, a farmer keeps his seed
religiously,” one diplomat told me. “Year
after year, he selects the very best grain from
his crop and keeps that for seed. But this
year, they are eating the seed, I never saw
that in my life.”

S0 emergency food supplies would seem
the first order of business—except for this
Tact: The planting season is here, and there
is no seed to plant. Unless some new seed
supplles are flown in very soon, there won't
be any ecrops to harvest next year elther.

As one ambassador put it, with only modest
exaggeration: “It is a question not of weeks
or even days, but of hours.” In some parts of
the reglon, it may still be possible to plant
sorghum, millet and other staple grains up
to mid-July. For other areas, 10 days from
now may be too late.

There have been requests, largely through
the United Nations' Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAD) for American help in
airlifting seed grains to the drought-stricken
area, But according to American officials, it's
not as simple as it seems.

“In the first place, when we got the request
from the FAO, we checked on the places
where the seed was supposed to go (Mauri-
tania and Chad),” said Dr. Samuel C. Adams
Jr., assistant administrator for Africa of the
U.8. Agency for International Development
(AID). “In order for the seed to have done
any good, it would have needed to be there
two weeks earlier.”

But it's more complicated even than that.

Fermina J. Spencer, director of AID's office
of Central and West African regional affairs,
explains:

“You have to understand something about
the seed itself. Seed that may thrive on, say,
the coast of Liberia may not grow at all 100
miles upcountry. Fertility can be that local-
ized. The FAO was talking about our airlift-
ing 3,600 tons of seed from the Sudan. That
would take 20 C-130s at $1,000-per-hour-of-
flight, which is in itself prohibitive.

“But besides that, our sclentists thought
that the Sudan seed might not work in the
drought areas. And where are you if you
ship the seed, plant it and it doesn’'t come
up?”

FAO has lowered the allotment from 3,500
to 1,000 tons, and has hired a private car-
rier, Alaska Airlines, to haul it. U.S. AID
will back the effort with a grant of $300,000.

Dr. Adams, who rankles at any suggestion
that the U.S. government should be doing a
good deal more than it is, tells critics: “It’s
much easier for persons to be glib about
what is not being done than to be reasonably
knowledgeable about what is being done.”

Sometimes the two things get mixed up.
One of the things that has been done, for
instance, is that the United States has made
available to Niger some 46,000 tons of sorg-
hum. But only 14,500 has reached that coun-
try. Most of the rest is still in the United
States awaiting shipment.

According to Spencer, one of the problems
is that most of the ports around Texas, from
which much of the grain would be shipped,
are “pretty well blocked up” with Russia-
bound wheat. He noted, however, that ship-
ping schedules for West Africa have been
stepped up so that most of the shipments
should arrive this month and next.

Spencer, who visited the area last month,
reports a “tremendous deterioration” since
his previous visit in January.

“Fortunately,” he said, “I think the grain
that we have been providing in the area has
prevented starvation. This is what the offi-
cials of the countries are saying.”

AID officials express pride in the fact that
the United States was one of the first major
contributors to relief in the stricken area,
and presently ranks as the second largest
contributor next to the European Common
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Market. They think some of the criticism of
the U.8. effort is unfair.

The truth is, most of the African diplomats
with whom I have spoken aren't so much
critical as desperate.

“Look, we recognized that there is no polit-
ical obligation for the United Stutes to do
more,"” one of them said. “But our need is so
great. Can't they find 12 ships—two ships per
country—to send as much grain as they pos-
sibly can? If they can do that by this week,
it would certainly lessen the gravity of the
immediate problem.”

That's the sad part. For all the pooling of
effort and resources it will take to avoid
impending catastrophe, the result will be a
return to the familiar day-to-day crisis of
fighting off the encroaching desert.

THE CASE OF THE FORT WORTH
FIVE—A MICROCOSM OF GRAND
JURY ABUSE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in
June of 1972, five Irish Americans from
New York City were hauled halfway
across the country to Fort Worth, Tex.,
far from their homes and friends and
jobs and families, to testify before a
grand jury inguiry into the purchase of
arms for Northern Ireland.

All the available evidence indicates
that the five witnesses could just as eas-
ily have been called before a grand jury
in New York City then conducting a
closely related, if not identical, investiga-
tion. Because the men refused to testify
in Fort Worth, they were imprisoned for
contempt, and they remain in a Texas
jail today, martyrs to a gross injustice by
the Department of Justice. The details of
the Fort Worth case make clear that
their plight is a microcosm of grand jury
abuse that deserves the close attention
of every Member of Congress and all
Americans who believe in justice.

There is no substantial dispute as to
the facts of the Fort Worth case.

In June of 1972, five Irish Americans—
Eenneth Tierney, Thomas Laffey, Mat-
thias Reilly, Paschal Morahan and Dan-
iel Crawford—all from the New York
City area, were subpenaed to Fort
Worth, Tex., to appear before a Federal
grand jury investigating the possible
shipment of arms from this country to
Northern Ireland.

At the time, seven other Irish Amer-
icans who were also New York residents,
including four high officials of the Irish
Northern Aid Society, an active Irish-
American group headquartered in New
York City, were also called to testify, but
their subpenas were subsequently with-
drawn.

The Fort Worth Five—Tierney, Laf-
fey, Reilly, Morahan, and Crawford—all
appeared before the grand jury, but they
refused to answer any questions, on the
ground that the investigation was politi-
cally inspired and violated a number of
their basic rights.

No witnesses from the State of Texas
were subpenaed to appear before the
grand jury. Apart from the 12 New York
Irish Americans, only one other witness
was called, a resident of the State of
Florida.

The injustice of the situation in which
the Fort Worth Five found themselves
was exacerbated by the peculiar and
auestionable manner in which the ini-
tial Department of Justice investigation
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was carried out. Ignoring the most ele-
mentary investigative techniques, the
Department never sought to have the
witnesses interviewed or questioned in
advance by Federal investigators. In-
stead, the Department preferred simply
to slap the Fort Worth Five with grand
jury subpenas, thereby fueling the sus-
picion that the primary purpose of the
investigation was harassment, rather
than law enforcement.

Another distressing aspect of these
initial stages of the Fort Worth proceed-
ings was the harassment and shabby
treatment accorded James McKeon, one
of the seven Irish Americans from the
New York area who traveled to Fort
Worth but whose subpena was with-
drawn.

McKeon, a 45-year-old disabled vet-
eran with a serious heart condition, had
earned seven battle citations during the
Korean war. A hunter, he had purchased
a Winchester repeater shotgun in the
New York area in late 1971, which he
still possesses. He was also a neighbor
and coworker of Mathias Reilly, one of
the Fort Worth Five.

The unsavory ethnic implication of
his subpena is clear. Apparently, the
dragnet character of the Federal investi-
gation caught James McKeon because
he had an Irish surname, because he was
an associate and neighbor of another
stbpenaed witness, and because he had
purchased a gun from a New York arms
dealer.

And for this, James McKeon, with his
heart condition, was subpenaed to Fort
Worth, at the insistence of a U.S. attor-
ney who told him he was required to
come to Fort Worth even if he dropped
dead on the way.

In fact, James McKeon's subpena was
withdrawn after he reached Fort Worth,
and he was never called before the grand
jury. Presumably, the Department of
Justice finally realized that he was truly
innocent, a victim of their dragnet.

But that was small comfort to James
McEKeon, who had collapsed with a heart
seizure in the courtroom corridor outside
the grand jury room.

Fortunately, he survived. His ordeal is
Nnow a memory.

Unfortunately for the Fort Worth
Five, however, when James McKeon’s
ordeal had ended, their own ordeal was
just beginning.

After receiving grants of so-called
“use” immunity, the Fort Worth Five
continued to refuse to testify, and were
immediately jailed for civil contempt.

Last September, after 3 months in
prison, the mun were granted bail by
Justice William O. Douglas, pending ac-
tion by the Supreme Court on the legal
challenges they had raised. On January
22 of this year, the Supreme Court de-
clined to hear the case, and on Janu-
ary 29 the men were again jailed in Texas
on the contempt citation, where they
now remain.

So far, they have spent a total of 7
months in prison, yet they stand charged
with no erime, convicted of no offense.
Unless the Department of Justice relents,
or Congress or the courts intervene, their
imprisonment may well continue
throughout the life of the current grand
jury, which expires on November 2.
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And, on November 3, as the Depart-
ment of Justice has shown it is fully
capable of doing within the letter of ex-
isting law, a new grand jury may be
convened in Texas. They may be sub-
penaed and held in contempt again, and
the imprisonment of the Fort Worth Five
may go on this way forever.

Of course, gunrunning is a serious
charge, and I want to emphasize that in
no sense do I condone any form of such
activity. As I have stated many times
in the past, ané as I repeat today, I firmly
condemn the activities of extremists on
both sides in Northern Ireland. I have
made these views clear both to the Prime
Minister of Great Britain and to the
Prime Minister of the Republic of Ire-
land. And I have also made clear to each
of them, as well as to the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States that I give my
full support to all legitimate aectivities,
grand jury investigations, and other
actions by law enforcement authorities
in both Britain and the United States to
shut off the flow of any arms—or any
funds for arms—Ifrom this country to
Northern Ireland.

I am fully aware that a substantial
number of weapons found in Northern
Ireland have been traced to this counfry
or to purchases made through this coun-
try. There is no question in my mind that
there is a legitimate basis for an inten-
sive investigation by the Department of
Justice into these activities.

But I also believe that the Department
of Justice has the obligation to obey the
law in conducting any investigation it
undertakes. That obligation is not only
to obey the letter of the law, but the spirit
of the law as well, so that the actions of
the Department are fair according to
the Constitution and statutes of the
United States, and are seen to be fair
by reasonable law-abiding citizens
throughout the country.

Nearly half a century ago, this prin-
ciple, that Government must obey the
law, was stated eloquently by one of our
greatest Supreme Court Justices, Louis
Brandeis:

Government is the potent, the omnipresent
teacher. For good or for ill, it teaches the
whole people by its example. Crime is con-
tagious. If the Government becomes a law
breaker, it breeds contempt for law; it in-
vites every man to become a law unto him-
self; it invites anarchy. To declare that in
the administration of the criminal law the
end justifies the means—to declare that the
Government may commit crimes in order to
secure the conviction of a private criminal—
would bring terrible retribution.”

Judged by that standard, I believe that
the actions of the Justice Depart-
ment in Fort Worth in the present case
can be weighed and found severely want-
ing.

Look at the record. Are these the ac-
tions of a Department of Justice that
has a decent respect for the rights of
its citizens? Are these five men being
treated fairly under the Constitution and
Bill of Rights? Or are they the innocent
vietims of a new and frightening form
of secret inquisition?

EKenneth Tierney, 45, is a registered
nurse and physical therapist at Colum-
bia-Presbyterian Hospital in New York
City. He lives in Yonkers with his wife
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and four young children. He has never
been to Texas. In a sworn affidavit, he
states that his only connection with
Texas is that he once wrote a letter to
President Lyndon Johnson.

Thomas Laffey, 34, is a real estate
salesman who lives in Williston Park,
N.Y., with his wife and three young chil-
dren. He has never been to Texas or had
any connection with Texas,

Matthias Reilly, 37, is a Manhattan
busdriver who lives in Blauvelt, N.Y.,
with his wife and three young children.
He has never been to Texas or had any
connection with Texas.

Paschal Morahan, 26, Is a carpenter
who lives in the Bronx. He has never
had any connection with Texas.

Daniel Crawford is a housepainter who
lives in Manhattan. He has never had
any connection with Texas.

There they are—five Irish Americans
from New York City, none of them hav-
ing any connection with Texas. Yet, in
the spring of 1972, these five individuals
were subpenaed before a grand jury and
imprisoned in Fort Worth, far from their
friends and homes and families and jobs,
in circumstances imposing special hard-
ship and privation, not only on the men
themselves, but also on their families.
Indeed, for some of the families, the only
alternative to welfare has been the finan-
cial assistance for rent and food pro-
vided by Irish American community
groups in New York City concerned
about their plight.

For the men themselves, the concern
they have for their families has been
compounded by the dismal conditions of
their own imprisonment. For the first 4
months of their incarceration, the Fort
Worth five were confined in the Tarrant
County Jail in Fort Worth—a local, not
a Federal, jail. Their imprisonment was
carried out under especially harsh con-
ditions, partaking of solitary confine-
ment, with the men being denied exer-
cise and even contact by telephone with
their family or their legal counsel.

Last March, the five were transferred
to Seagoville, a renovated Federal cor-
rectional institution outside Dallas,
where they are now incarcerated under
less objectionable conditions.

Seagoville, of course, has other mem-
ories. In World War II, it was one of the
sites of the infamous detention centers of
resident American aliens. The years have
passed, the facilities may be more mod-
ern, but as the present case makes clear,
Seagoville still retains its image of in-
justice and repression.

Several weeks ago, the Federal dis-
trict judge presiding over the case in
Texas denied a motion by the Fort Worth
Five for transfer to a Federal correction-
al institution in the New York area in
order that they might be closer to their
families. So the Fort Worth Five remain
in their Texas prison, victims of the Jus-
tice Department’s monumental injustice,
denied their freedom because of an ir-
responsible manipulation of the grand
jury and a shocking insensitivity by Fed-
eral prosecutors to basic human rights.

The Fort Worth case demonstrates
three flagrant aspects of grand jury
abuse, for each of which the Department
of Justice stands itself indicted.
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VENUE

The most obvious abuse is the venue
in Fort Worth. What possible justifica-
tion exists for separating these men from
their homes and families and friends and
jobs in New York, and hauling them 1,400
miles to Texas, to appear before an alien
grand jury and a hostile prosecutor?

For months, the only suggested link to
Texas was the rumor that the Depart-
ment of Justice had been informed by
the Government of Great Britain that
the Irish Republican Army in Ulster had
in some fashion attempted to purchase
arms in Texas, and that, knowing noth-
ing more, the Department had decided
to launch a deep sea fishing expedition
in Texas to see what they could learn
from the leaders of the Irish Northern
Aid Society in New York.

Then, at a hearing held last March on
the Fort Worth case before Congress-
man JosHua EiBerc’s House Judiciary
Subcommittee, the Department of Jus-
tice broke its long unconscionable si-
lence on the case and attempted to es-
tablish a basis to justify calling the Fort
Worth Five to Texas. At the House hear-
ing, Assistant Attorney General A, Wil-
liam Olson of the Internal Security
Division of the Department of Justice
told the subcommittee that he had in-
formation indicating that ‘*certain in-
dividuals apparently from New York
City, using aliases, were attempting in
Fort Worth, Tex., to purchase large
numbers of illegal weapons from sources
in Mexico for shipment to Ireland,” and
that the witnesses subpenaed before the
grand jury in Fort Worth had informa-
tion relating to the Department’s inves-
tigation of the matter.

Yet, for reasons known only to itself,
the Department of Justice withdrew the
subpenas to Fort Worth for the wit-
nesses most likely to have any informa-
tion at all about the investigation, the
officials of the Irish Northern Aid So-
ciety. Instead, they chose only to pursue
the five hardworking New York Irish-
men who are now in prison, men who
have no official relationship to the Irish
Northern Aid Society and who have no
connection at all to Texas.

Thus, whatever conceivable justifica-
tion may have existed for the initiation
of a grand jury investigation in Fort
Worth into the possible purchase of arms
in the Fort Worth area, no justification
whatever has been revealed for requiring
the Fort Worth Five to travel from New
York to Texas to appear before the
grand jury.

Simply put, I believe the Department
is holding the wrong men in Texas and
would not admit it. The Department pre-
fers to let innocent citizens endure the
pain of jail, rather than confess that its
prosecutors have blundered and abused
their vast discretion.

There is not one shred of fact in any
of the known aspects of this grand jury
proceeding to suggest any possible con-
nection between Texas and these five
Irish Americans.

We do know one thing, however. A
Federal grand jury in the Southern Dis-
trict of New York, in the very area in
which these men reside, has been con-
ducting a separate investigation of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

shipment of arms to Northern Ireland
from the United States. A number of
indictments have already been returned
in that investigation, one as recently as
February of this year.

Why could the Fort Worth Five not
have been subpenaed to testify before
that grand jury in New York City? Why
were they railroaded to Fort Worth in
such oppressive circumstances, serving
no apparent law enforcement purpose?
Would not New York have been more
convenient for any law enforcement pur-
poses? Would not New York have been
more convenient for all concerned—con-
venient for the witnesses, and convenient
for the Department of Justice, too?

Perhaps that question answers itself.
From the beginning, the circumstances
of this case have strongly suggested that
it had little to do with Texas, and a great
deal to do with a thinly veiled attempt by
the Department of Justice, at the re-
quest of the Government of Great Brit-
ain, to harass Irish Americans in the
New York City area engaged in peaceful
protests against British policy toward
Ulster.

Given the intensely political nature of
the investigation, the predictably out-
raged response of the Irish American
community in New York, and the likeli-
hood that New York might be a critical
battleground in the 1972 Presidential
election year, the convening of the grand
jury in Texas may have had a great deal
less to do with effective law enforcement
than it did with partisan American poli-
tics and the 1970 census, which reveals
nearly 400,000 first- and second-genera-
tion Irish Americans living in New York
State, most of them in New York City,
but only 12,000 in Texas, and very few in
Fort Worth.

The conclusion that the Texas venue
was improper for this investigation is also
compelled by the analysis of the ques-
tions asked each of the Fort Worth Five
before the grand jury. I intend to insert
a copy of those questions in the Recorp
at the conclusion of these remarks. Vir-
tually every question that reveals enough
information to disclose specific facts also
reveals, without exception, that the facts
relate solely to persons and places in the
New York City area, and have nothing to
do with Texas. The only questions that
even relate at all to Texas are blunder-
buss questions of the sort that begin,
“Have you ever known any person in
New York, Texas, or elsewhere?”

The circumstances of the present case
thus closely parallel the situation in
Brown v. United States, 245 F. 2d 549
(1957). In that case, the court of ap-
peals held that a Federal grand jury in-
vestigation in Nebraska had been con-
ducted in bad faith, because the prose-
cutor’s questions related exclusively to
conduct in Missouri.

The same reasoning applies to the
pending case, since the prosecutor’s ques-
tions, stripped of the transparent effort
to mask his true intent, related exclu-
sively to conduct in New York. Whatever
validity the Texas venue may have had at
the time the 12 subpenas were originally
served in New York to commence this in-
vestigation in Texas, there was no such
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validity by the time the Fort Worth Five
went into the jury room.

If the Department of Justice still gen-
uinely wants the testimony of the Fort
Worth Five today, the only fair and ra-
tional course to follow is to discontinue
this abusive grand jury investigation in
Fort Worth, and continue it in New York
City, where it should have been held all
along.

PUNISHMENT

The second abuse of the grand jury in
the Fort Worth case is that the Depart-
ment of Justice is punishing these men
with lengthy prison termsunder the guise
of civil contempt. One of the principal
causes of the violence and friction in
Northern Ireland has been Britain's pol-
icy of internment without trial. Yet, to-
day in Fort Worth, we find the adminis-
tration practicing its own version of in-
ternment without trial in Texas.

In a series of recent decisions, the Su-
preme Court has imposed strict controls
on the length of sentences that can be
meted out by a judge without a trial by
jury in cases involving criminal con-
tempt. The standard now is that a judge,
acting alone, cannot impose a sentence
longer than 6 months for criminal con-
tempt unless the defendant is afforded a
right to trial by jury.

I believe that a similar right, or some
similar control, should also be available
in cases involving civil contempt, in or-
der to prevent precisely the sort of ob-
noxious and excessive punishment that
exists in the present case. Perhaps a time
limit of 6 months should be imposed on
any incarceration for civil contempt, in-
cluding any period of incarceration
for so-called reiterated contempt, in
which a witness released from contempt
upon the expiration of one grand jury
term is called before a subsequent grand
jury and held in contempt again.

Of course, the courts have usually al-
lowed broad leeway for prosecutors to
use the tool of civil contempt, on the
traditional theory that the imprisonment
is remedial, not punitive, since the pris-
oners hold the key to the jail in their
pockets. But that ancient maxim is no
longer adequate to do justice in the
modern world.

Four months ago, in the Grumbles
case, the third circuit court of appeals
moved strongly in the right direction,
sustaining an order by a Federal district
judge in Camden, N.J., requiring the re-
lease of a husband and wife from prison
for civil contempt, on the ground that
the imprisonment had clearly reached a
punitive stage. The couple had already
pleaded guilty to eriminal charges arising
out of a separate case involving a raid on
a local draft board in New Jersey. Yet,
the Grumbles had also been incarcerated
for 13 months for civil contempt, arising
out of their refusal to testify in an in-
vestigation of other antiwar and anti-
draft activities, Their release from jail
came a month before the grand jury was
to expire, although the Department of
Justice had announced its plans to sub-
pena them before a new grand jury if
they were released.

This recent decision is a promising new
precedent for the Fort Worth Five. In
fact, the precedent may be sufficient in
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itself to secure their prompt release from
Texas, if the fifth circuit follows the lead
of its sister circuit. Just as the imprison-
ment of the Grumbles for civil contempt
had reached a punitive state in New Jer-
sey, so the imprisonment of the Fort
Worth Five has now clearly reached that
stage in Texas.

In the Fort Worth case, the Depart-
ment of Justice still seeks to hide behind
the traditional distinction between civil
and criminal contempt. They argue that
the current incarceration is not punitive
because the Fort Worth Five can end
their imprisonment as soon as they agree
to testify before the grand jury.

But if their subpenas and the terms
of their imprisonment are illegal, why
should they have fo testify or give up any
other basic rights to gain their freedom?
The condition the Justice Department
seeks to impose as the price of freedom
is too high—it is no more valid than if
the Department agreed to release them
on the condition that they henceforth
refrain from exercising their first amend-
ment right to criticize British policy in
Northern Ireland.

Indeed, that sort of first amendment
harassment is widely regarded as the
Department’s real goal in this present
grand jury inquiry, just as the same al-
legation has been raised against many
other grand juries convened by the De-
partment of Justice in recent years to
harass individuals and groups whose pol-
ities and philosophy do not sit comforta-
bly with the present administration.

The suspicion is very great, therefore,
tkat the current investigation has two
aspects—the first aspect, the grand jury
in New York City, is engaged in a pro-
fessional and lawyer-like investigation of
gunrunning to Northern Ireland. In-
dictments have been returned and trials
will follow. But the second aspect, more
unsavory, is the Texas grand jury, con-
vened for no apparent law enforcement
purpose, a political grand jury sitting fo
harass and intimidate individuals and
organizations in New York opposed to
British policy in Ulster. As these pro-
ceedings demonstrate, there is a heavy
burden on the Department of Justice to
prove that the first amendment rights
and other rights of the Fort Worth Five
have not been infringed, that their con-
tinued incarceration is not punitive and
that it violates no guarantees of due
process of law.

Two further points should be made on
the question of punishment. One con-
cerns the innocence or guilt of the wit-
nesses themselves. The other concerns
the status of the Justice Department’s
ongoing investigation, or lack thereof.

I do not know, and I suspect the De-
partment of Justice does not know either,
whether the Fort Worth Five are guilty
of any offense. But I do know, unless our
system of justice is being stood on its
head by the administration, that they
are innocent until proven guilty.

Now the O'Gara case in New York, in
which an indictment has been returned,
mentions three members of the Fort
Worth Five, but in circumstances mak-
ing no implication of their guilt. The in-
dictment states simply that in purchas-
ing arms illegally in the New York area
on three separate occasions, the defend-
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ant, O'Gara, identified himself as one of
the Fort Worth Five and displayed a
driver's license in that name.

The indictment does not list any of
the Fort Worth Five as codefendants,
and it does not name any of them as co-
conspirators. If the Department of Jus-
tice thinks these men are guilty of some
offense, let it indict them. Let it bring
them to trial. But at least, let it end
this cruel charade in Texas, by which
these men are being punished without
ever being charged or tried.

Lewis Carroll had words for this be-
havior. In the final chapter of Alice in
Wonderland, just before Alice awakens
from her dream, we read these lines
about the trial by the King and Queen
of Hearts:

“Let the jury consider their verdict,” the
King said, for the twentleth time that day.

“No, no!" sald the Queen, “Sentence first,
verdict afterward.”

“Stuff and nonsense,” sald Alice loudly.
“The idea of having the sentence first,

“Hold your tongue!” said the Queen, turn-
ing purple.

“I won't!" sald Alice,

“Off with her head!” the Queen shouted
at the top of her voice.

But this is no dream or game of cards
in Texas. Real human beings are in jail,
their rights denied, their families torn
apart in violation of the law. I say, it is
long past time the Department of Justice
stopped playing the Queen of Hearts in
Texas and started behaving like a De-
partment of Justice by freeing the Fort
Worth Five.

With respect to the current status, or
lack thereof, of the Department’s inves-
tigation in Texas, the issue is equally
serious. It appears that the Fort Worth
grand jury has long since discontinued
its investigation of this case. There is no
indication that the grand jury has sat
for a single additional hour, or heard a
single additional witness in this investi-
gation since these five men were orig-
inally held in contempt in June of 1972.
The seven other witnesses originally
called before the grand jury are long
forgotten, their subpenas withdrawn.
There appears to be no reasonable pos-
sibility that the investigation will ever be
resumed, or that additional witnesses
will ever be called in.

In this situation, the continued im-
prisonment of the Fort Worth Five is
punishment pure and simple. Justice de-
mands that they be freed at once, but
the Department of Justice allows them
to rot in jail. The truth is unmistakable.
The Department in punishing the Fort
Worth Five in the guise of civil contempt.

In similar cases in the past, the De-
partment of Justice has not always been
so obstinate and unyielding. Last No-
vember in Boston, the Department re-
leased Prof. Samuel Popkin of Harvard
University from jail in somewhat sim-
ilar circumstances. Professor Popkin had
been imprisoned for contempt for refus-
ing to testify before a grand jury investi-
gating various aspects of the Pentagon
Papers case. Freed on bail pending his
legal challenge to the contempt citation,
Popkin was imprisoned again when a
Boston Federal judge denied the chal-
lenge, But he was released efter only 7
more days in jail, when the Department
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of Justice, reviewing the case, found that
the grand jury was about to expire and
was no longer actively pursuing the in-
vestigation.

Why does not the Departinent apply
this policy to the Fort Worth Five? A
large price in human suffering has al-
ready been exacted Irom these men for
no apparent purpose. If the investigation
is over, they should be released from pris-
on now, and allowed to return to New
York to rejoin their friends and fami-
lies. It would be a travesty of justice and
evenhanded law enforcement for five or-
dinary Irish-American citizens to remain
in jail because their plicht has not re-
ceived the national notoriety and atten-
tion i;enerated by the imprisonment of a
professor at Harvard University.

POSTINDICTMENT INVESTIGATIONS

The third abuse of the grand jury in
Fort Worth is that the Department of
Justice is continuing the incarceration
of these men after three indictments
have already been returned in related in-
vestigations in New York. Perhaps the
most obvious abuse in this respect con-
cerns the O’'Gara case in New York. It
appears that the Departmenf is using
the grand jury in Fort Worth to gain
further evidence to bolster its case
against O'Gara when he goes to trial in
New York. If the Department wants this
information, let it subpena the Fort
Worth Five to appear at the O’Gara trial
in New York City.

It is unconscionable for the Depart-
ment to use a grand jury to seek addi-
tional evidence on a case after an indict-
ment has been returned. Going back over
many years, courts throughout the coun-
try, including the Supreme Court, have
condemned the practice. It is my under-
standing that the Department itself has
consistently avoided this objectionable
practice in the past. Why does it not ad-
here to that consistent tradition today?

Apart from the O'Gara case, two other
indictments are also involved in the
present case. One of the questions the
Fort Worth Five refused to answer be-
fore the Texas grand jury concerned
a notorious arms dealer named Agra-
monte, who does business in Yonkers,
N.¥. Agramonte was indicted in New
York City in August 1972. In January
1973, he pleaded guilty to reduced
charges, thereby closing the case.

Another of the questions the Fort
Worth Five refused to answer concerned
Patrick Purcell, who was indicted in
September 1972, for firearms violations
and was convicted in November 1972,
thereby closing the case.

Yet, the Fort Worth Five are still in
jail, months after two of the obvious and
principal targets of the Texas grand jury
investigation had been indicted and
pleaded guilty or convicted.

It is bad enough for the Department
to use the grand jury to seek evidence
for the upcoming O'Gara trial, but it de-
fies reason and the Constitution for the
Department to use the grand jury to in-
vestigate cases that have already been
closed by the Department’s own actions.

On this latter ground alone, it appears
to me that the Fort Worth Five may
well be entitled at least to their tempor-
ary freedom now, as soon as a new appli-
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cation for bail can be brought pending
resolution of this issue.

On January 17, 1973, the Supreme
Court granted bail in the Meisel case,
arising in San Francisco. One of the
principal issues in that case concerned
the fact that the imprisonment of two
witnesses for civil contempt had been
allowed to continue beyond the indict-
ment of the person who was the obvious
target of the investigation. Surely, on
that issue, the Fort Worth Five also
deserve the benefit of bail.

Taken separately, each of these areas
I have discussed demonstrates a clear
abuse of the grand jury in Fort Worth.
Taken together, they make an over-
whelming case for the immediate free-
dom of the Fort Worth Five.

Indeed, if the Department does not it-
self respond as a result of the new interest
generated in this case, I would hope that
the foreman of the grand jury and the
other members of the Fort Worth panel
would take the initiative themselves, in
accord with the ancient time-honored
role of grand jurors, and demand an
explanation from the prosecutor as to
why these five men must remain in jail.

In any eveni, I suggest the five may
soon regain their freedom as a result of
new legal challenges filed by habeas cor-
pus and other petitions in the courts.
And perhaps, if the abuse has become
sufficiently manifest by the time they re-
gain their freedom, an action for false
imprisonment and damages may also lie
against the offending officials responsible
for their plight.

There is an additional approach that
can and should be tried. With the In-
ternal Security Division now extinet as a
separate division in the Department of
Justice, with an outstanding new At-
torney General in charge of the Depart-
ment, there is a new opportunity for of-
ficials in the Department to reexamine
the case of the Fort Worth Five. Such a
fresh examination should proceed forth-
with. Now that the passions of an elec-
tion year have subsided, now that the
Internal Security Division has passed
into history and its overzealous prosecu-
tors may no longer have the free rein
they used to have, it is not too much to
hope that justice may soon be done in the
case of the Fort Worth Five, and that
this sorry and petty chapter in the his-
tory of Federal law enforcement will be
ended.

Back in 1776, one of the specific griev-
ances cited in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence against George III was the
King's repressive practice of hauling col-
onists off to England for trial. In the
shabby treatment given the Fort Worth
Five, the Justice Department is borrow-
ing a leaf from King George’s book, and
it should not be allowed to continue.

Two final words on the Fort Worth
Five:

The first concerns the essential arbi-
trariness of the Department’s actions in
the present case. Peter Finegan, one of
the 12 Irish Americans originally sub-
penaed to Fort Worth, is a subway
transit maintenance worker in New
York. When he arrived in Texas, his
subpena was dismissed by the Depart-
ment of Justice, along with those of
James McKeon and the five other per-
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sons called to Texas but never required
to testifly. We do not know the Depart-
ment's motive in discharging Mr. Fine-
gan. He is not an officer of Irish Northern
Aid, and he has not been charged by the
Department with any offense arising out
of the investigation, But, like Crawford,
Morahan and Reilly, Finegan is men-
tioned in the O’'Gara indictment as one
of the persons whose driver's license
O'Gara used in the illegal purchase of
arms.

The contrast between Finegan and
the Fort Worth Five shows how wanton-
ly and freakishly the Fort Worth Five
are being made to suffer. Peter Finegan
is a free man today, as he has been
throughout the Fort Worth Five's ordeal.
Yet, on the basis of involvement appar-
ently no greater than Finegan's, Daniel
Crawford, Patrick Morahan, and Mat-
thias Reilly have now served 6 months
in a Texas prison, without charge or
trial. And, most ironic of all, Peter Fine-
gan, who is free, was Daniel Crawford’s
roommate in New York.

Finally, there is one other incident
that illustrates the treatment of the
Fort Worth Five. Matthias Reilly and
his wife, Mary, who are immigrants to
this country from Ireland, were sched-
uled to attend an important ceremony
last March, to be held in New York, N.¥Y.
at the courthouse for Rockland County.
At that ceremony, following in the great
tradition of generations of immigrants
before them, they were to salute the
American flag, and take the solemn oath
to become citizens of the United States.

But the Department of Justice can-
celled the ceremony for Matthias Reilly.
He could not attend, they said, because
he is in the custody of the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States in a Texas jail.

And, in perhaps the unkindest stroke
of all, the Department of Justice tried
to cancel Mary Reilly’s ceremony, too,
for reasons which are unknown to me,
but which, I suspect, the Department
would not care to spread upon the public
record.

But Mary Reilly shares her husband’s
courage and strong spirit. She insisted
that her own ceremony should go on,
and it did. So at 10 am. on a Friday
morning last March, Mary Reilly stood
before Justice Joseph Hawkins of the
Supreme Court of the State of New York
and became an American citizen, while
her three young children tried to under-
stand the meaning of the rights their
family now had earned.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the questions asked the
Fort Worth Five by the grand jury
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the gues-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

QuEsTIONS ASKED THE ForT WoRTH FIVE BY
THE GRAND JURY
KENNETH TIERNEY

Q. Mr, Tierney, do you collect firearms?

Q. Mr. Tierney, have yon ever purcnased
firearms from a weapons dealer in West-
chester County, New York, named Edward
Agramonte?

Q. Mr. Tierney, have you ever given your
driver’s license to any other individual to be

used as identification in the purchase of
firearms?
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Q. Mr. Tierney, have you ever accompanied
any other individual at which time firearms
or explosives were purchased?

Q. Mr, Tierney, are you engaged with any
other person in New York, in Texas, or any
other place in the purchase of illegal weapons
or explosives or the purchase of legal weapons
illegally?

Q. Mr. Tierney, do you have any knowl-
edge of any person or person (sic) who, in
New York, Texas, and elsewhere are engaged
in the purchase of illegal weapons and ex-
plosives or in the purchase of legal weapons
illegally?

Q. Mr. Tierney, have you ever purchased
any weapons?

Q. Mr., Tierney, have you ever given your
driver's license to any other individual to be
used in the purchase of any weapons?

Q. Mr, Tierney, are you acquainted with a
Peter Finnegan?

Q. Are you acquainted with a Mr. Daniel
Crawford?

Q. Have you ever accompanied either one
of these men or any other men to purchase
weapons or explosives?

Q. Mr, Tierney, are you acquainted with a
Patrick Purcell?

Q. Have you ever been to a firearms dealer
whose name 1s John Jalowsky?

MATTHIAS REILLY

Q. Mr. Rellly, are you presently licensed
to drive a car in the State of New York?

Q. Have you ever furnished your driver's
license, given it to any other individual for
the purpose of purchasing firearms?

Q. Mr. Reilly, have you ever purchased a
number of armalite rifies, and to aid you in
this matter, these are commonly referred to
as AR-180 from a licensed firearms dealer?

Q. Have you ever purchased or acquired
illegal firearms or explosives or purchased
otherwise legal firearms lllegally or engaged
in such actlvities in the New York or Texas
or other areas?

Q. Mr. Reilly, have you ever knowingly
allowed your name to be used in connection
with the purchase of any firearms?

Q. Mr. Reilly, has James O'Gara ever given
you money for the purchase of Armalite
rifles?

Q. Mr. Reilly, do you have any knowledge
of any person or persons who have pur-
chased or acquired illegal firearms or explo-
slves or have legally (sic) purchased other-
wise legal firearms in New York or Texns
or other areas?

Q. Do you have any knowledge of any other
people or individuals who have purchased or
acguired in any fashion illegal firearms or
explosives or have purchased legal firearms
illegally?

Q. Have you ever furnished your driver’s
license, given it to another individual for the
purpose of purchasing firearms?

Q. Have you ever purchased or acguired
illegal firearms or explosives or purchased
otherwise legal firearms illegally?

Q. Mr. Reilly, have you ever knowingly
allowed your name to be used in connection
with the purchase of firearms?

Q. Mr. Reilly, have you ever purchased or
acquired illegal firearms or explosives, or
purchased illegal firearms or explosives, or
purchased otherwise legal firearms illegally
or engaged in such activities in the State of
New York or Texas?

DANIEL CRAWFORD

Q. Mr. Crawford, are you presently licensed
to drive a car in the State of New York?

Q. Do you have any knowledge of persons
engaging in the purchase of illegal weapons
or explosives or . . . the illegal purchase of
legal weapons in New York or Texas or other
place?

Q. Mr. Crawford, are you acquainted with a
Charles or Liam Murphy?

PASCHAL MORAHAN

Q. Mr. Morahan, have you ever alded any
person or persons in the illegal purchase of
firearms?
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Q. Mr,
O'Gara?

Q. Mr, Morahan, have you ever given your
driver's license to another individual for the
purpose of purchasing firearms illegally?

Q. Mr, Morahan, do you have knowledge
of any person or persons who have engaged
in the illegal purchase of otherwise legal fire-
arms in the State of New York and Texas
or who may have acquired or purchased ille-
gal firearms or explosives in those two states
or other places?

Q. Mr. Morahan, have you ever engaged In
activities Involving the acquisition or pur-
chase of illegal firearms or explosives in the
States of Texas, New York, or elsewhere, or
the purchase of otherwise legal firearms ille-
gally in those locations?

Q. Mr. Morahan, do you have knowledge
of any person or persons who have engaged
in the illegal purchase of otherwise legal
firearms in the States of New York and Texas
or who have acquired or purchased illegal
firearms or explosives In those two states or
other places?

Morahan, do you know James

THOMAS LAFFEY

Q. Mr. LafTey, have you ever purchased any
firearms or exploslves?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you ever purchased
Armalite rifles designated AR-180's from a
gun dealer in New York operating under the
name of Edleman’s?

Q. Mr. Witness, I show you what appears
to be a Thermofax copy of a document, It's
Alcohol, Tobacco and Treasury Form 4473,
I call your attention to the buyer’s signature
and ask if that is your signature?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you ever received any
money from any person for the purpose of
purchasing weapons or explosives?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you ever used the driv-
er's license of any other individual for the
purpose of identification in purchasing fire-
arms?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you any knowledge of
any person or persons In the States of New
York of Texas or elsewhere who are engaged
in the purchase of legal weapons illegally or
the illegal purchase of weapons or explosives?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you ever received any
money from any person for the purpose of
purchasing weapons or explosives?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you ever used the driv-
er's license of any other individual for the
purpose of identification in purchasing fire-
arms?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you any knowledge of
any person or persons in the State of Texas,
State of New York or elsewhere who are en-
gaged in the purchase of legal weapons ille-
gally or the illegal purchase of weapons or
explosives?

Q. Have you any knowledge of any person
or persons in the State of Texas, the State of
New York, or any other State of the United
States of America who are engaged in the
purchase of legal weapons illegally or in the
illegal purchase of weapons and explosives?

Q. Mr. Laffey, have you any knowledge of
any person or persons in the State of New
York or Texas or elsewhere who are engaged
in the purchase of legal weapons illegally or
the illegal purchase of weapons or explosives?

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is concluded.

INCREASED AUTHORIZATIONS FOR
COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE OF
PRODUCTS AND SERVICES OF THE
BLIND AND OTHER SEVERELY
HANDICAPPED

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
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ate proceed to the consideration of the
bill, S. 1413, which has been cleared on
both sides of the aisle, that there be a
time limitation thereon of 15 minutes to
be under the control of the distinguished
senior Senator from West Virginia (M.
RanvorprH) that rule XII be walved, and
that upon the disposition of this measure
the Chair lay before the Senate the un-
finished business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Calendar No. 101, a bill (8. 1413) to in-
crease the authorization for fiscal year 1974
for the commitiee for purchase of products
and services of the blind and other severely
handicapped.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from West Virginia? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr, RANDOLPH. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on the
Handicapped, I am glad to support S.
1413, the Wagner-O'Day Act Amend-
ment of 1973, which was introduced by
Senator Javits. This legislation increases
the authorization for the Committee for
Purchase of Products and Services of the
Blind and Other Severely Handicapped
by $40,000—from $200,000 to $240,000—
for fiscal year 1974, The present author-
ization, under Public Law 92-28, was
made before this committee had very
much operating experience. The past 2
years have shown that the committee
needs extra funding in order to cover
increased administrative costs, including
recent pay raises for Federal employees
and increased travel expenses for staff
who need to visit workshops to work on
and verify qualification compliance.

The Committee for Purchase of Prod-
ucts and Services of the Blind and
Other Severely Handicapped is the suc-
cessor to the Committee on the Purchase
of Blind-Made Products, which was
established by the Wagner-O’Day Act
of 1938. This act gave the blind a special
priority in selling certain products to
the Federal Government. In the years
since, the Wagner-O'Day Act was
amended only once, in 1971. That
amendment, Public Law 92-28, extended
the coverage of the act to other severely
handicapped persons and broadened its
scope to include services as well as com-
modities.

In the past 2 years, 35 new commodi-
ties, 12 new military resale items, and 7
new services—such as furniture rehabil-
itation—have been approved; the num-
ber of workshops for the blind partici-
pating in the program has increased from
78 to 83, and it is expected that 120 addi-
tional new workshops will seek to enter
the program in the coming years.

During fiscal year 1972, Federal Gov-
ernment purchases from workshops for
the blind amounted to $21 million, which
was approximately 37 percent of the
products made by these workshops. These
products range from automobile safety
belts, signal flags, and ballpoint pens to
mattresses and bedsprings. Over the
past 2 years, new items have added an
annual sales value of over $6 million to
the list of approved products and will
create jobs for approximately 384 handi-
capped persons.
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All of this means, Mr. President, that
more blind and other severely handi-
capped persons will have jobs, will be-
come more self-sufficient and inde-
pendent, and will have the opportunity to
live worthwhile, meaningful lives.

The Wagner-O'Day program, the
Randolph-Sheppard program which I
sponsored in 1936, and others like it, give
disabled individuals an opportunity to
contribute to society and receive its
rewards. I feel that when we spend
money to help & handicapped person, we
always get something in return. We are
making an investment. In this particular
case, we are investing in a program
which has had 35 years of successful
operation and which provides a signifi-
cantly inereased number of opportunities
for work for those who otherwise might
be institutionalized, on welfare, or sup-
ported by overburdened families. It is
my genuine hope that the Subcommit-
tee on the Handicapped will always
strengthen programs such as this one.

Also, I would like to express my gratifi-
cation to the Senator from New York and
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
Mr. Javirs, for sponsoring this legisla-
tion. As we all know, he has been one
of the chief proponents of this legisla-
tion, having introduced not only this bill,
but also the 1971 amendments.

I appreciate his compassionate in-
terest in the handicapped in general, and
his productive work on this legislation
in particular.

Finally, Mr. President, I wish to urge
my colleagues to vote for the passage of
the Wagner-O’Day Act Amendment of
1973. The handicapped need the help of
the Congress in order that they may help
themselves.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, what
is the situation with reference to time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the bill has expired.

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. Mr. President,
does the Senator wish a little additional
time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. No; I have concluded,
I say to the able assistant majority lead-
er, but I was not just sure of the time
frame.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the inquiry of the able assistant
majority leader, I ask unanimous consent
for an additional 5 minutes, so that I
might comment on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and without
objection rule XII is waived.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I want to
thank the able Senator from West Vir-
ginia for his leadership over the years in
connection with legislation for the help
of the blind and handicapped, and to
commend him and the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs) for
their work in connection with this par-
ticular bill.

As the Senator has already pointed
out, this is legislation which is a good in-
vestment. For a rather modest appro-
priation, we are supporting machinery
which is making it possible for blind and
handicapped people to help themselves.

This particular program makes it pos-
sible for blind-operated workshops to sell
their products, in certain circumstances,
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to the Government. During fiscal year
1972, 19 new commodities and 9 new mili-
tary resale items were apprgved for pro-
duction by blind workshops under this
program.

The inclusion of the new items cre-
ated jobs for an additional 147 blind
persons, and have an annual sales value
of nearly $3'5 million. During fiscal year
1973, 16 new commodities, 7 services, and
3 new milifary resale commodities were
approved, and these have an annual
sales value of over $2!% million. They
have created jobs for 237 blind persons.

This legislation is before us now be-
cause of a revision in the original cost
estimate for operating the committee
which administers the program. Since
2 years ago, when the original estimate
was submitted, the staff has been com-
pleted and has become operational. The
operational costs have somewhat exceed-
ed the estimates, due to the recent pay
raises for Federal employees, increased
travel requirements of the staff to assist
workshops in qualifying for participation
in the programs and to verify their com-
pliance with the act, the requirement to
budget for the rent of office space, and
increases in other administrative costs.

The increased authorization provided
in the bill was requested by the admin-
istration. The increased funding in the
bill to benefit the blind and the handi-
capped is included in the administra-
tion’s budget request submitted by Presi-
dent Nixon.

Mr. President, I urge the passage of
the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I wish to join the distinguished assistant
Republican leader in associating myself
with his remarks and those of my senior
colleague from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-
poLPH). I commend Mr. RANDOLPH 88 I
do the distinguished senior Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs) on the work they
have done in connection with this legis-
lation and in bringing it to the floor.

Mr, DOLE. Mr. President, today I join
in support of S. 1413, the Wagner-O'Day
Act Amendment of 1973, introduced by
the distinguished Senator JaviTs of New
York. This legislation amends Public
Law 92-28 to increase the authorized ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1974 from
$200,000 to $240,000 for the Committee
for Purchase of Products and Services of
the Blind and other severely handi-
capped.

The original cost estimates for operat-
ing the committee, when enacted in June
of 1971, was based on little actual fund-
ing experience. Since the estimates were
developed it has been found that the
committee needs additional funding to
be able to cover increased space rental
costs, administrative costs, travel ex-
penses for staff who need to visit work-
shops in order to verify qualification
compliance. and higher than expected
postage costs.

The Committee for Purchase of Prod-
ucts and Services of the Blind and Other
Severely Handicapped, Public Law 92—
28, enacted by Congress in June 1971,
amended the original Wagner-O'Day
Act of 1938, in which the Committee on
the Purchase of Blind-Made Products
was established. This act gave the blind
a special priority in selling certain prod-
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ucts to the Federal Government. The
new act extended to other severely han-
dicapped persons the special priority in
selling certain products fo the Federal
Government, previously reserved for the
blind and expanded its scope of con-
tracts under the act to include services
as well as products.

During the past 2 years, 19 new prod-
ucts and nine new military resale items
were approved for production by blind
workshops. By adding these new items,
147 additional blind people have jobs.
During fiscal year 1973, 16 new products,
seven services, and three new military
resale products have been approved,
creating jobs for 237 blind and other
severely handicapped people. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is evident that more blind and
other severely handicapped persons have
and will have jobs, which will enable
them to become more self-sufficient and
independent. This will help restore many
of the severely disabled people of our Na-
tion to more meaningful and productive
lives, giving them the opportunity to
contribute to society.

The Wagner-O'Day Act is one of the
many valuable programs serving the
handicapped and it is my sincere hope
that we will continue to strengthen pro-
grams such as this one.

I have long been dedicated to the
handicapped citizens of this Nation and
I encourage my colleagues to support the
proposed increase in funding for the
Committee for Purchase of Products and
Services of the Blind and Other Severely
Handicapped. The proposed changes in
the bill before us will permit the agency
to carry out the duties and functions
charged by the Congress so the blind and
other severely handicapped will have
better opportunities to become self-
supporting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the bill has now expired. If there be
no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered fo be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

S. 1413

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United Siales of
America in Congress assembled, That the Act
of June 25, 1938 (52 Stat. 1196), as amended
by Public Law 92-28, dated June 23, 1971 (85
Btat. T7), is hereby amended as follows:

By striking out in section 6 the words “and
the next two succeeding fiscal years” and
inserting in lieu thereof “and the next suc-
ceeding fiscal year, and $240,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974,

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the bill
was passed be reconsidered.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

OBSERVATION OF A PERIOD TO
HONOR AMERICA

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House nf Represent-
atives on Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 27.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
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JonnsToN) lald before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Represent-
atives to the concurrent resolution (S.
Con. Res. 27) to observe a period of 21
days to honor America, which was to
strike out the preamble.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate concur in the
amendment of the House of Represent-
atives.

The motion was agreed to.

LAND USE POLICY AND PLANNING
ASSISTANCE ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JoHNsTON). The Chair now lays before
the Senate the unfinished business,
which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

5. 268, to establish a national land use
policy, to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to make grants to assist the States
to develop and implement State land use
programs, to coordinate Federal programs and
policles which have a land use impact, to
coordinate planning and management of
Federal lands and planning and management
of adjacent non-Federal lands, and to estab-
lish an Office of Land Use Policy Administra-
tion in the Department of the Interior, and
for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
while the distinguished manager of the
bill is awaitiny the arrival of a staff
member on the floor, I ask unanimous
consent that the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RanpoLPH) may
be recognized to speak out of order—not-
withstanding the Pastore rule of ger-
maneness—ifor not to exceed 15 minutes.

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

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr.,
RawporLrH) is recognized.

THE FIRST 100 DAYS OF THE DEMO-
CRATIC NEW DEAL

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, there
are perhaps few people who are guests in
the Capitol today who would remember
that the first 100 days of the Democratic
New Deal ended exactly 40 years ago
today. My remarks are in nowise for the
purpose of indulging in nostalgia, when
I discuss what transpired during those
100 days of the New Deal under the
inspired leadership of Franklin D,
Roosevelt.

I was a Member of the 73d Congress,
and we adjourned with a record of leg-
islative programs and policy decisions
unlike anything that had been known
before that time or has been known since
that time, in the history of our Republic,

That period of the first 100 days of
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the New Deal under Franklin D. Roose-
velt had promised the American people
the belief, as expressed by Roosevelt,
himself, the previous June, that he would
think anew, that he would act anew to
aid the United States of America,
strengthen its economy, and bring hope
once again to the American people.

I think it is important, as I have in-
dicated, to call attention today to those
first 100 days of that administration,
which ended 40 years ago today.

On the day following adjournment,
President Roosevelt signed into law four
major bills, part of a mammoth legis-
lative package of 15 important measures
enacted during those 100 days follow-
ing his inauguration on March 4, 1933.

Mr. President, in the parlance of poker,
a new deal means something has gone
wrong with the game. The cards may
not be falling right, or one or more of
the players is suspicious of the dealer.
A player may not be satisfied with what
he is holding in his hands. So a new
deck of cards is introduced into the
game, and a new deal is begun.

That situation was exactly what took
place in the political campaign of 1932,
when the total economic structure of
America tottered. There may be some
persons today who do not know what
the situation was. The economy faltered,
and the structure threatened to fall. That
was the depth of the Great Depression.
Not so many people today recall it. It was
when the very philosophy of what we
know as rugged individualism and capi-
talistic enterprise was, in a sense, being
called into question. The bubble of un-
limited prosperity had burst, and hardly
a person in America was immune from
its effects.

I think statistics sometimes, if prop-
erly used in relation to a complex ques-
tion, give the extent of a problem, and I
am going to do that in connection with
this almost total collapse within our
country 40 years ago. Of course, today,
any figures I might state would not ade-
quately portray the human misery
created in those years.

Between 1929 and 1932, the gross na-
tional product, the total measured in-
come of the American economy, fell from
$104 billion to $58 billion.

Wages in this country in the period
1929 to 1932—dropped from $45 billion
to $25 billion. The production of consum-
er goods, such as automobiles and re-
frigerators, dropped 70 percent during
this period. One out of every four Amer-
icans was without a job; and those lucky
enough to be employed in industry—
what was their average weekly wage?
Just $22. Clearly, “a New Deal for the
American people” was called for, and un-
der the dynamic leadership of Franklin
Roosevelt the 73d Congress became a
part part of that leadership.

We hear so much today about the ad-
ministration and about Congress. The
73d Congress was a cooperative, coordi-
nated effort with the President—the ad-
ministration—and Congress.

I add as a historic note, that there are
only two Members of the present Con-
gress who are members of the 73d Con-
gress and who served in those first 100
days of the New Deal administration.
One of the two individuals is my beloved
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colleague WrIGHT PaTmMaN, who serves fo-
day in the House of Representatives. He
came to the House in 1929, having been
elected in 1928. He contfinues as the ac-
tive, alert, and very progressive chair-
man of the House Committee on Banking
and Currency.

The other Member serving in this Con-
gress at the present time is the Senator
from West Virginia who is now speaking.
I was inducted into office, as was the
President of the United States, on March
4, 1933.

Mr. President, all of us recognize those
troublesome days. We knew that Dra-
conian measures had to be taken; no
timid steps would suffice. There had to
be an all-out effort by the administration
and Congress because the American sys-
tem was being sorely tested and in some
instances, of course, there was a realiza-
tion that we had not built a strong
enough foundation, but we were not
found wanting. This is important to re-
member because we corrected the defici-
encies in our system, laws were passed,
later reviewed, and some were corrected,
but in the historical perspective let it be
known in this Chamber 40 years later
that at a time of extreme crisis in Amer-
ica the U.S. Congress acted.

Sometimes as we hear about the Con-
gress I refer to what took place on that
occasion.

Historian Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.,
wrote of that period:

Before March 4, America was in a state of
extreme shock. No one will ever know, Gen-
eral Hugh 8. Johnson later said, “how close
were we to collapse and revolution.” (Ad-
ministration advisor, Rex Tugwell stated: “I
do not think it is too much to say that on
March 4 we were confronted with a choice be-
tween an orderly revolution—a peaceful and
rapld departure from past precepts—and a
violent and disorderly overthrow of the whole
capltalist structure.”

For the record, here are the major
pieces of legislation which were enacted
into law during those perilous times of
national crisis. I will not list them in de-
tail but merely give the substance of
them:

The Emergency Banking Act of March
9, 1933, authorizing the President to reg-
ulate or prohibit transactions in foreign
exchange, transfers of credits between or
payments by banking institutions, the ex-
port, hoarding, melting, or earmarking of
gold or silver coin or bullion. The act fur-
ther provided for the appointment of
conservators by the Comptroller of the
Currency where necessary, to conserve
the assets of banks for the benefit of de:
positors and other creditors.

A person was guaranteed if he had
money in the bank that $5,000 of that
money would be guaranteed if the bank
closed. The Federal Government, the
United States itself, was standing behind
the depositor. Since then we have in-
creased the guarantee to $15,000.

The Reforestation Act of March 31,
1933, authorizing the President to provide
for employing unemployed persons in the
construction of works of a public na-
ture in the reforestation of lands belong-
ing to the United States, and creating the
Civilian Conservation Corps. Literally
hundreds of thousands of young men and
older men, in some instances, were moved
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from the streets into the fields and for-
ests of America.

Agricultural Adjustment Act of May
12, 1933, authorizing the Secretary of
Agriculture to acquire stocks of cotton,
and giving broad powers for the purpose
of establishing parity between agricul-
ture and other industries, and other
provisions.

Infiation Act of May 12, 1933, authoriz-
ing the President to direct the Secretary
of the Treasury to enter into agreements
with Federal Reserve Banks for the pur-
chase of U.S. obligations up to $3 billion,
or to issue U.S. notes up to the same
amount, to meet maturing U.S. obliga-
tions, and other provisions.

Federal Emergency Relief Act of
May 12, 1933, created the Federal Emer-
gency Relief Administration which was
designed to cooperate with the States
and territories in relieving hardships re-
sulting from unemployment and drought,
and other provisions.

Tennessee Valley Authority Act of
May 18, 1933, which created the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, a corporation for
the operation of properties at Muscle
Shoals in the interest of national de-
fense, and for agricultural and industrial
development.

Securities Act of May 27, 1933, which
provided for regulation of the sale or
offering for sale of securities through
the mail or in interstate commerce, un-
der supervision of the Federal Trade
Commission.

Gold Clause Repeal Resolution of
June b, 1933, repealing the right of pay-
ment in gold, and declaring that all ob-
ligations shall be discharged upon pay-
ment in any coin or currency which at
the time of payment is legal tender for
public and private debts.

National Employment System Act of
June 6, 1933, which created the U.S. Em-
ployment Service in the Department of
Labor to develop a national system of
employment offices, to maintain a service
devoted to securing employment for vet-
erans, and other provisions.

Homeowners’ Loan Act of June 13,
1933, providing for the creation of a loan
corporation by the Federal Home Loan
Board, with power to issue bonds, and
charters to Federal savings and loan as-
sociations to make loans on local homes
and business properties.

I report today what some people should
know and that is that the loans made to
homeovwners were repaid. The Federal
Government did not lose on the loans
which were made. Today, as I read about
the loans made under the Small Business
Administration, I read about sums of
money, & half million dollars, a million
dollars, not being repaid to the Federal
Government, in hundreds and hundreds
of cases.

There was a fiber within the American
character and even though people were
up against it, they recognize their obli-
gation when a loan or loans were made.

National Industrial Recovery Act of
June 16, 1933, which empowered the
President to establish agencies fo remove
obstacles to the free flow of commerce,
to approve codes of fair competition for
trade and industry involving such things
as maximum hours, minimum wages, col-
lective bargaining, labor conditions and
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fair trade practices, to promote the
fullest possible utilization of the pro-
ductive capacities of industry, and other
provisions.

All over the country there were proj-
ects which would strengthen the com-
munity and also provide gainful employ-
ment to men and women. Some might
say the work was always of a type that
was not the best. It was in many cases
menial labor. I say today that people
were working. They were doing some-
thing, even though perhaps they were not
skilled in what they were doing. They
were making contributions, and all over
this country today in the small towns
and in the larger towns, I move over
streets, roads, and sidewalks that were
constructed by people who were given
employment, not just given an amount
of money, but who worked to help Amer-
ica stand strong in an hour of crisis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’'s 15 minutes have expired.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD., Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
allotted to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia to speak out of order, notwith-
standing the rule of germaneness, be ex-
tended for not to exceed 5 minutes.

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

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may proceed.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am very apprecia-
tive to the able assistant majority leader,
and I am conscious of the presence of
the chairman of the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs as he waits to
bring a bill to the floor of the Senate.

Then, as I have indicated, there was
also: Act of June 16, 1933, providing the
creation of a Federal Emergency Admin-
istration of Public Works and author-
izing an appropriation of $3.3 billion for
carrying out the program.

Farm Credit Act of June 16, 1933, au-
thorizing the Governor of the Farm
Credit Administration to organize Pro-
duction Credit Associations from which
farmers may borrow money, and a Cen-
tral Bank of Cooperatives to make loans
to cooperative associations.

Banking Act of June 16, 1933, creating
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion with capital of $150 million, and au-
thorizing the Corporation to insure bank
deposits of Federal Reserve member
banks and other banks wishing to par-
ticipate in the system.

Other significant legislation included:
The Economy Act of March, 1933; the
Emergency Farm Mortgage Act of May
12, 1933; the U.S. Employment Service
Act of June 6, 1933; and the Railroad
Coordination Act of June 16, creating a
Federal Coordinator of Transportation

Mr. President, I remind you that these
were bills that were given careful consid-
eration and bills that were passed and
that became law, bills that provided for
America the leadership and brought back
confidence to millions of Americans.
These are the major efforts of those
first 100 days.

There will be those who will ask
“Why give this attention in the Senate
of the United States and why recall what
happened then?” Mr, President, I think
it is very important if we are to under-
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stand the point we now have reached
that we understand some of the history
that has gone before in reference to the
problems that have faced this country.

These were emergency efforts in those
first 100 days, and it is important to note
that some of this emergency legislation,
such as the Tennessee Valley Authority
and the FDIC, have survived over the
past four decades. More important, I
think, is the fact that these decisive
actions signaled the beginning of a new
era of social legislation which, on im-
pact, changed the pace and face of
America in a time when the American
people challenged the ability of the Fed-
eral Government to govern. These were
drastic measures and there were more to
come. The major goals of the first 100
days of the “New Deal” were immediate
relief of a suffering populace, recovery
and reform of economic imbalances, and
the restoration of faith in American gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, the first 100 days of the
New Deal transpired in a period of na-
tional erisis. It is important to remem-
ber that much of the moves and mo-
tives of that period have subsequently
been embodied in permanent legislation,
such as the monumental Social Security
Act of 1935. To those who today refer
loosely to events of constitutional crises
and the end of the American dream, I
would recall the words of historian
Schlesinger, who wrote of those first 100
days:

For a deceptive moment in 1933, clouds
of inertia and selfishness seemed to lift. A
despairlug land had a vision of America as
it might some day be.

This vision has not been reached, and
vossibly it will never be, but on this sig-
nificant anniversary, let it be recorded
that, for 100 days of another era, our
system of government was on trial and
won a clear victory for the American
people,

NOTIFICATION TO PRESIDENT OF
CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATION
OF GEORGE M. MOORE, OF MARY-
LAND, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE
U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION

Mr. ROBERT C. EYRD. Mr. President,
as in executive session, in connection
with the nomination of Mr, George M.
Moore, of Maryland—confirmed earlier
today—+to be a member of the U.S. Tariff
Commission for the term expiring June
16, 1979, it has been called to my atten-
tion by the distinguished senior Senator
from Georgia (Mr. TaLmapGe) that there
is a factor of urgency in connection with
this nomination.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that the President be immediately noti-
fied of the confirmation of the nomina-
tion of Mr, George M. Moore.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr, Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House had
passed the bill (S. 795) to amend the
National Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965, and for other
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purposes, with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate.

LAND USE POLICY AND PLANNING
ASSISTANCE ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 268) to establish
a national land use policy, to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to msake
grants to assist the States to develop and
implement State land use programs, to
coordinate Federal programs and policies
which have a land use impact, to coordi-
nate planning and management of Fed-
eral lands and planning and managemet
of adjacent non-Federal lands, and to es-
tablish an Office of Land Use Policy Ad-
ministration in the Department of the
Interior, and for other purposes.

Mr. JACEKSON. Mr, President, I ask
uuanimous consent that during Senate
consideration and voting in S. 268, the
Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance
Act, Jerry Verkler, Bill Van Ness, Steven
Quarles, Suzanne Reed, Forrest Gerrard,
and Michael Harvey, members of the
professional staff of the Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee, be accorded the
privileges of the floor.

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

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, today
we consider S. 268, the Land Use Policy
and Planning Assistance Act. The pur-
pose of this measure is to provide assist-
ance to State and local governments in
dealing with increasingly complex and
difficult problems of accommodating
competing uses for limited land resources.

INTRODUCTION

S. 268 as ordered favorably reported by
the Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee is closely patterned after S. 632
which was passed by the Senate in the
92d Congress. S. 268 provides grant-in-
aid money to State and local govern-
ments to enable them to inventory their
land resources, retain competent pro-
fessional staff, develop planning and in-
stitutional procedures to both avoid and
resolve land use conflicts, and to develop
land use programs for critical areas and
uses of more than local concern. It also
provides financial assistance to States to
coordinate planning in interstate re-
gions, to Indian tribes to plan Indian
land, and to universities and other non-
profit institutions for research on and
training in land use related subjects.

S. 268 is a reasonable, carefully con-
sidered measure. It is the product of 20
days of hearings in the Senate in three
committees over the last three Con-
gresses. It has now been reported three
times; this last time after 11 markup
sessions. Last year, the Senate passed
S. 268's very similar predecessor by a
vote of 60 to 18. The Land Use Policy
and Planning Assistance Act is ready for
Senate passage.

NEED

For over a century after the birth of
our Nation, Americans enjoyed a super-
abundance of relatively free land.

Today, however, land is our most valu-
able resource—an all too finite resource.
Unlike air and water and many minerals,
land cannot be recycled. Mountains
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carved by strip mines, wetlands dredged
and filled, or streams channelized can
seldom be returned to their former use
or beauty. Iand once committed to a
use today is often unable to support a
different use in the future more closely
attuned to the then prevailing national
values or goals.

Mr. President, the couniry can no
longer afford te absorb the enormous
costs in economic losses, delays, resource
misallocations, and adverse social and
environmental effects which have been
exacted by the failure of Federal, State,
and local government fo plan for the
sound and balanced use of our land. Our
Nation’s economy and environment can
no longer bear the burden of the chaotic,
ad hoe, short-term, case-by-case, crisis-
to-crisis land use decisionmaking which
all levels of government have indulged
in in the past.

‘The land use crisis is bearing down on
America with the inexorable force of a
tidal wave. Land use problems which
once appeared only local are now nation-
al in compass. We are now faced with a
mnational crisis in land use decision-
making. Consider these statistics:

By 1990, urban sprawl will consume an
area of land approximately equal to all
the urbanized land now within the 228
standard metropolitan statistical area—
the equivalent of the total area of New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, and
Rhode Island;

Fach decade alone, new urban growth
will absorb an area greater than the en-
tire State of New Jersey;

The equivalent of two and half times
the housing in the Oakland-San Francis-
co metropolitan region must be built each
year to meet the Nation's housing goals;

In the next two decades, one industry
alone—the electrical power industry—
will need 3 million acres of new rights-
of -way for additional high voltage trans-
mission lines and more than 140,000
acres of potential prime industrial sites
for over 200 new major generating sta-
tions.

In short between now and the year
2000, we must build again all that we
have built before. We must build as many
homes, schools, hospitals, and office
buildings in the next three decades as we
built in the previous three centuries.

Costs rise and needs go unmet while
the courts attempt to deal with a grow-
ing backlog of hotly contested cases in-
volving land use for new suburban hous-
ing developments, highways, airporis,
factories, powerplants, transmission
lines, and pipelines. Failure to pass this
legislation when it was first introduced
3 years ago has already resulted in need-
less, costly waste, inefficiency, and en-
vironmental damage.

It has now become obvious to environ-
mentalists and industrialists alike, to
both urban and rural inferests, and to
most Members of Congress, that this 20th
century problem of exponential growth
cannot be met with 19th century laws,
institutions, and procedures.

There are, however, a few who still
contend that social and environmental
change cannot or should not be con-
sciously planned or given direction. They
make dire predictions of ruin—destruc-
idon of property values, surrender of local
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conirel, rampant socialism—should the
laws of the free market be amended, no
matter how slightly, by the laws of so-
ciety. They argue that public planning
and implementation of policies to pro-
tect the public interest and the environ-
ment somehow invade constitutionally
protected rights.

Their contentions are wrapped in con-
stitutional phrases to obscure the simple
fact that the vested and special interests
want to maintain the status quo. The Na-
tion, however, can no longer afford the
status quo. In all paris of the country,
conflicting demands over limited land
resources are placing severe strains upon
economie, social, and political institu-
tions and processes and upon the natural
environment. The status quo is conflict,
waste, and inefficiency; it is farmers’
groups opposing real estate developers;
environmentalists fighting the electric
power industry; homeowners colliding
with highway planners; the mining and
timber industries struggling with con-
servationists; shoreline and water recrea-
tion interests pitted against oil com-
panies; cities opposing the States; and
suburbs opposing the cities.

The Land Use Policy and Planning
Assistance Act is the Nation's best and
probably last chance to preserve and to
invigorate State and local land use de-
cisionmaking and to insure that basic
property rights are not infringed by face-
less Washington bureaucrats in places
far removed from the sites of land use
problems.

The Land Use Policy and Planning As-
sistance Act is an affirmation of States
rights. It provides grants to the States
to assist them to develop their own in-
novative land use policies and procedures
to meet the land use crisis. It is a state-
ment of belief that, if urged and aided,
State, and local government, working to-
gether can provide a better design for
tomorrow—a design which embodies all
legitimate values and goals, local, re-
gional, and national.

If State and local governments do not
accept this challenge and do not imple-
ment this bill, the only solution will be the
usual solution for national problems:
Federal control. No one wants national
zoning; but, I say here today, that if we
turn our backs on the opportunity and
shirk our responsibility to improve land
use decisionmaking, that is what we will
have by the end of the decade.

PURPOSE OF 8. 268

The Land Use Policy and Planning As-
sistance Act has as its basic purpose the
improvement of State and local land use
procedures and institutions to provide for
a truly balanced, democratic land use
decisionmaking. It fosters regional and
Statewide decisionmaking about those
land uses which are of more than local
concern. The act is designed to balance
all competing demands for the land—
economic and noneconomic. It further
provides for the participation of all peo-
ple who would feel the impacts of land
use decisions and of their elected rep-
resentatives in State and local govern-
ment.

GRANTE TO STATES

In recognition that many land use de-
cisions today have major impacts on the
citizens, the economy, and the environ-
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ment beyond the jurisdiction of local zon-
ing bodies, 8. 268 encourages the States,
as representatives of wider public in-
terests, to formulate State land use pro-
grams for five categories of critical areas
and uses of more than local concern.
‘These catepories are: first, areas of
critical environmental concern—flood
plains, shorelands, wildlife habitats, his-
toric areas; second, key facilities—major
airports, highway interchanges, recrea-
tion facilities, and energy [facilities;
third, large scale development—Ilarge in-
dustrial parks or subdivisions; fourth,
public facilities or wutilities of regional
benefits; and fifth, land sales or devel-
opment projects—installment land sales
and massive recreational homesite proj-
ects in rural areas. S. 268 provides
grants totaling $100 million per year for
8 years, at 90 percent Federal share of
cost for 5 years, 6625 percent thereafter,
to the States to develop these programs.
OTHER GRANT PROGEANMS

In addition, the States are asked to
coordinate both State and local land use
planning in interstate regions—$15 mii-
lion annually for 8 years at 90 percent.
Indian fribes are provided funds to de-
velop programs for Indian land similar
to the State land use programs—$10 mil-
lion annually for 8 years at 100 percent.
The act also provides $2 million a year in
grants or contracts for research and
training in land use related subijects.
Mechanisms are established by S. 268 to
coordinate planning and management of
Federal lands with State and local plan-
ning and management of adjacent non-
Federal lands.

RELATION TO OTHER LAND USE AND ENVIRON-
MENTAL LAWS

Various provisions in the act protect,
in fact strengthen, existing planning as-
sistance and land use related laws, in-
cluding section 701 of the Housing Act
of 1954, as amended, the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972, and the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control and Clean
Air Acts.

NEW CONSIDERATION IN S. 268

Several amendments added by com-
mittee during markup reflect concerns
raised by several of my distinguished
colleagues during Senate consideration
of the measure last year. Among the
amendments are new provisions which:
ensure the safeguarding of the tradi-
tional rights of property owners; give
sensitive consideration to the protection
of the local property tax base and reve-
nues, and guarantee full participation
of all interested parties—property own-
ers, users of the land, and the public.

At the urging of several Senators, a
number of Governors and leading en-
vironmental organizations, the commit-
tee adopted an amendment which estab-
lished a fifth category of land uses which
must be included in the State’s land use
program—*“land sales of development
projects.” We presently have a Federal
law which attempts to end the fraud and
misrepresentation too frequently associ-
ated with the selling of large-scale in-
stallment lands sales and recreational
homesite projects. But the regulation this
law calls for is remedial and has as its
principal purpose the protection of the
consumer. It comes too late for the pur-
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poses of protection of the environment
and for insuring adequate public serv-
ices, such as education, police, and fire
protection, and sewer and water systems.
Full and intelligent consideration must
be accorded projects at the initial stages
of development rather than at the later
sales stage. The decision to site and de-
velop a project comes before the selling
begins; it is this first decision which de-
termines the eventual environmental and
public service impacts of the proposed
projects. New provisions in the act re-
quire the States to assist rural, local
governments to assess the full range of
favorable and adverse impacts of pro-
posed projects, and to hold developers
of these projects to a number of sub-
stantive standards concerning environ-
mental quality, provision of public serv-
ices, and financial capability to complete
all promised improvements.

The act also mandates the Council on
Environmental Quality to conduct a 1-
year study of the feasibility and possible
substance of national land use policies.
The results of that study, together with
the reports of State and local govern-
ments must be submitted to Congress
within 3 years of enactment of S. 268. To
insure an in depth rather than a pro
forma study, the act identifies 12 possible
national standards which must be con-
sidered by all the parties to the study.

Finally, new amendments, adopted by
the committee, would provide grant as-
sistance to Indian tribes to plan Indian
land; funds for research on and fraining
in land use planning and management;
and give, for the first time, statutory
recognition to and consideration of the

inefficient, costly, time-consuming, and
conflicting licensing requirements at all
levels of government,

STATE AND LOCAL LAND USE DECISIONMAKING
ENCOURAGED BY 8. 268

I wish to make clear that the act does
not contemplate sweeping changes in the
traditional responsibility of local govern-
ment for land use management. Deci-
sions of loecal concern will continue to be
made by local government. However, for
land use decisions which would have sig-
nificant impacts beyond the jurisdiction
of the local public or private decision-
makers, the act provides for wider pub-
lic participation and review by the State,
as the representative of the larger con-
stituency affected by those decisions.

The procedures for, and the nature of,
State involvement in land use decisions
are left to the determination of the in-
dividual States, subject only to certain
due process procedural requirements
concerning participation of property
owners and the public, appeals, dissemi-
nation of data, et cetera, and to certain
requirements concerning the establish-
ment of authority to implement the deci-
sions. To insure flexibility to the States
to develop their own procedures and
methods, two alternative but not mutu-
ally exclusive techniques of implementa-
tion of State land use programs are
given: loeal implementation pursuant to
State guidelines and direct State plan-
ning, However, the act contains language
endorsed by the League of Cities and
Conference of Mayors which expresses a
preference for the former alternative.
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The more innovative State land use
laws of recent years support the local
government-State government approach
of the former alternative. The authority
of local governments—the level of gov-
ernment closest to the people—to con-
duct land use planning and manage-
ment is in fact bolstered in the great
majority of laws of some 40 States
concerning areas and uses of more than
local concern—wetlands, coastal zone,
flood plain, powerplant siting, open
space, and strip mining laws. The local-
ities, in these laws, are encouraged to
employ fully their land use controls.
State administrative review is provided
only in accordance with flexible State
guidelines relating only to those decisions
on areas and uses that are of clearly
more than local concern. And, even
should disapproval of a local government
action result from such a review, State
preemption of the decisionmaking au-
thority does not necessarily oceur;
rather, under most of these State laws,
the local government would be provided
full opportunity to take any of numerous
actions which would comply with the
State's guidelines. This form of decision-
making is encouraged by S. 268.

LIMITED FEDERAL ROLE

Another point which should be em-
phasized is that the Federal review of
State land use programs is to focus not
on the substance of each program, but
on whether each State has authority to
develop and implement its program and
whether it is making good faith efforts to
do so. This is in keeping with the pro-
posal’s purpose to encourage better and
effective land use decisionmaking at the
State and local levels, and not to pro-
vide substantial new land use decision-
making authority on the Federal level.

Guidelines for the act are to be pro-
mulgated through an interagency process
with the principal responsibility of form-
ulating those guidelines residing in the
Executive Office of the President. Fed-
eral determination of State grant eligi-
bility is also not a line agency responsi-
bility. The act provides for an inter-
agency review, with particular addi-
tional duties for the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency and
the Secretaries of Housing and Urban
Development and the Interior. Finally,
an automatic appeal from an initial de-
termination of ineligibility to an inde-
pendent ad hoc hearing board is pro-
vided. As S. 268 does establish grant-in-
aid programs of major dimensions which
require administration by line agency
personnel daily administrative responsi-
bility is given to the Department of the
Interior. To insure the absence of the
mission-oriented bias of any existing of-
fice or bureau in the daily administration
of S. 268, the measure creates a new Of-
fice of Land Use Policy Administration
within the Department, separate from
any such office or bureau.

PROTECTION OF PROPERTY RIGHTS

During the markup of S. 268 the com-
mittee gave careful consideration to the
possible impact of the legislation on the
traditional rights of private property
owners. A conscious effort was made to
remove any provision or ambiguity which
would permit any interpretation that the
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act in any way provides authority to
either diminish or enhance property
rights under State constitutions and the
Constitution of the United States.

The authority of the States—and local
governments, through the delegation of
State power—to regulate the use of land
to achieve public goals is well established.
This authority, however, is clearly not
absolute. The extent of the restriction on
this authority—the line between permis-
sible and impermissible regulation; regu-
lation which does not require compensa-
tion and regulation which, either because
of the magnitude of the diminution of
property value or the purposes to be
achieved, does require compensation—is
different in each State. The permissibil-
ity of government regulation of private
property in each and every case is sub-
ject to review by the courts against the
fifth amendment’s prohibition of “tak-
ings” of property without “just compen-
sation,” which applies to the States by
virtue of the 14th amendment, and
against similar provisions of State con-
stitutions., Thus, the Constitution is, as
it has always been, the ultimate bulwark
for protection of individual property
rights.

To make absolutely certain that the
act does not by implication alter or
amend the constitutional guarantees of
the rights of the property owner or di-
minish the courts’ authority to protect
those rights, the committee adopted an
amendment to subsection 203(f) in
S. 268. That subsection reads:

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as
enhancing or diminishing the rights of own-
ers of property as provided by the Constitu-
tion of the United States or the constitution
of the State in which the property is located.

In short, by this amendment, the com-
mittee has declared that S. 268 should
not directly or indirectly, by implication
or otherwise, interfere with the develop-
ment of constitutional doctrine on land
use and property rights in the 50 States.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LEGISLATION

Finally, what is this measure’s rela-
tionship to other past or pending land
use legislation? Congress has enacted
several laws which emphasize land use
planning, particularly section 701 of the
Housing Act of 1954, as amended, and
the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972. Numerous bills relating to land use
policy have been introduced in the 93d
Congress. They relate to the public lands,
energy facilities, powerplant siting, sur-
face mining, Federal lands rights-of-
way, open space, and deepwater port fa-
cilities measures. Most of these bills
focus on individual uses or areas of criti-
cal concern and more than local signifi-
cance, and encourage the States to as-
sume a degree of control over them. In
addition, the Congress is giving increas-
ing attention to national growth policy,
in general, and various specific aspects
of growth policy, such as rural revitaliza-
tion. In relation to the myriad of land
use and growth policy considerations and
legislative proposals before Congress, the
Land Use Policy and Planning Assist-
ance Act is expected to serve as an
“enabling act” which would encourage
the States to develop the financial, in-
stitutional, and human resources, and
require the State legislation to establish
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the necessary machinery and procedures,
to insure that: first, the States will be
receptive to any of those considerations
or proposals which become law, and sec-
ond, the many planning tasks which such
laws will require will be conducted in an
informed, democratic, and effective man-
ner and not in isolation one from an-
other.
CONCLUSION

Mr. President, I urge favorable Senate
action on this measure. It is the product
of long and careful study by the Interior
Committee and the full Senate. This
Jegislation has been under active con-
sideration for over 315 years. This meas-
ure has been the subject of 20 days of
hearing, it has been reported three times,
and it was passed. by the Senate in the
last Congress. I introduced the first na-
tional land use policy legislation in Jan-
uary 1970. After 4 days of hearings, it
was reported by the Interior Committee
in December of that year. As no fioor
action was taken in the 91st Congress, I
again introducsd the proposal early in
1971. The administration proposed a
similar measure which was featureda in
the President’s 1971 and 1972 environ-
mental messages to Congress. Ten days
of hearings were held on the Land Use
Policy and Planning Assistance Act in
the Senate during the 92d Congress, four
by the Interior Committee and three
each by the Commerce and the Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committees.

Reported once again by the Interior
Committee, the measure passed the Sen-
ate on September 19, 1972, after the ad-
dition of several excellent amendments
offered by my distingunished colleagues
Mr. Muskie, Mr, RasfpoLrH, Mr, SPARK-
MAN, Mr. BayH, Mr. Boges, Mr. BUcKLEY,
Mr. CooprEr, Mr. Fanniy, and Mr, TaAL-
MADGE,

This year, S. 268 was the subject of 6
more days of hearings and 11 days of
markup in open public session. 8. 268,
as reported, contains several add‘tional
amendments added by the committee
which reflect careful consideration of a
number of issues raised on the floor last
wear. I believe that these new amend-
ments not only answer my colleagues
concerns but also measurably strengthen
the act. Among the amendments are new
provisions which: First, insure the safe-
guarding of the traditional rights of
property owners; second, give sensitive
consideration to the protection of the lo-
cal property tax bhase and revenues;
third, guarantee full participation of all
interested parties—property owners,
users of the land, and the public; fourth,
provide for regulation of massive install-
ment land sales and recreational home-
site projects in rural areas; fifth, estab-
lish a grant-in-aid program to Indian
tribes to plan {ribal land; and sixth,
mandate a 3-year feasibility study by
the Council on Environmental Quality,
the States, and locsal governments of a
set of specific national land use policies
which the Congress may wish to incor-
porate into future legislation if the con-
cepts of assistance to State and local
government provided for in S. 268 do not
fmsolvve the critical land use problems we

ace.

Mr, President, the Land Use Policy
and Planning Assistance Act is a real-
istic and widely favored proposal. It has
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received the endorsement of the admin-
istration, the National Governors’ Con-
ference, 30 individual Governors, and the
Council of State Governments, the Na-
tional Association of Counties, the
League of Cities, the Conference of May-
ors, the AFL-CIO, the National Farmers
Union, National Association of Indus-
trial Parks, League of New Community
Developers, and all the major environ-
mental organizations and such diverse
publications as the New York Times,
Wall Sireet Journal, the Washington
Post, and Business Week.

‘The need for land use policy legisla-
tion has been identified by the Douglas
Commission, the Kerner Commission, the
Kaiser committee, the Advisory Commis-
sion on Intergovernmental Relations,
the National Estuarine Pollution Study
and the National Estuarine inventory,
the Task Force on Land Use and Urban
Growth of the Citizens Advisory Com-
mission on Environmental Quality, and
numerous other study commissions. Con-
gress recognizes and must respond to this
need

Mr. President, the chaotic land use
decisionmaking of today will insure an
unsightly, unproductive, and unreward-
ing land resource for future generations
of Americans. To avoid this unfortunate
tomorrow, we must improve our land use
policy, procedures, and institutions. I
commend the Land Use Policy and Plan-
ning Assistance Act to the Senate as the
best vehicle to achieve this improvement.

Myr, President, I am particularly
pleased to announce that the National
Governors’ Conference unanimously sup-
ports this legislation. This very month,
at their annual meefing, the Governors
gave a unanimous vote to a resolution
supporting S. 268.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the Recorp at this point telegrams I
received today from the present and im-
mediate past chairmen of the National
Governors’ Conference: Governor Evans
and Governor Mandel.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D.C., June 15, 1073,
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON,
Chairman, Senate Commitiee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, Capitol Hill, D.C.:

The National Governors' Conference at its
1973 annual meeting this month unanimous-
ly affirmed its support for Federal legisla-
tion to assist State land use planning pro-

We support the Land Use Policy and Plan-
ning Assistance Act as reported by your com-
mittee and urge its enactment.

DantEL J, Evans,
Governor of Washington end Chairmaen
National Governors® Conjference.

Washington, D.C., June 15, 1973.
Hon. Hemry M. JACESON,
Chairman, Senate Commiltee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, Capitol Hiil, D.C.:

The National Governors' Conference at its
1973 annual meeting this month unanimous-
ly affirmed its support for Federal legislation
to assist State land use planning programs.

I join Governor Daniel Evans of Washing-
ton, in my capacity as immediate past Chair-
man __Q( the National Gowvernors’ Conference,
in supporting the Land Use Poliey and Plan-
ning Assistance Act as reported by your com-
mittee and urge its enactment.

MaARVIN MANDEL,
Governor of Maryland.

June 15, 1973

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, the
Land Use Policy and Planning Assist-
ance Act is long and complex and the
various provisions of the bill are inter-
reiated. The length and complexity of
the bill result from a conscious effort to
protect the existing rights and respon-
sibilities of State and local government
and to insure maximum coordination be-
tween Federal and State governments.
Also, the committee was scrupulously
careful to insure that the provisions of
8. 268 did not in any way impinge upon
or conflict with the provisions of existing
Federal laws on planning and on en-
vironmental protection.

Because of the many days of careful
consideration the committee has given
this measure and because of its complex-
ity and interrelatedness, ihe committee
does not intend to accept any amend-
ments the effect of which could be to up-
set the careful balance which has been
designed into the bill.

Mr, President, I also ask unanimous
consent that a brief review of the history
of Government involvement in land-use
planning and a discussion of what S. 268
does and does not do be printed in the
Recorp at this point. This review and
discussion was prepared last year to
assist my colleagues in the floor discus-
sion of 8. 632—S. 268’'s predecessor. It
was updated to reflect the changes in S.
268, as reported, and placed in the report
on S. 268.

There being no objection, the review
was ordered to be printed in the Rzcorp,
as follows:

REVIEW
REVIEW OF THE HISTORY OF LAND USE CONTROLS

(1) The police power of the respective
States is an inherent power of government to
take such actions as are neoessary and Con-
stitutionally permissible to protect public
health, safety and welfare,

(2) The power to plan for and to regulate
land use derives from the police powers of
the individual States.

(3) The Federal government has no police
power to regulate lands within a State which
are privately owned or owned by the Btate.
Only the State has constitutional suthority
to control and regulate these lands,

(4) The Federal government does have po-
lice power authority as well as express Con-
stitutional authority to regulate the use of
the publie lands,

(5) The States have exercised land use con-
trols for hundreds of years in one form or an-
other. It was only in the early part of the
20th Century, however, that the States began
to do so in a broad and general way. This
came with the adoption of model State laws
which generally delegated zoning anthority—
a part of the State's inherent police p 5—
to units of local government. The purpose
of this delegation of police power suthority
to counties, cities, and other umits of local
government was to enable them to develop
master plans, to zone for permissible uses,
and to establish local planning bodies.

(6) The development of local land use plan-
ning and zoning was in response to very real
land use problems and conflicts which had
costly, wasteful, and ble tmapact
upon the public:

Dirty industrial activities would develop in
the middle of residential communities;

Unslghtly and aesthetically offensive devel-
opments—slaughterhouses, tannerles, etc.—
would drive down the value of adjacent busi-
ness and residential property;

Business activities thought by many to be
undesirable if not closely regulated—taverns,
movie theatres, dance halls, nightolubs—
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would be located near schools or churches or
in quiet residential areas.

Land use planning and the exercise of zon-
ing authority were designed to deal with
these and other problems of a purely local
nature.

(7) Prior to the development of a stat-
utory framework for land use planning and
controls, the principal remedy available to
injured parties was litigation in the courts
based upon the inadequate common law doc~
trines of “nuisance” and “trespass.”

(8) Today, as injured parties are again
resorting to litigation over land use ques-
tions of increasing regional and national
significance—power plant siting, location of
heavy industry, projects such as the trans-
Alaska pipeline, etc.—land use problems no
longer appear entirely local in scope and the
planning concepts of the 1920’s appear in-
adequate to reflect the changing public
values, and meet the increasingly complex
problems, of the 1970's.

(9) Today, after a half a century of ex-
perience, many public officlals and citizens
feel that traditional zoning concepts and
practices leave a great deal of room for im-
provement. The Act recognizes this, but does
not require radical or sweeping changes in
the traditional relationship and responsi-
bility of local government for land use man-
agement. The Act does not propose Federal
zoning as it is both unconstitutional and
unwise. Nor does it propose “statewide zon-
ing” or “comprehensive State master plan-
ning” which would only result in costly,
dilatory, duplicative and often inflexible
regulation of the vast majority of land use
problems which are of concern, interest and
Eknowledge only to the local units of gov-
ernment,

(10) Instead, the Act encourages a con-
tirmual “process of planning” wherein the
right of local govermment to exercise land
use powers is reasserted on all land use de-
clsions and the State government is asked
to join in partnership with local government
on land use decisions of more than local con-
cern, both governments acting in response
to the decisions of State and local legisla-
tive bodies on substantive issues and with
Tull citizen participation.

(11) In the Act, the State governments are
encouraged to assist localities with guide-
lines for local planning or through coopera-
tive planning only on those land use gues-
tions which are of more than local concern,
which go beyond the boundaries of only one
locality and have an impact upon a num-
ber of local units of government, and which
determine the shape of the future environ-
ment—decisions concerning highways, air-
ports, and mass transit systems; major power
plants and transmission corridors; areas to
be preserved or closely regulated (environ-
mental areas, flood plains); and areas for
intense development (housing complexes or
industrial parks).
reverse the process

begun in the 1920's of
delegating all land use planning authority to
units of local government. Increasingly States

(12) The trend in most States today is to

are selectively an important role
with respect to land use problems which are
of more than local concern such as power
plant siting, location of Industrial parks,
open space, surface mining, and the protec-
tion of park, beach, coastal or estuarine areas.
Over 40 States now have laws regulating one
or more critical areas or uses of more than
local concern. The Act encourages this trend
toward active State responsibility and the
elevation of land use decisions of more than
local concern to the level of government—
county, reglonal or State—most appropriately
suited to decide the question in view of all
legitimate values and interests.

WHAT THE ACT DOES AND DOES NOT DO
The Act does not do any of the following:
(1) Does not mandate, require, or allow

"Federal planning” or *Federal zoning.” The
zoning power is based on the State's police
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power and the Federal government does not
have authority to zone State or privately
owned lands (with the exception of the Dis-
trict of Columbia which is a special and
uniqgue case) .

(2) Does not permit a substantial inc
in Federal authority over, or a wide-ranging
Federal review of, State and local decisions
concerning the use of State and local lands.
The Act is an “enabling act” which encour-
ages the States to exercise “States’ rights” and
develop State land use programs. Consistent
with the enabling act concept, the Federal
government 1s to focus its review on the pro-
cedures to develop, and the States’ ability to
implement, the State land use programs and
not on the substance of those programs.,

(38) Does not reguire State planning over
all land within the State. The State land use
program definitely is not required to be a
statewide program which preempts the myri-
ad of local decisions, but rather one focused
on five categories of critical areas and uses
of clearly more than local concern; areas of
critical environmental concern (shorelines,
flood plains, historic areas), key facilities
(airports, major highway interchanges, power
plants) large scale development (industrial
parks) , publlc facilities or utilities of regional
benefit, and land sales or development proj-
ects.

{4) Does not mandate State zoning, rather
reasserts local zoning powers. The States are
encouraged to develop their programs not by
zoning or by producing a master plan, but by
reasserting the whole range of local govern-
ments’ land use authority, and providing
guidelines for the exercise of that authority.
For example, a State would not, could not,
make a basic zoning decision such as on
which corner shall the gas station be. But it
would have a duty to provide guidelines for
local decisionmaking to insure for example,
that one community does not site a massive
industrial park directly adjacent to another
community’s recreational park or wildlife
refuge.

(6) Not only does nol impinge upon or
alter the traditional land use responsibilities
of urban government, but also does not focus
on urban lands. Unlike traditional urban
and housing planning legislation this Act
does not focus on only one category of land:
the intensely developed land. The Aci en-
courages & balanced and rational planning
process for all categories of land, including
the so-called “opportunity areas"—those
areas where irreversible ill-effects of incre-
mental land use decisionmaking have not
already become legion—i.e., the rural areas
and areas on the urban periphery.

{6) Does not tell a Btate how much or
what specific land must be included in the
State land use program. The extent of and
type of land use to be included in the criti-
cal areas and uses of more than local con-
cern is dependent upon how the State de-
fines those five areas or uses, e.g., does a
shoreline run in from the water's edge 100
feet or a mile? Does large scale development
include a subdivision of 20 units or 2007

(7) Does not alter any landowner's rights
to seek judicial redress for what he regards
as a “taking.” The provisions of the Act do
not change the body of law—Federal and
Btate constitutions, statutes and judiclal de-
cisions—regarding the police powers and
eminent domsain. The right of a landowner
to petition a court of competent jurisdice
tion for a determination of whether a par-
ticular exercise of State police power dim-
inishing the use of land requires compensa-
tion is guaranteed in every State by the
constitutional requirements of due process.

The Act does do the following:

(1) Does require BStates to exercise
“State's rights” and State responsibility over
those land use planning and policy decisiona
which are of “more than local concern” and
which provide the framework upon which
the shape of the future is determined.
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(2) Does require State governments to
develop a process of planning and a State
land use program which is “balanced”; that
is, a program which protects the environ-
ment and assures recreational opportunity,
but at the same time provides for necessary
social services and essential economic activ-
ities—for transportation facilities, reliable
energy systems, housing, and residential de-
velopment.

(3) Does contain provisions which insure
its compatibility with the HUD 701 plan-
ning program, the Clean Air and Water Pol~
lution Control Acts, other Federal legisia-
tion, and the Coastal Zone Management law
enacted last year.

(4) Does provide State government with
funds—$800 million over eight years—to de-
velop land use data inventories, to im-
prove the size and competence of profes-
sional staffs, to establish appropriate State
planning agencies, and to develop State land
use programs,

(6) Does provide the States with wide
latitude in determining the method of im-
plementing the Act—reassertion of all local
land use powers with State administrative
review under Btate guidelines such as in
maost State coastal zone, wetlands, flood plain
and power plant siting laws, or the rarer di-
rect State planning, as in Hawail or Vermont
or the unincorporated areas of Alaska, An
amendment added to the measure last year
and endorsed by the League of Cities clearly
establishes an intent that “selection of me-
thods of implementation shall be made so
as to encourage the employment of land use
controls by local governments.” However, the
State need not concur with this expression
of intent and can adopt any number of in-
novative implementation methods,

(6) Does endorse the concept that local
land use decisions should be made by local
government.

(7) Does encourage coordination of Fed-
eral planning and management of Federal
lands and State and local planning and regu-
lation of non-Federal lands.

(8) Does provide Indian tribes with
funds—$10 million a year for eight years—
to develop land use programs for reserva-
tion and other tribal lands.

(9) Does provide States with funds—815
million a year for eight years—to coordinate
or conduct land use planning in interstate
regions,

(10) Does provide funds through grants or
contracte—g§2 milllon a year for eight years—
to support research on and training in land
use related subjects.

(11) Does provide for a two year feasibility
study of national land use policies by the
Council on Environmental Quality, the In-
teragency Advisory Board on Land Use Policy,
and State and local government,

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and Senator Fanmin, who
is necessarily absent, I ask unanimous
consent that Harrison Loesch, W. O.
Craft, Jr., Maureen Finnerty of the Mi-
nority Counsel’s Office; Joseph S. Jenec-
kes of Senator Fannin’s office, and Brent
Kunz of Senator Hansen’s office be
granted floor privileges during the de-
bate and votes on the amendments and
final passage of S. 268.

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

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr., HASKELL),

Mr. HASKELL, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the de-
bate and consideration of S. 268, Betsy
Moler, of my staff, be allowed access to
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. McCLURE, Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Colorado
yield?

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Idaho for a question.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Colorado for yielding.

Mr. President, I asked for this partic-
ular privilege so that I might engage for
a moment in a colloguy with the distin-
guished Senator from Washington, the
chairman of the full committee, in re-
gard to the general purposes of the act
and the efforts made by the committee
in the entire mark-up and the history
that is shown in the committee report
to preserve the rights of the State and
local governments to do the planning
process.

I ask the Senator from Washington
if it is not a fact that what we have done
throughout the entire mark-up and
structuring of this bill is seek to stimu-
late the State processes, rather than
substitute a Federal process for them.

Mr., JACKSON. Yes, I would say the
Senator is basically correct.

I could put it another way: If the
States had been able to do the job in
this area, we would not have any Federal
legislation pending before the U.S. Sen-
ate. I think that is the simplest way to
put it. This is an effort to provide appro-
priate inducement and encouragement
to the States, in effect, to exercise what
has always been their constitutional
right under the police power of the
States.

Mr. McCLURE, The Senator has made
that point repeatedly in his speeches
on this floor and at other points, as well
as in the mark-up sessions, and the rea-
son I asked the question is that there
are a number of critics of the legisla-
tion who are saying that we are invad-
ing the rights of the States to engage
in the land planning process.

As I view the legislation and the in-
tention of the chairman of the com-
mittee, we would require certain things
to be considered by the States and re-
guire a good faith effort to implement
the planning process, but leave the re-
sults of the planning process to the
States. That is my understanding of the
intent of this legislation, rather than an
attempt to inject the Federal Govern-
ment into the decisionmaking process.

Mr, JACKSON. I think that is gen-
erally correct. As the Senator knows, the
great push behind this legislation stems
from the National Governors’ Confer-
ence. S, 268—I am not speaking of every
detail, but the bill in general—has the
endorsement on a unanimous basis of
the Governors Conference, including its
basic concept of a land use planning
approach.

Mr. McCLURE. That speaks rather
loudly of the Governors’ own view of
the purpose of the legislation. I am sure
they would not have done that had they
felt this bill represented a Federal take-
over of the planning process.

The Senator had several points in his
introductory statement that made ref-
erence to the fact that this does not
make sweeping changes in the police
power application at the State and local
levels, that it is not an effort by the
Federal Government to take over, but
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that the Federal role is that of a cata-
lyst, that the legislation is in the nature
of an action-forcing device, to make
certain that the States do perform the
role, which many people are suggesting
they have not done. But it is not an at-
tempt to put the States aside and have
the Federal Government do the job, and
I thought the Senator said it well when
he said this may be our best and perhaps
our last opportunity to enact legislation
that preserves the rights to the States
and does not inject the element of Fed-
eral control.

Mr. JACKSON. We not only endeav-
ored in this bill as reported to get the
States moving, but, as the Senator
knows—and I appreciate his strong sup-
port of the bill—we have gone out of our
way to get all public and private sectors
within the 50 States to participate in
the process.

It is obvious to me that if a program
of this kind is to be successful, it must
involve citizen participation, starting
right in the local community with public
hearings. That is fundamental to the
concept of democratic land use decision-
making which we had in mind. We not
only provided inducement for local gov-
ernment and public participation, but
we, in the case of Indian lands, en-
deavored to get the Indians involved so
that they can manage and zone their
land in such a way that they can protect
their natural resources, and improve
their quality of life, and at the same
time conduct their activities in harmony
with the uses of adjoining non-Indian
lands, and vice-versa.

We also, of course, have provisions to
insure the direct involvement of the
propertyowners who will be affected by
this measure.

It is an action-forcing—the Senator
used that term, and I think it is descrip-
tive of what we are trying to establish
here—procedure, in which the States, lo-
cal government and citizens will be in-
volved, to meet the problems which are
cascading down on them.

The problem really is related to the
incredible rate of economic growth that
is taking place in our country. Let me
illustrate with one figure: The gross na-
tional product reached the $1 trillion
level 3 years ago in December. It took
us 200 years—this is in current dollars—
to get the first trillion. It took us 185
years to get the first one-half trillion,
and only 15 years to get the second half
trillion. Now we are talking about dou-
bling all of that, which took 200 years to
achieve, in the next 50 years. How are
we going to do it if we do not have some
kind—not a fixed, but a flexible, demo-
eratic blueprint, plan, or road map of
where we are headed?

To me, it is just good, sound common-
sense. The environmentalists, who are
doing a great job in protecting areas that
should be conserved, and the developers
and industrialists, who are providing
economic growth to help eliminate pov-
erty in America, both in my judgment
will benefit, from this kind of legislation
which identifies the areas to be set aside
by proper planning for the environmen-
tal protection and economic development
in the future.

Mr. McCLURE. It not only provides a
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nudge, but it also provides the very es-
sential ingredient of assistance to the
States and local governments in their
planning efforts, without which assist-
ance the nudge might be meaningless.
And I think it is significant to note that
the committee, in its wisdom, did pro-
vide for substantial assistance, and as-
sistance much more meaningful and a
much larger grant program than was
suggested in the administration’s mes-
sage with respect to land use planning.

I certainly concur with what the chair-
man has said with respect to the individ-
ual participation and the public pro-
cedures which are required, the involve-
ment of the public in every step of the
proceedings in the development of land
plans; and I want to underscore again
what the Senator has just said in regard
to the tremendous growth in this
country.

As I recall the figures, in 1930 we had
something like 130 million people in this
land. In all of our history before that
time we had grown to 130 million people.
In the 40 years that followed that time,
we grew from 130 million people to slight-
1y over 200 million people. In the next 30
years we will grow to 300 million people
in this country. Even though our birth
rate has slowed and population growth
is reaching stability, the fact that we
do have very many young people in our
population indicates that as they form
families, the population will continue to
grow, and even though we have reached
relative stability, we will have almost
100 million more people at the end of this
century than we have now.

That simply underscores the necessity
for some kind of rational, objective look
at the use of our resources. Buf, again,
the thing that I think is most important
to remember in this legislation is fhat
we are not undertaking to have the Fed-
eral Government make all these deci-
sions.

This legislation merely guides, directs,
stimulates, and assists the States in
doing their job. As a matter of fact, with-
out getting into the defails of the amend-
ments which were offered in committee,
we tried to make that plain at every stage
of the proceedings as we went through
them. Again, without attempting to get
into the details of the amendments which
might be offered here, there will be an
attempt later on, I understand, to pro-
vide some sanctions, that is, sanctions
which will be directed not to the resulfs
of the State process or to details of their
plans, but sanctions that will require the
States to get involved in the job of what
we think should be done in State and
local planning; is that not correct, I ask
the Senator?

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct, I in-
tend, as stated on page 105 of the report
accompanying the bill, to introduce an
amendment—it was announced during
the committee mark up sessions—to pro-
vide for incentives or sanctions to the
States to encourage them to act.

This, to me, is not new. I do not like
to say it, but as a matter of realism it
needs to be done in order to provide the
kind of push that is required.

I must say, in response to the distin-
guished Senator’'s comments, that if we
do not follow a course of this kind on
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land use legislation—I am not referring
to sanctions now, but the course that we
have laid out in the bill in general—then
we will get some kind of Federal land
use planning in the future which I would
not want to see. We are trying to avoid
that, as I indicated in my opening re-
marks, by urging the States to exercise
their constitutional responsibility in con-
nection with land use decisionmaking.

Mr. McCLURE. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from Washington,
because we had a number of amendments
offered during committee consideration
of the bill that were directed toward
making it plain that the Federal Gov-
ernment was not preempting the plan-
ning field, that we were trying to assist
the States. Those who suggested that we
have not perfected that job, I have sug-
gested to them that if, indeed, we have
not made it plain in the bill, they should
come up with specific amendments that
we could consider. But certainly all our
efforts were directed toward making cer-
tain that the Federal Government did
not take over and play the role of assist-
ing the States in getting the job done.

That is the reason I have taken the
time now to make certain, at the outset,
in the discussion of this bill, to note that
people throughout the country will be
looking at what we may be doing here,
so that we must have a proper frame-
work that will make them understand
that all we are trying to do is to help the
States and not trying to take over from
the States what has been traditionally
the role of State and local governments.

Mr. JACKESON. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho for his help-
ful questions and his comments. I believe
that the record to date and the record
that will be made on the floor will cor-
roborate his basic thesis that there is
no intention here to invade the rights of
the States but only to nudge or prod them
to exercise those rights,

May I say that that is not new in
American history. We have had to nudge
the States from time fo time on various
matters.

There are other problems in this area
where we have legislation that will cause
the preemption of certain States’ rights
on energy sites, port facilities, and so
forth; this bill would not do that. I think
the Senator’s comments have been very
helpful, and I want to thank him for his
help on the bill and his valuable assist-
ance,

I also want to thank the able Senator
from Colorado (Mr. HAsSxELL) who
worked so long and hard on the pending
measure and has taken such a great,
keen, continuing, and personal interest
in this bill and is acting flood manager in
connection with this debate.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator
from Washington for his comments, and
I also thank the Senator from Colorado
for his courtesy in yielding me this time
in order that we might have this col-
loquy.

Mr. HASKELL. Mr, President, the com-
ments of both the distinguished Senator
from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE) and the
distinguished Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson), the chairman of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
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fairs, have put the pending bill in its
proper context.

We all know that growth in this eoun-
try is inevitable. The question we must
address today is whether that growth
will be planned and livable or whether
it will result in destroying our land of
which there is obviously a finite quantity,
and the result will be unbelievable.

As the distinguished Senator from
Idaho (Mr. McCLUuRE) mentioned, S. 268
as reported, does not create a Federal
planning monster which will control us.
It does not create an unmanageable bu-
reaucracy which will frustrate sound
land use planning. It reflects, on the
contrary, the view that the proper and
logical planning unit is the State which
will balance competing land use pres-
sures and will administer sound land use
programs.

The mechanism created, as has been
stated, is an action-forcing mechanism.

The bill would give each State com-
plete freedom to administer its own pro-
gram and to enact legislation responsive
to its own situation.

At the option of each State, land use
planning can be on a statewide basis, a
regional basis, or a local basis. The bill
does, however, stipulate that the State
itself must address five categories defined
as “areas and uses of more than local
concern.” These five categories should
be highlighted, and they are:

First, areas of critical environmental
concern such as flood plains, significant
wildlife habitats, and historic areas;

Second, key facilities such as major
airports, highway interchanges and
frontage access highways, recreational
facilities, and facilities for the develop-
ment, generation and transmission of
electric power;

Third, large-scale developments such
as industrial parks or major subdivisions;

Fourth, public facilities or utilities of
regional benefit such as solid waste dis-
posal or sewerage systems; and

Fifth, and finally, land sales or de-
velopment projects such as major recrea-
tional or second homesite developments
in rural areas.

Now, due to the significance of these
five categories, which obviously only the
State can address itself to, the State is
asked in the pending bill to do so.

The States, in any event, would have
the obligation to do this kind of plan-
ning if they are in fact to carry forward
a sound, effective State program. The
remainder of the planning can be done
by the local government unit, whether
county, regional government, or any
cl:nthelr unit, and coordinated at the State
evel.

On the other hand, if a State so desires,
it may plan on a statewide basis, at the
State level.

In short, we are not usurping any of
the States basic, constitutional rights to
do the planning. Nor are we telling the
States to take that right away from
regional or local governments.

The aet itself would require that the
States set up a planning process within
3 years. A statewide agency must be
instituted so that the State can collect
the data and develop the expertise to
make or assist in making decisions con-
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cerning those critical areas and uses.
After the planning mechanism is set up,
the States are allowed 2 years to formu-
late, together with the local govern-
mental units, a State land use program.
If the State desires to proceed faster,
obviously, it may so do.

After the State land use programs are
developed, S. 268 would require their
submission by the States to a new Office
of Land Use Policy Administration in the
Department of the Interior for an inter-
agency review to determine State eligi-
bility for further grants. The review is
limited, as has been stated here before,
first, to a determination of whether a
State has instituted a satisfactory proc-
ess and, second, whether the five critical
areas and uses of more than local con-
cern have been considered, and whether
the State program addresses itself to the
problem.

The bill does not have—I repeat—does
not have substantive Federal standards.

There was & discussion within the
committee as to whether or not there
should be substantive Federal standards.
I, for one, felt that probably there should
be. But upon consideration, I think the
view adopted in the bill is a thoughtful
compromise between those who want
comprehensive Federal standards now
and those who never want any at any
time.

The bill asks for each State and the
Council on Environmental Quality,
within a limited period of time and ad-
dressing themselves to specific problems
set forth in the bill, to come up with a
recommendation: Do we want Federal
standards? Perhaps we do not. If we do
want them, what should they be? Then
Congress, hearing the report of the
States and the Council on Environmental
Quality, can either act and adopt Fed-
eral standards or, in the alternative,
may decide not to do so.

As has been said, the act provides a
very substantial Federal help fo the
States. A 90-percent fund grant-in-aid
program is contained in the bill. This is
similar to aid given States in areas such
as the interstate highway program and
should enable the States, without any
hardship, to carry forward.

Mr. President, it is impossible to over-
state the importance of this legislation
and the need for its swift enactment. By
the year 2000, the United States, as has
been said, will again build everything we
have built before. If S. 268 is not adopted,
I submit that this building will be un-
planned and many parts of our country
will be unlivable. If the bill is passed, I
think we will have orderly and planned
growth. So I repeat that I am heartily
in support of S. 268.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the con-
sideration of the debate and votes on S.
268, two members of my staff, Mr, Russell
and Mr. Frank, be given the privilege of
the floor.

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

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR BROCEK, MONDAY, JUNE 18

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, immediately after the two leaders
or their designees have been recognized
under the standing order, the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee (M.
Brock) be recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
MONDAY TO 9:30 AM. TUESDAY,
JUNE 19, 1973

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business on Mon-
day, it stand in adjournment until
9:30 a.m. Tuesday.

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

ORDER FOR THE SENATE TO CON-
VENE AT 10 AM. ON WEDNEEDAY,
THURSDAY, AND FRIDAY, JUNE
20, 21, AND 22, 1973

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes ifs business on Tues-
day, Wednesday, and Thursday next, it

stand in adjournment until the hour of
10 a.m. Wednesday, Thursday, and Fri-
day next, respectively.

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

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR THE
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINES> ON MONDAY
AND FOR THE CONSIDERATION
OF 8. 907

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that after the
recognition of the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Brock) on Mon-
day, there be & period for the transac-
tion of routine morning business for not
to exceed 15 minutes, with statements
limited therein o 3 minutes, at the con-
clusion of which the Senate proceed to
the consideration of 8. 907, and that the
unfinished business be temporarily laid
aside and remain in a temporarily laid
aside status until the disposition of S.
907 or the close of business on Monday,
whichever is earlier.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum. I as-
sume that this will be the final quorum
call of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr,. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

PROGRESS IN LEGISLATION
TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
the Senate today disposed of all nomi-
nations oin the executive calendar:

It also passed three bills:

S. 1413, a bill to increase the author-
ization for fiscal year 1974 for the Com-
mittee for Purchase of Products and
Services of the Blind and Other Severely
Handicapped.

H.R. 7357, to amend section 5(1) (1) of
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 to
simplify administration 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 dependent chil-
dren; and for other purposes.

H.R. 3867, to amend the act termi-
nating Federal supervision over the
Klamath Indian Tribe by providing for
Federal acquisition of that part of the
tribal lands described herein, and for
other purposes,

Additionally, the Senafe has resumed
its consideration of the unfinished busi-
ness, S. 268, the land use policy bill, and
opening statements have been made
thereon.

The Senate has had a good day to-
day. Progress has been made with re-
spect to the legislative calendar.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
on Monday, the Senate will convene at
11 o’clock a.m, After the two leaders or
their designees have been recognized
under the standing order, the distin-
guished junior Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Brock) will be recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes, after which there
will be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business of not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes, with statements limited
therein to 3 minutes, at the conclusion
of which the Senate will proceed to the
consideration of S. 907, the Arctic win-
ter games bill, The bill will be taken up
at about 11:30 a.m. There is a time lim-
itation on the bill and on amendments
thereto. Yea and nay votes are expected
to occur on the bill and/or on amend-
ments thereto.

The unfinished business will be tem-
porarily laid aside and will remain in a
temporarily laid aside status until the
disposition of S. 907 or until the close
of business on Monday, whichever is the
earlier. I would not anticipate that the
time necessary to complete action on
8. 907 would take the entire afternoon,
however.

On the disposition of 8. 907, depending
upon the time, it is the intention of the
distinguished majority leader then to
move to take up another measure, either
S. 925, the Federal financing bank bill
or S. 470, to amend the Investment Com-
pany Act and the Investment Advisers
Act.

Yea-and-nay votes will occur on Mon-
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day on either or both of those measures,
I am confident.

On Tuesday, the Senate will convene
at the hour of 9:30 a.m. It is anticipated
that at no later than 10 o'clock a.m., the
Senate will resume its consideration of
the unfinished business, the land-use
policy bill. Yea-and-nay votes will occur
that day on amendments to that bill. It
is hoped that final action may be com-
pleted on the land-use policy bill on
Tuesday.

In any event, on Wednesday, the dis-
tinguished majority leader expects to
call up the NASA authorization bill, and
yvea-and-nay votes will occur thereon
and on amendments thereto.

Any uncompleted measures among
those which I have enumerated will be
continued to completion on Thursday
and Friday.

Also, next week, the Senate is expected
to take up S. 1443, to authorize the fur-
nishing of defense articles and services
to foreign countries and international
organizations. Also, as a possible first-
track item, even as early as Tuesday or
Wednesday, there may be S. 1125, deal-
ing with alcohol abuse and alcoholism.
Other measures will be cleared for action
by the time Thursday and Friday
arrive.

Yea-and-nay votes can be expected
daily Monday through Friday of next
week—and also on Saturday if a Satur-
day session becomes necessary.

The foregoing sequence of measures
may have to be altered from time to time
depending upon the floor situation. The
listing I have set forth is merely for the
convenience of Senators so that they
may anticipate a busy week ahead with
yvea-and-nay votes occurring daily, as I
have already indicated.

An order has already been entered for
early meetings on all of the days of next
week, Monday through Friday, so that,
in accordance with the usual practice
when the Senate goes on a double track
or a multiple track system, we come in
early and stay in reasonably late, if
necessary, to get the work done.

I also wish to add this important foot-
note. Senators should be prepared to at-
tend possible Saturday sessions prior to
the July 4 recess. Some Saturday sessions
can and quite likely will occur during
July, prior to the August recess, in view
of the fact that there will be a glut of
appropriation bills coming over from the
House of Representatives during the re-
maining days in June. Consequently, be-
fore the August recess, the Senate will
want to attend to six, seven, or eight reg-
ular appropriation bills. These and other
measures that will be on the calendar
will necessitate the likelihood of some
Saturday sessions prior to the August
recess and also some Saturday sessions
are quite likely in September after the
August recess.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I must
admit that whatever authorization or ap-
propriation bill the Senator mentioned
which he said might come up later in the
week does not appear on my calendar.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is HR.
7528, an act to authorize appropriations
to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration calendar No. 169. That is
the bill that will be coming up next week.
That bill was reported on May 30, 1973.
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Mr. DOMINICK. Mr.
thank the Senator.

President, I

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A M., MONDAY,
JUNE 18, 1973

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move in accordance
with the previous order that the Senate
stand in adjournment until the hour of
11 a.m., Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and at 1:42
p.m. the Senate adjourned until Mon-
day, June 18, 1973, at 11 a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate June 15, 1973:
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Terence E. McClary, of Massachusetts, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Defense.
Arthur I. Mendolia, of Delaware, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Defense.
Malcolm R. Currie, of California, to be Di-
rector of Defense Research and Engineering.
Jack L. Bowers, of California, to be Assist-
ant Secretary of the Navy.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Kenneth B. Keating, of New York, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to
Israel.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
‘WELFARE

William A. Morrill, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

Lewis M. Helm, of Maryland, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION

George M. Moore, of Maryland, to be a
member of the U.S. Tariff Commission for
the term expiring June 16, 1979.

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE

James S. Dwight, Jr., of California, to be
Administrator of the Social and Rehabilita-
tion Service.

(The above nominations were approved
subject to the nominees’ commitment to re-
spond to requests to appear and testify be-
fore any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.)

UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF THE

HEALTH SCIENCES

The following-named persons to be Mem-
bers of the Board of Regents of the Uni-
formed Services University of the Health
Sciences for the terms indicated:

For a term of 4 years:

Charles E. Odegaard, of Washington,

Joseph D. Matarazzo, of Oregon.

For a term of 6 years:

Alfred A. Marquez, of California.

U.S. AR FORCE

The following officer for appointment in
the Reserve of the Air Force to the grade
indicated, under the provisions of chapters
35, 831, and 837, title 10, United States Code:
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To be major general

Brig. Gen. Edward R. Fry, IS el G,
Air National Guard.

U.S. MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers of the
Marine Corps for permanent appointment to
the grade of major general:

Samuel Jaskilka Robert H. Barrow
Edward S. Fris Herbert L. Beckington
Thomas H. Miller, Jr.

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps Reserve for permanent appointment to
the grade of major general:

Richard Mulberry, J. Louis Conti

The following named officers of the Marine
Corps of permanent appointment to the
grade of brigadier general:
William L. McCulloch William H. Lanagan, Jr,
Robert W. Taylor Francis W. Vaught
Adolph G. Schwenk  Robert L. Nichols

INn THE AR FORCE AND NAvVY

Air Force nominations beginning Richard
L. Frymire, Jr., to be lieutenant colonel, and
ending Terry L. Young, to be first lieutenant,
which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on April 30, 1973.

Air Force nominations beginning George
B. Aaron, to be lieutenant colonel, and end-
ing William E. Wilson, Jr., to be lieutenant
colonel, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 8, 1973.

Navy nominations beginning Steven A,
Klein, to be ensign, and ending William E.
Short, Jr., to be ensign, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record on June 7, 1973.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, June 15, 1973

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

Seek ye first the kingdom of God and
His righteousness; and all these things
shall be added unto you.—Matthew 6: 33.

O Lord, we pray for guidance and wis-
dom as we meet in this troubled hour of
our national life. Let not differences of
opinion make a difference in our rela-
tionships, let not the divisions of party
divide us in principle, let not the diffi-
culties of daily life make us difficult to
live with. Now and always may we seek
first Thy kingdom of peace, truth, and
love in our Nation and in our world. This
is not easy to do, but with Thy spirit we
will work to make it a reality in our day.
So help us, God. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment concurrent resolutions of the
House of the following titles:

H., Con. Res. 110. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing, as a House docu-

ment, of the eulogies and encomiums of the
late President of the United States, Harry S.
Truman; and

H. Con. Res. 200. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of the compila-
tion of vhe social security laws.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a oill and concurrent resolu-
tion of the House of the following title:

H.R. 7645. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the Department of State, and for
other purposes; and

H. Con. Res. 132. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing as a House docu-
ment of a revised edition of “The Capitol.”

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 7645) entitled “An act to
authorize appropriations for the Depart-
ment of State, and for other purposes,”
requests a conference with the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. CHURCH, Mr.
PeLL, Mr. AIRKEN, Mr. Casg, and Mr.
Javits to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

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

S. 271. An act to improve judicial machin-
ery by amending the requirement for a
three-judge court in certain cases and for
other purposes;

S. 797. An act to direct the Secretary of
Transportation to make a comprehensive
study of a high-speed ground transportation

system between Washington, D.C., and An-
napolis, Md., and a high-speed marine ves-
sel transportation system between the Bal-
timore-Annapolis area in Maryland and the
Yorktown-Williamsburg-Norfolk area in Vir-
ginia, and to authorize the construction of
such system if such study demonstrates their
feasibility;

S. 15685. An act to prevent the unauthor-
ized manufacture and use of the character
“Woodsy Owl,” and for other purposes; and

S. Con. Res. 29. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional copies of
Senate hearings on illegal, improper, or un-
ethical activities during the Presidential elec-
tion of 1972. :

THE 10TH ANNIVERSARY OF LOSS
OF VOLUNTARY PRAYERS IN OUR
SCHOOLS

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend my good friend
and capable colleague, Congressman
WyLIE, who will bring to the attention of
the House that it was 10 years ago Sunday
that American youth attending public
schools lost their right to voluntary free-
dom of prayer. This loss happened, when
the Supreme Court ruled that prayer
would no longer be permitted in the pub-
lic schools of the United States. I dis-
agreed with this decision when it was is-
sued and I disagree with it just as strong-
ly today. I have been happy to join with
Congressman WYLIE in past Congresses
to enact a proposed -constitutional
amendment allowing public prayer on a
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