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to the minority and be moved by the
minority, . . . .

“A good statesman, llke any other sensible
human being, always learns more from his
opponents than from his fervent supporters.
For his supporters will push him to disaster
unless his opponents show him where the
dangers are, So if he i1s wise, he will often
pray to be delivered from his friends, be-
cause they will ruin him. But, though it
hurts, he ought also to pray never to be left
without opponents; for they keep him on the
path of reason and good sense.”

The third, and final text, by a contem-
porary political leader, is this: “A politician
knows that his friends are not always his
allles, and that his adversaries are not his
enemies. A politiclan knows how to make
the process of democracy work and loves the
intricate workings of the democratic
system. . . .

“A politician knows that his words are his
weapons, but that his word is his bond.
A politician knows that only if he leaves
room for discussion and room for conces-
sion can he gain room for maneuver.

“A politiclan knows that the best way
to be a winner is to make the other side feel
it does not have to be a loser. And a politi-
clan . . . knows both the name of the game
and the rules of the game, and he seeks his
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ends through the time-honored democratic
means.”

The first passage comes from Thomas Jef-
ferson, the author of the Declaration, in an
1804 letter to Abigail Adams. The second is
from Walter Lippmann’s 1939 essay “‘The
Indispensable Opposition.”

And the third passage, interestingly is from
Richard M. Nixon’s eulogy of Everett M.
Dirksen on Sept. B, 1969.

Had the men in power understood and
heeded those thoughts, this would have been
a happier 197th birthday of the Republic.
Perhaps by 1876, we will have found leaders
who grasp their meaning and glve more than
lip service to keeping them alive.

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

HON. WILLIAM R. COTTER

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 10, 1973
Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, each year

since 1959, the third week of the month
of July has been designated and observed

July 11, 1973

as Captive Nations Week, under Public
Law 86-90. Proclamations by the Presi-
dent, State Governors, and mayors have
marked this event for the captive nations
of Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Po-
land, and Romania.

Certainly, our concern for the people
of these lands is not limited to the 1 week
of Captive Nations Week; however, Cap-
tive Nations Week presents itself as an
exceptional opportunity for a show of
public support and solidarity for all Eu-
ropeans in Central and Eastern Europe
who seek liberty.

The recent summit talks between Pres-
ident Nixon and Soviet Party Leader
Brezhnev and the improving relations
in general between the United States and
Russia, provide a basis for hope for those
“captive” Europeans toward whom Cap-
tive Nations Week is directed.

I appeal to the people of the United
States to remain cognizant of the destiny
of those in Central and Eastern Europe
who seek freedom but cannot obtain it,
and to recognize the opportunity that
Captive Nations Week affords us.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, July 11, 1973

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

O come, let us worship and bow down;
let us kneel before the Lord our maker.—
Psalms 95:6.

O God and Father of us all, we lift
our hearts unto Thee with thanks-
giving for the rest and recreation our
recess has made available to us. May it
also have renewed us in body and in
spirit making us ready for the tasks that
lie ahead. Move Thou within our hearts
that we may meet our duties with cour-
age, manage our responsibilities with
confidence, and master our difficulties
with a creative faith.

Reveal to us the decisions we should
make, the procedures we should follow,
and the paths we should tread. May all
our endeavors be based upon intelligent
good will, dynamic faith, and a vital
patriotism.

Sustain us in our efforts to make our
Nation a better nation and our world a
better world. Lead us all in the ways of
peace, unity, and good will for Thy
name’s sake. 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 PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION
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On June 21, 1973:

H.R. 4443. An act for the relief of Ronald K,
Downie.

On June 25, 1973:

H.R. 5203. An act to authorize additional
appropriations to carry out the Peace Corps
Act, and for other purposes.

On July 1, 1973:

H.R. 8410. An act to continue the existing
temporary increase in the public debt limit
through November 30, 1973, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 9055. An act making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes.

H.J. Res. 499. Joint resolution providing
for an extension of the term of the Commis-
slon on the Bankruptcy Laws of the United
States, and for other purposes.

H.J. Res. 636. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1974, and for other purposes.

On July 6, 1873:

HR. 5157. An act to amend the Service
Contract Act of 1965 to extend its geographi-
cal coverage to contracts performed on Can-
ton Island.

H.R. 6857. An act to amend the National
Visitor Center Facilities Act of 1968, and
for other purposes.

H.R. 7357. An act to amend sections 3(e)
and 5(1) (1) of the Rallroad Retirement Act
of 1937 to simplify administration of the act;
and to amend sectlon 226(e) of the Social
Security Act to extend kidney disease medi-
care coverage to rallroad employees, their
spouses, and their dependent children; and
for other purposes.

On July 9, 1973:

H.R. 5383. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the Coast Guard for the procure-
ment of vessels and aireraft and construction
of shore and offshore establishments, to au-
thorize for bridge alterations, to authorize
for the Coast Guard an end-year strength
for active duty personnel, to authorize for
the Coast Guard average military student
loads, and for other purposes.

H.R. 8537. An act to amend titles 10 and
37, United States Code, to make permanent
certain provisions of the Dependents Assist-
ance Act of 1950, as amended, and for other
purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Secretary had reengrossed the
Senate amendments to the bill (H.R.
8619) entitled “An act making appropri-
ations for agriculture-environmental
and consumer protection programs for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
for other purposes,” and returned the
same with the bill and accompanying
papers to the House of Representatives.

TAX DEDUCTIONS FOR BLOOD
DONORS

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I was de-
lighted to read this morning of the an-
nouncement by HEW Secretary Caspar
Weinberger of the development of a new
national blood policy which is designed
to achieve an all-volunteer blood donor
system. It is necessary that such a pol-
icy be established to increase the supply
of blood, to insure the safe quality of
that blood and to lower the cost of blood
to patients.

I have introduced legislation, cospon-
sored by 31 Members of the House, which
provides that blood donations be con-
sidered a charitable contribution deduct-
ible from a taxpayer’s gross income.
This bill permits a $25 deduction for
each pint of blood donated to a nonprofit
blood collecting agency, setting a $125
annual limitation for each donor. I first
introduced this legislation in the 91st
Congress, then in the 92d, and again in
the 93d Congress. Its need is apparent
with each passing year as the need for
blood grows.

The dangers of conhtracting hepatitis
are far greater from a commercial pint
of blood than from a donated pint. In
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the United States, approximately 20,000
people will contract hepatitis this year,
the majority of them by means of con-
taminated blood. Of these, up to 1,000
may die. This is a tragic loss and one
that can be averted by insuring safe sup-
plies of voluntarily donated blood.

The opposition to the bill has been on
the basis that to give a tax deduction
for blood demeans the gift. Not so at all
as we recognize when we give a tax de-
duction to those who give cash gifts to
the Red Cross.

I have today written to Secretary
Weinberger asking that he consider this
proposal during the conference to be
held in August on the implementation
of the national blood policy. I am sure
our colieagues would acknowledze the
importance of voluntary blood giving and
I would urge them to support the Secre-
tary’s proposal.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 8510, NATIONAL SCIENCE
FOUNDATION AUTHORIZATION

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 8510) to
authorize appropriations for activities of
the National Science Foundation, and
for other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
Teacue of Texas, Davis of Georgia, Sym-
mweTON, HAnnA, MosHER, BELL, and
WYDLER.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 7528,
NASA AUTHORIZATION, 1974

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
call up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 7528) to authorize appropriations
to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and devel-
opment, construction of facilities, and
research and program management, and
for other purposes, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the man-
agers be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
z;gg? 3p§'oceedings of the House of June 28,

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the House and Senate conferees met on
June 27, 1973, to resolve the differences
in the House and Senate passed versions
on H.R, 7528, the fiscal year 1974 Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration authorization bill. The bill passed
the House on May 23 and passed the
Senate on June 19, In acting on the bill
the Senate struck all after the enacting
clause and substituted new language.

The committee of conference agreed
to accept the Senate amendment with
certain substitute amendments and with
certain other stipulations insisted upon
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by the managers on the part of the
House. There were 11 items in disagree-
ment involving amounts to be author-
ized for appropriations; seven other
items of legislative language were to be
reconciled.

The House had authorized a total of
$3,073,500,000 and the Senate authorized
$3,046,000,000 in its bill. Thus, the
amount passed by the Senate was $27,-
500,000 lower than the House amount.
The conference substitute would author-
ize $3,064,500,000 which is $48,500,000—
1.6 percent—more than the budget re-
quest, $18,500,000 above the Senate ver-
sion, ‘and $9,000,000 below the amount
previously passed by the House.

The Senate adopted two House lan-
guage amendments prior to conference.
In addition, seven language differences
were resolved as follows: the House re-
ceded on four of the amendments; the
Senate receded on one amendment; and
compromise language was adopted on
two amendments.

Highlights of the substitutes agreed
upon by all members of the committee
of conference are as follows:

BPACE SHUTTLE

The House had authorized an increase
of $25 million more than the NASA re-
quest of $4756 million. The conference
adopted the Senate position which au-
thorized $475 million.

EARTH RESOURCES TECHNOLOGY SATELLITE

The Senate and the House both re-
stored the ERTS-B to the fiscal year 1974
program in the amount of $8 million.
The House bill contained offsetting de-
creases for the entire amount, whereas
the Senate bill had no offsetting de-
creases. The compromise position was an
offsetting reduction of $2 million in
other programs.

AERONAUTICAL RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY

The House added $20 million to rein-
state the Quiet Short Take-Off and
Landing Research Aircraft (QUES-
TOL) ; the Senate did not concur with
this action. The conference agreed with
the House position.

BPACE AND NUCLEAR RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY

Both the House and the Senate in-
creased this line item by $10 million to
continue nuclear power and propulsion
activities. The Senate bill called for a
partial offsetting reduction of $3 mil-
lion in other categories, The conference
accepted the Senate position.

TRACKING AND DATA ACQUISITION

The House reduced this program total
of $250 million by $10 million, and the
Senate reduced it by $2 million. The con-
ference adopted a compromise reduction
of $6 million.

The conference report contains a de-
tailed listing of program areas and proj-
ects and amounts to be authorized for
each as recommended by the committee
of conference. The joint explanatory
statement of the committee of confer-
ence provides additional details on the
foregoing and other actions taken dur-
ing the conference on the various differ-
ences.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the amend-
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ments adopted in the conference, if any,
are germane to the bill?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas.
germane to the bill.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report which is before you at this
time has the unanimous support of the
minority members of our committee. It
embodies an austere but overall well-
balanced NASA budget. The language in
the statement of managers expresses the
priorities of both Houses of Congress.

Although the budget agreed to in con-
ference is higher than the administra-
tion request, by some $48.5 million, I
should emphasize that these increases
were all in areas on which the Congress
has placed a high priority.

The conference committee agreed to
an inecrease in the Space Applications
program. This increase is intended to
permit NASA to launch another Earth
Resources Technology Satellite as quick-
ly as possible. NASA will also be able to
replace their research airplane which was
lost in an unfortunate mishap earlier
this year. This aircraft was used exten-
sively to test the sensors which are ulti-
mately used for such things as weather
forecasting, fire detection, and astro-
namical observations. A portion, approxi-
martely $2 million, of these added funds
will also be used by NASA for primarily
solar energy research.

The conference commititee also in-
creased the NASA budget for aeronau-
tical research and technology. The
United States is rapidly losing its posi-
tion of world leadership in civil aviation.
The funds provided in the NASA budget
by the conference committee will assure
that our Nation will have at least one
continuing civilian aircraft program
which is capable of not only serving our
domestic needs, but also of improving
our international aireraft sales.

Increased emphasis was given to nu-
clear power research. The conference
committee felt that with the increasing
severity of our energy shortages, every
possible route toward increased clean
energy sources should be examined by
our Nation. NASA has a unique capability
and experience in certain aspects of nu-
clear power. The possible large benefits
derivable from the very small amount of
money added was considered more than
ample justification for increasing the
NASA budget in this area.

Mr. Speaker, again I wish to state that
this conference report has the unani-
mous support of the minority members
of our committee. The provisions in this
report were given a great deal of thought
and consideration by all the members of
our committee. I hope our colleagues will
i:ci;{ln us in passage of this authorization

They are

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
conference report.

There was no objection.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr. WHITTEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to call attention to the fact
that I was present in the quorum call of
yesterday. The record shows I was not
present. I understand that with the pres-
ent recording machine this cannot be
corrected. I have no great disturbance
about the fact that my name was er-
roneously listed as being absent, but I
do think there should be some means
whereby the record of this machine
when in error could be corrected, when
the equipment itself needs to be cor-
rected, because that is the situation here.

This is something I realize, Mr.
Speaker, you cannot do from the chair
but I wanted to express my feelings
about this problem.

PHASE 1V IS KILLING POULTRY
INDUSTRY

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

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, in
announcing the second price freeze in 22
months, the President declared it his
goal to prevent food from being priced
off the American dinner table. In terms
of the success the new freeze has exhib-
ited the President may achieve this
goal, which is great, but few Americans
will be able to afford breakfast or lunch
the same day that dinner is on the table.

If the current price freeze goes on
much longer, or if the present restric-
tions on the poultry industry are car-
ried on to phase IV of the President’s new,
but rapidly aging, economic policy, eggs
will enter the same classification as cav-
jar and poultry the same as filet mi-
gnon—delicacies that only a very small
percentage of the American people can
afford. With the inecreasing price of feed
grains, and with no promise of relief in
sight, poultry producers have been kill-
ing baby chicks by the thousands and
selling hens for slaughter. The poultry
industry is dying with these chicks and
hens, and upon its death more than 600
workers will have lost their jobs in the
Detroit metropolitan area alone, with
thousands more nationwide.

Poultry is one of the richest foods in
terms of protein content and one of the
cheapest for the consumer to buy. The
President may be able to control the
price of poultry prod-cts, but it will do
little good if none of these products are
on the market shelves.

The Republican Members of the House
should note my words, for it would be
ironic, indeed, if we Democrats regain
control of the White House in 1976 be-
cause the Republican Party allowed us to
pick their own 1928 Presidential cam-
1p;:a.ign promise of “Two Chickens in Every

ot

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr. MINISH asked and was glven
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 325 yesterday, I am recorded as
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voting “present” on the Bergland
amendment to the Agriculture Act. I
meant to vote “no,” but inadvertently
voted “present” on the electronic record-
ing device.

I was opposed to the Bergland amend-
ment because, while it may have repre-
sented an improvement over present
law, it did not close the loopholes in the
farm payment program and applied per
crop, rather than per farmer.

Subsequently, I supported the
stronger Findley amendment to limit
farm payments to $20,000 per farmer
and close loopholes.

I ask that my statement appear at
this point in the REecorp.

QUARTERLY REPORT OF THE ECO-
NOMIC STABILIZATION PRO-
GRAM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am herewith submitting to the
Congress the most recent Quarterly Re-
port of the Economic Stabilization Pro-
gram, covering the period January-
March, 1973.

This report indicates that during this
quarter our economy was making
strong, impressive gains. Our national
output grew at an annual rate of $43
billion. Some 600,000 more men and
women obtained jobs. Real per capita
disposable income—what people have left
to spend after paying for taxes and
adjusting for inflation—continued to
rise, reaching a record high.

During this same period, while
America’'s rate of inflation was lower
than other major industrial nations, it is
also clear that the rate was far higher
than it should have been. There was an
unexpectedly rapid increase in prices
during the quarter, primarily in agricul-
tural products.

The acceleration of price increases
during the quarter led, in part, to my
actions on June 13 to impose a price
freeze for a maximum of 60 days. This
freeze will be followed by Phase IV, a
system of controls which will be designed
to curb our recent bout of inflation while
also preserving the gains we have made
in other sectors of our economy. My ulti-
mate goal—a goal I believe we can and
must meet—is to return this country to
a strong and free market system.

RicrARD NIXON.

THE Waite House, July 11, 1973.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
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vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:
[Roll No. 328]

Frenzel
Gialmo

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Gude

Harsha
Howard
Johnson, Calif.
Eemp
Landgrebe
McFall
Madden
Mailliard
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moorhead, Pa.
Gerald R. Morgan

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 390
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

Ashley
Bowen
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Chisholm
Clark
Collier
Coughlin
Danielson

Murphy, N.¥.
Passman
Pepper
Pettis
Powell, Ohle
Reld

Rodino
Rosenthal
Sandman
Stephens
Symington
Tiernan

THE CONCEPT OF HOMESTEADING
IN THE FEDERAL HOUSING PRO-
GRAM

(Mrs. HOLT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, much con-
cern has been expressed by the Members
of this body over the future of the Fed-
eral housing program.

I have always maintained that the
key to a successful housing program is
the encouragement of private ownership.
Community pride and improvement will
only occur when residents have a stake
in its future. Ownership provides an in-
centive which is lacking from rental
projects.

Currently, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development is holding or
has foreclosed on almost 95,000 housing
units, the majority of which are single
family units. I believe that this mount-
ing problem can be turned into a real
opportunity in our metropolitan areas
through the use of the concept of home-
steading,

Several governments have initiated
programs embodying this concept which
deserves our scrutiny. The cities of Wil-
mington and Philadelphia give the
homesteader a city-owned abandoned
house in return for $1 and a pledge to
rehabilitate the house and live in it for
5 years. No property taxes are levied
against the house during this 5-year
period.

The benefits of this program are many,
including the restoration of badly needed
living quarters and a simple means of
homeownership for people dedicated to
the future of the community. In addition,
I believe that such a program could be
cost effective.

The Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development is scheduled to unveil
its revised housing program on Septem-
ber 7, 1973. I am contacting the Secre-
tary and urging his consideration of the
homesteading concept as a part of this
new plan. I fully believe in this day of
comprehensive plans and massive bu-
reaucracy that there is a need for pro-
grams which deliver the goods to people
with a minimum of redtape and Federal
financial involvement.
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CONGRATULATIONS TO THE HON-
ORABLE EDWARD P. BOLAND

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CONTE. Mr, Speaker, never have
I come to the well of this Chamber with
happier news for my colleagues.

My very good friend, and our distin-
guished colleague, Congressman EDwWARD
P. Boranp, this week became engaged to
a very charming young lady from his
hometown of Springfield, Mass., Miss
Mary K. Egan.

There were time when I despaired of
ever having the opportunity to make
such an announcement to this body.
Now that it has finally occurred, I am
sure that everyone here joins me in ex-
tending our deepest congratulations to
the happy couple.

Miss Egan is a graduate of Newton
College of the Sacred Heart and Boston
College Law School. She is an attorney
at law and a member of the Springfield
City Council, so she is no stranger to
the political life.

While having avoided the matrimon-
ial waters up to now, our colleague is
wasting no more time. The private wed-
ding ceremony has been set for August
9 in Springfield.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of all my col-
leagues, I extend our fondest best wishes
to one of the most able and admired
of this House, Mr. BOLAND.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVI-
LEGED REPORTS

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER
PROTECTION ACT OF 1973

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill—H.R. 8860—to extend
and amend the Agricultural Act of 1970
for the purpose of assuring consumers
of plentiful supplies of food and fiber at
reasonable prices.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 8860, with
Mr. NarceHER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, it had agreed that
the first section of the bill, ending on
page 53, line 2, be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.
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Are there further amendments to be
proposed?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. RAILSBACK

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RAILSBACK:
Page 6, line 8, strike out the words "casein,
caselnates,”; and page 6, line 11, after the
figure *(1)" insert the words “casein, casel-
nates,”

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, a
simple change in section 205 of the agri-
culture bill now before us could be of
significant benefit to many companies,
their employees, and to the American
consumer.

This section gives the President the
authority to establish a new import li-
censing program for dairy products. Only
those products may be imported by or for
persons or firms to whom a license has
been issued by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. The Secretary shall make licenses
available for a 30-day period before issu-
ing licenses to other applicants to domes-
tic producers and processors who agree to
import such dairy products. Included in
these dairy products are casein and casei-
nates, Casein is the principal protein in
milk, and, nutritionally, is one of the
most complete proteins known. It may be
precipitated from milk by the addition of
dilute acids. Caseinates, on the other
hand, are the salt form of casein.

Before World War II, the United
States had a fairly substantial casein
industry. However, the industry rapidly
declined after the institution of the dairy
price support program in 1949. At the
present time, there is little, if any, casein
produced domestically—less than 1 per-
cent—and there is less than 5 percent of
all caseinates produced in the United
Staftes.

Currently, about half of casein con-
sumption is in food products—cheese,
coffee whiteners, instant breakfasts, and
desserts and toppings. It is also used in
the production of such varied products
as paper, paints, glues, and plastics.

Because of their widespread use and
because of the fact that the imports do
not threaten domestic production—since
there virtually is none—I oppose sub-
jecting the companies which use these
imports to licensing regulation.

In addition, for the sake of the Ameri-
can consumer, we must take casein and
caseinates out of this bill. Not everyone
can afford cream and other real dairy
products. We must not endanger their
access to dairy substitutes.

I urge immediate and favorable action
on my amendment this afternoon. Thank
you.

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

Mr. RAILSBACK. I yield at this time
to the gentleman from Texas, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
(Mr. POAGE) .

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, speaking
as an individual, and with the assurance
that a number of Members agree, as far
as I can see, there is no objection to this
amendment. I think it fits well, and there
is no objection on my part, at least, and
I trust on the part of the committee.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr, Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. RAILSBACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I, too, have no objection and ac-
cept the amendment. I know of no mem-
ber of the committee who has any
objection.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RAILSBACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman’s
vielding. I want to commend him for
the amendment.

I support the Railsback amendment
which would eliminate from the dairy
import provision casein. There is almost
no casein produced in the United States
and if this amendment is not adopted
the result will be higher costs and dis-
ruption. With milk demand at an all
time high and supply off to cause a fur-
ther demand by effectively limiting ca-
sein from coming in would be a mistake.

I urge adoption of this corrective
amendment and would hope that the
conferees will stick by this position.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr,
RAILSBACK) .

This amendment would exclude casein
and caseinates from the definition of
dairy products for the purposes of the
provision on this bill which deals with
dairy import licenses.

For those of you who may be unfa-
miliar with this product, let me explain
first that the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration classifies casein and its deriva-
tives as a chemical—not a dairy product.
This, then, is the major argument for
excluding casein from a portion of a bill
dealing with dairy imports.

It takes 100 pounds of skim milk to
yvield approximately 3 pounds of dried
casein. This same amount of skim milk
would yield 9 pounds of nonfat dry milk.
Thus, domestic producers have found
that they can make much more process-
ing the dry milk than casein. In fact, I
think I am safe in saying there is no
casein at all produced in the United
States. For this reason, I would question
the need. and wisdom of licensing this
product which is becoming more and
more widely used in the production of
feed and food by processors in this
country.

In a year when the United States has
allowed an additional 85 million pounds
of nonfat dry milk to be imported over its
usual quota and at a time when domestic
production of dairy products is at a low
and prices of dairy products are at a
high, I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment which I believe makes a
necessary and noncontroversial change
in this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr, RAILSBACK).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SmiTe of Iowa:

Strike everything from page 39, line 9,
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through page 41, line 3, and insert in lleu
thereof the following:

“BASIC FOOD RESERVE

“Sec. B09. (a) Notwithstanding the provi-
sions of any other law, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall in accordance with the
provisions of this section establish, main-
tain, and dispose of a separate reserve of in-
ventories of wheat, feed grains, and soy-
beans.

“Such reserve inventories shall include
not more than the following quantities: (1)
3 hundred million bushels of wheat; (2) a
total of 25 billion tons of feed grains; (3)
100 milllon bushels of soybeans. The Secre-
tary is authorized to proportion reserve
stocks of feed grains to correspond to useful
marketing demands.

“{b) The reserve shall be constituted by:

(1) First offering to producers who have
eligible commodities under a Commodity
Credit Corporation loan or purchase agree-
ment, an opportunity to enter into a storage
agreement for a period of five years providing
for the storage of such grains at the pro-
ducer’s optlon elther in approved producer
owned facilities or in commercial warehouse
facilities, The Secretary may, at his option,
reconcentrate all grains stored in commercial
warehouses at such points as he deems to be
in the public interest, taking into account
factors including transportation problems
and normal marketing patterns.

“Rotation of stocks shall be permitted to
facilitate maintenance of quality; however,
the storing producer or warehouseman shall,
at all times, have gvailable in the designated
place of storage, both the quantity and qual-
ity of grain covered by his commitment.

““Any producer entering into such a storage
contract may not redeem the grain under
loan or dispose of grain under purchase
agreement at a price lower than the mini-
mum price at which the Secretary may offer
reserves under the provisions of this subsec-
tion. Such contracts shall contain a provi-
slon permitting cancellation by the Secre-
tary under the same price requirements set
forth in this subsection for offering reserves
for sale.

“{2) The Secretary shall be authorized to
buy feed grains, wheat and soybeans subject
to the following limitations. The maximum
price the Secretary shall pay for any com-
modity shall be the average price farmers
recelved for such commodities during the
preceding five marketing years adjusted to
reflect the customary location and grade
price differentials. “The net additional quan-
tity of any commodity procured under this
section in any marketing year shall be the
lesser of the following:

(1) 80 per centum of the net additional
estimated total carryover in excess of normal
for the marketing year; or

“(2) the amount the maximum reserve
inventory specified in subsection (a) above
exceeds the total stocks of such commodity
owned by the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion at the beginning of the marketing year.

“Such maximum prices and the guantity
to be procured during the marketing year
and the estimates used in arriving at the
same shall be announced during such mar-
keting year on the last Friday of July for
wheat, on the last Friday of October for
feed grains, and on the last Friday of Sep-
tember for soybeans: Provided, That for the
1973-74 marketing year for wheat such an-
nouncement shall be made as soon after the
effective date of this section as is reasonably
possible. J

“The Secretary s authorized to proportion
purchases of the various varleties and grades
of each of the above commodities to corre-
spond to usual marketing demands.

“Except when a state of emergency has
been proclaimed by the President or by con-
current resolution of Congress declaring that
such reserves should not be sold, the Secre-
tary shall offer each commodity in the reserve
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for sale at a price of 150 per centum of the
average price farmers recelved in the United
States during the preceding five marketing
years for the commodity involved or 110
percent of the established price for the com-
modity involved as provided in this Act,
whichever is higher, and such release price
shall be adjusted to reflect the customary
location and grade price differential or at
such greater amount as may be obtained
through normal market channels: Provided,
however, That sales during any marketing
year shall be limited to the net guantities
by which estimated domestic consumption
and exports exceed estimated domestic pro-
duction and imports,

“The Secretary is also hereby authorized to
dispose of commodities in such reserves as
follows:

“{1) For use in relieving distress (a) in
any State, the District of Columbia, Puerto
Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American
Samoa, or the Pacific Trust Territory, de-
clared by the President to be an acute dis-
tress area because of unemployment or other
economic cause if the President finds that
such use will not displace or interfere with
normal marketing or agricultural commodi-
ties and (b) In connection with any major
disaster determined by the President to war-
rant assistance by the Federal Government
under Public Law 875, Eighty-first Congress,
&8s amended (42 U.S.C. 1855 et seq.).

“(2) For use In connection with a state
of civll defense emergency as proclaimed by
the President or by concurrent resolution
of the Congress in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Federal Civil Defense Act of
1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2251-2297).

“(3) For sale In assistance in the preserva-
tion and maintenance of foundation herds
of cattle (including producing dairy cattle),
sheep, and goats and their offspring, under
section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1427), and to provide
feed for livestock in any emergency area
under the Act of September 21, 1959, as
amended (7 U.8.C. 1427, note).

“The Secretary may buy and sell at an
equivalent price, allowing for the customary
location and grade differentials, substantially
equivalent quantities in different locations
or warehouses to the extent needed to prop-
erly handle, rotate, distribute, and locate
such reserve. Such purchases to offset sales
shall be made within two market days.

“The Becretary may accept warehouse re-
ceipts in lieu of taking physical possession
of the grain, but in such cases the obligor
under the warehouse receipt shall be re-
quired at all times to have the grade stated
on the warehouse receipt or a better grade
available for delivery.

“The Secretary shall make a dally list avall-
able showing the price, location, and quantity
of the transactions entered into hereunder.

“(e) The Secretary shall use the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to the extent fea-
sible to fulfill the purposes of this section;
and to the maximum extent practicable con-
sistent with the fulfillment of the purposes
of this section and the effective and efficient
administration of this section shall utilize
the usual and customary channels, facilities,
and arrangements of trade and commerce.

“(d) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes of this section.”

Mr. SMITH of Iowa (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact
that this is printed in the Recorp at
page 23128, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
the title of this bill is Agricultural Act
of 1970 For the Purpose of Assuring Con-
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sumers of Plentiful Supplies of Food and
Fiber at Reasonable Prices. My conten-
tion is that we cannot assure consumers
of plentiful supplies of food and fiber
at reasonable prices unless we establish
a reserve in this country. We have in
this country 205 million people, where
at one time there were only 1 million
people. It is a completely different sit-
uation today than it was then. Back
then they had a reserve in the timber.
They could always find fowl and meat
there. We do not have that any more.
The timbers have been eradicated. We
plant corn on that land and if we do
not have some corn in the reserve and
we have a bad year, we do not have a
reserve in the timber to take its place.

The same thing is true with wheat or
soybeans or whatever it may be.

In 1930 we used only 2.6 billion bushels
of corn. It did not take very many bush-
els to provide a reserve for that kind
of volume, but in 1972 it shot up to more
than twice as much.

Obviously, there must be a bigger re-
serve, and it has become obvious in the
last year or two we cannot depend upon
commercial dealers to provide the re-
serves in this country. The minute they
can make a dollar—and this is what they
are in business for—they will sell it, and
it will not be available for our purposes
when most needed.

We have become a world supermarket
for grain because we have the capacity
and can produce it cheaper in this coun-
try than they can in other parts of the
world. In 1971, we had a huge surplus.
We passed a bill in the House on De-
cember 8, 1971. The provisions of that
bill which passed the House of Repre-
sentatives, would have permitted us to
put away some of that surplus so we
would have it when we need it.

Here we are only 1% years later and
we surely do wish we had some of that
surplus. That bill was stopped in the
Senate. It did not pass. Instead of put-
ting some into a reserve, we just dumped
it and we just gave away a great deal of
extra grain that year which we need
right now. That year it took 600 million
bushels of corn to get the same number
of dollars from exporters that we got for
516 million bushels the year before. In
effect we made a gift of the other 84 mil-
lion bushels. We did not absorb their dol-
lar credits they had. We permitted them
to keep those. They were willing to pay
the price but we did not do anything to
stabilize prices so they kept those dol-
lar credits and used them to help devalue
the dollar.

This approach just does not make any
sense at all. Here we are 1% years later
talking about export controls. We should
have saved some of our surplus instead
of dumping it and not had export con-
trols now.

Export controls gets us into a great
deal of trouble in two different ways. It
denies us the opportunity to export to
earn dollar credits we need and in ad-
dition to that if for example the oil pro-
ducing countries cannot buy grain in the
quantities they want they will raise the
price of the oil they sell us. Of course
they will.

It does not make any sense for us to
fail to manage our great abundance in
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this fashion. We alternate between sur-
plus and shortage. For example with tin,
we have a government owned reserve of
375 percent of an annual supply on hand.
We have the tin for the tin cans but we
do not have any provision for reserves to
put something into the cans.

The provisions of this bill are very
similar to those of the one on December
8, 1971, and what has occurred since that
time should make it absolutely crystal
clear we ought to have a reserve in this
country, and this should not need any
great further explanation in this coun-
try, but if there are any questions, I shall
try to answer them.

I want to say I offer this amendment
on behalf of myself and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BERGLAND) who was
an exponent of the amendment in the
committee and who has added a provi-
sion to the bill which is very important.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, I commend the gentlemen for
their efforts on this proposal. I have al-
ways supported this reserve proposal and
hope it will receive favorable action to-
day.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. I should like to point out to
my colleagues that this or something
very similar to it was rejected in our
House Committee on Agriculture. It was
rejected overwhelmingly in the Senate.
It would cost nobody knows how much
money but certainly hundreds of millions
of dollars to build up a grain reserve.

Furthermore, for those who want a
farm bill—I repeat, I do not—it is one
more reason to be almost sure to get a
veto, so I strongly recommend this
amendment be defeated.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is one of those
amendments which looks pretty good on
the outside but nobody knows what is in
the package or what it is going to do. The
author of the amendment does not know
what it will achieve. We do not know.
The Secretary of Agriculture does not
know. Nobody can possibly know.

It carries us out into a field of un-
knowns and into a field of speculation
both as to the cost, and on that I agree
with the gentleman from California it
will be tremendous if it is effective at all,
as well as with respect to the effect it
will have. I have never agreed with the
philosophy of those who believe that we
can simply store grain and in that way
control the price without hurting the
producers when the price is low.

That grain is considered a part of the
available supply, just the same as any
other grain in the world, and every mar-
ket takes that into consideration. I think
the surplus always has a depressing in-
fluence on the market. I think it hurts
the farmers. It is hurtful to everybody
concerned for the Government to carry
large stocks.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that we
must have enough stock on hand to take
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care of immediate emergencies. Our bill
does provide that. This very proposal was
considered in the committee. It was
turned down by a vote in the committee
on almost an identical proposal, which
was turned down for the very reason
that we felt that we were going far
enough.

At the present time, the bill before us
authorizes the Secretary to buy at the
support price. That is, at the target price
which is $2.05 for wheat and $1.39 for
corn. This amendment provides that the
secretary shall go into the market and
shall buy at the average price of the
last 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, if we have a substan-
tial increase in the price, as we have had
during the past 5 years, it gives no pro-
tection to farmers because it means we
have got to take into consideration an
average in those very low years which
will drag this average down to where it
does not give producers any protection.
On the other hand, if the market should
suddenly begin to drop, it would impose
an unfair and unendurable burden on
the effectiveness of this amendment, as
I see it, because it will require that the
Federal Government pay the average
price of those past good years back when
the price of corn on the market has
dropped. For instance, we would have to
be paying $1.75 or $2 with today’s price
history.

Mr. Chairman, I think that is an un-
warranted and completely unreasonable
approach, one with which we could not
live. For that reason, I hope that the
committee will reject this amendment
and will use the more moderate approach
which was provided by the Committee
on Agriculture.

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

Mr. Chairman, for 40 years we have
lived with surpluses of grain in the
United States, and for 40 years these sur-
pluses have been condemned as an in-
tolerable burden on our society. A new
day has arrived. Today we have short-
ages—shortages of fuel, shortages of soy-
beans. Embargoes have been placed on
the export of soybeans creating all kinds
of disturbances in the normal market
channels. There is talk of imposing an
embargo on corn and wheat these days
because we are running short. Forty
years ago, the United States produced
food for itself, and was not much inter-
ested in the world markets, but times
have changed.

This year, we are going to export
three-quarters of our wheat, half of our
soybeans, one-fourth of our feed grains;
those are all going abroad and will bring
11 billion foreign dollars into our trade
balance.

The bill we are considering today con-
templates that we continue to urge pro-
duction of grains to meet these interna-
tional markets. No one has any control
over this market. Nobody in this world
has any idea how much grain the Rus-
slans will be buying, if any, from the
United States. That is true in the rest of
the grain markets around the world.

Therefore, the fact is that we are to-
day living in a very volatile condition
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in which we can predict with no degree
of certainty the kind of situation we will
meet a year hence.

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

Mr. BERGLAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. VANIK).

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to inquire of the author of the
amendment whether or not he has pro-
vided in his language that the reserve
will be set aside for domestic needs. I
think we have reached a point in his-
tory where the American people have to
be provident. We have to be certain that
our cupboards do not go empty because
of foreign sales.

Mr. Chairman, I think we have to as-
sure the consumer of the United States
that someone is thinking about his needs.
Does the amendment provide that the
reserves will be set aside are for domestic
needs?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me for the
purpose of answering that question?

Mr. BERGLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, it
is set aside for the world market. There
is a world market in grain and we are
principal suppliers of the world market.
If there is more grain available in the
world market, there is more grain avail-
able to us when we need it.

So it does the very thing the gentle-
man from Ohio desires.

Mr, VANIK. But the language does not
specifically give the domestic needs a
priority to the reserve.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is not an ex-
port control bill. It could not be.

Mr. VANIK. I do not intend it should
be. If it is a reserve bill, I want to know
for whom we are reserving. Are we re-
serving for the world market? The gen-
tleman has said that. I hope the amend-
ment will provide that we reserve for
the American people giving the Ameri-
can taxpayer who is going to pay for this
program a priority on the reserve.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If we had creat-
ed a reserve out of those $2.45 soybeans
we had a few years ago there would be
more available for the American peo-
ple today, because that would be a part °
of the world supply.

Mr. BERGLAND. The gentleman from
Iowa is absolutely right. I can assure
the gentleman from Ohio that if this
matter had been adopted by law there
would be reserves, available for our con-
sumers. This amendment would pro-
vide a method by which we could in pe-
riods of surplus take those grains off the
market, and hold them, store them on
farms, until such time as the market
demanded these grains be released, and
so we would not find ourselves either in
periods of skyrocketing high prices or
chaotic low prices.

This provides a kind of stability which
is'good for the consumer and good for the
farmer. It would protect us in surplus
yvears from devastating prices at the
lower end, and in the short years would
protect us from the skyrocketing orices
which have created so much difficulty
for the American consumer.
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I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. BERGLAND. I am delighted to
yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ZWACH. As the gentleman will re-
call, in the committee when he offered
this principle I believe it provided that
the release price would be at 110 percent
of the target price. I understand the re-
lease price here is at 150 percent of the
average for the last 5 years or 110 per-
cent of the target price, whichever is
greater. Is this a change in this amend-
ment?

Mr. BERGLAND. The gentleman is
correct. That is a change.

Mr. ZWACH. My opposition in the
committee was that the release price was
too close to the target price. I believe,
considering the shortage, that it is a
tremendous improvement. There is a
great deal to be said for some storage of
grain in good years to tide us over the
bad years. There is just no question that
principle sometime is going to have to
be considered.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am not clear as to
the difference between the committee
provision dealing with this subject and
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Iowa,

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The committee
proviszion deals with the acquisition and
distribution of distress grains, from
whatever source the Commodity Credit
Corporation may secure them.

The amendment has in it a provision
for using some of the reserve for dis-
tress purposes, so it replaces that provi-
sion in the bill but adds also a provi-
sion for buying grain when it is so
cheap—$1.18 for corn, $1.39 for wheat—
so when it is that cheap they can buy
some, and when it gets up to something
like the prices are now, they would sell.

Mr. GROSS. What does the gentleman
mean specifically by “distress grains”?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Drought, and
floods, and those kinds of situations,
where there has been an emergency de-
clared.

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

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

Mr. FOLEY. I believe in further re-
sponse to the question the section of the
bill in page 39, entitled “Emergency Re-
serve,” was designed by the committee
to be a very limited reserve provision un-
der which grains would be acquired for
the purpose of release in case of a nat-
ural disaster. That is not a natural dis-
aster affecting the grains that are ac-
quired, but a natural disaster which
might make livestock feeding and other
use of reserve grains needed. An exam-
ple would be the recent problem in the
State of Louisiana. The gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. RARICK) was & sponsor
of this legislation.
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Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentleman
a question. How much is it contemplated
to put in this disaster inventory, if we
can call it that, under the committee
bill?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the bill is
open as to the amount. It authorizes a
reserve as needed within the Secretary’s
discretion. I would like to have the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. SMITH) correct
me on this, if I am mistaken, but his
amendment goes far beyond the commit-
tee provision.

The intention of the committee section
was for a very limited type of reserve,
and in fairness to the gentleman from
Iowa, he is considering a much more
extensive kind of reserve for broader pur-
poses. The committee reserve probably
would not reach 10 percent, of the reserve
size contemplated by the gentleman from
Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I say to
my friend, the gentleman from Washing-
ton, that the argument has been made
that the reserve always looms above the
market and, therefore, has an effect upon
the free and cash market.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I think the
difficulty with that argument, as far as
the committee bill is concerned, is that
the committee bill does not contemplate
a large reserve; it is a very small one,
subject to strict releass raquirements.

For example, the committee reserve
contemplates that supplies will only be
released only for purposes of relieving
shortages from national disasters. For
example, if we were to run short of wheat
or feed grains, the emergency reserve will
not be released for national needs; it
would have to be as the result of a flood
or some natural disaster.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that we have an inventory
in this country each year of approxi-
mately $90 billion to $100 billion worth
of items such as, let us say, iceboxes,
automobiles, appliances of kinds, and
other products.

I would not want to see these inven-
tories, essential to the welfare of this
country, cut to the point where there
would be no immediate replacement of
some essential product. I believe in an
adequate inventory that is maintained
for the consumers of this country.

I am willing to pay my share of the
inventory cost in the ultimate price of
an industrial product, and I should think
that the people of this country, the citi-
zens, the consumers of this country,
would be willing to pay for a reasonabls
reserve of feed grains in order that there
would never come a time when they
would face disaster through crop failure.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. Vanig) in his
view that this reserve, if established,
ought to be for the purpose of replenish-
ment of feed supplies for domestic pur-
poses only.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I would note also that the Government
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has something like $8 billion worth of
metals which are Government-owned
and Government-stored. Congress has
approved having some tin with which
to make tin cans, and metal to make
guns, but apparently it has been felt that
food is not that important, for we do not
have a planned reserve for food.

Mr. GROSS. The point is that I do not
want to see huge supplies overhanging
the market and I hope that is not the
purpose of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Iowa. The pending bill
apparently has-no limitation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. SMITH).

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHATRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

The Chair would like first to advise
the Members that the electronic device
is not working at this time. A recorded
vote will require tellers on either side of
the aisle, as the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. SmiTH) knows.

Does the gentleman from Iowa insist
upon his request?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MRS, SULLIVAN

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer several amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mrs. SULLIVAN:
Page 4, line 25, Page b, line 24, page 7, line 1,
page 53, line 22, and page 61, beginning on
line 4, strike out “and Consumer Protection.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like
to inquire of the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri whether she would like the amend-
ments to be considered en bloc?

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Since we are only working on section 1
of the bill, up to page 53 line 2, I would
like to ask unanimous consent that pages
53 and 61 also be included in this amend-
ment en bloc since this amendment
merely deletes the words “and Consum-
er Protection” in the five places men-
tioned.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman,

Mr. POAGE. I understand a rose by
any other name would smell just as
sweet, and as far as the committee is
concerned, I have no objection to de-
leting the words “and Consumer Pro-
tection”.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I compli-
ment the gentlewoman on the amend-
ment. In my opinion, this bill does not
do the consumers one bit of good; quite
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to the contrary. Certainly on behalf of
myself and the Members on this side,
I accept the amendment.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, from
what I understand, the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture has said he would accept the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, these five changes in
the text of the bill simply take out of the
title the misleading and deceptive words
which indicate that it is in some way a
“Consumer Protection” Act.

There are no provisions of this bill
which could accurately be described as
“Consumer Protections.”

I think we should reserve the term
“consumer protection” when used in the
title of any piece of legislation to the
kind of legislation which deals with con-
sumer issues in a direct and straight-
forward manner.

This bill is a farmer's protection act, a
beekeeper’s protection act, a dairyman’s
protection act, and perhaps even a nar-
cotics addict protection act, and I do
not say these things in a derogatory
sense, but it is certainly not a Consumer
Protection Act.

To the extent that any provisions of
the bill encourage the production of
more food, consumers may or may not
benefit—depending upon how much of
the food so produced is exported and
under what circumstances it is exported.
But let us not try to fool ourselves or
the public that this huge agriculture
bill, full of special interest provisions,
is a consumer bill. We have enough
trouble here passing worthwhile con-
sumer bills without pretending we are
passing consumer bills when we are not
doing so.

The title of the bill will not make out
of this bill something it is not. So why
pretend? I urge the adoption of my
amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
woman from Missouri.

The amendments were agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, ConTE: Page 32,
strike out lines 17 through 22,

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, again I
rise, as I did just 3 weeks ago, to offer an
amendment to call for an end to the all
Government subsidies for Cotton, Inc., a
quasi-public organization ostensibly in
the business of cotton promotion and re-
search.

On June 15, the House accepted this
amendment to the 1974 agriculture ap-
propriations bill by the overwhelming
margin of 234 to 125. I urge my colleagues
to repeat the acceptance of this amend-
ment so that we can forget this outrage-
ous giveaway of taxpayers’ money for at
least 4 more years.

The sordid financial history of Cotton,
Inc., reveals a gross misuse and abuse of
taxpayer moneys. Let me remind my col-
leagues of some of the worst ploys prac-
ticed by Cotton, Inc.

For 1971 and 1972, the budget for Cot-
ton, Inc., was $20 million a year. Half of
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this sum came from private cotton pro-
ducers, based on a dollar-a-bale check-
off. The other $10 million came from the
Federal Treasury.

Rather than spend all this money,
Cotton, Inc., put between $12 and $15
million into a reserve fund and spent
mostly Government subsidy funds.

In 1972, Cotton, Inc., budgeted an
astronomical $1,278,000 for the move
into, and renovation of, new offices in
New York City and Raleigh, N.C. The
Secretary of Agriculture, who has the
power to disapprove specific projects of
Cotton, Inc., declared this figure amount-
ed to an “injudicious use of funds by a
quasi-public organization that is heavily
dependent on tax revenues and on back-
ing of cotton farmers.”

Subsequently, Cotton, Inc., was told it
could spend $800,000 on these moves, but
that it had to cut excessive moving and
renovation expenses. Contrary to the
Secretary’'s orders, Cotton, Inc., went
ahead and spent the entire original
budget of $1,278,000. It made up the dif-
ference of $478,000 by drawing on its
reserves of unspent funds from private
producers.

Included in this exorbitant expendi-
ture was $25,000 for a private elevator
between three floors in the New York
office; $160,000 for the purchase of tele-
phone equipment; $96,000 for cabinetry
and workwork; $125,000 for floor, wall,
and window coverings—which sounds ex-
pensive for cotton drapes—and $7,200 for
granite in the reception room.

Three weeks ago, during the debate on
the Agriculture appropriations bill, I de-
fied the executives of Cotton, Inc., to
explain to me why these extravagant
baubles were indispensable to cotton pro-
motion and research. I am still waiting
for their answer.

Salaries paid to the top executives of
Cotton, Inc., are excessive and injudi-
cious. The firm’'s president receives
$100,000 a year, almost twice the salary
paid to the Secretary of Agriculture. Six
other executives receive salaries ranging
between $44,000 and $35,000.

Even without its extravagant spending
and excessive salaries, Cotton, Inc., would
earn the rating of a first-class Federal
boondoggle based on its sorry perform-
ance alone. As far as cotton promotion
is concerned, Cotton, Inc., has been a
flop. In 1970, when Cotton, Inc., began its
operations, domestic cotton consumption
was 8.1 million bales. Two years later,
domestic consumption had fallen to 7.8
million bales, our lowest level since 1948.

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 2 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mass-
achusetts?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not object,
I would ask the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts whether all that horrible list
of expenses that the gentleman just read
was for the improvement of San Cle-
mente? If it was, I could believe it.

Mr. CONTE. They are about as bad, I
would say to the gentleman.
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Mr. HAYS. I withdraw my reservation
of objection.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, the irony
is that cotton is becoming a ecommodity
in demand and this demand is driving its
price up. Higher prices force manufac-
turers to use more synthetic fibers in
place of cotton to save money. And from
here on, you can see the vicious cycle.

Textile mills in my district complain
that they cannot buy enough high grade
cotton. They cite heavy buying by the
Japanese. I am not carping against the
Japanese, because they order well in ad-
vance, and everyone knows we have done
enough damage to them lately with the
soybean embargo. My point is that there
is more demand for cotton than there is
supply; but, despite this and the over-
rated activities of the cotton lobby’s
oversubsidized promotion outfit, domes-
tic consumption of cotton is in a tailspin.

Mr. Chairman, Cotton, Inc.’s poor per-
formance, its lack of effectiveness, its
exorbitant spending practices, and its
willingness to violate or ignore legitimate
government directives concerning these
practices are a sum of failures that add
up to a demand for an immediate end
to all Federal funding for this outfit.

Of the “big six” commodity crops, cot-
ton is the only one that receives Federal
money for promotion and research. For
corn, wheat, and feed grains, funds for
these purposes come from the private
sector. I cannot understand why cotton
alone receives such favored treatment.

Further Federal subsidies for this cot-
ton boondoggle are intolerable. With
many worthwhile human resource pro-
grams being slashed and abolished with
reckless abandon, I cannot justify throw-
ing any more Federal see¢ money into
this cotton gin. Cotton producers and
consumers are not receiving a thread in
return.

I call upon my colleagues to support
my amendment and end this wasteful,
arrogant scandal once and for all.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. CoNTE) .

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, as my
colleague, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. ConTE), pointed out, the
authorization for Cotton, Inc., initially
came as a result of a very skillful and
stealthy maneuver in a House-Senate
conference. This is really the first time
on a legislative bill that the House has
had a chance to examine this proposal.

It is the first time that the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture has ever had what
I would call the “cotton picking” nerve
to bring a proposal to the floor of the
House recommending an appropriation
out of the U.S. Treasury to support ad-
vertising of a particular commodity;
namely, cotton.

This on its face is a dangerous prece-
dent. If we can justify expenditures of
public funds to promote through Madi-
son-Avenue techniques the cotton com-
modity, then why not other commeodities-




23158

too? How can we be indifferent to the
promotional needs of synthetics, the
competitors to cotton; How can we
justify seeking out one commodity over
all others as justifying the use of U.S.
Treasury resources for advertising?

It is true that Cotton, Inec., is engaged
in some research activities, too, but it is
interesting to note that Cotton, Inc., has
used up every penny of the $10 million
appropriated annually under the Agri-
cultural Act of 1970, but it has not seen
fit to use the approximately equal sum
of $10 million that it realizes from the
dollar-a-bale checkoff which is assessed
against cotton producers and which also
goes into the financial resources of Cot-
ton, Inc. It has seen fit to set aside most
of the revenue from the dollar-a-bale
checkoff, and put them into the reserve
funds.

This, first of all, calls into question as
to whether there is really a need for the
$10 million annually out of the U.S.
Treasury to support Cotton, Inc., but I
think it also calls into question the tactics
of this firm. It realizes, of course, that
it cannot get the full $10 million funding
in the following year unless it uses it up
every year. This may account for its de-
cision to use the taxpayer contribution
fully each year and let the rest of it ride
in reserve.

I am aware that there is a great effort
under way today by telephone and other-
wise to rally bipartisan opposition to this
provision of the bill. I know that some
of the calls are inspired by the ASCS
organization of USDA.

The effort is to line up votes to sup-
port the $10 million each year for Cotton,
Inc., as provided in the committee rec-
ommendation.

I think it is worth noting that the
head of the ASCS Division of the De-
partment of Agriculture is a chief bene-
ficiary himself of the cofton program.
Kenneth Frick, the administrator, last
year got quite a sum because he is also
a cotton farmer. According to the re-
port of the Department he received $36,-
863. Records also show that a F. B. Frick
received $44,935, and a James Frick re-
ceived $29,956. This is no reflection upon
the administrative competence of Ken-
neth Frick, but I think it does call into
question just where his loyalties would
necessarily lie. In fact, reports I receive
indicate he is an honest and able ad-
ministrator, on the facts, however, it is
clear that a grave conflict of interest ex-
ists. Persons with a substantial personal
financial stake in payment programs
should never be put in positions of re-
sponsibility over such programs.

As the Members receive calls from the
Department of Agriculture in behalf of
the $10 million annually for Cotton, Inc.,
they might just bear in mind the varied
interests of those inspiring the calis.

Two days ago I received a report from
the General Accounting Office which I
had requested on Cotton, Inc. That re-
port indicated that neither the Depart-
ment of Agriculture nor Cotton, Inc., has
conducted an evaluation of this costly
cotton advertising program. But the
committee, nonetheless, voted to extend
the funding of this program without
knowledge of its effectiveness.

We do know however that domestic
cotton consumption which Cotton, Inc.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

purportedly is promoting has declined
substantially since 1970 when the pro-
gram began, In fact, in 1972, domestic
cotton consumption declined to 7.8 mil-
lion bales, the lowest it has been since
1948.

Certainly we should not continue to
fund an ineffective program. But more
importantly, we should not approve the
expenditure of Government funds for the
advertising of a commodity that is com-
peting in the marketplace without the
advantage of public funds for advertis-
ing.

& FACT SHEET ON COTTON, INC.

Never before has the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture recommended that
general tax revenues be used to finance
advertising for a particular commodity.
Nor has the House directly approved this
program other than approving the con-
ference report in 1970 when few mem-
bers knew Cotton, Inc., was added in the
conference report. The House voted on
June 15 on the Agricultural appropria-
tions bill to deny funding in 1974—234 to
125. The Senate dropped this amend-
ment from bill. House conferees have not
yet been named.

Page 6 in the GAO report on Cotton,
Ine., stated:

The Department (USDA) had not evalu-
ated, or established a system for evaluation,

the effectiveness of Cotton Inc.'s research and
promotion program.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. S1sg was
a{lowed to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes.)

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

Mr. ARENDS, Mr. Chairman, I have
just learned the computers are broken
down and I withdraw my point of order.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, our good
friends, the gold dust twins, are back with
us today and we have another attack of
course on cotton. I am not entirely sure
what has caused the apparent unpopu-
larity of cotton. Many years ago I was
born in a part of the world where cotton
was pretty predominant. I left that area
some years later and said I never wanted
to be around cotton any more and I
ended up in California, thinking I was
in a grape haven. But I now find my
home county grows as much or more cot-
ton than all but three or four States in
the Union, so we are back in cotton. I
have never quite understood, as I say,
the apparent unpopularity of cotton
among a few of our colleagues but I do
not think it warrants this kind of attack.

I think cotton has done a great deal
for America: As indicated yesterday in
the discussion, it was the one thing in
many cases that kept us in a favorable
trade balance throughout the last 150
vears because traditionally we were the
primary supplier of the world’s cotton
supply.

I want to get to the point, and that is
the reason I have asked for the extra 5
minutes. We have been hearing all kinds
of wild charges with reference to Cotton,
Inc., in the last few months. I first heard
of these charges last December. At that
time I dispatched my own people from
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my own office in Washington to New
York to immediately take a look at what
was going on in their New York office.

There are all kinds of rather wild
stories circulating about the elaborate-
ness of the facilities and the salaries
which some of these people are being
paid and a whole variety of charges.

Let me simply say, because even in 10
minutes I am not going to have the
opportunity to make the kind of defense
that I think this organization warrants,
I am not here to defend any single in-
dividual which the gentleman from Illi-
nois has mentioned. I think it is unfor-
tunate if we get into personalities, but
there was an implication that something
surreptitious had been done by the use
of some name which may have some
similarity to some other name with re-
spect to the Department of Agriculture.

My own personal investigation has
been carried on continuously during the
past 6 months of this operation both in
Raleigh where the research laboratories
are and in the New York office, and it
proves beyond any question of doubt in
my mind that the charges are wholly
unfounded.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Massachusetts, goes into great elabora-
tion here about some funds that were
spent, as though they were expended
without the approval of the Secretary
of Agriculture. Frankly that is not cor-
rect. This $1,278,000, or a good part of
it, went to the research laboratory in
Raleigh which is very important to the
cotton industry in this country. We have
a number of problems facing the indus-
try. For instance we have byssinosis, or
the more common term brown lung. We
refer to black lung in the coal industry,
but we have brown lung in the cotton
industry. We have also a number of other
problems where research is needed.

The Congress saw fit in 1967 to create
a dollar checkoff in which the cotton-
grower himself is putting some $10 or
$12 million into this program each year.
In addition, in order to try to meet some
of the needs in the area of research Con-
gress saw fit to authorize an additional
amount. We did not do it behind any-
body’s back or in any closet, I might say
to my friend, the gentleman from Illi-
nois.

It was printed in the Recorp and was
made public to everybody, just as every-
thing else is. It authorizes $10 million
for research from the Federal Govern-
ment, and I think it is money that was
well worthwhile; money that has basi-
cally been well spent. Certainly, there
have been some mistakes made. This is
a new operation. It actually has only had
about 18 months of actual operation.

Mr. Chairman, I had been critical of
some of the things which have happened,
but what I am trying to say to the Mem-
bers here today is that we have at-
tempted to get on top of this and see to
it that it does the job that it was in-
tended to do. In fact, we feel they are
doing that today.

I might say that I have a copy of the
minutes, for example, of a recent meet-
ing in which, by a unanimous vote of
the Cotton, Inc., board of directors, men
who are all cotton growers in the United
States, voted on 610 funds, which is what
we are talking about here and the only
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thing we are talking about here, that
the Federal part of it must go for re-
search. This is in the minutes. I have a
copy here for anyone and will be glad to
have them take a look at them,

The gentleman commented on the
salary. Again, someone seems to be quite
concerned over the fact that the head of
this concern—and let me say that this is
a corportion dedicated not only to re-
search, but also to the promotion of cot-
ton. The $1 checkoff for the promotion
is the part that is spent for salaries. It
has a large obligation and a great re-
sponsibility. They have good people, be-
cause it is necessary to have good peo-
ple—the head of that corporation is paid
$100,000 per year. It sounds pretty good,
because we think we do a fairly good job
back here and we are only getting $42,-
500. Let me just give the Members
quickly some figures. The head of
Burlington in the textile industry, and
all of these are geared to that industry,
gets $234,000 per year. E. 1. duPont gets
$288,000 per year. J. P. Stevens gets
$139,000 per year. The president of Mon-
santo gets $325,000 per year. In fact, I
have a long list of them here, none of
whom get as little as the president of
this particular corporation. Many of
them have nowhere near the responsi-
bility of that particular group.

Mr. MATHIAS of California.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. MATHIAS).

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr.

My,

Chairman, I wish to associate myself with
my colleague from California. I think
for the cotton industry this corporation
is necessary, so that I plan to support

the concept of the management organi-
zation such as Cotton, Inc.

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

Mr. SISK. I shall yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
if I have the time.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman knows
that he has made a number of charges,
and 1 am speaking of my colleague from
Illinois, who has made a number of
charges, and I have the charges one by
one. I am not kidding the gentleman
when I say we have spent hours and days
going over some of the problems. I think
there are answers to every single charge
which has been made.

My colleague from Illinois asked for a
GAO investigation of this. I was surprised
that he did not quote from that. The re-
port just came out, and really, it is not all
that bad. Very frankly, although they
had some minor criticisms here and
there, basically the GAO reported that
this was a new corporation that was just
getting under way and basically indi-
cated a pretty clean bill of health. I know
my friend was looking and hoping for
something more.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I yield to my colleague from
California (Mr. TEAGUE).

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, in the past I had supported the
Conte-Findley approaches to this prob-
lem. I am quite sure that they are accu-~
rate, and certainly if they are inacecurete,
it is not intentional, concerning some of
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the past abuses. But I have great
confidence in my colleague from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Sisk) and what he has
just told us concerning his riding herd
on this outfit and keeping his eye on it.

Mr. Chairman, that is sufficient to con-
vince me, as I am going to vote against
the Conte amendment. I do not have one
bale of cotton grown in my distriet.

Mr., SISK. Mr. Chairman, let me con-
clude. I have met on several occasions
with the Cotton, Inc. board and also with
the Cotton Board.

These people are appointed by the
Secretary of Agriculture. The Secretary
of Agriculture has just recently approved
their latest budget. I backed him 100 per-
cent in demanding and insisting that
those budgets be completely explanatory
and that they show reasons and purposes
for which everything will be used.

I do say, yes, there may have been some
looseness here and there, but the facts
are that this organization is new and it
is accomplishing something.

In spite of the criticism of my friend
from Massachusetts, we have records
which indicate, if we had the time to lay
them out, that they have made accom-
plishments. I might say that I spent 4
hours with them recently, on a presenta-
tion of what they have accomplished. It
is an outstanding record.

I hope the amendment will be defeated.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment. It is an
extremely important amendment, and it
involves a basic principle—the provision
of funds from the Federal Treasury to
finance the operations of an essentially
private group established to promote the
interests of a limited number of citizens.

As a member of the Committee on
Agriculture I have come to understand
some of the problems faced by the cot-
ton industry in our Nation. It is my con-
viction that many of the problems of
cotton producers have been created by
the unsound Government farm programs
of the past.

There are many things which we can
do to assist the cotton industry, but
provision of funds raised by taxes paid
by all of the citizens of this country to
pay for an advertising and promotion
is not, in my opinion, an appropriate
activity.

I am a fruit grower. Fruit is a health-
ful and appetizing food. I support pro-
grams designed to tell consumers why
they should buy more fruit. But I do not
come to the Congress and ask my col-
leagues to provide tax money to advertise
my apples. The meat industry has an ex-
cellent program, and it is financed by
the industry. The dairy industry has an
outstanding promotion program financed
entirely from private funds. So does
the poultry industry. The soybean grow=-
ers are spending their own money to
develop new markets for their com-
modity.

Is it unreascnable to ask why, if we
provide Federal funding for a cotton
promotion program, we do not provide
Federal money to promote milk, meat,
eggs, vegetables, fruit, peanuts, rice, and
dozens of other wholesome and nutri-
tious farm products?

It is my understanding that the Fed-
eral funds made available to Cotton,
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Inc., in the past were to have come—but
did not come—from savings which the
Commuodity Credit Corporation was sup-
posed to have built up because of the
limitation on payments to cotton
growers. May I suggest that the Com-
modity Credit Corporation is saving bil-
lions of dollars by not making any pay-
ments whatsoever to beef producers,
pork producers, poultrymen, vegetable
producers, fruit growers, and countless
other farmers and ranchers in 50 States.
How fortunate we are that to date these
producers have not come to Congress and
asked for some of the money we have
saved by not giving them anything at all.

Mr. Chairman, it is fortunate indeed
that we do not make Federal moneys
available to promote farm products of all
kinds. If we did, we could expect a prolif-
eration of programs such as Cotton,
Inc., has developed—with salaries of
$44,000 to $100,000 per year for the fat
cats who run the operation from plush
offices in New York City.

Make no mistake. We could have
dozens of such programs if we wished
to provide the money. There is nothing
about the cotton industry which makes
it unique. I am certain that we fruit
growers could develop an equally waste-
ful means of spending Federal money if
we were faced with the opportunity. I,
for one, am very happy that we are not.
And I give you my word that I shall
never vote for any bill or any amend-
ment which authorizes the expenditure
of tax funds to promote fruit.

During hearings on this legislation
I asked cotton producers if they were not
asleep in their easy chairs while syn-
thetics were taking over. They ad-
mitted they were and now they are
asking the taxpayer to bail them out.
I for one object to this Treasury raid.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
congratulate the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania for a very fine statement and
for the very courageous stand that he
takes, being a fruit grower and not ask-
ing for subsidy.

The gentleman from California had a
whole litany of people in the private sec-
tor who were getting much more money
than Mr. Wooters, $100,000 per year, who
is president of Cotton, Inc., but what he
failed to tell the House was that all these
people were in the private sector, and
there were no Federal taxpayer dollars
involved. Mr. Wooters gets $100,000, and
the Secretary of Agriculture, who runs
the whole agriculture program, gets $60,-
000. He gets almost twice as much money
for running this little agency out of Fed-
eral taxpayer money, and this is what we
are complaining about.

All of the examples I used in my speech
came out of the Comptroller General’s
office.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I am
in complete agreement with the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE).

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate
myself with the sound views of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Sisx) the
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chairman of the Cotton Subcommit-
tee on Agriculture in regard to the ur-
gent need of supporting the program
of Cotton Incorporated. If I did not
come from a cotton district, a cotton
area, and wanted objective information,
I would be glad to turn to a man of un-
impeachable integrity and knowledge
such as the gentleman from California
(BernIE Sisk) for information, because
he knows something about the problem.
And he has a genuine interest in the
success of the effort.

Cotton is not produced in quantity in
the State of Massachusetts, and so it
would seem to me that in making up our
minds as to what we should do about the
amendment which is pending, we would
be inclined to support the views of the
gentleman from California (Mr. Sisk)
and of the Committee on Agriculture,
the people who have made a deep study
of this problem.

Mr. Chairman, this Government is
spending, not millions, but billions of
dollars on all kinds of research. Agricul-
ture is the wonder story of the century.
There has been a lot of money spent in
research, but the cost to the taxpayer
would have been less had we spent more
money on research. The proposal here is
that we not add the $10 million which is
provided in the pending bill for agricul-
tural research in the area of cotton and
cotton fibers.

Now from the farmer himself there
is collected about $10 million a year, and
that money is available for use in pro-
motion and marketing. This is not the
taxpayers’ money but the cotton farm-
ers’ money.

I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that we
could vote down this amendment. We
are confronted with a straightforward
proposition. This is not an emotional
issue.

This is a matter of trying to provide
a more effective program for agriculture,
and we need a more effective program for
agriculture. This is research for that
purpose.

If we are going to export, as we are,
according to agricultural reports, about
$900 million worth of cotton this year,
which is so valuable from the stand-
point of maintaining the validity of the
dollar in the money markets of the world,
we must cease lambasting this industry
at every turn. We must encourage it,
because it is performing a tremendous
service to the American public.

So I would hope that the Members who
may be in doubt as to the issues in-
volved here will rely upon the study and
the investigation and the sound judg-
ment of Members like the gentleman
from California, BERNIE SIS, who have
studied this matter and find the program
highly worthwhile and with great prom-
ise for the future.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise, first of all, as
a representative from the County of
Kern in California. We are a large cot-
ton-growing area.

I further associate myself with the
remarks of Congressman Sisk of Fresno,
Calif., the chairman of the cotton sub-
committee.

Primarily, the reason why I rise is be-
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cause of the depth to which we sink in
debating a bill. I would defend to the
death the right of Mr. ConTE, my col-
league from Massachusetts, and Mr.
FinpLEY, my colleague from Illinois, to
be for or against anything they want to
be for or against, but when we start
to bring names into these debates I think
we lower ourselves in the eyes of all the
people.

I rise to defend the name of the Frick
family in Kern County, who came there
and who had the guts to come there
when there was not any water and hardly
anything to grow. The senior member
of that family just died. One of the mem-
bers of that family is associated with the
Department of Agriculture and placed
all of his land in trust, and the balance
of that family work just as hard as any
other farm family in America.

I think it is despicable when my col-
league from Illinois takes their name in
vain in an attempt to pass an amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I cannot remember the
last time, if ever, when I spoke on an
agricultural bill. I want to say I do not
have a single cotton plant or, as far as
I know, & boll weevil in my district, but
I do happen to know that cotton is one
of the principal dollar earners in export.
I think anything that we can do which
will improve the potential of increasing
our favorable balance of trade we ought
to do.

There is no question in my mind but
what we waste a lot of money in this
Government. I could reel off a lot of
statistics about that. I do not know
whether any of you saw the little ex-
change in the morning paper where we
were examining the head of the U.S.
Information Agency which wants $19
million to build a new transmitter. He
admitted it had been published in the
paper where they were going to build it,
but he could not tell the committee
because it was to be secret. I just cite
that as one example of money that
might be put down the drain, because
we sent out a questionnaire to several
thousand people around the world, and
we found that many Americans in these
foreign countries did not know the Voice
of America broadcast in English, and
God knows, if they do not know, then
you cannot expect foreigners to know.

However, I will not belabor that point.
I am saying an industry which is willing
to have a checkoff system by itself,
which the cotton industry does, is en-
titled to a little bit of money from the
Federal Government to help out on re-
search and to help out on promotion.

Our problem today with the lack of
confidence in the dollar is an unfavor-
able balance of trade. If there is any-
where that we are going to make up that
unfavorable balance of trade, it is in
agricultural exports in the surplus
category.

You know, soybeans, I guess, are the
biggest earner, but we do not have enough
of them to go around right now, and you
cannot grow soybeans everywhere. But
you can grow cotton. If we can grow cot-
ton and export it and earn dollars to off-
set that balance-of-payments deficit and
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if this organization can help to promote
that, then I say we ought to defeat this
amendment and go ahead and give them
this amount of money, which, taken in
the total Federal budget, is a mere pit-
tance in any case.

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

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

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Ohio, and
to ask the gentleman if it is not also true
that we have a 16-million-acre allotment
for cotton in this country which we have
not grown for a number of years, and we
are down now to 10 million acres of cot-
ton, and are raising approximately 10
million bales of cotton? Also is it not a
fact that we are using domestically about
8 million bales, with a 4-million bale
carryover?

As the gentleman from Ohio said, if we
are going to be in the world market we
have to help these people promote their
product because it has fallen for years
now down to the position where cotton
farming is at the point where many peo-
ple do not want to plant cotton, and yet
we must have the cotton product to help
in our balance of payments.

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman from
Texas. And I just say this, Mr. Chairman,
that if we could double the sale of cotton
abroad I would be willing to gquadruple
the amount of money that this organiza-
tion is spending in order to promote it.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, on the one side of the
coin I strongly favor, and I suspect the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY)
and the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. ConTE) do too, anything we
can do to promote agricultural products
and their sale domestically and inter-
nationally.

I suspect that there can be no argu-
ment, and I certainly do not have any,
against effective and affirmative mer-
chandising of an agricultural commodity.
We have heard over the years that it is
highly desirable to put more and more of
our tax dollars into research so we can
broaden the use and we can broaden the
merchandising of our agricultural com-
modities.

So, if Cotton, Inc., did all of these
things in the right way, I think every-
body would favor the organization. As
far as I know in these areas the orga-
nization has improved significantly, I
now am told there are assurances that
in the future the research aspect with tax
dollars will be done more effectively and
more energetically.

On the other side of the coin, I do not
approve, and in fact I strongly disap-
prove, of any exorbitant salaries that
have been paid to any of these employees
of quasi-governmental organizations,
and I do not condone the figures that I
have heard. It is pretty hard for me to
justify that kind of a salary scale.

Also, I do not condone any poor judg-
ment in the spending for office furnish-
ings or otherwise, whether they are tax
dollars or checkoffs from the funds given
by cotton farmers. I thoroughly disap-
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prove of anything that is unwise or un-
justified, and I must say the weight of
evidence would indicate to me that they
did use very poor judgment.

But every once in a while people do
that, and they ought to be castigated, and
if they are smart they learn a lesson. I
hope these people have.

Let us go back to June 15 of this year.
I heard my good friends, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. ConTE) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY)
make their pitch when we had the agri-
cultural appropriation bill on the floor of
the House. I must say I was impressed.
But, in the interim between June 15 and
this date I have made some investigations
on my own. For this reason, after con-
sulting independent sources, I am con-
vinced that we ought to defeat the
Conte-Findley complex in this instance.
I honestly believe we ought to give this
organization another chance. They have
about 12 months between now and the
next agriculture appropriation bill, and
they will have to improve their record. I
will give them the benefit of the doubt
after this personal investigation of the
circumstances that I heard described on
the floor of the House on June 15.

But I want to put them on notice that
they are not going to be scot-free; that
performance is going to dictate my judg-
ment a year from now.

On the basis of that investigation and
this commitment, I am going to oppose
the amendment, and hopefully this or-
ganization will perform the function of
promotion of the product, merchandis-
ing of the commodity, and the necessary
research of the commodity.

For those reasons and under these cir-
cumstances I urge the defeat of this
amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I support the Conte
amendment. First of all, I oppose the
effort of the Committee on Agriculture
to impose taxes. This is a tax. I think
it should be handled by the tax-writing
committee. I do not think the Commit-
tee on Agriculture ought to write tax
law. I feel that the committee in its
judgment exercised very sound discre-
tion this year in eliminating the bread
tax. Like most Americans, like most
Members of this Congress, I was shocked
that bakers had to pay a processing tax
on baking flour to create a fund for farm
subsidy purposes. It is my hope that the
bread tax will end this year.

I would say to my good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan, the distin-
guished minority leader, the Honorable
GeraLp Forp that there is no checkoff on
automobile sales, on refrigerator sales,
on furniture sales. I think that the trend
toward checkoffs is universal. I think
that if we continue it in this area, it is
going to become contagious, and it will
extend throughout the whole spectrum
of industry,

I think the research funds that are
provided through this device are insig-
nificant when compared with the re-
search funds that are provided at the
taxpayers’ expense. I think it is fine to
promote the use of an agricultural prod-
uct and the sale of such products. I
think it can be voluntarily done.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

As our good friend, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GooprLing) has
indicated, it can be done on a voluntary
basis, and it should be done on a volun-
tary basis.

Imposing a tax of this kind on every
bale of cotton and then having people
privately dispose of that fund is not the
way we should be doing things here. I
think it leads to the establishment of
cartels; I think it leads to the estab-
lishment of price control policies and
controlled marketing arrangements.

I think that cotton is already one of
the most heavily subsidized industry in
the United States. I deplore and I op-
pose the imposition of this kind of a tax.
I think it is unnecessary. I think it is a
step in the wrong direction. I think we
ought to stop this kind of procedure be-
fore it gets out of hand and spreads to
every other industry.

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

Mr. VANIK. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Do I understand that the
checkoff on cotton of so much per bale
has resulted in the establishment of a
$12 million to $15 million fund which
today is drawing interest of some $3
million a year, approximately $3 mil-
lion?

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

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. That is exactly right.
What they have done is spent the Fed-
eral money that the Federal Government
has put up, and they have put their
money into a bank account, and they are
drawing interest on it. The gentleman
is exactly right.

Mr, VANIK. I will be happy to yield to
my colleague, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, for an answer to that question.

Mr. SISK. In answer to the question,
the truth of the matter is that there is
no such amount piled up. I know the gen-
tleman is getting ready to have a connip-
tion fit, but I have the budget which has
been approved by the Secretary of the
Department of Agriculture in which the
money is committed for the coming year.
Let me say to my good friend that every
dollar in the budget that is now approved
by the Secretary of Agriculture—I have
a complete budget—is committed. I am
talking now about checkoff funds.

In fact, they have a commitment now
that overrides into this coming year to
the tune of $3 million, which is, in other
words, on the assumption that, of course,
we are going to make a cotton crop. The
truth of the matter is that this is not
money which is piled up and just draw-
ing interest.

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

Mr. VANIK, I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr, Chairman, Members
will notice that is for the coming year.
It is because I exposed this 5 weeks ago
on the floor of the House and the records
of Cotton, Inc., on inspection of the U.S.
Government discloses that they have be-
tween $12 million and $15 million in re-
serve which represents unexpended funds
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in dollar checkoffs. They spent the Fed-
eral funds and they kept their own at
interest.

I say Members should take a look at
who got up to speak on this. Of course,
the leadership did, and we can see why,
but every individual who got up to speak
should be noted.

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

(On request of Mr. Gross, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. VaNik was al-
low to proceed for 1 additional minute.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, do I understand that
the Secretary of Agriculture or whoever
is in charge of this matter has not yet
made this year’s contribution of $10 mil-
lion; that payment is being held in abey-
ance although it was supposed to have
been made on June 30 or July 1?

Mr. FINDLEY. That is correct.

Mr., GROSS. The official is apparent-
ly awaiting whatever action the House
might take in this respect.

Mr. SISK. The annual budget has been
approved.

Mr. GROSS. But the money has not
been made available by the Department
of Agriculture.

Mr. CONTE. That is exactly correct.

Mr. VANIE. I might say to the gentle-
man from Iowa that is my understand-
ing. I share the concern of the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Then it is important that
the House take some action today and
I support the amendment. I thank my
friend from Ohio for yielding.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I know
no one would want to leave a misappre-
hension about this amendment. Cotton,
Inc., is directed entirely at domestic re-
search and promotion and it is not de-
veloping international markets. The De-
partment of Agriculture is cooperating
with an international cotton promotion
organization which is doing effective
work in developing world markets for
cotton, but Cotton Inc., has nothing to
do with that.

The CHAIRMAN., The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by clerks; and
there were—ayes 241, noes 162, not vot-
ing 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 829]
AYES—241

Bell
Bennett
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong Brasco
Ashbrook Bray
Aspin Broomfield
Badlllo Brotzman
Bafalis
Barrett

Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Butler

Byron
Carney, Ohio
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark

Boland

Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
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Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex,
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Glbbons
Gilman
Goodling

Hanrahan
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, I,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak
Arends
Baker
Beard

Blackburn
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Camp

Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Cochran
Conable
Conlan
Daniel, Dan
Davls, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.

Rees
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla.
Earth
Kastenmeler
Keating
Kemp
King
Koch
Kyros
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McColllster
MecCormack
McDade
McKinney
MecSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milfdrd
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Il.
Nix

Obey
O'Brien
Owens
Parris
Peyser
Pike
Price, 111,
Pritchard
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Regula
Reuss
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.

NOES—162

de la Garza
Denholm
Dickinson
Dingell

Dorn

Downing
Duncan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Evins, Tenn.
F.owers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Fountain
Fuqua
Gettys
Giaimo
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Gray
Griffiths
Haley
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Hays
Henderson
Hicks
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Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Ruppe
Ryan
B8t Germaln
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Bteele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stratton

tudds

Sulllvan
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldle
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
Widnall
Willlams
Wilson,

Charles H.,

Calif.
Winn
Wolft
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Hungate
Ichord
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Kazen
Eetchum
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Lehman
Litton

Long, La.
Lott
McEwen
McEay
Mahon
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Mills, Ark.
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl

Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Sebelius
Sikes
Sisk
Skubltz
Slack
Spence
Staggers
Stark
Steed
Steiger, Ariz,
Stephens
Stubblefield
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
NOT VOTING—30
Frenzel Mitchell, N.Y.
Green, Oreg. Moorhead, Pa.
Guhbser Morgan
Gude Pepper
Hébert Pettis
Conyers Heckler, Mass. Powell, Ohlo
Danielson Holifield Riegle
Dent Johnson, Callf. Rooney, Pa.
Flsher McFall Stuckey
Flood Mailliard Wiggins

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr., MOORHEAD of California and
Mr. YOUNG of Florida changed their
votes from “no” to “aye.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. TEAGUE OF

CALIFORNIA

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer a number of amendments.
These amendments are a page and a half
long. I ask unanimous consenf that they
may be considered as read and printed
in the Recorp, and I will explain them,
as they are very simple in nature but
wordy on paper.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
inform the Chair as to just where the
amendments come in the bill?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Yes. They
are on pages 41 through 48 and 50
through 52. They all have to do with ref-
erences to the Forest Incentive Act.

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The amendments offered by Mr.
TeacUE of California are as follows:

Page 41, line 20, strike out the words ‘‘ten,
or twenty-five years" and insert the words
“or ten years".

tl:age 41, line 24, strike out the word *for-
ests,”.

Page 42, line 12, strike out the semicolon
and the balance of line 12, all of line 13, and
the words “forest lands” on line 14,

Page 42, line 17, strike out the word “for-
Page 43, line 2, strike out the word “for-
ests,"”,

Page 43, line 3, strike out the word “for-
ests”.

Page 43, lines 6 and 7, strike out the words
“or to insure an adequate supply of timber
and related forest products”.

Page 43, line 22, strike out the words “or
the State forester''.

Page 44, line 10, strike out the words “‘or
the State forester.

Page 44, line 20, strike out the word “for-
est,”.

Page 47, line 1, strike out the word “trees,”.

Page 48, line 18, strike out the words “fish,
and forest” and insert the words “and fish”.

Thompson, N.J.

Thornton

Treen

Udall

Ullman

Veysey

Waggonner

Wampler

White

Whitehurst

Whitten

Wilson, Bob

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Wright

Wyatt

Young, Alaska

Young, Ga.

Young, 8.C.

Young, Tex.

Nelsen
Nichols
O'Hara
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
FPatten
Perkins
Pickle
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rarick
Reid
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rooney, N.Y,
Rose

Ashley
Bowen
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Collier

July 11, 1973

Page 48, line 20, strike out the words “the
State forester,”.

Page 50, lines 11 and 12, strike out the
words “the Forest Service, State forestry
organizations,”.

Page 50, line 16, strike out subsections (a),
(b), (c), and (e) of Section 1009 and re-
designate subsection (d) as subsection (a).

Page 52, line 24, strike out the colon and
insert a perlod and strike the balance of line
24, line 25, and on page 53, line 1, strike out
lines 1 and 2,

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, this bill contains a proposal to em-
bark on a brandnew subsidy program;
it is called the forest incentive program.
It would provide Federal funds from $10
to $25 an acre to plant trees on private
lands not in the national forests or na-
tional parks. The Federal contribution
would be up to 75 percent of the total
cost of the forestation program.

It is true the bill provides for only $25
million as a so-called pilot program, but
there are 300 million acres in this coun-
try which would be eligible for this
forestation operation, which means you
could be talking about a cost of $3 billion
even at the minimum cost of $10 per acre.

What it is supposed to do is this: It
will be argued there is a shortage of
timber, and I do not doubt that there
is. To start with, I do not know where
the decision will be made as to what
locations in the country will be selected
for this so-called pilot program:; $25 mil-
lion out of a total of $3 billion involves
some pretty discretionary action on the
part of someone.

What they would do is go in in some
cases, I suppose, and strip out the natural
undergrowth and natural beautiful areas
and replace this type of countryside with
tree orchards which would be har-
vested in 10, 15, 20, and 30 years from.
now.

I think this is important. I have not
heard one word from a conservation or-
ganization in the country in support of
this measure.

It is not a conservation program. We
will be replacing®or displacing beautiful,
natural countryside, some of it may be
with only clumps of trees, these may re-
main, other acreages with shrubbery
which protect our natural wildlife, and
that will be taken out and replaced with
tree orchards. Then after a few years
there is nothing to prevent the operator
or the owner of these tracts of land, which
are limited to 500 acres each, from going
in and clearcutting the whole thing, and
;3 will end up with a scarred country-

e.

The thing that concerns me most is not
only the environmental aspect of it, but
the fact that it is embarking on a pro-
gram with only—and I would put that
in quotes—$25 million, and it could run
up to a great many billions of dollars. I
think this is no time to be starting on a
new forestry program.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman has just said, I believe,
and I would ask the gentleman to correct
me if I am wrong, that the gentleman
did not know where this pilot program
would be conducted.
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Mr. TEAGUE of California. I said that
because I did not know.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Then if the gen-
tleman does not know where the pilot
program is going to be conducted, how
can the gentleman say that there will be
clearcuting carried out?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I assume
that is the purpose of the legislation.

Mr. WAGGONNER. If the gentleman
is assuming that, then that is what is
wrong with the gentleman’s argument.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I will yield
further to the gentleman, but first per-
mit me to answer the question raised by
the gentleman.

The problem is that the objective of
the program is to grow trees, and to har-
vest those trees for timber. Certainly I
assume since there is nothing in the bill
to prohibit clearcutting of the timber in
the bill, then is it not fair to assume that
there is at least a potential danger that
this could take place?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I think there is a
potential of removing unproductive trees
from good forest land, but to assume
that there is going to be clearcutting of
productive timber is just a wrong as-
sumption to make, because it just will
not happen.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Why do we
grow the trees if we are not going to cut
them and convert them into lumber, or
pulpwood ?

Mr. WAGGONNER. The growth that
is 6n this land now is considered to be
trash, and is not suitable for actual use
by our timber people.

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

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

Mr. Chariman and Members of the
Committee, I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by my beloved
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. TeEacuE). All of us are aware that
there is a timber shortage in the United
States. Many times in this Chamber
over the past years we have made com-
mitments to provide suitable housing
for all of the American people. I would
remind the committee that unless we en-
courage the small landowners to start
producing timber, we will never be able
to fulfill our commitments to provide
adequate housing for all Americans.

I pointed out during the general debate
on the floor that the forestry incentive
provision establishes a pilot plan pro-
gram to encourage timber production on
presently idle land. These provisions rep-
resent an investment in the expansion
of forestry products for our entire na-
tional economy.

The bill limits funds for this program
to $25 million annually. This is certain-
1y a modest sum and will be money well
invested.

I would remind the members of the
committee that during the consideration
of the Interior appropriations bill, it was
brought out that the Forest Service spent
approximately $20 million every year
simply to clean up the debris and the
vandalism caused in our national parks.

Mr. Chairman, the provisions in the
bill are modest and propose a pilot pro-
gram to encourage timber production on
presently low yield or idle acreage. Cer-
tainly the program will not encourage

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the small landowner to take high yield
acreage out of annual production. This
simply would not be economically feasi-
ble for the farmer.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RARICK. I will yield to the gen-
tleman in just one moment.

Mr. Chairman, there is no attempt
here to take all of the wheat land or
soybean land out of production and say
that we are going to plant the Nation’s
farmland in trees.

All we are trying to do is start a pilot
program to encourage people who are ac-
customed to having a crop which would
be productive each year to get started
in a 15- to a 25-year investment. It will
be vears from now before they will ever
realize any actual return, but certainly
if we are going to supply the future tim-
ber needs of this country, we must start
now.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RARICK. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Dakota.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. I
should like to ask the gentleman a ques-
tion because he is the chairman of the
subcommittee that put together this sec-
tion of the bill. I should like to ask, for
the purpose of making some legislative
history, as I understand it, these tracts
are limited to 500 acres in size; is that
correct?

Mr. RARICK. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Is
there any limitation on how many tracts
an individual or corporation can own?
We passed a payment limitation section
yesterday, if the gentleman will recall,
and I was wondering what the intent of
the committee was. The bill is not ex-
actly clear on that point.

Mr. RARICK. If there is a 500-acre
tract on a farm in an area where refor-
estation is in order, this would be a fine
program. I would hesitate to be a party
to subsidizing 500-acre tracts all owned
by a gigantic corporation at the public’s
expense,

I would say to the gentleman that the
bill contains a definition of eligible land-
owners. Clearly the intention and thrust
of this entire program is to aid small
nonindustrial, private landowners, but
there is no express limitation on the sub-
division of tracts. Again, we are simply
trying to encourage people who are not
in forestry production to enter into it.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Was
the intent of the committee to concen-
trate on the small tract owner rather
than making this a boondoggle for a
large corporation?

Mr. RARICK. This is the committee’s
intent. This program is designed to en-
courage farmers to place idle or low
yield acreage in timber production. If
they have large land acreage, they either
have it in timber today, which is often
owned by timber companies, or they have
it in some other form of corporate pro-
duction. We are not concerned aboutb
them.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. I
appreciate the gentleman’s explanation.

Mr. BURTON. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. RARICK, I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. BURTON. I should like to com-
mend the chairman of the subcommit-
tee and our colleague from Florida, Mr.
S1kes, for their leadership in construct-
ing this very useful program.

I urge that the amendment deleting
the reforestation provision from the bill
be defeated.

Mr. RARICK. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. RARICK. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I rise in op-
position to the Teague amendment which
eliminates the forestry incentives pro-
gram. I wish to add my support to this
needed legislation and urge my fellow
Members to do likewise. This piece of
legislation has been sponsored in the
Senate by my Senator, Senator STENNIS.
Almost every conservation organization
has at one time or another expressed its
support for the forestry incentives con-
cept as a necessary step to improving the
management on approximately 60 per-
cent of the Nation’s commercial forest
land acreage. Such far-ranging support
cannot be ignored, especially when it
comes from those individuals most inti-
mately involved and knowledgeable
about our forest resources.

Similar incentives legislation has been
before the Congress many times in the
past. Controversy over such proposals
has never centered on the need but
rather upon the proper tools to satisfy
that need. I am convinced that the pro-
cedures outlined in title X of H.R. 8860
will efficiently achieve the stated goal of
improved forest management on the
nonindustrial private forest lands of this
Nation.

Trees do not grow overnight to matu-
rity but rather take many decades. No
individual small landowner can afford
to tie up large sums of capital for such
long time periods. The risks are just too
high. The public sector must be willing
to assume some of this risk in the in-
terest of -enhancing the Nation’s wel-
fare through the many products which
will flow from these lands. The time is
growing short for debating the issue
in Congress instead of getting the job
done on the ground. Demands on these
lands are increasing daily while the re-
sults of an incentives program will not
be forthcoming overnight.

As we face impending shortages of
energy and resources, I find that this
Congress could make no better invest-
ment than in our few renewable natural
resources. I heartily support the passage
of title X of H.R. 83€0 as it is presently
written.

Mr. RARICK. I would remind the
members of the committee again that if
we want to help solve the housing prob-
lem by making timber available, certain-
1y we must start now. I think $25 million
annually is a very modest sum, and I
urge defeat of the amendment and reten-
tion of the forestry incentives provisions
that the bill now contains.

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

Mr., Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment to delete the pilot for-

.
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estry incentives program provisions.

At this point, I think we are all aware
of the rapidly rising demands being
made on all the Nation’s forest re-
sources—and the demands will continue
to rise. Thus, it is only logical that non-
Federal forest lands will be playing an
increasingly important role. And we have
got to provide for an adequate supply of
timber and related products.

Our public and industrial lands are
producing pretty much near their ca-
pacity, and the greatest potential for
long-term and large-scale increases in
timber supply is on our small privately
owned lands.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture
advises that 4 million nonindustrial pri-
vate ownerships control 296 million
acres—which constitutes three-fifths of
our commercial forest lands available
for sustained timber production.

USDA also advised us during our hear-
ings on HR. 2904—which I cospon-
sored—and other bills providing for for-
estry incentives that these small prop-
erties are producing no more than half
of their potential. Forestry investments
are often not made—so the bulk of these
lands are either cut over, understocked,
or otherwise in a poor productive condi-
tion.

The typical small private landowner
is often not able to make the financial
commitment needed to bring his prop-
erty up to its productive potential.
These small private owners are many
in number, but they are scattered, and
they have many differing objectives for
managing their own forest tracts. We
have to remember, too, that the time
span involved in the range of manage-
ment practices is much longer than the
life of any other crop.

Thus the private owner does need en-
couragement, or some form of incentive
to improve the condition of his forest
resource.

What we want to do here is provide
just that catalyst so that private forest
landowners will blend sound forestry
practices with their land management
objectives and actions.

Perhaps this approach to motivating
private forest landowners will not prove
to be the most effective. Let is find out.
Let us authorize this pilot program as a
step in the right direction.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SIKEsS
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from California, for whom I have
great respect, has offered an amend-
ment to strike the forestry incentive sec-
tion from the bill. He also has stated he
is opposed to the bill in its entirety in
addition to being opposed to the forestry
program in the bill. I think that tells
the story. If the House follows his counsel
on the farm bill, there will be no farm
program, and that would be an invita-
tion to disaster for the economy. If we
follow his amendment and his leader-
ship on the forestry program we will be
leaving undone the one major uncom-
pleted portion of the forestry legislative
package.

Let me call attention to the fact that
the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture,
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Mr. Long, and the Chief of the Forest
Service, Mr. McGuire, made it clear in
testimony to the committee that they
support the concept of forestry incen-
tives. They recognize the need.

Mr. Chairman, everybody on the floor
knows the importance of the Nation’s
forests. What some may not know is that
300 million acres of these forests are in
private ownership, most of them small
ownerships, and these are the private
nonindustrial forest lands. The average
is 70 acres of timberland per individual.
That is an important fact and we will
get back to it in a moment.

The chances are the owner of the av-
erage small tract has had to sell off his
timber to pay hospital bills or send his
children to college or buy new farm
equipment and he has not had money for
reforestation or timber stand improve-
ment. The result is that he has trash
timber which has no market value. Sound
timber will not grow under most circum-
stances after the original stand is re-
moved without clearing and replanting
or least having timber stand improve-
ment.

This section is devoted—please hear
this—to the small timberland owner. No
one with more than 500 acres can par-
ticipate. We are not talking about a great
deal of money for the individual. A figure
of $25 an acre has been suggested to
help with replanting. Probably half of
that amount would be used if only tim-
ber stand improvement is required. That
averages out to about $20 an acre.

For the average owner of 70 acres of
woodland, we are talking about some-
thing in the neighborhood of $1,400. That
is not a very big payment. This bill, ob-
viously, is to help the little fellow. Why
is it important to help him?

Mr. Chairman, I think that every
Member of the House is aware of the in-
creasing cost of lumber and the scarcity
of lumber. This has brought about serious
difficulties in construction, large cost in-
creases for homebuilders. The effect is
most adverse in the lower cost housing
area. More and more housing is being
priced out of reach of the average fam-
ily. We require a lot more timber than
we are growing, and the situation is go-
ing to get worse before it gets better.

The forestry incentive program will
not cure that problem today or next year,
but it will help to overcome the problem
in the years ahead. The trees which are
needed to prevent more aggravated
shortages of lumber in future years ought
to be in the ground just as quickly as
possible. The forestry incentive program
is intended to help the largest remain-
ing area of underdeveloped timberland
to become more productive.

The bill authorizes $25 million a year.
A scare figure of billions in cost has been
thrown out. There is no basis whatever
for that apprehension. This program can
cost only what Congress authorizes and
appropriates. The figure is $25 million,
not billions. I realize that more is actual-
ly needed but by spending this much, we
can have an effective program of about a
million acres. It will be controlled
through State departments of agricul-
ture. This, too, is important.

There will be strict requirements on
the disbursement of funds. Participants
must carry out certain planning and
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management practices. There is a forfei-
ture clause for noncompliance. This is a
tough bill. These funds are not hand-
outs.

Everybody knows the problem exists.
Everybody knows the demand for lum-
ber is going up. Everybody knows the
area covered by this section of the bill is
one where better forestry practices are
needed most. Everybody should know
that this is an investment in America.
This program does not pay people not
to produce; it pays them to produce more
of a needed product. It helps the people
who need it most. It does not help the
big landowner, the big producer. It helps
the small landowner. We seek to give
him an opportunity to help America.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot afford to
lose more time getting this program
underway. The House has an opportu-
nity now, by defeating the amendment,
to approve a program which twice—not
once—twice has passed the other body
without opposition. Senator STenNis, one
of America’s great leaders, has called
this an investment in forest produects for
the entire national economy, and that is
exactly what it is.

Mr, Chairman, I ask that the amend-
ment be defeated.

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

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to associate myself with the gentleman
from Florida. I think the situation in the
housing industry has been outlined by a
number of speakers very well.

Mr. Chairman, I think this amendment
should be defeated, and I agree with what
the gentleman said.

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
my colleague from Florida (Mr. HALEY).

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I join with
my colleague from Florida in asking for
the defeat of this amendment, because
I think it is a very vital thing that we
proceed along the lines the committee
has urged.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I am very
grateful for this comment from the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the dean of the South Carolina delega-
tion (Mr. Dorn).

Mr. DORN, Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank my distinguished friend from
Florida for yielding to me, and commend
him for the excellent statement he has
made here today.

Mr. Chairman, our good friends, the
environmentalists, are for this type of
legislation because 1 acre, I am told, of
pine trees gives off enough oxygen every
year to keep 18 people alive, plus filtering
water and cleaning the air. This is an
investment of great importance.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
;te my distinguished friend’s contribu-

on.

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
my colleague from Florida (Mr. FuqQua).

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I want to
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commend the gentleman for his remarks
and also join with the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. DorN) in com-
mending him and in asking that the
amendment be voted down.

Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. RoBerT W. DANIEL,
JR.).

Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR. Mr.
Chairman, the language of the bill says
that—

No forest incentives contract shall be ap-
proved under this section on a tract greater
than five hundred acres.

Just for eclarification, an individual
owning 2,000 acres, could he participate
in 5 successive years in 500-acre lots?

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I think the
language is clear. This program, as it
now is written, is intended for the small
landowner who does not own more than
500 acres.

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

Mr. Chairman, I had not planned to
take any part in the discussion of this
part of the bill, and I hesitate to follow
my good friend the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Sixes) who just spoke, be-
cause he was the chief sponsor of the
bill incorporated into this legislation.

There are a few things, however, 1
should like to point out to the Members
of the House. :

I asked both the chairman of the full
committee and the chairman of the sub-
committee to hold a few additional hear-
ings. Both agreed we should probably do
that, but these hearings were never held.
This is my concern about the bill as we
see it today.

All of us know that the pseudo-
environmentalists—I like to call them
“instant experts,” because that is exact-
ly what a lot of them are and EPA are
making it very difficult to preserve tim-
ber we have. Make no mistake about that.

The Tussock moth is taking over in
the Pacific Northwest. EPA some time
ago was asked to allow the use of DDT
to control the Tussock moth. What hap-
pened? EPA refused the request. As a
result, in one block alone, I am told, they
will lose over 400,000 acres of good fir
or spruce., It does not matter what
variety it is.

I need not tell the people in the North-
east section of the country that the gypsy
moth is eating us up, and it is getting
worse and worse every year. EPA will not
allow us to do anything to control the
gypsy moth.

They tell us they have some pesticides
to control them, but they are minor pesti-
cides and are not doing the job.

I asked the chairman of the subcom-
mittee to have EPA and some of these
pseudo-environmentalists come in to our
committee and to assure us we would be
allowed to protect these trees once we
have them planted.

We do not know what they are going
to do. My guess is that unless we do
something about EPA and some of these
environmentalists I have been talking
about, instead of having more timber we
will have less.

I agree with the gentleman from
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Florida that this will produce more tim-
ber. Unless we are going to protect trees,
once planted, we will throw the money
down the drain in planting trees.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. The genfleman from
Pennsylvania I believe was in the sub-
committee the day that Assistant Secre-
tary Long and Chief Forester McGuire
testified.

If I remember the testimony correctly,
Chief McGuire of the Forest Service and
Assistant Secretary Long testified that
the length of time for pulp timber to
mature in the southeast is 10 years from
the time of planting until it can be har-
vested, and there are some experimental
blocks with cottonwood varieties they
find they can harvest in 5 years.

I am sure that testimony was brought
out in the subcommittee. I wanted to
ask the distinguished gentleman, a mem-
ber of the committee, how long it takes
to start returning a profit on an apple
orchard he plants, after planting. Would
it be 10 years?

Mr. GOODLING. We do not need to
wait 10 years, but it ic at least 8 years to
get a reasonable crop and I should add
we are not subsidized for planting our
fruit trees as the gentlemen from Idaho
knows.

Mr. SYMMS. Has the gentleman ever
been paid a subsidy for reforesting lands
in Pennsylvania with apple trees?

Mr. GOODLING. I am happy to say
that the Government never got into the
business of fruit growing. I trust, for the
gentleman’s sake and mine, it never will.
When Government gets into farm pro-
grams we do more harm than good. I
should like to see the Government out of
farming. I believe the gentleman would,
also.

Mr. SYMMS. The gentleman has been
on the Committee on Agriculture for
some time. When the first food stamp
bill came through the Committee on
Agriculture, how much money was au-
thorized?

Mr. GOODLING. As I recall, about five
$1 million pilot programs.

Mr. SYMMS. And how much is in the
bill this year?

Mr. GOODLING. Well, it is going to
be some $2.5 billion, and this disturbs
me.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I think
that this does point out, if the gentle-
man would agree with me and with the
ranking Member, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Teacue) that there is a
possibility this program could grow enor-
mously in years to come, and the prin-
cipal involved here is not if we should
plant more trees but who should do it—
Government or the private property
owner.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say just one
more word.

As I stated originally, I am for the
principle of this bill, but if this amend-
ment does not prevail then I think it is
incumbent upon each of us here to see
that we do everything possible to protect
these forest trees once they are planted.
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I am sure that if the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. Symms) and I do not take
care of our apple trees after we plant
them, we will never get a return, and I
am afraid unless we do something in
this regard, the American people will pay
the price and receive no return.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have vast Federal
timber ownerships in this country, Many
of the timbered acres that are owned
by the Federal Government lie in the
Pacific Northwest. Those Federal lands
on which commercial timber is growing
are managed on a sustained yield basis.
These programs have been worked out
by both the Forest Service and the De-
partment of the Interior so that as
trees are cut new seeds or seedlings are
planted, and we end up with a standing
board footage and an annual allowable
cut which is stable. This is projected so
that in the long run, so far as Federal
ownership is concerned, we are going
to be able to continue to supply the
raw materials which are so badly needed
for construction throughout the country.

But this is not true, Mr. Chairman,
so far as private ownerships are con-
cerned. In spite of the fact that prices
have climbed, and in spite of the fact
that extensive acreages have been made
available for cutting so far as private
ownerships are concerned, over the
years the Nation has done a very poor
job of reforesting private cutover lands.
If we are in the long run going to have
the supply of raw material that is going
to be necessary to go forward with con-
struction in this country, it is absolutely
imperative that we devise some programs
which will serve as an incentive to the
owners of small woodlots, private owner-
ships, to do what needs to be done now
to get into the ground the trees that 30 or
40 or 60 years from now are going to be
the source of the lumber and the plywood
wirll)lllch is going to make construction pos-
8 e.

We do not have a perfect way to do
this. I commend the committee for mov-
ing forward with what is in the bill
This is a program which will not solve
the problem, but it may grow in future
years; in fact, it will have to grow in
future years if the Nation’s needs are
going to be met.

But time works against us in this
program. If we wait until the crisis is
here, we will not be able to meet that
crisis because of the fact that when we
put a seedling in the ground, there is no
way to speed up its growth to produce the
raw material for the lumber and the
plywood which is so badly needed and
necessary.

Mr. Chairman, too often we do not
plan in advance before a crisis hits us,
The committee in this instance has
planned for the crisis. I commend the
committee for what it is doing in this
particular regard.

Mr. Chairman, I urge for the sake of
the Nation the defeat of this particular
amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition
to the amendment. I think this sec-
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tion is a wise beginning in an effort
to try to stimulate adequate reserves
of timber for the growing demand in this
country and in utilizing small woodlot
owners and small timberland owners as
the holders of a resource for the entire
Nation.

I wish to emphasize that the talk about
billions of dollars of cost simply is not
founded on the bill. The bill specifically
limits this program to an authorization
of $25 million, and in no way can the
Committee on Appropriations exceed
that amount.

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

opposition to the amendment.
* Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition
to. the amendment, and I do so with
‘considerable pain, because I do not
like to be on opposite sides of an
issue with my good friend, CHARLEY
TEAGUE.

I listened very carefully to my col-
league and friend from Florida (Mr.
Sikes) who has been a leader in the
movement for this type of legislation,
and commend him for that leadership.

We all know the prices of lumber and
plywood have been at an alltime high in
recent months. Lumber prices have been
up and down the peaks and valleys along
with the interest rates and building de-
mands over the years.

The reason I am speaking on this issue
is that the bill would primarily benefit
the great third forests of the South, the
small wood lot owners, and because I am
thoroughly familiar with the demand
for wood fiber in the United States.

The only way we can level out these
peaks and valleys is to increase the sup-
ply of wood fibers in this country. Our
wood fiber is grown on national forest
land and in the State and local public
forests and in the great third forests, the
private forests. We are doing an abysmal
job of managing the national forests. We
are investing approximately 10 percent
of what we should invest in the refores-
tation of our national forests. We are in-
vesting virtually nothing as far as the
public sector is concerned in our private
forests by way of incentive.

I disagree with my colleague from Cal-
ifornia that this is not a conservation
measure. I think it is a conversation
measure in the truest sense of the word.
I am speaking of the Forest Incentive
Act. Conservation, as far as I am con-
cerned, is the wise use of our natural
resources. I do not think it is a wise use
of our natural resources to permit our
lands to grow over in trash trees which
have no use at all and allow our lands to
be overgrown with blackberry vines and
the like.

My friend also mentioned clear cut-
ting. I would say in some areas of our
country clear cutting under some restric-
tive circumstances is perhaps the best
way to grow commercial timber. But
there is no indication that you would
have it on a large scale under the pro-
visions of this bill.

Lastly, I point out that we are dealing
with timber and wood fiber as a renew-
able natural resource, a crop which can
be grown over and over again.

There is much talk about getting away
from timber and turning to building sub-
stitutes. Every time you use a building
substitute you use energy, and we do have
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an energy crisis in the world and it is
getting worse. In the use of timber we
do not use energy to any large degree as
we wotld in converting other natural re-
sources to building substitutes.

In addition to that, the substitute sub-
stances we are talking about are all finite,
and we are starting to run out of some of
the finite substances.

I would point out that we are facing a
worldwide shortage of natural resources,
including wood fibers, and we should do
all we can to see that these natural re-
sources are renewed.

I think it would be a tragic thing at
this moment in our history if we did not
take every step we should to renew our
natural resources. In a sense, we are em-
bezzling from our children if we permit
land capable of growth not to be so grown
in commercial timber.

I commend the committee for its work
and urge the defeat of the amendment.

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
TEAGUE) .

Rapidly rising demands will be made
on all of the Nation’s forest resources in
the next few decades.

During the past three decades, lumber
consumption rose 49 percent, use of pulp
produets climbed 236 percent, and con-
sumption of veneer and plywood in-
creased 475 percent. All in all, demand
for wood products increased 70 percent
during the last 30 years.

According to USDA’'s Forest Service,
demand for forest products will increase
another 70 percent by the year 2000.

Under current levels of forest manage-
ment, only modest increases in timber
harvests will be available in the next few
decades. Because Federal and industrial
private forest lands will be producing
near maximum .capacity by 1985, the
burden of meeting these demands must
increasingly be borne by nonindustrial
private and non-Federal public forests.

By far, the greatest potential for in-
creasing timber supply is on the 296 mil-
lion acres of small private, nonindustrial
forest holdings. These acres, which make
up three-fifths—59 percent—of all com-
mercial forest land, are in 4 million pri-
vate parcels and they contain most of
the high production sites. Present pro-
duction on these parcels is only one-half
of the potential, but by intensifying man-
agement and protection, these 296 mil-
lion acres could more than double their
annual growth.

Opportunities for expanding timber
production on nonindustrial private
lands must be captured now if unaccep-
table price rises are to be avoided in the
1980's and beyond. Public lands must
supply most of the increased softwood
demands in the next 15 years and indus-
try lands are expected to reach higher
levels of productivity during this period.
After 1985, however, nonindustrial pri-
vate lands will have to assume the burden
of increased demand.

Since an intensive program of .refor-
estation, planting, and forest culture will
not bring increases in supply for 10 years,
it is imperative that we adopt this pilot
Program now. 3

Financial incentives, including cost-
sharing and earmarking of funds for spe-
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cal forest conservation practices in a to-
tal and integrated resource context, are
needed and desirable if management of
private forests for purposes in addition
to wood production is to occur. This is
because of the long-term nature and rel-
atively low rate of return on such invest-
ments, and because such management
usually results in benefits of an intangi-
ble nature, or benefits that accrue to the
public generally rather than the individ-
ual who bears the burden of establishing
the conservation practice. This is partic-
ularly true for forest recreation, wildlife
protection, watershed erosion control,
and beautification practices where many
of the effects are external to the sites of
application and, the benefits accrue to
the advantage of the general public and
adjacent landowners, or to future gen-
erations rather than the present land-
owners.

A program of reforestation and timber
stand improvement, as proposed, would
do more than add to the needed future
timber supply. The beneficial effects of
trees on the environment would be en-
hanced. People would enjoy the forests
as these were growing up. Watersheds
would be protected from erosion. Idle
land would contribute again its share to
the strength of our country. An impor-
tant benefit of the program would be the
creation of jobs for the unemployed and
a strengthening of the entire rural econ-
omy.

A 10-year program with a $25 million
annual appropriation will go a long way
toward meeting our wood product needs
in the years to come. USDA estimates
that the 10-year, $225 million program
will increase the supply of softwood saw-
timber by 2.1 billion board feet annually
by the vear 2000.

In fiscal year 1973 alone, the Federal
Government expended over $3,000 mil-
lion in the development, management,
and upkeep of public forest lands and
1974 projections call for public expendi-
tures of approximately $325 million.

A $25 million annual appropriation to
develop the remaining three-fifths of our
Nation’s forest resources must surely be
one of the most cost effective programs
that we could envision in these days of
skyrocketing inflation.

I believe that it is imperative that we
do not adopt this amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. TEAGUE) .

The amendments were rejected.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. SISK

Mr. SISK, Mr. Chairman, I am offering
amendments, and the amendments do go
to three different places in the bill.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendments may
be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. Sisx: On page
9, line 5, after “bushel”, strike out down
through “rates” in line 8; and in line 12,
change the colon to a period and strike out
the remainder of the sentence.

On page 22, line 12, change the comma to
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a period, and strike out the remainder of the
sentence,

On page 30, beginning with line 1, strike
out down through the word “made” in line 11.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, this is quite
a simple amendment. I am not sure that
with the record I have for the past 2 days
that we are going to be any more suc-
cessful in this than I have been in my
position on a number of other amend-
ments.

But, Mr. Chairman, I learned a long
time ago, at least for the last 20 years,
that you have to keep battling, but even
though you lose the battles you hope to
win the war. So we are still hoping to
wind up with a decent farm bill.

This particular series of amendments—
and I know there is substantial objection
to the amendments—but first let me ex-
plain the reason I am offering the
amendments.

First may I say that they do only one
thing, they remove the escalator provi-
sion in all the basic commodities. The
language the Clerk has just read simply
removes the escalator provision in con-
nection with cotton, in connection with
wheat. In other words, the target prices
as set forth in the legislation will be the
price for the life of this particular piece
of legislation if it becomes law.

I originally offered this amendment,
and was a rather strong supporter of it
at the time. It was modified to a consid-
erable extent by a request of the admin-
istration to provide for offsets of any
escalation due to increased income by
virtue of research and increased yields,
to the point that I am not altogether
sure exactly what the amendment
amounts to as it presently exists in the
legislation in the way of actual dollars
and cents. I would predict that it does
not mean one dime, in fact, I am certain
that it will not mean one dime in 1974,
and I doubt that it will mean one dime
in 1975. It is possible, if this remains in
the bill, that it could mean a small
amount in the last 2 years.

However, as I have often said, all leg-
islation is the result of compromise.

The administration, as I think we all
know, was very much opposed to this leg-
islation as it came out of the Committee
on Agriculture. They opposed very vig-
orously the target prices that were set
forth. In fact, as many of you know, I
am sure, who have seen the letter from
the Secretary, they indicated their very
strong opposition to the legislation as we
reported it. We continued to work with
the administration and with other Mem-
bers of the Congress in an attempt to try
to reach a reasonable compromise in
order to pass agricultural legislation be-
cause I believe that it is important to this
country. I believe it is important to the
American consumer as well as to the
American farmer that we have such
legislation.

The truth of the matter is that after
long and lengthy consideration, OMB
was finally willing to indicate, according
to the information that we are being
given, that with the elimination of the
escalator they would remove their op-
position and would support the bill as the
committee brought it out.

Now, I recognize that some of my col-
leagues may say, “Well, the bill is far
different now from what the bill was
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when the committee brought it out,” and
I will agree with that. I will say that for
those of us with particular concern for
cotton that we are, for all practical
purposes, out of the bill today. I guess
we will have to do the best we can on the
go-it-alone basis, or, as I say, work out
some way finally to win the war after
having lost most of the battles.

But because of agreements made and
agreements that, as far as I am con-
cerned, I feel bound to support, I am
offering these series of amendments
which will simply firm up the present
target prices in the legislation as the
so-called guaranteed prices that the
producers of these committees will re-
ceive during the life of this legislation
without consideration of any increase in
costs. That is very simple. I am trying
to lay it out as simply as it can be.

It has been indicated by OMB that this
particular escalator clause could add an
extra $1 to $3 or $4 billion in additional
costs to this program over a period of
4 years. I do not so advocate. I doubt
very seriously, as I have already indi-
cated, that it would cost that, but these
are the kinds of figures that they are
concerned about. For that reason they
felt very, very strongly about it, so I am
proposing that we eliminate the escalator
provision from this bill.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendments.

Mr. Chairman, I am getting a little
sick and tired sitting here as a farm-
er myself seeing various methods in
deception utilized in the field of agri-
culture. It escapes me as to why ag-
riculture, the farmer, always has to
be the culprit, why he is blamed for all of
the ills of our society. Everybody else
seems to get a fair break, a fair shake,
but let us not give one to the farmer.
Let us relegate him to the old model
“T."” to the old outhouse, to no new ad-
ditions on his home, and no education for
his children. Let us just make sure that
the consumers are always protected.

Let me tell the Members something.
The farmer, himself, is a consumer,
and he always has been. A large one. If
it were not for agriculture itself, there
would be a lot of people in this country
unemployed.

The escalation referred to this after-
noon is something that is imperative and
necessary if agriculture is going to exist
and expand. Incentives are necessary to
production.

Last year, for instance, I called the
Iowa State University and asked them,
What does it cost this year, 1972, to pro-
duce a bushel of corn? They told me it
was $1.08. This year in 1973 it is $1.186,
or 8 cents more. If escalation is to con-
tinue as far as costs are concerned, why
is not this escalation good for the farmer
to entice him and to enhance his ability
to produce?

We talk about a cost-of-living increase
for the people on social security. Not
too long ago we passed a bill in this very
chamber setting up minimum wages.
What is so wrong with the farmer get-
ting & minimum wage? What is so wrong
with the farmer getting a cost-of-living
increase? If it were possible for the
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farmer to be locked in at present prices
and could guarantee him no additional
expenses, fine. He would go along; he
would produce all that this country
needs and all Jhat is necessary for ex-
ports overseas.

‘We are talking about target prices. The
farmer will produce. I do not know of
anybody in this country who can blame
the farmer for the lack of food or that
the farmer has failed to fulfill his obliga-
tion to feed the Nation.

They need the incentive; they need the
escalation. They have to remain in busi-
ness. I should suggest to the House this
afternoon if they want to hurt the farm-
er permanently, if they want him to go
out of business, if they want a shortage
of food, just support this amendment. My
recommendation to everybody in this
House is to vote “No.”

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendments.

(Mr. BERGLAND asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the
amendment offered by my good, able
colleague, & member of the committee,
the gentleman from California (Mr.

S1sk). I call attention to the language
in the bill that would be stricken by
this amendment. I am reading now:

Adjusted for each of the 1975 through 1977
crops to reflect any changes in the index of
prices paid by farmers for production items,
interest, taxes, and wage rates:

It applies to any changes in costs, up
or down. In the event the costs of pro-
duction come down, it would mean there
would be an automatic reduction in the
target price as established by this bill,
or in the more likely event there is an
increase in the cost of production there
would be an automatic increase in the
target price tempered by any changes in
the yields for that crop for the 3-year
period.

I am one of those who voted to in-
crease the minimum wages for the work-
ing poor of the United States when that
issue was before the House, because I
was persuaded those working poor peo-
ple were entitled to a better wage be-
cause whatever increases had been pro-
vided by the last wage rate increase had
been consumed by increased living costs.
I voted for that minimum wage to meet
their increased costs. Wage contracts
in the United States generally carry es-
calator clauses to take care of the cost-
of-living increases.

I was home last week and I was told
by people there the price of fuels will
probably go up by 50 percent next year,
a factor over which they have no control.
They do not bargain over those things.
They have to have fuel.

The world market price for phosphate
fertilizers is $25 per ton higher than in
the United States, and our fertilizer
costs are bound to go up next year. We
have no choice in that matter. If we are
to have a crop we must have fertilizers.

I suggest the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California would be
a tragic mistake. I would like to ask the
author of the amendment, the gentle-
man from California, a question. He
stated in all probability his amendment
would have no effect on the target prices
because he doubted there would be any
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change in cost. If that is true in fact, if
the gentleman does not think it would
have any effect, why not leave it in?

Mr. SISK. 1 suppose we could argue
the matter both ways. The point I was
making is I would predict it would not
make one dime’s difference in what the
farmers take would be under this legis-
lation.

As the gentleman knows I have pushed
on this amendment and worked on this
and in fact there have been some modi-
fications of some parts of it. I very
frankly tried to make this as clear as I
could and tried to make clear what I
was doing in offering this amendment,
which was to work out a compromise so
we could have a farm bill.

The gentleman knows my sympathies
in this area. As the gentleman said I am
for minimum wage and I also think the
farmer is entitled to a cost of living. The
point is and I think it is an erroneous
feeling, but there is a very strong feeling
by the administration that this adds sub-
stantial obligation in connection with
the future expenditures and their
fears became so great that this be-
came & substantial issue. My own point
is I do not think there is that much
money involved. If I did I might have
other feelings on it as far as the amend-
ment but I just do not see it as meaning
anything much to the farmer in the next
few years.

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

Mr, BERGLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend Congressman BercLAND for his
leadership and associate myself with his
remarks. I would point out that those
who work and produce the food deserve
this kind of income protection if we are
going to provide the kind of encourage-
ment and incentive to have the Ameri-
can farmer produce all he is capable of
producing. It only makes sense if they
are going to take this risk that at least
they are entitled to some minimum pro-
tection if the unanticipated happens. The
escalator section provides the one assur-
ance the American consuming public will
have that the American farmer can pro-
duce without running the risk of seriously
crippling the agricultural segment of the
economy,

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr, Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Sisk amend-
ment. ;

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Sisk) and I have been
around here a long time now. We do not
always agree and we do not always vote
the same and I shall vote against this
farm bill and he will vote for it.

I do support his amendment, and I
think those of you who want a farm bill
will be very well advised to take his ex-
perienced judgment, and if they want
the bill to become law, they certainly
should vote “aye” on the Sisk amend-
ment. If not, they are taking a very, very
serious risk of having no farm bill, of
this nature, at least.

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendments.

Mr. Chairman, certainly there is
ample justification for the escalator
clause found in this bill. I have been
close to agriculture my entire life. In
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the past few months the prices farm-
ers received for their commodities
equalled the prices they received for these
commodities in 1948, 1949, and 1950. In
the years between 1948 and 1973 prices
were consistently lower than these levels.
Do you know of any other business that
is just now receiving a price for its com-
modity or service equal to what it re-
ceived back in 1950°?

Had it not been for the increase in
productivity, the farmer would not have
been able to stay in business. I do not
mean to cast any reflection on other in-
dustries, but had other industries
equaled the productivity of those en-
gaged in agriculture, our dollar abroad
would be in a much more prestigious posi-
tion today. The statistics have been cited
many times to demonstrate that although
an individual farmer is both his own
manager and his own primary source of
labor, his income level is lower than that
of most other workers—in labor or man-
agement.

The recent rise in prices paid to farm-
ers have helped bring their incomes
closer to those received by other occupa-
fional groups. The wage a farmer re-
ceives for his management and labor, as
represented by the price he receives for
his products, is ridiculously low by com-
parison to other occupations. The com-
parison becomes even more absurd when
one considers that the price he receives
should also represent a reasonable return
on his investment. Left anyone who
doubts that a farmer must be a business-
man consider the huge investment re-
quired. At the same time, any farmer
knows that he would be better off finan-
cially to sell his farm and buy Govern-
ment bonds for the return on his invest-
ment that he would receive. Considering
the ridiculously low return to agricul-
tural investment, is it any wonder we find
so few young people involved in the busi-
ness of agriculture? It is common knowl-
edge that lending institutions are most
reluctant to lend the necessary capital
to finance a young man starting out in
the farming business.

Today we find farm prices somewhat
comparable to what they were more than
20 years ago. It is interesting to note that
operating costs incurred by the farmer
have risen by a considerable amount.

Here are some example of increases in
expenses that farmers have incurred over
the past 23 years:

Interest payable per acre has increased
788 percent, taxes payable per acre have
risen 347 percent, wage rates for hired
farm labor are up 191 percent. Other in-
creases are farm machinery, 134 percent;
motor vehicles, 98 percent; building and
fencing materials, 74 percent; livestock—
mainly feeder livestock—65 percent;
feed, 41 percent; seed, 39 percent; motor
supplies, 38 percent; and farm supplies,
28 percent.

‘We must also remember that the farm-
er has to contend with the same increases
in the cost of living as any other con-
sumer.

Of course, low food cost for the con-
sumers of America is an admirable goal
to strive for. The simple fact of the food
cost-farm price controversy is that the
American farmer has been producing the
best quality food, in the most abundant
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supplies, at the cheapest cost of anyone
on Earth at any time in history. We must
exercise extreme caution in tampering
with the system which has produced
such excellence, and we must realistically
take into account costs to the producer.

We must remember many prices re-
ceived by farmers have fluctuated for the
past 20 years with little or no gain over
that period. If we deny the farmer the
necessary adjustment which the escala-
tor provision can provide, we are in effect
saying that although his income is just
now approaching that of other groups,
we mean once again to freeze indefinitely
the prices he may receive.

Given the proper incentives, the Amer-
ican farmer will continue to improve on
his past record of excellence. I believe
that H.R. 8860 will help to provide those
incentives, and I support its passage with
the escalator clause as the best means
currently achievable to assure consum-
ers plentiful supplies of food and fiber
at reasonable prices.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendments.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment that would delete the
cost-of-living escalator clause from the
farm bill.

I have the privilege of representing the
district that produces the most wheat in
our Nation. The 57-county “Big First”
District of Kansas also contains more
tillable acres than any other in our Na-
tion. My primary purpose in serving in
this distinguished body is to do what I
can to help revitalize our rural and
smalltown areas.

The admonition that I would like to
extend to my colleagues, who are quite
naturally interested in rising food prices,
is that we are at a crossroads for both
the consumer and the farmer. To satisfy
the growing demand for meat and food
products, farmers must be given the in-
centive to produce. The farmer must re-
ceive equity at the marketplace. He must
receive a fair return on his investment,
labor, and management.

With this in mind, I feel it is impera~
tive that the target price be adjusted an-
nually to reflect the cost of production
and productivity changes. Without this
escalator clause, the production incen-
tives in this bill could become inopera-
tive throughout this bill's duration.

There is absolutely no way the Govern-
ment can force farmers to produce for a
loss. We are witnessing now the effect of
an ill-conceived price ceiling that has, in
effect, frozen prices at the farm level. The
result has been that farmers are destroy-
ing hatching eggs, killing baby chicks,
culling dairy herds, and sending breeding
cows to market. The feedlots in my dis-
trict are now running at a 75-percent
capacity and that figure is dropping daily.
Obviously, well-intentioned but imprac-
tical Government action has resuilted in
jeopardizing our Nation’s entire food
supply to the point we may soon witness
food shortages.

I know many of my colleagues are
rightfully concerned about the cost in-

volved regarding the escalator clause. I
would leave you with this thought: I am
confident that with this escalator clause
we can enable farmers to produce the
necessary food and fiber for our Nation—
and for a troubled and hungry world as
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well. Viewed in this perspective and con-
sidering the problem we could very well
experience with food shortages, I believe
this clause is better described as an in-
vestment rather than a cost—an invest-
ment in a quality food supply for the
constituents of every Member in this dis-
tinguished body.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, most of the points
have been made, but I believe the Mem-
bers of the House should understand
the way that this language came into
the bill.

If Members will turn to pages 9, 22,
and 30 they will see the original lan-
guage which provided for the escalator
index.

The committee itself was almost
unanimous in favor of the escalation
and the index for the escalation. I be-
lieve we took two votes. One of the votes
was 25 to 3 in favor and the other vote
was 25 to 6 in favor of the index.

The administration representative,
Dr. Brunthaver, came before the com-
mittee, and he said they wanted to have
the language of the index modified. So
we put the modification into the lan-
guage. The very language that the ad-
ministration requested was put into the
language of the bill, and it is here.

It provides that in the event there are
increases in farm production the escala-
tion itself will be modified. We tried to
get along with the administration. This
escalation index is vital and very
important.

If Members believe in the target price
concept they will have to go along with
the escalation index. We are paying
these people approximately 63 percent
of parity. If the costs go up they ought
to have the escalation along with it.

I do not believe that we should pay
too much attention to the estimates
made by OMB. Originally they said that
the bill might cost as much as $10 bil-
lion. When we asked them to justify
where they got the figure of $10 billion
they said they did not know, but they
would provide statistics. They never
provided the statistics. The next time I
heard that they estimated the cost of
the bill might be $7 billion. They are
playing with the figures, and do not
know any more than the rest of us do.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I vield to
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. LITTON. I should like to associ-
ate myself with the comments of the
gentleman, and I would add that the
escalator clause is a most logical part
of the bill. All they do is see to it that
the target prices go up or down as the
costs of production go up or down. I
would certainly like to go on record as
supporting the gentleman’s position in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

This House in the past, Mr. Chairman,
has passed many pieces of legislation
containing escalator clauses for various
segments of our economy.
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This is not a case of something special
for the farmer. This bill is constructed
to specifically encourage production for
the benefit of the consumer.

We have heard a lot in the past few
months about an energy crisis coming
on in this country of ours, and about the
increased cost of gasoline and the in-
creased cost of natural gas. Some of the
Members who are not privileged to come
from the rural areas my not know that
the farmer is the biggest consumer of
petroleum products in this Nation.

We talk about car pools and say, “Let
us save gasoline. Let us use a car pool.
Let us slow down a little, to 40 miles an
hour instead of 70, and save gas.”

There is no darned way to get around
the fact that one must use from 6 to
10 gallons of gas for every acre of wheat
he produces. If the cost of petroleum
goes up—and it will go up in the next
year or two—this will be an additional
cost of a dollar or a dollar and a half
per acre that will go into the farmer’s
cost of production.

Nitrogen fertilizer is needed to grow
the types of crops we need to have in
this country, if we are to give the con-
sumers the quantity of food, they need
and the quality they expect nitrogen
fertilizer is made from natural gas. The
cost of fertilizers, as my colleague from
across the river, Mr. BERGLAND, said, is
one of the biggest costs of production
today, and with the cost of natural gas
escalating this is another reason for the
escalator clause.

So I think that we ought to take a
look at the unique impact of the energy
crisis that is going to face farmers, as
an example of why an escalator clause
is more important now than it ever has
been before in any other piece of leg-
islation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote down the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, we would be making
a serious mistake to adopt this
amendment. I do not know the his-
tory of this amendment, but the paper
says that it was worked out by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. I want it known
that I had no part of anything that was
worked out in this matter.

This amendment in the bill was of-
fered by the administration itself. It
only goes part way in absorbing the in-
creased costs of production, because in-
creased efficiency is deducted. The Sen-
ate bill went all the way on costs of pro-
duction. We went lower than the Senate
bill on target prices, because of this es-
calator, this cost of production feature.
The fact is that the target price for corn,
for wheat, for cotton is only 63 percent of
parity.

Mr. Chairman, that is low enough to
start with, but here we will say to the
producers of America, “You must absorb
all the increased costs that are passed
on to you by your city cousins, the in-
creased costs of production, increased
costs of trucks, increased costs of ma-
chinery, increased costs of fuel, lumber,
et cetera.”

Just since the passage of the last farm
bill, fuel costs on my farm have gone up
47 percent, and I think fhey are going
up another 47 percent.
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We will say to the producers, “You
have to absorb all of this.” We will again
make second-class cifizens of the produc-
ers; we will again make it so that young
men will not get into this business. And
the one thing we need now desperately
is to get young men into the production
of food or we will all suffer.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZWACH. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BURLISON).

Mr., BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.

Chairman, I thank my friend for yield-
ing

Does my friend see any evidence that
the rate of the rise of these costs he has
been referring to will be reduced in the
next 4 years, the life of this bill? I do
not. The farmer ought to have the pro-
tection this amendment takes away.

Mr. ZWACH. If inflation is reduced,
this cost-of-living factor will not work
toward increased costs in any way. But,
if they go the way they did during the
last 5 years, we know what is going to
happen. Parity will be at 50 percent of
the target price.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is impera-
tive that we do not adopt this amend-
ment.

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

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

We must recognize that included in
the most essential requirements of all
mankind is food. That is as true in this
country as it is elsewhere around the
world. Profit incentive is the key to pro-
duction in the American economy; it is
the key to production of food, and the
income of farmers, growers, and ranch-
ers and it is directly related to the quality
and the quantity of production and, in
particular, to the prices received by the
producers in compensation for the ever-
increasing cost of production and the
constant risk of natural disasters.

Mr. Chairman, the provision that is in
the bill represents the most fair and
equitable solution that we could provide
as a committee. We have substracted, as
the gentleman from Minnesota said, the
rate of efficiency and productivity from
the increase in the cost of production. It
is a formula that is less than reasonable,
equitable, and right. It is the formula
that was recommended by the officials
of the administration.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
California be defeated and the commit-
tee language in the bill be sustained.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Sisk amendment. As Mr.
Sisk pointed out his reason for offering
the amendment was to assure passage of
a farm bill—and to get action on a good
bill early. I would like to add that this is
essential so farmers can get on with the
production of badly needed food in an
atmosphere of understanding what Gov-
ernment holds in store for them. This
is in the best interests of not only farm-
ers, but consumers and taxpayers as well.

Further, I should like at this time to
spell out for you some of the reasons
these amendments are needed if we are
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to act in a responsible manner on behalf
of farmers and the American people.

The title of H.R. 8860 is: ““The Agricul-
ture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973.”

The legislation purports to:

First. Extend the Agricultural Act of
1970.

Second. Assure consumers of plentiful
supplies of food and fiber at reasonable
prices.

H.R. 8860, as written, fails on both
counts.

Perhaps its biggest fault is that the
escalator concept runs counter to the
basic principle of market-orientation
which was the keystone of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1970. It mandates price in-
creases for commodities without regard
to the market demand for those com-
modities.

Producers like the freedom they have
under the 1970 act. They have turned
from dependence on Government pay-
ments as a major source of income and
have adjusted their individual farming
operations to produce for the dollar de-
mand of commercial markets.

And farmers are finding those dollars
in the marketplace. In 1972, net farm in-
come reached a record high of $19.2 bil-
lion. This year—the final year under the
act of 1970—farmers anticipate an even
more prosperous year with net farm in-
come expected to reach $22 billion.

The escalator concept in- HR. 8860 is
a step backward for consumers and for
farmers. It violates the intent of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1970.

As for the claim that H.R. 8860 as-
sures consumers of plentiful supplies of
food and fiber at reasonable prices—that
is simply a play on words.

What are reasonable prices?

We had ample evidence during the
meat boycotts that consumers and pro-
ducers do not agree on what constitutes
reasonableness in price,

Consumers want to continue buying
food and fiber at prices they “used to
pay,” without regard for the actual pro-
duction and marketing costs to pro-
ducers, processors, and retailers.

The producer wants to sell his product
for as high a price as he can without
losing the repeat business and good will
of consumers. Farmers, like other pro-
ducers, want to maintain a comfortable
margin of profit. That's understandable.

We accept this method of doing busi-
ness for the manufacturer.

But for the farmer we have grown ac-
customed to another standard.

In the past we have had Government
programs which stimulated overproduc-
tion, then have offered Government pay-
ments to producers of farm commodities
to make up for weak markets and farm-
ing inefficiencies we have fostered. We
have, in effect, used Government pro-
grams and payments to farmers as a
form of subsidy for the consumer who
wanted cheap food as a sort of right.
Now, when farm prices are catching up
consumers are unhappy.

When the cost of tractors goes up—
and they do: when farm machinery gets
larger, and more specialized, and more
expensive—and it does; when the cost of
producing food and fiber has gone up
and up year after year, we have shied
away from facing the higher consumer
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cost problem by putting a little more
sweetening into farm programs and
thereby we have hidden the economic
facts of agricultural production from the
consumers of food and fiber.

Now the day of reckoning has arrived.
We must either face up to the facts and
tell it like it really is, or else we shall
wind up forcing farmers back into pro-
duction programs that depend on Gov-
ernment payments instead of commer-
cial markets to provide needed farm
income.

That almost sounds welcome now that
we are tinkering with the price system
so farmers are unable to increase food
production as fast as they would under
a free price system. But the howls of
high cost would rise again when we get
back to the surplus, high storage situa-
tion, when taxpayers feel the brunt of
farm program costs.

Today's food price situation is unusual
in one way. The people of the United
States, and the people of the world, are
affluent. We have increased the competi-
tiveness of 15 million Americans at the
grocery market through the all-time
high use of food stamps. People today
have purchasing power and they want
to use a great deal of it on better food
and clothing, Upgraded diets have put
tremendous pressure on available quan-
tities of food and feedstuffs. Suddenly,
there is not enough of everything to go
around.

But instead of sticking by our resolve,
which we demonstrated with the mar-
ket-oriented Agricultural Act of 1970, we
appear now to be running for cover as
fast as we can.

That is all the escalator clause in HR.
8860 is—a vehicle to carry us away from
reality where we can hide from the fact
that farmers would be getting more of
their income out of the Public Treasury
instead of out of the free market.

Mr. Chairman, I call on my colleagues
to give this legislation careful and seri-
ous thought. We can have anyv kind of
farm program we want. But we cannot
have it both ways. If we want an infla-
tionary program with probable high and
escalating costs, that would add nearly
$2 billion in program payments, then
there is nothing except our own good
sense to prevent our passing H.R. 8860
as it is written.

On the other hand, if we want to con-
tinue and advance the progress so boldly
conceived and courageously launched
with the Agricultural Act of 1970, we
need to eliminate the escalator provision
in its entirety. Farmers need greater
profits through increased productivity,
lower unit costs, less Government inter-
ference, and expanding markets. We
should be getting Government out of
agriculture, not more deeply involved.

Target prices of $2.06 per bushel for
wheat, $1.38 per bushel for corn, and 35
cents per pound for cotton are sufficiently
high to encourage and protect produc-
ers—in fact, they are considerably higher
than the target prices recommended by
the Department of Agriculture.

Likewise, the loan levels of $1.49 per
bushel for wheat, $1.19 per bushel for
corn, and a cotton loan based on the 3-
year average world price for Middling 1-
inch American cotton, provide a substan-
tial floor to protect producers in the event
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of some unforeseeable situation where
the bottom might drop completely out of
the market.

By eliminating this inflationary, un-
needed escalator, we would allow con-
sumers to pay the true value of com-
modities they buy in a free market.
Consumers would, as taxpayers, also
guarantee to farmers the established, or
target, prices necessary to produce the
quantity and quality of grains and cot-
ton the markets indicate they want.

There is no good reason why taxpayers
should be further gouged in order to
unduly shield either farmers or consum-
ers from the orderly operation of a free
market system.

If there are additional profits to be
made for farmers—and I believe there
are—they should come because of in-
creasing demand, larger returns from the
marketplace, and the benefits of progress
in productivity, technology, and indi-
vidual farmer efficiency.

At the same time, consumers should be
told the facts about how they have bene-
fited for years from low prices at the
food counter, although they have been
asked to pay for those prices through
Government payments to farmers.

Let us get it all out on the table and
quit hiding the economic facts about
agriculture from consumers.

Our first step in that direction should
be to eliminate the escalator provision
from H.R. 8860. I ask the support of my
colleagues to accomplish this vitally im-
portant step.

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

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

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MicueL), and to highly compliment the
gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I came to this Con-
gress dedicated’ to the propositions of
reducing Government spending, of de-
fending the free enterprise system, of
eliminating excessive bureauracy and of
minimizing taxation on my constituents.

This amendment is a very small step
toward my dedicated goals. Therefore, I
support the Sisk amendment.

Just this past week, I had several
meetings with business groups in my dis-
trict. The farm bill was discussed with
them. Within these groups were business
owners of every type found in urban
areas. They asked me some rather
pointed questions and made some very
basic observations about the “Agricul-
ture and Consumers Protection Act of
1973.”

To begin, they were insulted by the
title of the act. How, they asked, does
this bill protect the consumer? After
hearing debate, I must also ask the ques-
tion. It appears to me that only the
farmer receives protection.

These business owners pointed out
that they had to also invest their life’s
savings and borrow money to the hilt to
operate their businesses. Why, they ask,
is the farmer the only businessman that
is given a Government-backed guaran-
tee of a return on his investment?

Each of the businessmen in my dis-
trict have to operate according to the
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demands of the market. If they stock up,
build, contract, or manufacture a prod-
uct that has no market demand; they
lose their money. The Government does
not step in to guarantee them a $20,000
annual income with a built-in escalator
clause.

The arguments that have been offered
by members of the Agriculture Commit-
tee are somewhat illogical in the business
world. For example, each member has
stated that we need the farm bill to en-
courage farmers to grow more. They say
that the world demands for more food
and fiber. I say that these facts are prima
facie evidence that we no longer need a
farm program.

One elementary fact of life in the
business world is: “A product in demand
produces the greatest profit potential.”

I lived on a farm when the Govern-
ment farm programs first began during
the tenure of Franklin D. Roosevelt.
They were needed at that time. In sub-
sequent years, many good features have
been developed through Government
farm programs. There have also been
some very bad developments—many
quite contrary to our national philos-
ophy.

During these years, the agricultural
industry has changed. When I lived on
a farm, a few acres supported a family
that worked the farm. There are no
longer small family farms. Agriculture is
now a business, often run by large
corporations and combines owned by
investors that live in the city. :

While claiming to be businessmen and
demanding the personal independence of
businessmen, the farmer also demands
that Government stand behind him. Ac-
cording to the arguments during floor
debate, the farmer claims to be a mem-
ber of management—yet demands the
Government guarantee him the rights of
labor and minimum wage.

If we are to logically follow through on
the arguments offered on this floor, then
it could be said that we should nation-
alize all farm land and operate the way
the Russians farm.

I must contend that the farmer is just
another businessman. As such, he is en-
titled to no guarantees from the U.S.
Government, over and above those of-
fered to any other businessman. At a
time when the world is demanding every
ounce of food and fiber that his business
can produce, I see no neec whatsoever
for the American taxpayer to shell out
money to support his enterprise.

Many of the members of the Agricul-
ture Committee have offered the argu-
ment that, “this bill protects the con-
sumer by keeping prices low.” This does
not make sense. If we are supporting the
farmer it is costing us tax money. While
a free market might result in higher food
costs, the difference would be far less
than the taxes we pay. Government sup-
ports result in a bureaucratic army fto
administer it. Bureaucrats are expensive
and the taxpaver foots the bill.

This Agriculture Act prostitutes our
free enterprise system when we build in
artificial props, such as crop support. The
farmer ceases to plant for the market.
Instead, he plants for the Government.
For example: On the open market, an

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

unsupported commodity may be in de-
mand and may sell for a high price. The
farmer has an option of gambling on the
higher price of the unsupported com-
modity or “being sure” by planting for
the Government.

In a free enterprise market system,
without artificial Government supports,
prices would stabilize and keep an in-
herent balance. The taxpayer keeps his
money and spends it the way he wants
to spend it.

If we are ever going to get the Gov-
ernment out of the business of farm-
ing, now is the time. Farm income is
now at a reasonable level and there is
a healthy demand for his products.
The farmer is a much better judge of
what should be planted, how much, when
and where than the bureaucrats in the
Department of Agriculture. He now has
a chance to be free.

Surely we have all seen ample evidence
of the disasters of Government interven-
tion in our free market system. At this
very moment, farmers and ranchers are
being hurt by inept Government controls.
Chicken raisers are going out of busi-
ness, hog raisers are reducing stock, dairy
men are butchering milk cows—all be-
cause of Government meddling in our
free market system.

The free market system is a compli-
cated mechanism. If left alone, in the
presence of competition, it will possess
an inherent stability. Like people, there
will be business sicknesses and deaths.
Also like people, new ones will be born
in replacement. In further likeness to
people, surgery must be done with great
care, lest the person die. While it is
biologically possible to keep dying peo-
ple and businesses alive short periods, the
cost is tremendous and no long-term
benefits are derived.

I have no objection to some parts of
this bill. It is a proper role when Gov-
ernment steps in to protect the public
interest, For example, it is proper for
Government to provide help in matters
that are beyond the capabilities of free
enterprise. The reforestation program
is a good demonstration. The various De-
partments of Agriculture research pro-
grams are commendable and should be
continued. There should be provisions for
disaster relief during periods of flood
and drought or other uncontrollable dis-
asters. No American would object to pay-
ing taxes for these programs.

In summary, the people in my district
object primarily to crop support and pay-
ment guarantees to the businessman
farmer and to payments of farm im-
provements that should be done in the
normal course of his business. They
would not object to helping him in an
emergency nor would they object to as-
sistance in research for a better product.
They would prefer to keep their tax pay-
ments in their pockets even though it
may mean higher prices for food, tempo-
rarily.

Therefore, unless these objectional fea-
tures are removed from this Agricultural
Act, I intend to vote against the entire
bill. As a step in the amendment proc-
ess, I urge each of you to vote for this
amendment.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Sisk)
and I do so with California (Mr. Sisx)
the gentleman from California (Mr.
S1sk) is a very distinguished member of
the Committee on Agriculture. I believe,
however, this amendment is not justified.
Simple equity to the producers who are
covered under this act, demands its de-
feat. There needs to be some provision
for changes in the cost of production.

Just to cite an example, this year under
the wheat program the average guaran-
teed price when it is blended in with the
certificate is probably going to range
anywhere from $2.75 to $3 a bushel on
wheat. We are talking of target prices
in this bill of $2.05, which is far, far
below that. I do not believe there is any
likelihood that in the next year or two
there will be any payments made under
these programs, or very, very modest
ones. But looking 3 and 4 years down the
line, considering the cost of fuel, taxes,
labor, and the normal increases in fer-
tilizer and feed costs, machinery costs
that the farmers have to pay, why is
it unreasonable to adjust these payments
in terms of the increasing costs the
farmers bear?

The committee adopted an amend-
ment that mitigates this escalator clause
by any increases in productivity so that
if the cost goes up on the price index
by 4 percent, and increased efficiency is
at 2 percent, there is only a 2 percent
increase in the target prices.

We provide for cost-of-living adjust-
ments to many, many segments of our
economy, and I think this so-called es-
calator is based on a similar concept of
equity and fairness,

I hesitate to say it again, but frankly
the present act as it is applies to co-
operators this year is so much more gen-
erous than what this bill proposes for the
next 4 years that this modest escala-
tor cannot be excessive in any way. The
escalator provision should be retained in
the biil.

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues
to oppose the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. SIsK) .

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish to compliment
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Sisk) . He is taking a very statesmanlike
view and his words, I think, should be
listened to.

I have listened to most of the other
speeches that have been made here in
reference to the Sisk amendment, and
most of the speeches have been made by
members of the Committee on Agricul-
ture who had a part in putting together
this bill and obviously they had a very
important part in this particular provi-
sion, the so-called escalator provision.
I can understand their reluctance to
have this provision deleted or stricken
from the bill. But the same Members
who have opposed the Sisk amendment
are the most avid and anxious to have
this legislation enacted. They are the
ones that want this proposal to become
law,

I have some doubt—in fact, I have
rather good reasons to believe that if the
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escalator clause stays in the bill that
the bill will not become law. Speaking
for myself, I do not see how the Presi-
dent could approve legislation which in-
cludes this escalator provision. I believe
the President would undoubtedly have
to veto the bill,

So we come down to the practicalities
of this legislation. If we approve the
Sisk amendment, the odds are very good;
in fact, I would say excellent, that the
legislation will become law. If the Sisk
amendment is defeated, the odds are
much the other way.

On the other hand, I would urge my
friends who are not directly affected in
agricultural areas to take a look at the
dollar cost.

According to the Department of Agri-
culture, the following is the estimated
cost of this legislation if we have the es-
calator clause in the bill. In 1974 the
likely payments to farmers for wheat,
feed grains, and cotton would total $2,600
million.

In fiscal year 1975 the taxpayer cost
would likely be $2,800 million. In 1976
the cost would likely be $3,200 million,
and in 1977 the probable cost would be
$3.4 billion.

It seems to me that those who do not
come directly from agricultural areas
ought to be very cognizant of the pro-
spective cost of this legislation if the es-
calator clause remains in it—something
over $12 billion. I do not think it can be
Jjustified under the circumstances, There-
fore, because I want a farm bill and be-
cause I want a bill that is not going to
penalize the taxpayers, I urge support for
the Sisk amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, my good friend, Mr.

S1sk, chairman of the Agriculture
Committee, and the minority leader,
Mr. GeraLp R. Forp. With all due re-
spect to this amendment, I must op-
pose it for the following reasons. First
of all, we had an agreement in the com-
mittee that this amendment be put into
the bill.

We had a much stronger amendment
when we first started out on the bill.
Then the administration sent up the lan-
guage on this escalator clause that is
included in the bill. They approved it.
They sent it up. They said if we adopt
this they will go along with it. So now
it is said that if this escalator clause is
put in here it is going to cost possibly
$900 million.

Possibly the food stamp program could
cost $3 or $4 billion and possibly the So-
cial Security escalator could cost an un-
told amount of money. Possibly the es-
calator for the military services personnel
of this country could be excessively ex-
pensive. Possibly the veterans' program
could be escalated to large sums. Pos-
sibly the shipbuilders could be escalated
and the aerospace industry could be es-
calated and the $2.20 per hour minimum
wage increase could be escalated to un-
told billions of dollars.

We say, “What? The farmer is going to
get $900 million?” The farmer has been
getting approximately 70 percent of par-
ity for over 20 years. He has been short-
changed by 30 to 35 cents on the dollar for
every year for the last 20 years. He is just
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now getting for his product what he re-
ceived in 1952.

How many businessmen and workers
in this country are willing to take 70 per-
cent of what every other person is getting
for his labor and for his product in this
Nation? Name me one. There is not one, I
daresay. But we are saying to the Amer-
ican farmer, “Oh yes, you produce the
food, you produce the meat, you produce
the fiber for this country, but you be the
sucker.” They are not going to do it any
longer because there were 10 percent less
cattle put on feed last month and an-
other 12 percent less a month before that.
There were less hogs put on feed because
they are selling their sows. They are not
going to feed these animals for nothing
because they cannof. The bankers will
not lend them the money.

We want to remember in this program
that approximately $3.5 billion of this
money is spent for direct subsidies to the
American farmer. The rest of it is spent
for food stamps, welfare programs, and
consumer programs that benefit the con-
sumers. Someone asked the other day
what the consumer is going to get out of
this. They are going to get the difference
between the $3.5 billion and the $7 or $8
billion that is in this program. They are
the ones who are getting subsidized, the
American consumers.

The food has to be planted and it has
to be grown before we can eat it. I think
it is being very unfair to say it is all right
for the 6 to 8 million civil service em-
ployees to get a regular 5.4-percent in-
crease. This is great, is it not? And it is
great for the 30 million social security
people to get an escalator, is it not? That
is great. But let the less than 3 million
farmers ask for an escalator in their
prices so they can get around 70 percent
of what everyone else is getting for their
labor and their product, and that is ter-
rible, is it not?

We want the farmer to continue to
farm, but we talk about a second-class
citizen, and he is. We will be encouraging
the continuation or the starting of shert-
ages of food in this country. We took
away yesterday the $37,500 limitation
and put in a $20,000-per-farmer limita-
tion. We took away the cotton man’s
chance to promote his preduct so he can
sell it. Now we want to take away any
fairness we have given to every other
segment in this country. We want to take
that away from the farmer. I think that
is unfair and unwise.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Price of
Texas was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentieman yield?

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from North Dakota.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I think it ought to be stated
right now that the Department of Agri-
culture seems to have a department of
misinformation down there. They gave
the figures to the minority leader that
he has just quoted. He pointed out that
according to this information furnished
him the cost of this program will be $2.6
billion in 1974.

If Members will go out in the Speak-
er's lobby and pick up a copy of the Wall
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Street Journal and look at the com-
modity futures prices for 1974 for wheat,
corn, and cotton, they will find that
every one of them is well above the
target price of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid that the
USDA has fed us a red herring. They
are trying to use this misinformation to
steer the Members of the House today
in the wrong direction. These costs are
not what they say. You can hedge these
crops today for 1974 at figures well above
the target levels. A $2.6 billior cost can-
not result in 1974 if we put this escalator
clause in there. In fact, the farm pro- .
gram cost for 1974 may well be far less
than in any of the last 30 years.

I think what we have to look at is
whether the escalator clause is necessary
in order to stimulate the production that
our Nation needs. It is and it will serve,
then, the consumer as well as the farmer.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent debate on this
amendment and on all other amend-
ments to section 1 terminate at 5 o’clock.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman ifrom
Texas?

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the right to object.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I would like to say
that I, as a nonmember of the committee,
have three or four amendments here. So
far, the only amendments really substan-
tially considered are those of committee
members. I think this hill is a national
bill which involves all the people of the
United States.

Mr. Chairman, I think Members not on
the committee should have an opportu-
nity to offer these amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Ohio insist upon his objection?

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I do.

Mr. SCHERLE, Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman from Ohio withhold his ob-
jection for a moment?

Mr. VANIK. I will.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire from the Chairman as to how
many amendments remain to section 1?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise the gentleman from Iowa that
there are 16 amendments at the desk for
section 1.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from Ohio does not object, I
will.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard,

The question is on the amendments
offered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. SISK) .

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by clerks; and
there were—ayes 174, noes 239, not
voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 330]
AYES—174

Ashbrook
Bafalis
Bell
Bennett
Biester
Blackburn

Adams
Anderson,
Calif.

Boland

Bray
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio

Anderson, I11.
Archer
Arends
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Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Butler
Byron
Cederherg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Danlel, Dan
Danfiel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fish
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Gaydos
Gilman
Grasso
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Hammer-
schmidt

Abdnor
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggi
Elngham
B'atnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Casey, Tex.
Chisholm
Clay
Cochran
Collins, Il1.
Conyers
Culver
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Davls, Ga.
Davis, 5.C.
de 1a Garza

Hanrahan
Harvey
Hastings
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla.
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
King
Leggett
Lent
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McDade
McEwen
McKinney
Madigan
Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mazzoli
Michel
Milford
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Myers
O'Brien
Parris
Peyser
Pike
Powell, Ohio
Pritchard
Quillen
Railsback
Regula
Rhodes

NOES—239

Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Derwinski
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Dorn
Downing
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqus
Gettys
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gross
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoskl
Henderson
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Riegle
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Roe

Rogers

Roncallo, N.Y.

Rousselot
Ruppe
Sandman
SBarasin
Satterfield
Saylor
Schneebeli
Selberling
Bisk
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Stanton,

J. William
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz,
Btelger, Wis.
Stratton
Studds
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Callf.
Treen
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Walsh
‘Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wolff
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.
Young, 8.C.
Zlon

Hicks
Hillis
Holifleld
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Ichord

Johnson, Colo.

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmelier
Kazen
Kluczynski
Koch
Euykendall
Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Lehman
Litton

Long, La.
Lott
MeCloskey
McCollister
MecCormack
McKay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mann

Mathias, Callf.

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller
Mitchell, Md.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moss
Murphy, I11.

Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Ullman
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldle
Wampler
White
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Callf.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wright
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill,
Young, Tex.
Stubblefield Zablocki
Stuckey Zwach
NOT VOTING—20
Giaimo Mailliard
Gray Mitchell, N.¥.
Green, Oreg. Moorhead, Pa.
Hébert Morgan
Johnson, Calif. Pepper
Fisher Landgrebe Pettis
Frenzel MecFall
So the amendments were rejected.
Mr. STRATTON changed his vote
from “no” to “aye.”
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: Page 41,
between lines 10 and 11, add the following:
“Sec. 811. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, loans and purchases may be
made available to non-cooperators under the
wheat, feed grains and cotton programs at
such levels not in excess of the level to co-
operators, as the Secretary determines will
facilitate the effective operation of the pro-
gram."

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the com-
mittee has determined to limit the pay-
ments to cooperators under the wheat,
feed grains, and cotton programs to not
more than $20,000 per person, and au-
thorized provisions that diminish the
payments in the event that allotments
are leased or transferred.

The effect of this action will be to
strongly impact the present character of
the cotton program, and the result, I
think, will be that those producers who
account for about 40 to 50 percent of
our cotton today, deciding not to partici-
pate in the program.

Unfortunately, if this occurs, the loan
levels on cotton will probably not func-
tion as they are intended in maintain-
ing a minimum price support for cotton.
And in the event, there would be a dra-
matic softening of cotton prices. There
would be a real danger that prices would
slip beneath the loan level.

Should that occur, the Government
would have no choice under the non-
recourse loan provisions of the act, but
to acquire cotton stock.

Although the amendment I am offer-
ing is intended to apply to all programs, I
think, frankly, its principal effect will be
on cotton. It is designed to prevent the
Government from having to acquire

Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patman
Patten
Perkins
Pickle
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, 111.
Price, Tex.

Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskil
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth
Ryan
8t Germain
Sarbanes
Scherle
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Stephens
Stokes

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.

Bowen
Carter
Collier
Danielson
Dent
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stocks of cotton, wheat or feed grains
which it might have to sell at a loss. The
authority it will give the Secretary is dis-
cretionary. Hopefuly the Secretary would
never have to use this authority.

All the amendment does is authorize
the Secretary to extend the loan provi-
sions of the act, not the payments, but the
loan provisions of the act, to all producers
regardless of whether they are coopera-
tors or not.

As I say, its principal function is to pro-
tect the Government against acquiring of
stocks of commodities it does not want,
should the market price of such com-
modities fall beneath the loan level.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Could the gentleman
inform the members of the committee
the effect of this, assuming the Secretary
does implement this discretionary au-
thority? At what level would loans be
extended to producers of cotton who are
not cooperators?

Mr. FOLEY. It would be under this
discretionary authority.

Mr. FINDLEY. I know, but at what
level would he exercise the discretion?

Mr, FOLEY. I assume the level would
be not more than the level he provides
for cooperators. It could be less.

Mr. FINDLEY. What is, therefore, the
maximum level at which he could ex-
tend a loan to cotton producers who are
not cooperators?

My, FOLEY. The maximum level would
be that permitted to cooperators.

Mr. FINDLEY. What is that?

Mr. FOLEY. It is 25 cents.

Mr. FINDLEY. What level would it be
for wheat?

Mr. FOLEY. $1.49.

Mr. FINDLEY. What level would it be
for feed grains?

Mr. FOLEY. It would be $1.19 for corn,
and adjusted from corn to other feed
grains.

Mr. FINDLEY. Even though these loan
levels were established as an adjustment
to the cooperators in return for their co-
operation in the program under the
terms of this amendment, notwithstand-
ing that decision by the committee to
extend loans only to cooberators, it
would be possible to extend these loans
to noncooperators who do nothing as a
condition of eligibility; am I correct?

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman is correct,
but I want to point out to the gentleman
that the cooperators will always have
the benefit of the loan. The only time
that noncooperators would get the bene-
fit of the loan would be if the Secretary
decided that it was necessary to give
them loan protection—not to give them
assistance or reward them, but to pre-
vent the Government from being re-
quired to purchase stocks of wheat, feed
grains, or cotton.

The experiences of 1950 where the
Government had to acquire and hold
substantial stocks of wheat, feed grains,
and cotton is one we should not forget. In
the late 1950’s the Government was pay-
ing $1 million a day for grain storage
alone.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FoLEY
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was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. FOLEY, I am not quarreling again
with the adoption of the Findley amend-
ment. This committee has decided to
accept it and has absolutely determined
and accordingly, it has in effect man-
dated that large producers who account
for 40 to 50 percent of the cotton crop
will not continue to participate in the
program. The result of such nonpartic-
ipation, most probably, will be that the
loan will not sustain the price. The Gov-
ernment will then be required to take
over cotton stocks, hold them, sell them
at a loss, and pay storage on them. This
is an undesirable eventuality which I am
sure everyone in the committee will want
to oppose.

My amendment merely gives precau-
tionary, discretionary authority to pre-
vent that from happening. This is in the
interest of the taxpayer, not in the inter-
est of producers, either large or small.

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. MAYNE. I am particularly inter-
ested in the effect that this would have
on the feed grain program. The gentle-
man has referred to the ruinous sur-
pluses which were accumulated in the
1950’s. As I recall, one of the major causes
of a big surplus in corn being built up
was that Ezra Taft Benson made a lot
of noncompliance loans on corn.

Mr, FOLEY. I will tell the gentleman
I have absolute confidence that there
would be no reason for this authority to
be applied in the feed grain program, be-
cause feed grain payments do not exceed
on the average $10,000.

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

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the chairman
of the Livestock and Grains Committee
for further comments and questions.

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman
from Texas.

In the feed grains area I think the
gentleman from Iowa knows we have a
great number of producers, most of
whom do not produce enough to receive
payments that are even approaching
$20,000. Accordingly, the limitation that
the House committee placed on payments
is not going to affect most feed grain
cooperators.

Such a limitation is not going to affect
the wheat program to any great extent
but it is going to seriously affect many
cotton producers. I think the gentleman
from Illinois well knows it and he has
evidenced this knowledge many times.

I think I can assure the gentleman
from Iowa that there are not any con-
ceivable circumstances in which I can
envisage the Secretary of Agriculture’s
needing to use this authority in the feed
grain programs.

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

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. MAYNE. It does seem to me
though this type of nonparticipating
farmer is not required to participate in
the program and he does not assume any
obligations under the program but still
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he gets the loan, and it will drive people
from the program, but the gentleman
seems quite sure this would not happen.

Mr, FOLEY. If the gentleman would
yield, I am aware of the fact that if we
make too many attractive provisions for
noncooperators there would be little in-
centive to cooperate in this program.
The only time the Secretary of Agricul-
ture would use his authority is if he felt
the loan levels would not support the
price. I think there is no likelihood of
this occurring in feed grains so I do not
see the Secretary of Agriculture offering
noncooperators in the feed grain pro-
gram the opportunity to participate in
the loan.

Because it affects the cotton farmers
so severely, most substantial cotton pro-
ducers would not participate in the pro-
gram. Their exodus would destroy the
price support program by making it in-
effective and the smaller cotton produc-
ers would get the price advantage. But
in order to benefit, the smaller cotton
producers, will have to turn their crop
over to the Government to hold it be-
cause they will not be able to sell it. Who
will lose under such a program? The tax-
payer and the Government.

This amendment is designed to pro-
tect the taxpayer and the Govern-
ment, by giving the Secretary sensible,
discretionary authority to insure that
producers outside the program are not
hurt. The gentleman knows the usual
effect of the loan program when most
producers are also cooperators is to give
price support to all producers whether
they are cooperators or not. This merely
protects the public from having the price
slip below the loan level, leaving the
Government owning stocks it may have
to dump.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Is it not true,
I ask the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. Forey), using that as an example,
we usually carry over 4 million bales of
cotton for those who participate. If we
have the 4 million bales turned over and
held by the Commodity Credit and
stored, and if the nonparticipating goes
below that, it will affect the cotton in
the Commodity Credit Corporation and
it will affect the price and the Govern-
ment will lose more money.

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman is pre-
cisely correct.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. That is the un-
derstanding we have.

Mr. FOLEY. We do not want the Gov-
ernment to acquire these stocks any-
way. We want them to move in com-
merce. If they are acquired there will
be storage costs on them and probably
eventually they will have to be dumped
on the market at a loss to the taxpayers.
The amendment I am offering is an at-
tempt to avoid such a situation by giving
the Secretary some discretion to prevent
such a loss to the taxpayers. The amend-
ment is not designed to reward anybody
in the agriculture community but ulti-
mately to protect the taxpayers and the
Government.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. But in addition
I think there are two points which need
to be made here. One is this is a loan
and this is not a subsidy and this is not
a give away. This is a loan that has to
be paid back by these people.
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Mr. TEAGUE of California. It is a
nonrecourse loan.

Mr. FOLEY. It is a nonrecourse loan
but it either has to be paid back or the
pledged stocks have to be turned over to
the Government.

I urge the members of the committee
to support this amendment. I know it
is a very technical one, but it is important
if we wish these programs to be feasibly
and effectively managed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, FINDLEY TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MER. FOLEY

Mr, FINDLEY, Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FINDLEY to the
amendment offered by Mr. ForEy: Strike
the perlod and quotation marks at the end
of the amendment and Insert the follow-
ing:
§Prov£ded, That in the event that the SBec-
retary makes loans and purchases avallable
to non-cooperators under the provisions of
this section, the levels of such loans and
purchases should not exceed $1.25 per bushel
on wheat, $1.00 per bushel on corn, or 19.5
cents per pound on cotton.”

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, the cot-
ton interests, I guess, have even more
than the proverbial nine lives, because
they keep coming back with still another
device to thwart the will of the Congress
in trying to establish an effective limita-
tion on how much money is going to come
out of the U.S. Treasury for big cotton
operators.

I can understand why the amendment
is offered, because it would authorize
nonrecourse loans to everybody in the
country who grows cotton; authorize
nonrecourse loans at the level of 25 cents
per pound to everybody who grows cot-
ton, whether they signed up in the pro-
gram or not. There would be no distine-
tion as to the loan level between those
who cooperate, who meet all the condi-
tions of eligibility as cooperators, and
those who do not.

The gentleman from Washington was
bemoaning the prospect of Government
takeover of cotton stocks unless an
amendment such as this is enacted. Actu-
ally, the effect of this amendment is
most cerfainly going to be that Govern-
ment will take over the cotton if we
guarantee the loan on a nonrecourse
basis of 25 cents a pound and the market
price goes below 25 cents a pound. This
means the taxpayers are going to start
buying cotton by the hundreds of bales
again and making up the difference when
they later sell the cotton at a discount.

Mr. Chairman, the effect of my amend-
ment to the amendment is to establish
a lower level of loans for noncooperators
in cotton, feed grains, and wheat. In
fact, establishing as the lower level for
such noncooperators the same lower level
that is written into the Senate farm bill
and is presently in the law at $1.25 per
bushel on wheat, $1 per bushel on corn,
and 19 cents per pound on cotton. This
would leave the noncooperators with a
way to get substantial marketing loans.

Frankly, I do not think we should ex-
tend the program to noncooperators, but,
if we do, it certainly makes a lot more
sense for us to have a lower level of loans
to noncooperators than we extend to
those who cooperate under the programs
and meet all the conditions of eligibility.




July 11, 1973

Frankly, the amendment ought to be
rejected, but if Members see fit to write
this amendment into the law, I urge that
they add the amendment to the amend-
ment which I have now offered and
which gets the lower level down to a
reasonable level, which would, I think,
virtually eliminate the possibility of the
Government having to take over the cot-
ton and losing money on every pound.

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
ADAMS) .

Mr. ADAMS. M», Chairman, is it not
true that the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration loans actually form, because of
their nonrecourse nature, the floor un-
der which prices cannot go without the
Government moving into the market and
picking up the product?

Mr, FINDLEY. Yes.

Mr. ADAMS. And the amendment of
the gentleman from Illinois is to put that
floor at a low enough level so that those
who do not cooperate are not encour-
aged to go in and do it?

Mr. FINDLEY. Exactly.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last six words.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that there is
considerable misunderstanding about
this amendment. It is perfectly natural
that there should be, because many of
us do not understand what we have done.
Yesterday, we passed legislation which
is going to inevitably result in keeping &
great amount, or a large part of the cot-
ton crop, a smaller part of the wheat
crop, and probably none of the feed grain
acreage from staying in the program, be-
cause when we said that the man who is
growing 10,000 bales of cotton cannot
get but $20,000, that means he cannot
possibly get more than $2 per bale and
he cannot afford to stay in the program
for that, so he has to stay on the outside.

Mr. Chairman, the House has already
spoken on that and I am not trying to
change that, but it did open the door for
tremendous losses to the U.S. Govern-
ment.

What the Foley amendment attempts
to do is to try to keep the Government
from suffering those kinds of losses.

In the past, when practically every-
body was in the program, we had an
effective floor. That floor on cotton has
been around 19 cents, as the gentleman
from Illinois suggests. We had a floor
at this figure, because we offered a loan
of approximately 19 cents which was
available to practically all producers.

As a consequence of that, nobody
would be willing to go on down and sell
on a 15-cent market, because he could
put his cotton in the loan. That stopped
the decline, and the market could never
drop very much below that figure. Some-
body might take a half-cent less in or-
der to make the sale, but for all practical
purposes the loan stopped the decline.
It did the same for wheat.

That situation was worth a great deal
both to the farmer and to the Govern-
ment. Of course, if everybody were still
going to be in the program under this
bill, that would be fine, but since we
limited the payments, we effectively re-
moved all of the large producers. They

are not going to be in the program. In
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the production of cotton probably not
more than 60 percent of the production
will be in the program, and about 40
percent will be on the outside.

So if there were a disastrous decline—
and all of this is predicated on a disas-
trous decline—then in that disastrous
decline the price would come down here
and hit this level, which would be ahout
25 cents—the support level in the bill.
They would hit this level of 25 cents, but
it would not stop the market from going
down as we have stopped it in the past.

What would happen is that the Gov-
ernment would begin to take over all of
the cotton of the cooperators, say 60 per-
cent, at 25 cents, but there would be 40
percent more on the outside on which the
Government would not make a loan, and
the market would keep on going down.
It might go down, let us say, to 20 cents.

One could say, “That is all right; that
is the misfortune of the big grower, and
we are not interested in him as such.”

I am not asking Members to be inter-
ested in him. But they are all interested,
or should be, in the Treasury of the
United States.

Who will take that loss? The big
grower, of course, will take a loss. I will
grant that. It would be $25 a bale, if we
had the situation I have suggested.

We would have 60 percent of the cotton
crop going into the loan at 25 cents. If
the market dropped to 20 cents, the U.S.
Government would take a loss on pos-
sibly 3 or 4 million bales of cotton, or
possibly 300 or 400 million bushels of
wheat, The U.S. Government would take
that loss, because the U.S. Government
would take all of the loss below the loan
on all the commodities on which there is
a loan, and there would be a loan on all
of the cooperators’ pait of the crop.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Who does the gentle-
man believe is going to take the loss on
the nonrecourse loans which are to be
extended to noncooperators under this
proposal?

Mr. POAGE. The whole point is to pre-
vent a loss. The point is to prevent a
loss. If we can stop the market from going
down, if we can stop it at 25 cents, there
is not going to be a loss to anybody. But
if we let it go on down to 20 cents, then
the Government will take the loss on
everything that it has in the loan. Every-
body who is a cooperator will put cotton
in the loan, and the Government will
take the loss on about 60 percent of the
Crop.

It is perfectly true that some of the
large operators, whom the gentleman
dislikes so intensely and would like to
see suffer complete bankruptey, probably
would go bankrupt.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr., POAGE
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. POAGE. There would be an op-
portunity to break a lot of people, if that
be the object of the House, and if that
is so the Members ought to vote against
this amendment. But if they want to pro-
tect the U.S. Treasury, if they want to
protect the investment of this Govern-
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ment, then by all means they ought to
vote for the amendment, because the
amendment will protect the U.S. Gov-
ernment from taking this tremendous
and unnecessary loss.

Of course, it will help some people as
an incident to protecting the Treasury.
If Members are so convinced that they
ought to penalize somebody, that they
do not want to do anything that would
help anybody even though the help
would help the U.S. Government, then
of course they would vote against the
amendment,

Mr. Chairman, I am merely suggest-
ing that this is an amendment which is
essential under the present situation.
The Secretary of Agriculture is advised
of this amendment, and he has offered
no objections.

I think that all of us must recognize
that this is a situation in which we are
not trying to simply undo what we did
yesterday; this is an amendment by
which we are trying to see that what
we did yesterday is not going to cost the
Government an unreasonable amount of
money.

Now, we may not need it in feed grains;
we may not need it in cotton and wheat.
The amendment does not require that it
be applied where not needed; it leaves
it to the Secretary of Agriculture.

The amendment provides that notwith-
standing any other provisions of the law,
loans or purchases may be made avail-
able to noncooperators under the wheat,
feed grain, and cotton programs at such
levels not in excess of the level of co-
operators as the Secretary of Agriculture
determines will effectuate the operation
of the program.

If it is not desirable for feed grain
producers—and I believe in some cases
it might not be—the Secretary does not
have to use it for the feed grain produc-
ers. The Secretary only uses what he
determines is going to be helpful to the
effectuation of the program.

Mr. Chairman, I do not see how we
could ask for anything which is more fair
than that. We leave the authority to
make the determination in the hands of
the Secretary.

Now, if the Members believe the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is committed to try-
ing to waste the Government’s funds on
behalf of some unworthy individuals,
then, of course, they will vote against the
amendment. But if the Members have
any confidence at all in the administra-
tion’s own Secretary, then they had bet-
ter vote for the amendment.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, what
puzzles me is that yesterday the gentle-
man was arguing that the price outlook
was so good that the bill will not cost the
taxpayers a penny. Now he is worrying
about the price of cotton falling through
the floor.

Mr. POAGE. If it does fall through the
floor we need this amendment. The whole
thing is predicated upon a disaster that
may not occur, but if it does, let us not
have the U.S. Government in a position of
suffering an unnecessary $2 or $3 billion
loss just because we want to penalize
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some cotton growers whom we do not
know.

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

Mr. Chairman, I hope that I can have
the attention of the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. FINpLEY) as well as the at-
tention of the members of the committee.

I served in this capacity, as chairman
of the committee handling appropria-
tions for agriculture since 1949, and I
believe one of the things we have learned
through the years is that we must have
orderly marketing for the producer of a
farm commeodity in order that he may
pay his bank and not be forced to dump
his commodity on the market all at one
time.

In recent weeks, we have been read-
ing about the high prices of farm com-
modities. The reason the price is so high
is that the farmers have not had any
commodities for months; they are all in
the hands of the speculators if they ex-
ist at all.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the
gentleman from Illinois would give some
thought to adding his amendment: “or
such other level as might provide for
orderly marketing.”

Now, with the victory the gentleman
won yesterday—and I differed with
him—TI believe he would not want that
undone by another amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to ques-
tion anybody's motives here, because I
think all the Members mean well and we
are all doing what we think is right, but
from my experience since 1949, I think
we must provide, if we are going to main-
tain a healthy agriculture and a healthy
economy, for some method that would
enable the farm producer to have orderly
marketing and not be forced to unload
his entire production on the market at
any specific time. I feel sure that any
Secretary of Agriculture would set the
loan rate at such a figure for the non-
cooperator as would keep the commodity
moving in the marketplace.

If we do not provide for this, the re-
sults will be those described by the gen-
tleman from Washington and the gen-
tleman from Texas. If we have a pro-
gram that is sufficiently unattractive to
the big producers, they will not cooper-
ate, and if they do not cooperate, that
means that the cooperators are almost
100 percent in the hands of the Govern-
ment, and the Government under those
conditions, I believe, would lose much.

So in order to carry out what I be-
lieve the gentleman from Illinois has in
mind by his amendment and so that it
would not cost us a whole lot of money.
which he does not intend, I believe the
amendment which he has offered should
now provide: “or at such level as the
Secretary feels is necessary for orderly
marketing.”

I think he would do much to lessen
the dangers of yesterday's action in
adopting his limitation admendment and
would help to carry out the purpose he
has in mind today.

Mr. FINDLEY. Will the gentleman
vield?

Mr., WHITTEN. I vield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. FINDLEY, I can see that the gen-
tleman sees some weakness in the lan-
guage offered by Mr. ForLey. Certainly
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what he has suggested accords with my
objectives.

The reason why I chose the figures I
placed in my amendment to the amend-
ment is that it has been accepted in the
law and the gentleman accepted it as a
loan level for orderly marketing. That is
the only reason why I have done it.

Mr. WHITTEN. If that is so, the gen-
tleman can accept this language without
any disruption of his thinking.

Let me say this about Mr. Forey. I do
not differ with what Mr. FoLEy has in
mind, but I do think that Mr. FoLEY's
language entrusts the Secretary to do
what we are talking about. It is not re-
quired, but it might be well to set out
guidelines for the Secretary’s actions.
I discussed this with Congressman FoLEY
after the fact. I did not know he was go-
ing to offer his amendment. However, I
do think what I suggest is in line with
what he intends. It leaves it up to the
Secretary to make the determinations
and, as the gentleman from Illinois says,
it will not promote noncooperation.

I am suggesting, if the language can
be modified, it would improve the bill and
might avoid some of the dangers of the
amendment which we adopted yesterday.
An amendment which I think is too far-
reaching with some unforeseen bad re-
sults. It may be that the gentleman can-
not accept the language I suggest, but I
believe the language offered is in accord
with what the gentleman from Wash-
ington has in mind.

Mr. FOLEY, Will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. FOLEY. I say to the gentleman
the purpose of this amendment is to pro-
vide the orderly marketing of crops af-
fected, and I would be glad to accept lan-
guage which says “in order to facilitate
orderly marketing of wheat and feed
grains, and cotton the Secretary shall
do” and so forth.

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank my friend
from Washington and hope it will work
out that way.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have come to the well
again in opposition to the amendment to
the amendment. I will not take the full
5 minutes, but I want to clear up one
fact which I think is very important.

The purpose of this amendment is to
keep the Government from acquiring
stocks. The gentleman from Illinois has
suggested in his amendment to my
amendment a second loan level rate be-
low those loan levels that would ke avail-
able to cooperators. The difficulty with
that position is if the price of a com-
modity like cotton gets down to about 25
cents, which is the loan level to coopera-
tors, and half of the producers are out of
the program and the Secretary can only
make loans available to cooperators at
the lower level, the price will continue
down and hover above the lower loan
level of 20 cents a pound. Those who are
cooperators will not be able to sell their
cotton at 25 cents a pound and will be
forced to turn it over to the Government,
It is an amendment that does not solve
the problem but, rather, exacerbates the
problem.

We need to provide for an effective
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mechanism to avoid Government take-
overs of cotton stocks.

I hope the committee will vote to de-
feat the amendment to the amendment
and accept the principal amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak as
a small cotton farmer from South Car-
olina. Most of the people I know over the
yvears have developed the habit of eat-
ing, and the way they eat is they get
things from the farmer. Our population
on the farm decreased to 5 percent of
the Nation. This amendment would fur-
ther drive out those of us who are on the
farm, because the big farmers will con-
tinue to produce. They are sort of like
cats. You throw them up and they land
on their feet.

However, the smaller producers will
be the producers who will be eliminated
from the farms.

Then we move into the time when
those small farmers are no longer there,
and then 115 percent of the people left
in this Nation, which today are producing
80 percent o’ the food, will say to the
consumer, “You will pay us such and
such a price for what we grow.”

There is an effort here made today to
take the Federal Government out of
farming, and well it may be, but I think
we should look beyond this time to the
time when the marketplace will pay the
bill for our food. The woman who stood
in the balcony yesterday and threw down
the brochure, saying “I do not have milk
for my baby,” was talking about the
high price of milk.

I would like to remind those friends of
mine from the urban areas that the
price of everything tha' you buy is going
to continue to go up if we continue in
this fashion of eliminating the small
farmers in tlis country.

I would hope, even though I may be a
lone voice crying in the wilderness, that
we would look at what we did yesterday
and what we are doing today, because
the repercussions may well be felt in
the years ahead. And even though you
win on this floor today, the ultimate
people who will pay for this that we are
doing now will be paying for it in the
marketplace.

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

Mr, Chairman, I would just like to ask
a question of the chairman of the com-
mittee, and also the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. Forey), who offered
the amendment, so that I am very certain
on this:

That is, as I understand it, with the
$20,000 limitation, it applies to all pay-
ments that take place?

Mr, FOLEY. That is correct.

Mr. ADAMS. We have taken prinei-
pally in this case the cotton industry, and
if a person in that industry decides he
does not want to participate in the pro-
gram then he would not receive any pay-
ments, or he would not be under the
$20,000 limitation; is that correct?

Mr. FOLEY. That is correct.

Mr. ADAMS. But there is another pro-
vision which provides for commodity
credit loans which are not, in effect, pay-
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ments under the $20,000 process, but they
could be caught by the Findley amend-
ment?

Mr. FOLEY. The Findley amendment,
I will tell my colieague, the gentleman
from Washington, specifically excepts
loans from the payment limitation.

Mr. ADAMS. That is what I want to be
certain of. The person who is not setting
aside cotton could still qualify under the
commodity credit program.

Mr. FOLEY. The large producers could,
under the Findley amendent, stay in the
program but subject, of course to the
$20,000 limitation on payments. That
limitation would not apply to loans how-
ever. To repeat, if a producer elects to
stay in the program, he then could not
get any more in payments than $20,-
000, but he then could get more than that
in loans.

Mr. ADAMS. Under the commodity
credit loans?

Mr. FOLEY, Under the Findley amend-
ment.

Mr. ADAMS. I think that is what the
chairman was talking about, that the
producer can obtain a loan from the
Commodity Credit Corporation system,
and can qualify for other payments if
he goes in the program.

Mr, FOLEY. That is correct.

Mr. ADAMS. If he does not go in the
program, which is what was being dis-
cussed by my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle, he then still qualifies for loans
from the Commeodity Credit Corporation?

Mr. FOLEY. Under present law if he
does not go in the program at all, a pro-
ducer is not eligible for either payments
or loans. :

Mr. ADAMS. So there is no increase
set aside for him, and there is no pay-
ment for him?

Mr. FOLEY. And no loans.

Mr. ADAMS. Under this provision if
he were not in the program he could go
ahead and get a loan?

Mr. FOLEY, If the Secretary at his dis-
cretion for orderly marketing purposes
made it available, but normally he could
not get a loan. As a noncooperator he
would not be entitled to any loans, as a
matter of right; it would be completely
a matter of discretion with the Secretary
under what conditions a noncooperator
could get a loan.

Mr. ADAMS, Mr. Chairman, the prob-
lem that I face with this is that if we
go into a situation where there is a slide
in the price of cotton which goes below
25 cents, we will then be having the
Government buy up cotton under the
Commodity Credit Corporation. The
price can still go down, as the chairman
pointed out, so then the Government
will be holding cotton, and in effect what
we try to do with it is to hold it until
the price goes back up and the Govern-
ment gets its money out. What I am
worried about with the gentleman’s
amendment is that this allows the big
producer who refuses to accept acreage
limitations to use the Commodity Credit
loan system to get money out of the Fed-
eral Treasury and come out whole, with-
out accepting the acreage limitations
that those who are in the program have
to accept.

So we go from 11 million acres in cot-
ton back up to 16 million acres, and we
begin to pile up again the surpluses that

we lived with back in the 1960’s. So are
we not going around and in effect paying
people who are going to be producing
the surplus, because they are the large
producers, who use the Commodity
Credit Corporation instead of the set-
aside acreage provisions?

Mr. FOLEY. The purpose of extending
the loans to noncooperators is to keep
the price above the loan rates, so that,
hopefully the Government does not
acquire any stocks from any producers,
cooperators, or others.

Mr. ADAMS. But if we have a surplus,
the price is going to drop.

Mr. FOLEY. If we have a loan rate
that is applicable to virtually all the cot-
ton that is produced, our experience is
that the price will generally stay above
the loan rate.

Mr. ADAMS. That is if one manages
supplies, as the gentleman has men-
tioned.

Mr. FOLEY, Well, one is not going to
sell it at much below that point, because
the Government is going to be there if
it goes much below that point.

Mr. ADAMS. But to manage supplies,
one has to have the large producer stay
in the program.

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman has just
made an excellent argument against the
Findley Amendment which we should
not have adopted. It has always been
difficult for me to understand how we
could effectively manage these commod-
ity programs with stringent payment
limitations. Unfortunately the commit-
tee has adopted the Findley Amendment
so we are now attempting to prevent
some of the more adverse consequences
of our own.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FinpLEY) to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. FoLEY).

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. FoLEY).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. ForeEy) there
were—ayes 45, noes 39.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by clerks; and
there were—ayes 160, noes 247, not

voting 26, as follows:
[Roll No. 331]

AYES—160

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Danlel, Dan
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dickinszon
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Eckhardt
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

Abdnor
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Aspin
Bafalls
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bergland
Bevill
Boggs
Bowen
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brown, Calif.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.

Fascell

Flood

Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.

Fountain

Fulton

Puqua

Gaydos

Gettys

Ginn

Gonzalez

Griffiths

Hammer-
schmidt

Hanley

Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.

Hawkins -

Hays

Helstoski
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Henderson
Hicks
Holifield
Hungate
Ichord
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Eazen
Ketchum
Euykendall
Landrum
Leggett
Litton
Long, La.
Lott

McEay
McSpadden
Mahon
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mathlas, Callf,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Mills, Ark,
Mizell
Montgomery
Myers
Natcher

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,

‘Anderson, Tl1,

Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Bell
Bennett
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Butler
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, I1l.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominjek V.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski

Nichols
Obey
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten
Perkins
Pickle
Poage
Freyer
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Rhodes
Roberts
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

¥
Royhal
Runnels
Ruth
Ryan
Satterfleld
Sebelius
Seiberling
Bikes
Bisk
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Stark

NOES—247

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Pindley
Fish
Ford,
Willlam D,
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hanna
Hanrahan
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helnz
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Karth
Eeating
Eemp
Eluczynski
Eoch
Kyros
Latta
Lehman
Lent
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McColllster
McCormack
McDade
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Steed
SBteelman
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
ckey
Symington
Symms
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Towell, Nev,
Treen
Udall
Timan
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
White
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wright
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zwach

k EgE M

McEwen
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr,
Mayne
Mazzoll
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead,
Callif.
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, 11,
Murphy, N.Y,
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix
O'Brlen
O'Hara
Owens
Parris

Powell, Ohlo
Price, 1.
Pritchard
Railsback
Rangel
Regula

Reid

Reuss

Rlegle
Rinaldo
Roblinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Ruppe

St Germain
Bandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
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Shuster
Slack
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steele
Stelger, Arlz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Studds
Sullivan
Talcott

Tayler, Mo.
Teague, Calif.
Thone
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Waldie
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif,

Wwinn

Wolff

Wyatt

Wydler

Wrylie

Wyman

Yates

Yatron

Young, Fla.

Young, Ii.

Zablockl

Zion

NOT VOTING—26

Fraser Mailliard
Frenzel Mitchell, N.Y.
Green, Oreg. Moorhead, Pa.
Hébert Morgan
Johnson, Calif. Pepper

Dent Kastenmeler Pettis

Diggs King Rosenthal
Edwards, Calif. Landgrebe Skubitz
Fisher McFail

So the amendment was rejected.

Messrs. QUIE and BEFALIS changed
their votes from “no” to “aye.”

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming changed
his vote from “aye” to “no.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, BURLISON OF

MISSOURI

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BurrisoNn of
Missouri: Page 21, immediately after line
16, insert the following new paragraph:

“*(3) The Secretary shall make avallable
to producers loans and purchases on each
crop of soybeans at $3 per bushel.”.”

Page 21, line 16, strike out the quotation
marks.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, in the bill, in addition to the
target level price concept, we have also
an increase in the loan levels in each of
the major commodities, wheat, feed
grains, and cotton. The loan level for
soybeans remains the same under this
committee bill. For many years it has
been at the level of $2.25 per bushel.

Mr. Chairman, I remember just a few
years ago when we still had the same
loan level as the present rate, and soy-
beans were selling for $2.30 a bushel.
Now, just a short time later, a few years
later, we still have the same $2.25 per
bushel loan rate and we have soybeans,
if you have them to sell, in recent
months going at between $11 and $12 a
bushel.

We have also seen in recent years re-
strictions for impeding the planting of
soybeans. In the Agricultural Act of 1970
I pleaded with the Committee on Agri-
culture to permit the planting of soy-
beans on set-aside acreages. Even at that
time, 3 years ago, in 1970, we had a
tremendous demand for soybeans and a
short supply of them. My position in the
Committee on Agriculture did not
prevail,

I made the same pleas with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to permit, in his
discretion, the planting of soybeans on
the set-aside acreage for the same rea-
son. Again I did not prevail. Two years
later we have seen the Secretary exer-
cise that discretion, and in the program
for 1973, the present crop year, we see
there is no set-aside acreage.

I may say, also, Mr. Chairman, I was
the author in the 1970 bill of a provi-

Brooks
Carter
Collier
Coughlin
Danielson

Mr,
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sion in that act to permit soybean sub-
stitution for cotton acreage in the dis-
cretion of the Secretary. He has not seen
fit to permit substitution.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that
we have a bill here to increase the loan
level for the major commodities, it seems
only equitable and proper to me that we
increase the loan level for soybeans. Our
Government has pulled all the stops in
recent months to get increased soybean
acreage for this coming year.

I have already mentioned to you that
if you had soybeans to sell in recent
months you could get $11 to $12 a bushel
for them.

This point is further emphasized by
the fact that our Government just put an
embargo on soybeans. You cannot even
export them now.

Mr. SCHERLE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. SCHERLE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I think my colleague from Missouri
makes a very interesting point in his
amendment in a request for soybeans to
be listed at $3 a bushel. It is entirely ap-
propriate, because they are selling at the
present time for $10 a bushel and we
have a 24 percent increase contemplated
this year by the Department of Agricul-
ture. There is no doubt in my mind but
what they will reduce it quite drastically.

We have said this before, but even if
it does not reach that particular amount,
we are also guaranteeing us a target price
for corn and wheat, and that point will
not be reached, either.

I do not think it is out of order or out
of line to make this simple request to in-
clude soybeans in the target price.

I compliment my colleague for his
amendment.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. I thank
my friend.

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern-
ment is insisting on full production of our
acreage of soybeans, and it is only fair
that the general public share in the risk
this entails of full production of this
commodity over the next 4 years.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I think
it might be well to recall some of the re-
cent history of soybean loan rates in
this country. I well recall in 1969 strong
pressures which were put on the new ad-
ministration of the Department of Agri-
culture to increase the loan rate on soy-
beans, very similar to what is being at-
tempted here today. At that time the
loan rate was $2.50. There were some
enthusiasts who wanted the loan rate
raised even higher, saying that because
soybeans were selling for only $2.40
that raising the loan rate would also
raise the price. Well, a very different
school of thought in the Department
prevailed and that was that if you low-
ered the loan rate instead of raising it
you would become more competitive in
the world markets, and you could sell
ggough soybeans so that the price would
.rise.

Fortunately that school of thought pre-
vailed. The loan rate on soybeans was
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lowered from $2.50 to $2.25, exports did
increase, and the price of soybeans has
gone up steadily ever since, every year,
and soybeans have been the success story
in American agriculture.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield,
my friend from Iowa, Mr. Ma¥NE, would
not suggest that we have $11 to $12 prices
on soybeans in the last few years be-
cause the loan level was lowered several
years ago from $2.40 to $2.25 a bushel?

Mr. MAYNE. I will stand by my state-
ment, I would say to the gentleman from
Missouri, that in every year there has
been a substantial increase in the price
of soybeans since January of 1969, and
this was before the great increases of the
past year. There has been a substantial
inerease in soybean production, and
there has been a substantial increase in
prices year after year. Production went
from 1.17 billion bushels in 1971 to 1.27
billion bushels in 1972 and predictions
are there will be another increase to 1.58
billion bushels this year. The additional
production being made available under
the present $2.25 lower rate is desperate-
1y needed. And we do not want to tamper
with something that is working so suc-
cessfully.

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

Mr. MAYNE. I will yield to the gentle-
man in just one moment.

The soybean organizations are not
asking for this increase in loan rate. Our
committee and our subcommittee have
considered all facets of this problem
very carefully, and I am unaware of a
single request from the American Soy-
bean Association or any other group rep-
resenting either soybean producers or
processers to raise the loan rate on soy-
beans.

I say to the Members of this House let
us not mess up something that is work-
ing so beautifully. We have too often seen
what happens when we tinker with the
economy, and if we start changing the
soybean loan rate without any need to
do so the results can be far different
than might be anticipated. I say let us
vote down this amendment.

I am now happy to yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) .

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

I would like to say to the gentleman
from Iowa that my State of Illinois
ranks 11th in the production of soy-
beans, and I can subscribe to what the
gentleman from Towa has said. I have not
heard from one soybean producer for
several years in support of a higher loan
rate for soybeans. I would like to as-
sociate myself with the remarks the gen-
tleman from Iowa has just made.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time in
order to make an announcement, and
that is that the people who have charge
of the voting panel and the electronic
voting system think that they have found
the problem, and they want to activate
the panel for 3 or 4 minutes to make sure
that it works. So when it comes on it will
not mean anything except that those
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people are determining if it works prop-
erly and is available for use.

The Chairman will then announce at
the next vote whether it will be held by
electronic vote or not. So, Mr. Chairman,
I just wanted to alert the Members that
if it comes on it does not necessarily
mean that there is a vote being taken,
unless the Chairman so announces.

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

Mr. Chairman, I probably would not
have suggested this exact amendment,
but I think that in view of the debate
that has just taken place that perhaps
a couple of points should be made.

It was only a couple of years ago that
soybeans were selling on the farm for
$2.45 a bushel. Can you imagine that?
We export more than half of the soy-
beans we grow in this country, and we
were letting foreign customers get them
at $2.45 a bushel. They would willingly
have paid $3 or $4. They have shown that
in the last year. They are buying more at
higher prices. Price was not the obstacle
to greater sales. We let them keep all
those extra dollar credits they would
have paid for those soybeans and pile
them up to help cause devaluation of
the dollar. We did not have sense enough
in this country to get a better price for
the product we were selling overseas,
hardly half of what they were willing to
pay.

The way to create a reserve and ac-
complish the objective most efficiently
and most effectively would be to put
aside some soybeans in surplus years into
a reserve and keep them for a year like
this, so that we not only would have had
more to sell overseas but more for do-
mestic users, too, but the administration
has opposed and the Congress has been
unwilling to establish that kind of
reserve.

This is a more expensive way of doing
the same thing. It is the less preferred
of two alternatives, not as good as the
other, but since the other way has been
turned down, I think we ought to do it.

As far as the Soybean Association is
concerned, they have sought low loan
rates and opposed things like establish-
ing a reserve which would be good for
producers and consumers in this coun-
try over a period of years. That organiza-
tion has been supported by processors.
That is who helps finance them. We have
known that for years. There is a small
growers organization centered in Indiana,
but let no one come in here with a story
about the National Soybean Association
is the strong voice of the average soybean
grower in this country.

Go out, go down the road and get a
little dust on one’s shoes. Talk to those
farmers and find out how many of them
oppose increasing the $2.25 loan level.

As far as the consumers are concerned,
if they want soybeans produced, they can
get them by having a $3 loan level. That
is far below the present price but is still
an incentive. In 1959, Benson put $1.05
loan on corn to all producers. We had
so much corn the next 2 years it about
drowned us. If we are really interested
in getting more soybeans and getting
more soybean meal and more soybean
oil, then vote for this amendment. That
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is the fact of the matter, as far as the
consumers are concerned.

I am not enthusiastic about having
too high a loan rate because I think farm-
ers can produce so much it could cause
prices to drop to too low a level, but
under the circumstances I think that a
loan level of $3 would not be too high for
a year or two in view of the fact that the
House has not been willing today to
adopt a reserve program. The admin-
istration has opposed having a reserve
that is under guidelines prohibiting them
from dumping it, and also prohibiting
them from . making foreign sales when
they ought not to be making them. So
the lesser of the alternatives is to vote
for this amendment, and if it results in
a big enough production to result in a
Government financed reserve under the
reseal program, then a reserve will be
created that way. I urge the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Will the
gentleman agree that if there is any pur-
pose or reason for increasing the loan
level of wheat, feed grains or cotton, that
it is certainly equitable, fair, and reason-
able that the same thing be done for soy-
beans and other staple commodities?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That is true. If
the purpose is to encourage more pro-
duction, obviously a loan level increase
would help. When they lowered the soy-
bean loan from $2.40 down to $2.25, they
did it to discourage production. That was
the avowed purpose in doing that. So if
they want to encourage production, they
would need to increase the loan level.

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. MAYNE. It does seem to me it is
very hard to reconcile the gentleman's
statement with the fact that in every
yvear within the last 5 years there has
been a very substantial increase in the
soybean production, and in these last
3 years it went from 1.17 million bushels
in 1971 to 1.27, and this year, accord-
ing to yesterday’'s report, it is going to
be up another 24 percent to 1.58 million
bushels, which is breaking all records in
history; in fact, it has broken all pre-
vious records each year for the past 6
years.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Acreage of soy-
beans corresponds to the acreage in corn
and other production. Whenever the
number of acres in corn set-aside, con-
servation acres and grain crops are re-
duced, it results in an increase in the
acreage in soybean production.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. BURLISON) .

The question was taken; and on di-
vision (demanded by Mr. BurLison of
Missouri) there were—ayes 34, noes 44,

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri, Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, MICHEL

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MicHEL: On
page B, line 2 strike out "Wheat Production
Incentives’.

On page B, strike cut line 21 and insert in
lieu thereof the following: “(c) Payments
shall be made for the 1974 crop of wheat'.

On page 9, strike out lines 5 through 20
and insert “is less than the established price
of $2.05 per bushel times (ii) the allotment
for the farm for such crop, times (iil) the
projected yleld established for the farm with
such adjustments as the Secretary determines
necessary to provide a fair and equitable
yleld. If the Secretary determines that the
producers”.

On page 10 between lines 5 and 6, Insert
the following:

“Payments shall be made for the 18756 and
1976 crops of wheat to producers on each
farm in such amounts as the Secretary may
prescribe in order to achieve a complete
phaseout of such payments to producers after
the 1967 crop. In determining the amount
of such payments, the Secretary shall take
into consideration the amount pald on the
1974 crop, the market conditions, and such
other factors as he deems appropriate.”

On page 11, line 20, strike out “1977" and
insert “1976".

On page 11, line 23, strike out “1977" and
insert “1976".

On page 12, line 3, strike out “through
1977 crops’ and insert “crop”.

On page 12, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

“(vil) Effective with respect to the 1977
crop, section 379b(c) (1) is amended to read
as follows:

**(1) The Becretary shall provide for a set-
aside of cropland if he determines that the
total supply of wheat or other commodities
will, in the absence of such a set-aside, likely
be excesive taking into account the need for
an adequate carryover to maintain reasonable
and stable supplies and prices and to meet a
national emergency. If a set-aside of crop-
land is in effect under this paragraph, then
as a condition of eligibility for loans and pur-
chases on wheat, the producers on a farm
must set aside and devote to approved con-
servation uses an acreage of cropland equal
to such percentage of the cropland base for
the farm as may be specified by the Secretary.
For the purpose of this section, the cropland
base shall be the acreage devoted to major
crops as determined by the Secretary. The
Secretary is authorized to limit the acreage
planted to wheat on the farm to such extent
as he determines necessary to adjust the acre-
age of wheat to desirable goals. The Secretary
shall make payments to producers on a farm
who set aside acreage under this section.
The payments for a farm shall be at such
rate or rates as the Secretary determines to
be fair and reasonable taking into consider-
atlon the diversion undertaken by the pro-
ducers and productivity of the acreage
diverted.'”

On page 21, line 23, strike out “each” and
insert “the 1974".

On page 22, strike out lines 12 through 24
and insert “is less than the established price
of $1.38 per bushel. The payment rate for
grain sorghums and, if des-"

On page 23, after the period in line 10, in-
sert the following:

“The Secretary shall also make available
to producers payments for the 19756 and 1976
crops of such commodities in such amounts
as he may prescribe in order to achieve a
complete phase out of such payments to
producers after the 1976 crop. In determin-
ing the amount of such payments for 1976
and 1976, the Secretary shall take into con-
sideration the amount paid on the 1974 crop,
the market conditions, and such other fac-
tors as he deems necessary. The payments
for graln sorghums and, if designated by the
Secretary, barley, for the 1975 and 1976 crops
shall be at such rate as the Secretary deter-
mines fair and reasonable in relation to the
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rate at which payments are made available
for corn.”

On page 23 strike out lines 11 and 12 and
insert " ‘(2) The Secretary shall prior to Jan-
uary 1 of the 1974 through 1976 calendar
years, determine and proclaim for the crop
produced’ .

On page 26, line 1, strike out “1977" and
insert “1976".

On page 26, line 16, strike out *1977" and
insert '1976".

On page 27, line 1, strike out “through 1877
crops” and substitute “crop”.

On page 27, between lines 38 and 4, insert
the following:

“(G) Effective with respect to the 1977
crop, paragraph (1) of subsection (¢) of
section 105 is further amended by striking
out ‘feed grain base' and substituting ‘crop-
land base' and paragraph (1) of subsection
(e) of section 1056 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: ‘For the pur-
pose of this section, the cropland base shall
be the acreage devoted to major crops as de-
termined by the Secretary’ ™.

On page 27, line 18, strike “1978" and in-
sert "1976".

On page 27, line 20, strike *1977" and insert
“19?6".

On page 27, in line 24, strike “1977" and
substitute “1976".

On page 28, line 14, strike out “Cotton
Production Incentives’.

On page 29, line 15, strike out “for each
crop” and insert “for the 1974 crop™.

On page 29, Insert a period at the end of
line 24,

On page 30, strike out lines 1 through 11
and insert the following:

“Payments shall be made for the 1975 and
1876 crops of cotton to producers on each
farm in such amounts as the Secretary may
prescribe in order to achieve a complete
phaseout of such payments to producers
after the 1976 crop. In determining the
amount of such payments, the Secretary
shall take into consideration the amount

pald on the 1974 crop, the market condi-
tions, and such other factors as he deems
appropriate. “If the”

At end of line 25 on page 31, insert the
following:

“(F) effective with respect to the 1977
crop, paragraph (4) (A) of section 103(e) of
the Agricultural Act of 1949 as it appears in
such section 602 is further amended by
striking out ‘farm base acreage allotment’
and substituting ‘cropland base’, and by
adding at the end thereof the following ‘For
the purpose of this section, the cropland
base shall be the acreage devoted to major
crops as determined by the Secretary'™.

On page 32, line 1, strike out “F" and in-
sert "G”.

Mr. MICHEL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the REecorp, in view
of the copies being made available at
both desks and in order to expedite the
business of the House.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I am
fundamentally opposed to Government
controlling our lives, our businesses, our
farms, or the economy. My position has
been fairly consistent as I voted against
wage and price controls each time, acre-
age allotments, quotas, pegged prices,
target prices—mame it. I support the
concept of an unfettered free-enterprise
system, whether it be in our factories and
businesses in the cities or out on the
farms.

This country is what it is today be-
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cause we have the natural resources and
because we are a producing nation. Yet,
we are also a consuming nation, but the
consumers have always fared better be-
cause we have had this great capacity to
produce both in our factories and out on
the farms.

I will be quite frank with the Members
that, before the Sisk amendment was
defeated, I had no great illusions over
the amount of support I would get for
my amendment, as good as I think it is.
I have been monitoring those teller votes
here for the past several weeks, and I do
not underestimate the crafty and wily
ways of the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture. The die may very well
have been cast, but I think, particularly
in view of the defeat of the Sisk amend-
ment, there still are many Members of
this House who feel as I do that we ought
to move in the direction of a market-
oriented agriculture and the amendment
which I offer is designed to provide Mem-
bers an opportunity to vote for legislation
which will make possible the gradual
return of American agriculture to the
market system.

As T said to the House on June 10 in
8 special order:

We can vote for this bill and move agri-
culture and consumers and taxpayers and
the country backward. Or we can move to
positive legislation which will move farmers
in the direction of greater freedom and less
dependence on Government, less dependence
on outmoded allotments and quotas and pro-
duction patterns based on decades-ago plant-
ing needs.

This amendment provides a positive
approach. Its purpose is threefold. It is
designed first to separate payments made
to supplement farm income from per-
formance payments made to encourage
needed adjustments in resource use; sec-
ond, to provide for an orderly phaseout
of income payments over a 3-year period;
and, third, to shift the set-aside program
to a cropland basis at the end of the
phaseout period.

The target price approach embodied
in H.R. 8860, it seems to me, is unsound
farm policy. I would prefer to have a
bill which makes no reference to target
prices. However, since it is my objective
to improve this bill rather than to defeat
it, my amendment would provide that
income payments would be made in
1974—if needed—to attain the target
price set forth in the bill. Income pay-
ments could also be made in 1975 and
1976 at such levels as the Secretary de-
termines necessary to achieve an orderly
phaseout of income payments. In deter-
mining the amount of such payments
the Secretary would be required to take
into account the amounts paid on 1974
crops, market conditions, and such other
factors as he deems appropriate.

Acreage allotments would be used to
determine distribution of target price
payments in 1974 and the phaseout pay-
ments authorized for 1975 and 1976.

In 1977 payments would be made only
for contributions to resource adjustment
through participation in the set-aside
program. Such payments would be per-
formance payments—not income pay-
ments.

Also, in 1977 the set-aside program
would be based on cropland rather than
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the outdated historic bases now used to
determine set-aside requirements. Coop-
erating producers would be required to
set aside a percentage of their total crop-
land rather than a percentage of the
acreage historically devoted to specific
crops. This would result in a more equit-
able distribution of set-aside require-
ments and would give producers more
freedom to adjust their production to
changing market requirements.

The times cry out for a change in the
direction of Government farm policy.
The widely respected liberal National
Planning Association says—

America faces critical declsions in food
and agricultural policy. The Nation needs not
a blueprint based on the assumption of a
known future but a strategy capable of deal-
ing with any situation likely to appear.

D. Gale Johnson, the eminent chair-
man of the department of economics at
the University of Chicago agrees. In a re-
cent study published by the American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy
Research, he says that in 1973, because
of the coincidence of the expiration of
major farm legislation and the begin-
nings of trade negotiations, an oppor-
tunity exists to make changes that will
benefit consumers and taxpayers. He
5ays:

Americans cannot have it both ways: freer
access to markets in other countries will re-
quire changes in U.S. domestic farm pro-
grams and trade measures.

William J. Kuhfuss, president of the
American Farm Bureau Federation—the
largest general farm organization—and
a resident of the district which I have
the honor to represent, says farmers are
the closest they have been for many years
to a market-oriented system, and the
market continues to work well. He says:

If we can maintain the general health of
agriculture, farmers will adjust their produc-
tion to produce what consumers want as re-
flected in the market.

The target price concept embodied in
H.R. 8860 is similar to the target price
plan embodied in the common agricul-
tural policy of the European Economic
Community, This European program has
been cited by our Department of Agricul-
ture as a major roadblock to the ex-
pansion of American exports of agricul-
tural commodities. If we adopt such a
program for American agriculture we
shall make future trade negotiations
with EEC nations far more difficult than
they otherwise would be.

The pitfalls of the target price con-
cept have been outlined in detail on
page 193 of the excellent minority re-
port on H.R. 8860. The minority has ac-
curately identified the target price con-
cept as the Brannan plan.

There are undoubtedly many Members
of the House who do not recall the orig-
inal Brannan plan. But there are others
of us who well recall its debut in 1949
when the then Secretary of Agriculture
first proposed to abandon the established
system of supporting farm prices in the
marketplace in favor of making the
farmer dependent upon appropriations
from the Federal Treasury for a large
part of his income.

At that time it was my privilege to
serve as the assistant to my distinguished
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predecessor, Judge Harold Velde. I well
recall how he felt about this scheme to
hold out the lure of high prices to farm-
ers and cheap food to consumers with
the promise that “it ain’t going to cost
anybody much.”

I recall the day, July 21, 1949—nearly
24 years ago—when my predecessor, Mr.
Velde, cast his vote against a trial run
of the Brannan plan. I recall that he was
joined in that successful effort by the
present minority leader (Mr. GeEraLp R.
Forp). The present minority whip (Mr.
AReNDs), and our distinguished colleague
and associate on the Committee on Ap-
propriations (Mr. WHITTEN) .

The gentleman from Mississippi, whose
competence as an expert on both agri-
culture and government finance is rec-

by Members on both sides of the
aisle, had this to say about the Brennan
plan at that time:

What Mr, Brannan asks the farmer is to
take whatever low price the buyers and the
middlemen want to pay him and get the
rest from the Federal Treasury. To ask the
farmers to submit to such a program is the
same as asking labor to let employers pay
whatever low wages the employers want to
pay, the difference to be made up by Fed-
eral payments. Such a plan would not be
fair to labor. It is not fair to the farmers,
not to the fact that there is not enough
money in the country to finance such a
plan.

There are other Members of this House
who were here in 1949 and cast their
votes against the Brannan plan at that
time. They are Members of both parties,
from both rural and urban districts. I
urged them and all other Members of
this body to support the amendment

which is now before us.

We owe it to our farmers, consumers,
and all taxpayers to reject the 1973 mod-
el of the Brannan plan.

We have a responsibility to move
ahead, to let farmers take advantage of
the opportunity for increasing produc-
tion and profits which now are so ob-
vious. We have a responsibility fo let our
farmers produce for expanding markets
at lower unit costs and increased profits.
Then, and only then, will our actions
benefit the consumers, taxpayers, farm-
ers, and people around the world.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I am glad to yield to my
colleague from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I want to
congratulate the gentleman from Illinois
for offering this very significant amend-
ment. If I understand it correctly, it is
in two main parts.

First, it would phase out by 1977 the
income payment. Second, it would make
a very substantial and very substantive
change in the present method of estab-
lishing allotments for those farmers who
participate in the set-aside program. In-
stead of using an outmoded historic base,
it would be fixed on the basis of a per-
centage of their total cropland.

Mr. MICHEL. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. I know in
my own State of Illinois, as is true in
the gentleman’s case, we have had many
complaints from farmers who say that
agriculture is a dynamiec industry and
has changed vastly from the period on
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which the present allotments are based.
Many farmers have gone from dairying
to cash grain types of farming. There-
fore, in order to introduce greater equity
into the set-aside program, I hope the
gentleman’s amendment will have the
support of the committee.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman
for his valuable support of my amend-
ment.

For those of you concerned about too
drastic a change may I remind you that
we propose a 3-year phaseout of the in-
come supplement program.

This certainly offers ample opportu-
nity for adjustment. And finally, Mr.
Chairman, if we are ever going to make
this move toward freeing up agriculture,
now is the time—when prices of all farm
commodities are up and everything looks
good for a continuation of these good
prices for some time to come.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to get
into the details of the proposal submitted
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MicHEL) . I support the amendment, and
I support it because I believe it has a
great deal of substantive good.

I also support it because I believe as
a practical matter its approval by this
body will permit the conference between
the House and the Senate to come up
with the best possible solution to keep
America’s agriculture productive for
consumers and beneficial to farmers at
the same time.

If this amendment is approved, it will
go to the conference with the bill from
the other body, and the conferees will
have more flexibility to solve the prob-
lems of agriculture than we could possi-
bly imagine under any circumstances. So
if Members want the conferees to have
an opportunity to work their will with
the maximum of flexibility they ought to
vote for the Michel amendment whether
they agree with every detail in it or not.

Now, if the Michel amendment does
not prevail, I will repeat, as I said a few
moments ago, that I think any bill that
comes from this body and is combined
with that of the other body does not
have a prayer of being approved by the
White House. It is just that pragmadtic.

So on substantive as well as practical
grounds, I strongly urge that the mem-
bers of the committee support the Michel
amendment.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last five words.

Mr. Chairman, my viewpoint on this is
somewhat different from that which has
just been expressed by my good friend,
the minority leader.

I recognize that we do not have much
of a farm bill, and that apparently the
House does not want very much of a
farm bill, and that perhaps the country
wants scarcity instead of protection for
farmers, and, therefore, probably we may
wind up with scarcity of food in the
United States for the first time.

Mr. Chairman, that is what we are
going to have if we do not have a farm
program, and I do not think that it
should be any surprise to anyone if we
so arranged this situation so that there
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cannot be any profit in agriculture. I
cannot see how we can reasonably ex-
pect the farmers to continually provide
the chicken and the beef and the soy-
beans and the rice that we are eating.
I know that this comes as a shock, and
most people do not believe it when it is
suggested that we could have scarcities
in the United States. But less than a year
ago there is not a Member of this House
who would have believed that soybeans
would have brought $10 a bushel either.

They would not have believed it, and
they did not believe it. We do not now
believe that we can have scarcity. But
the fact is we can have scarcity if we
create a situation which does not make
production remunerative.

Now, the suggestion has been that
since the bill as amended goes so far
toward trying to keep people out of pro-
duction rather than putting them in,
through the amendments that we have
adopted, that we can take this bill to
conference.

The suggestion has been offered by the
gentleman from Illinois, that we take it
to conference and see if we cannot work
out something else.

This Michel amendment proposes to
phase out all agricultural programs in the
course of 3 years. Now, I do not believe in
phasing out agricultural programs this
year, next year, or 3 years from now. I
think we will be just as hungry 3 years
from now as we are now, and as for
me I am not going to vote to phase out
all agricultural programs, as the Michel
amendment would suggest.

If we want to talk about the present
law, we could do lots worse than to con-
tinue the present program.

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

Mr. POAGE. Yes, I yield to the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I assure my good friend, the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, that I
do not believe in phasing out agricultural
programs, but I do not want to put farm-
ers in straitjackets either, and the bill
that we have been working on, as it has
worked out, in effect, puts the farmers
in straitjackets.

Mr. POAGE. I think it puts them out
in the cold without any kind of a jacket.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it not bet-
ter, then, to take a vehicle that continues
the program which the committee rec-
ommended for 1 year and then consider
the phaseout features later on in the
conference. It could be combined with
the version of the other body, which is
quite a different bill. If we did that. I
believe the gentleman through his wis-
dom and the wisdom of his conferees
and the wisdom of the other body and
their conferees, could end up with a very
constructive farm bill.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I think it
would make a good deal more sense if
we would take the farm bill which our
committee brought in and limit it to 1
year only, without any phaseout provi-
sions in it, except that it is limited to 1
year, and take that to conference.

As far as I am concerned—and I only
ask my colleagues to make up their own
minds—I am not going to vote here for a
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bill to phase out the agricultural pro-
grams and say to the farmers of America
that we will not have you have any pro-
gram whereas everybody else in the
United States does. If you will eliminate
all Government help for transportation,
for banking, for labor and all other
groups I will talk with you about phasing
out all help for agriculture. For that rea-
son I think it would be a great mistake
to accept the Michel amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think that the distin-
guished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture has expressed the
situation very well. I am sorry that I
have to disagree very respectfully but
very emphatically with the minority
leader.

This proposal which the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MicHeL) has offered
was very, very carefully considered by
the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Grain and by the full Committee on
Agriculture of the House. It was pre-
sented in testimony in the hearings by
its proponents. We gave it every con-
sideration, and after 6 months of hear-
ings and discussions and markups, we
decided that that was not the way to
get food on the tables of the American
people.

The farmers of this country do not
want to be left high and dry with abso-
lutely no kind of guarantee or assurance
that if they respond to these present
urgent pleas for more production that
they will not be left holding the bag with
a tremendous surplus. They are not going
to continue to produce more and more
food next year if the provisions of the
present law expire and we do not put
something in their place.

The gentleman from Illinois would
propose that just 3 years from now, in
1977, there would be no farm program at
all. That is awfully stiff medicine for
me to go up to Iowa with and talk with
the farmers, as I did last week, and say
to them, “Fellow, no farm program at
all starting in 1977.” That is not going to
wash out there, and I do not presume to
suggest to the gentleman from Illinois
how the rank and file farmers in his
district feel, but I would be very much
surprised if they felt any differently in-
asmuch as they grow the same things as
my farmers do. I do not believe they want
to be left without any farm program at
all.

Mr. MICHEL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MAYNE. I will be happy to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. MICHEL. Of course, we are talking
now, when you say phasing out, of a
period of 4 years. That is a considerable
period of time in the future. For example,
if after the first or the second year we
have discombobulated things to such a
degree, why, there is nothing wrong with
this House meeting again in this kind
of a setting and amending the bill to get
what the Members wish. There is nothing
wrong with that.

"~ But it seems to me we have been talk-
ing, generally speaking, in terms of free-
ing up agriculture and giving it an oppor-
tunity in the free market system to work.
‘We ought to give it that chance. I am
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convinced that if there is a buck to be
made, the farmer is going to produce.

As I said in my earlier remarks, I think
we have to change our thinking a little
bit and believe that the farmer is en-
titled to his fair share and that the con-
sumer should expect a few increases in
price because the farmer is entitied to a
little more, but I believe the farmer will
produce if there is a buck to be made.

Mr. MAYNE. The gentleman’s amend-
ment says very clearly on page 4 on the
copy furnished me that there will be a
complete phaseout of payments after the
1976 crop.

I just feel that in our economy this is
an unrealistic approach. Our farmers are
willing to go ahead and increase their
productivity as they have been doing.
They have increased soybean production
this year 24 percent, corn production 6
percent, but they have done it with the
safeguards of the 1970 act available to
them. They are not going to go ahead and
do it without some comparable safe-
guards to protect them if they do pro-
duce, and then it turns out there is
overproduction when this demand does
not materialize, as could well happen.

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

Mr. MAYNE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding,

Mr. Chairman, I seem to get the im-
pression that the gentleman from Illi-
nois doubts the adequacy of his own pro-
posal here when the gentleman says,
“Well, if it does not work then we will
come back 2 years from now and try
to undo the damage,” which we could
not do.

If the gentleman from Illinois wants
to cast the farmers of our country to
the tender mercies of a subsidized econ-
omy all around them, that is one thing,
but I for one will not do it.

When he has subsidies in the subsi-
dized economy all around him, then I am
perfectly willing to turn him loose, but
not until then.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Ma¥YNE
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MAYNE, Mr, Chairman, I want
to thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Iowa, for his contribution, and to
suggest to the Members that the House
Committee on Agriculture, which repre-
sents a very broad cross section of this
country, has worked diligently for 6 long
months trying to effect this legislation.
We can make mistakes just like anyone
else, but it seems to me that to completely
throw out our work product except for
the first year of a 4-year bill is really
going to be a tremendous waste of man-
power of this House.

It is a great pleasure to serve on the
Committee on Agriculture, but I think
that if the labors of 6 months are to be
treated in this cavalier fashion it would
be frustrating in the extreme.

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PoAGe), has given
great leadership and guidance to the
evolution of this bill. I think it would
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be a tragedy for us now to junk it and
to abandon the American farmers. We
need the American farmers. The con-
sumers need the American farmers. We
have got to give them some incentive to
increase production.

Frankly, I think the proposal made
by the gentleman from Illinois will just
scare the daylights out of the American
farmer, and put an effective end to any
further expansion of production.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I con-
gratulate Mr. MicHEL on the excellence
of this amendment. It provides an or-
derly way to terminate the separate
programs for each major commodity,
and establish in their place a general
cropland retirement program.

This would permit the farmer to man-
age his resources in the most efficient
manner possible, the market system to
operate to greatest advantage to the con-
sumer, and still provide, through crop-
land retirement, a cushion against ad-
verse fluctuations of market prices.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would say that some
of the Members have completely missed
the point of the whole farm program. Let
me cite some statistics:

In 1950 we had 5.8 million farms in the
United States. Twenty-three years later
we are down to 2.7 million farms in the
United States—and this is with farm
programs.

If we did not have farm programs we
would accelerate this downward slide so
that, instead of arriving at 500,000 farms
in the year 2000, we would probably ar-
rive at that point by 1980. And when we
get down to 400,000 or 500,000 farms, we
will have free enterprise in our farm
economy about as much as we have free
enterprise in the oil industry, or in the
steel industry, or in the automobile in-
dustry.

No one can get up and say that we
have free enterprise in the giant indus-
tries I have just mentioned.

They all have administered prices. We
have today 80 to 100 million acres of
land lying idle that the big farms could
put under the plow, and we would see
such a tremendous output of food and
fiber, it would knock the price completely
out. The farmer must be protected as
much as he can be by us. There is no
free ride on the backs of the farmers for
cheaper food prices. Either we guarantee
the farmer fair prices and subsidize
where he cannot get fair prices, or else
the Federal Government is going to have
to guarantee the income. I repeat, there
is not going to be low food prices on the
backs of the farmers. Somebody has to
work.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The question was taken: and the
chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by clerks; and
there were—ayes 186, noes 220, not
voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 832]
AYES—186

Fish
Ford, Gerald R.
Porsythe Peyser
Frellnghuysen Pilke
Frey Powell, Ohlo
Froehlich Pritchard
Fulton Quillen
Gaydos Rallsback
Gilman Regula
Goldwater Rhodes
Goodling Rinaldo
Grover Robinson, Va.
Gubser Robison, N.X.
Gude Roe

Rogers

Hanrahan
Roncalio, Wyo.

Anderson, O'Hara

Parris

Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Beard

Bell
Blaggl
Blester
Blackburn
Bray

Broomfield Harrington

Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Hawkins
Hays
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hollfield
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.,
Jordan

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.X,
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey

O'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patman
Patten
Perkins
Pickle

Poage

Podell
Preyer

Price, Ill.
Price, Tex,
Quie
Randall
Rangel
Rarick

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Blkes

ck

Bmith, Iowa
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

James V.
Btark
Bteed
Btephens
Btokes
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Udall

Ullman

Brotzman
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Butler
Byron

Camp

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Cotter
Crane
Cronin
Danlel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Fascell
Findley

Abdnor
Abzug

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

Bergland
Bevill
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks

Harvey
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helnz
Helstoskl
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt

Horton
Hosmer

Huber
Hudnut

Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum

Koch
Kuykendall
Lehman
Lent

Long, Md.
Lujan
MecClory
McCloskey
McDade
McEwen
McKinney
Macdonald
Mallary
Marazlti
Martin, Nebr.

Brown, Callf.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clay
Cochran
Collins, 111,
Conyers
Cormean
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davls, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Dorn

Ronecallo, N.X.
Rousselot
Ruppe

Ryan

8t Germain
Sandman
Barasin
Batterfleld
Baylor
Schneebell

Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif.
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Walsh

Ware
‘Whalen
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
‘Wilson, Bob
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Zion

Eckhardt
Ellberg
Edwards, Callf.
Evans, Colo,
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
Willlam D.
Fountain
Fraser
Fuqua
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Gunter
Guyer
Haley

Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
‘Wampler
White
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Rostenkowskl Calif,
Roush Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Yates
Young, Ga.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.

MeCollister
McCormack
McEay
MeSpadden
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mann
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller

Runnels
Ruth
Sarbanes
Scherle
Schroeder
Sebelius Zablockl
Seiberling Zwach
NOT VOTING—27

Frenzel Mailliard
Hanna Mills, Ark,
Harsha Mitchell, N.Y.
Hébhert Moorhead, Pa.
Johnson, Calif. Morgan

King Pepper
Landgrebe Pettis

Evins, Tenn, Landrum Rooney, N.Y.
Fisher McFall Wright

So the amendment was rejected.

Messrs. PEYSER, TIERNAN and
BEARD changed their votes from “no”
to uaye‘u

Mr. RUTH changed his vote from
uayen to “nD.”

The result of the vote was azinounced
as above recorded.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. NATCHER, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 8860) to extend and amend
the Agricultural Act of 1970 for the pur-
pose of assuring consumers of plentiful
supplies of food and fiber at reasonable
prices, had come to no resolution thereon.

Boland
Carter
Collier
Coughlin
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Dent

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. O'NEILL., Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11
o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.
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CLARIFICATION OF LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
madtter.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask for this time simply to inquire of
the distingiushed majority leader if my
understanding of the previous an-
nouncement was correct, that there
would be no session on Friday. I ask
this question because many Members
have inquired, and I would like some
verification of this understanding.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
majority leader. )

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, we intend
to follow the program we had set out
earlier in the year, and under that pro-
gram we stated that there would be no
Friday session.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the majority leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks on the NASA
authorization conference report which
was agreed to earlier today.

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

There was no objection.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
H.R. 8860

Mr. CONTE. Mr, Speaker, under the
rule, I submit the following amendment
which I will offer to the farm bill (H.R.
8860) tomorrow:

Amendment offered by Mr. ConTE to HR.
B860, as reported: Page 87: strike out lines
6 through 7; page 37, line 9, strike out “(B).”

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to insert into the
Recorp an amendment I intend to offer
to H.R. 8860.

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

There was no objection.

The proposed amendment is as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 8860

Strike everything from page 387, line 10,
through page 38, line 19, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“Sec. 807. All exporters of wheat flour, feed
grains, oll seeds and products thereof, pro-
duced in the United States shall, within
seventy-two hours after a contract for such
a commodity has been concluded with a
foreign buyer, report as to the kind, class,
quantity, and destination of that commod-
ity to the Secretary of Agriculture. The
Secretary shall promptly make public such
reports. The Secretary shall further deter-
mine and make publi¢c the effect of such
exports on domestic supply and demand
of such commodities at regular intervals, but
not less than twice each month. Any per-
son who knowingly fails to report export
sales pursuant to the requirements on this
section shall be subject to penalties not to
exceed $25,000 or one year in jail, or both.
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THE NEED FOR ACTION ON
INTEREST RATES

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

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, in April,
the Banking and Currency Committee
reported out H.R. 6168 which among
other things was designed to prevent in-
terest rates from rising to destructive
levels.

Unfortunately, the interest rate sec-
tion of this wage-price legislation drew
a great deal of fire and failed to pass the
House of Representatives. The Nixon ad-
ministration, of course, was right in the
forefront of the effort to eliminate any
strengthening of the strictures on inter-
est rate increases.

The bill was defeated on April 16 and
at that time the prime rate stood at
615 percent and the discount rate of the
Federal Reserve stood at 514 percent.
Today, the prime rate is 8% percent and
the discount rate has risen to a full
T percent.

Neither the prime rate nor the dis-
count rate are fully indicative of what is
happening to the interest rate picture
across the Nation. The prime rate is basi-
cally a “fake rate” which is enjoyed only
by the largest and most affluent cus-
tomers of the banks while the rest of the
borrowers pay much higher prices for
money. But as the prime and the dis-
count rate have moved up, the mortgage
interest rate picture has grown bleak and
today the effective interest rate on a
home is in the vicinity of 8%, percent.

With these new pressures, both the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board and the
Federal Reserve Board have authorized
new and higher ceilings on savings ac-
counts. While I am in favor of consumers
receiving as much as possible on their
money, it is a fact of life that these new
regulations issued last week will mean
new pressures on mortgage interest rates.
The interest rate cycle is moving and the
new savings rates will ratchet up new in-
creases on the mortgage side of the
ledger.

Mr. Speaker, these are not mere per-
centages and numbers. Underneath this
numbers game are real people seeking to
buy homes, to borrow money for their
children’s education, and fo meet the
basic necessities of everyday life. These
new rounds of interest rate increases and
the tightening of money, prices millions
of good, hard-working, patriotic Amer-
ican citizens out of the credit and home
markets.

Today’s home mortgage rates effec-
tively place at least half of the Amer-
ican people out of the home mortgage
market. Many people—including well-
respected financial writers—talk about
rising interest rates as an integral part
of the policy on inflation, but I question
in the strongest terms possible any na-
tional policy which simply cuts off the
low- and moderate-income family from
sources of credit and from the opportu-
nity to own a home. Surely, in a na-
tion as great as this, we can find econom-
ic policies and solutions to our prob-
lems without resorting to cruel and unu-
sual and unwarranted punishment of
low- and moderate-income families, the
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small businessman, and the family farm-
er. These are the people who are penal-
ized by high interest rates and tight
money and they are the ones who cannot
compete in the open market for the
available credit which now carries these
premium prices.

In any event, Mr. Speaker, the idea
that high interest rates can fight in-
flation is nonsensical and totally un-
productive. Interest is a cost. It is a cost
which must be passed on to the con-
sumer. When the businessman must pay
more to finance his inventory, the addi-
tional cost goes to the consumer as the
price of every product on the shelves is
increased. As homeowners know, in-
creased interest rates mean substantially
higher monthly payments. The farmer
must charge more for his products when
he must pay the local bank more for his
farm-production loans. It is obvious that
high inferest rates contribute tremen-
dously to high prices and inflation.

Mr. Speaker, despite the defeat of the
strengthening amendments to the wage-
price bill in April, it remains a fact that
the Economic Stabilization Act—through
amendments adopted in 1971—contains
the authority for the President to con-
trol interest rates and to mandate roll-
backs where necessary and proper. In
fact, I am convinced that the President
is operating in violation of the Economic
Stabilization Act at this moment by his
failure to take more substantive actions
on these latest interest rate increases. I
want to quote from the Economic Stabili-
zation Act, section 203(e) :

Whenever the authority of this title is im-
plemented with respect to significant seg-
ments of the economy, the President shall
require the issuance of regulations or orders
providing for the stabilization of interest
rates and finance charges, unless he issues a
determination, accompanied by a statement
of reasons, that such regulations or orders
are not necessary to maintain such rates and
charges at levels consonant with orderly eco-
nomiec growth.

As this language plainly indicates, the
President is required to either control in-
terest rates or issue a formal determina-
tion as to why this is not necessary. This
determination under the history of this
act is required to be specific and by cate-
gory.

In truth, the President has issued no
determination on interest rates since De-
cember 22, 1971. In the intervening 18
months, the interest rate picture has
changed drastically and, in fact, in the
past several months interest rates have
moved up at a record rate. It is absurd to
think that a finding of December 22,
1971, is legally sufficient to serve as a de-
termination on monetary matters in
July of 1973. The Economic Stabilization
Act obviously requires the President to
take a new look at the interest rate pic-
ture and to institute mandatory controls
or come up with an economic rationale
for allowing interest rates to rise to rec-
ord levels.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that the
President can give us an economic ra-
tionale for these rising interest rates and
I am convinced that the Economic Sta-
bilization Act requires him to immedi-
ately implement mandatory econtrols
across the board on all interest rates.

Mr. Speaker, I call on the President of
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the United States to live up to the law
and to take specific action under either
the Economic Stabilization Act or Public
Law 91-151, the Credit Control Act of
1969.

Unless the President so acts, and unless
the Federal Reserve System is required
to start performing in the public interest,
the Nation will face a credit crunch even
greater than that of 1969 and 1970 which
saw the highest interest rates in our
history. This credit crunch will lead to
a major recession with sharply increased
unemployment, severe housing problems
and hardships for consumers everywhere.

In controlling interest rates and im-
plementing the Economic Stabilization
Act in this area, the President will be
required to assert his constitutional au-
thority over monetary matters. This will
mean that he will have to place the law,
the Constitution, and specifically the re-
quirements of the Economic Stabilization
Act above the misguided policies of the
Federal Reserve.

In 1951, President Truman faced great
monetary problems and the Federal Re-
serve was attempting to dictate policy to
the Chief Executive and the Nation,
President Truman did not allow this to
happen and he had the courage to force
the Federal Reserve to back down on in-
terest rate increases. It would be well for
President Nixon to take a page from
President Truman’s book and place his
authority above that of the Federal Re-
serve and carry out monetary policy in
the public interest so that the American
people can have relief from high interest
rates and the destructive consequences
of another credit crunch.

HOUSE VIGILANCE REQUIRED

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, the Portland Oregonian has re-
cently come forth with an editorial
which has been reprinted as far from the
west coast as Casper, Wyo. Recently,
Tom Howard, editor and publisher of the
Casper Star-Tribune, carried the follow-
ing excellent editorial regarding the need
for legislation to rein in the FBI and the
CIA, and by inference, such agencies as
the Secret Service and others that have
been used for purposes other than for
which statutorially created. The editorial
follows:

FBI, CIA NEep REIN

President Nixon's revelation of plans, in
1870, for a clandestine operation against
what were considered domestic subversives,
which has been supported by other testi-
mony, points up a need for closer control
over U.S, intelligence services.

Chief among these are the Federal Bureau
of Investigation and the Central Intelligence
Agency. The FBI is assigned the duties of
domestic intelligence and the CIA those
abroad. It has become clear through the
Watergate disclosures that the CIA has con-
fused Its assignment, undertaking in this
country some of the sub rosa operations in
which it engages in its mission of keeping
track of U.S. Interests in other countries.
Strangely enough, this CIA aberration may
have been the result of the refusal of the
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FBI under patriarch J. Edgar Hoover to
monitor domestic subversion.

Now is the time, with new directors in
both the FBI and the CIA, to define the
limits of both. For many years, Mr. Hoover
was considered untouchable by Congress and
the White House. His exclusive position had
been earned by great achlevement in keeping
the FBI free of political pressure. But he
also managed to keep it beyond the control
of elected officlals. The same has been true of
the CIA for other reasons, Because of the
clandestine nature of its duties overseas, it
has claimed Immunity from congressional
and public scrutiny.

Recent events have indicated that new
legislation may be necessary to keep the CIA
in line, It has not been enough to deny it
by statute a function in domestic affairs.
This is also an opportune time to reassess the
role of the FBI, which had become Mr.
Hoover's special province.

This is not a police state, as some militant
critics have claimed, and we certainly do not
want it to become one, But where there is
undue secrecy in policing and intelligence
operations there is the germ of oppression
with the authority of government. Let's make
it clear just how far the FBI and the CIA
can go with such suthority.

FBI CODDLES RUSSIAN WHEAT
DEAL

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

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have
been attempting to get the Department
of Justice to tell me if the major grain
companies deliberately concealed from
the Department of Agriculture the quan-
tities of wheat involved in the big Rus-
sian wheat deal on which they expected
to collect huge export subsidies.

An officer of one of the exporting com-
panies told me that, “Of course we indi-
cated the quantities involved to the
USDA,"” but he refused to be identified or
quoted, saying he had made a sworn
statement on this point to the FBI

I asked the Department of Justice for
the statement but was denied access to it.

I then asked the Department of Jus-
tice to check themselves and advise me
whether the FBI had been given infor-
mation that conflicted with the repeated
public statements that USDA had ab-
solutely no knowledge last July of the
amounts of wheat involved in the deals
on which they had committed Federal
export subsidies.

The Department of Justice has again
denied me access to any information the
FBI obtained, or a direct verification or
denial of the discrepancy I was question-
ing. I have been advised that the Con-
tinental Grain Co. refused to cooperate
in the investigation unless assured con-
fidentiality. It appears to me to be a
brand new device for tying the hands of
the government's top criminal investi-
gators. The formula is to tell them every-
thing but get their pledge not to tell any-
body else. Get an assurance of confiden-
tiality, even in relation to an inquisitive
Congressman.

To placate me, Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral Joseph T. Sneed did send me a copy
of an 11-page mimeographed summary
of the FBI's summary. This is the sum-
mary that Secretary of Agriculture Butz
used one day early this year to announce
that the FBT had found no wrong doing
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in the Secretary’s effort to blanket Gen-
eral Accounting Office criticism of the
deal which would be appearing in the
newspapers of the same day.

I have examined the summary and it
is a whitewash job.

It was accomplished Tom Sawyer
fashion. The FBI got together with the
Inspector General of the Department of
Agriculture and with the Commodity
Exchange Authority. They each took a
limited field for investigation and, except
for a recent Commodity Exchange Au-
thority civil action against Continental
Grain Co., the public has not been
allowed to learn one substantive fact
about what was found until I was given
this summary which I will include in full
in the Recorp at the end of these re-
marks along with the Deputy Attorney
General’s letter transmitting it.

The FBI summary indicates that the
CEA found that several grain compa-
nies—not just Continental—made false
findings during the summer of 1972 as to
their futures and/or cash position on
wheat.

It also indicates that the Inspector
General found excessive or duplicating
files for export subsidiaries, about which
we have been told nothing at all at this
point.

The so-called FBI investigation was a
patchwork job, Tom Sawyer style, and I
am sure that if Tom had ever turned in
a whitewash operation as poor as this
one his Aunt Polly would have polished
his posterior.

The FBI summary raises serious ques-
tions of possible fraud against the Gov-
ernment, particularly if the official ver-
sion of USDA’s lack of information is
true.

If it is accurate that the grain com-
panies did not advise the Department of
Agriculture about the quantity of grain
on which they would be claiming export
subsidiaries, and then filed false daily
and weekly reports with the CEA and
concealed how much grain and futures
contracts they were acquiring, we would
have a very serious picture.

Wheat prices were moving up. If the
grain companies acquired large quanti-
ties of grain and then held them back
secretly as the CEA complaint cites Con-
tinental Grain Co., without registering
them for export subsidy, they could have
made huge gains—tens of millions of dol-
lars—by registering for the export sub-
sidy at a later date when the export sub-
sidy was higher.

As Members will recall, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture finally called a halt
to its policy of raising the subsidies al-
most daily to protect the exporters of a
net target price of around $1.65 per
bushel for Gulf on the wheat. The De-
partment said, in effect: “All right, boys,
we will give you 1 more week to register
for subsidy on all the rest of your sales
commitments at 47 cents a bushel, but no
more escalation.” And the grain compa-
nies then came marching in and they
did register between 200 and 300 million
bushels for the 47-cent subsidy, much
of which grain they had obviously been
holding, but not registering, because the
subsidy level was steadly rising. Question
arises, of course, whether the Depart-
ment would have to put an end to es-
calating the subsidy much sooner if the
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companies had accurately reported their
cash and futures holdings to the CEA.

If we are to believe the statement that
the Department did not know how much
wheat was involved in the 440 million
bushel Russian wheat deal—had no idea
at all of its size—and a grain company
filed false reports, the possibility that a
fraud was illegally perpetrated on the
Government and the taxpayers of the
United States exists and it requires more
than casual attention.

And what about those excess bookings
on registrations for subsidy that the FBI
says the Inspector General uncovered?

Why has the Inspector General not re-
leased his findings?

Why are we not told what this
amounted to? Why is that report not sent
up to the House Agriculture Committee,
which has had this deal under investi-
gation? There is much that can be said
about the FBI's portion of the whitewash.
They looked into conflict of interest on
the part of two employees who left the
Department and went to work for the big
grain companies, and then to the case
of a subordinate in the Department who,
on instruction from his boss, phoned the
grain companies to warn them that the
Department’s subsidy policies were be-
ing changed.

The FBI found no fault here.

In its final paragraphs, the FBI tells
us of the Commodity Exchange Author-
ity discovery that Continental Grain Co.
filed inaccurate weekly position reports
with the Commodity Exchange Au-
thority which “resulted from Continen-
tal’s internal security procedures which
were employed to keep the details of
Continental’s sale secret from the rest of
the trade.”

The grain experts at the FBI then as-
sured us that, “The inaccurate reports in
no way adversely affected the govern-
ment. . . .,” which is a judgment, I think,
that Congress ought to put to a very
careful test. Those inaccurate findings
could have also kept the details secret
from the people in charge of our multi-
million dollar export subsidy program if
the official “know-nothing” version about
the USDA's information is accurate.

Finally the FBI tells us that the In-
spector General found a few little knot-
holes in the section of the fence assigned
him to whitewash, indicating that some
excess subsidy claims were made. The
FBI reassures us that this resulted from
a dispute over the proper interpretation
of a regulation, and that “the audit
fails to reveal indications of criminal
fraud....”

I cannot controvert that statement,
but having been educated by some of the
recent developments in the Watergate
case in relation to FBI operations in that
period, I am convinced that our House
Agriculture Committee should get back
into this deal in a big way to determine
for itself if a fraud occurred.

If the big grain companies filed false
reports with the CEA to keep concealed
details of their deal from their competi-
tor, and had not told the Department the
size of their sales either, then they were
also concealing information from the ad-
ministrator of the exports subsidy pro-
gram who might well have terminated
several weeks and tens of millions of dol-
lars earlier than they finally did.
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There are unanswered questions, Mr.
Speaker, that this Congress has an obli-
gation to get answered for the benefit of
the taxpayers who must foot the bill.

A copy of the FBI summary with De-
partment of Justice letter from Deputy
Attorney General Joseph T. Sneed fol-
lows:

OFFICE OF THE
DepuTY ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., July 5, 1972,
Hon, JOHN MELCHER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGrEssMAN: This is In further re-
sponse to your letter of June 8, 1973, about
whether Continental Grain Company dis-
closed to the Federal Bureau of Investigation
whether prior to July 5, 1972 Continental
told the Department of Agriculture about
Continental's wheat sale to Russla. This is
also in response to your recent request to
the FBI for the results of its investigation
relating to Continental Grain Company and
the Russian wheat sale.

Insofar as your request might include ac-
cess to FBI reports, we wish to advise you
that Departmental policy does not permit
release of such reports.

Furthermore, Continental Grain Company
agreed to cooperate with this Department in
its investigation provided that certain in-
formation given to the Department would be
treated confidentially. That agreement must
be respected.

However, a summary of this Department’s
investigation has been prepared and is pro-
vided herein for your information. We hope
that this response is sufficlent for your pur-

es,

Sincerely,
Joserr T, SNEED,
Deputy Attorney General.
INVESTIGATION OF MATTERS RELATED TO THE
UNITED STATES-SOVIET UNION GRAIN SALE
AGREEMENT

This memorandum contains a review of
the events which prompted this Investiga-
tion, and sets forth the findings of the in-
vestigation as related to possible conflict of
interest, disclosure of confidential informa-
tion and fraud against the Government vio-
lations.

BACKGROUND

On August 27, 1872, the Washington Post
reported that Clarence D. Palmby, former
Assistant Secretary for International Affairs
and Commodity Programs, United States De-
partment of Agriculture, and Clifford G.
Pulvermacher, former General Sales Manager,
Export Marketing Service, United States De-
partment of Agriculture, might have vio-
lated Federal conflict of interest statutes. By
letters dated August 20, 1972 and sent to
both the Department of Justice and the De-
partment of Agriculture, Richard A. Frank
of the Center for Law and Boeclal Poliey
charged that based on the facts which were
contained in the Washington Post's article,
both Palmby and Pulvermacher had appar-
ently violated Department of Agriculture
conflict of interest regulations and Federal
conflict of interest statutes. By letter dated
August 29, 1872, Congressman Benjamin 8.
Rosenthal, 8th district, New York, requested
that the Inspector General, Department of
Agriculture, conduct an Iinvestigation to
determine whether or not Palmby and Pul-
vermacher had committed conflict of inter-
est violations.

The allegations which are contained in the
newspaper article and the two letters are
basically: that while employed by the Gov-
ernment Palmby was negotiating for em-
ployment with Continental Graln Company, &
major grain exporter; that while employed by
the Government, Pulvermacher was nego=-
tiating for employment with Bunge Corpora-
tlon, a major pgrain exporter; that both
Palmby and Pulvermacher participated per=
sonally and substantially in the U.S.-USS.R.
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grain sale agreement which was announced
on July 8, 1972; that Palmby and Pulver-
macher both possessed inside information of
greatt value to the grain exporters; that
Palmby and Pulvermacher unlawfully passed
such Information on to some grain exporters;
and that Palmby and Pulvermacher have
acted and are acting as agents for their
respective employers in regard to their com-
panies’ graln sales to the U.S8.8.R. The as-
sertion is that these activities violate 18
U.B.C. 207(a), 18 U.S.C. 207(b), and 18
U.8.C. 208.

Because a complaint of possible violations
of Title 18, United States Code, by former
senior Government officlals had been made,
on September 1, 1972 the Department of
Agriculture transmitted this matter to the
Department of Justice for its review in ac-
cordance with Section 535 of Title 28, United
States Code, and Attorney General Mitchell’s
February 1971 memorandum to all depart-
ment and agency heads. Following coordina-
tion between the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of Justice, the Office of
the Inspector General, Department of Agri-
culture, conducted an internal inquiry to
more fully develop the facts material to this
matter. On September 19, 1972 the Inspector
General submitted a preliminary inquiry re-
port to the Department of Justice which was
reviewed immediately in the Department of
Justice., On September 20, 1972, representa-
tives from the Department of Justice and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation met and the
FBI was requested to initiate an investiga-
tion into possible criminal violations related
to the U.8.-U.8.8.R. grain sale agreement.

Additional coordination meetings were
held to more precisely define the scope of the
investigation. It was determined that the
most probable violations fell into two cate-
gories: oconflict of interest/disclosure of con-
fidential information and fraud against the
Government. It was further determined that
the Commodity Exchange Authority, whose
function 1is to maintain fair and honest trad-
ing practices and competitive pricing on com-
modity exchanges deslgnated as contract
markets under the Commodity Exchange Act,
and auditors from the Office of the Inspector
General, Department of Agriculture, could be
of substantial assistance in this investiga-
tion. Accordingly, it was decided to employ
the Commodity Exchange Authority and the
suditors from the Office of the Inspector
General to assist in the investigation of pos-
sible fraud against the Government. The FBI
was to have sole responsibility for the con-
flict of interest/disclosure of confidential in-
formation aspects of the investigation.

THE INVESTIGATION
General

In regard to possible conflict of interest/
disclosure of confidential information, the
FBI was to determine:

1. whether Clarence Donald Palmby vio-
lated the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 207 and 18
U.S8.C. 208 and whether he unlawfully dis-
closed confidential information in violation
of 18 U.S.C. 1802 and 18 U.S.C. 1905;

2. whether Clifford George Pulvermacher
violated the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 207 and
18 U.S.C. 208 and whether he unlawfully dis-
closed confidential information in violation
of 18 U.S.C. 1902 and 18 U.8.C. 1805; and

3. whether Charles W. Pence, Director of
the Grain Division, Export Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, unlawfully
disclosed confidential information when on
August 24, 1972 he contacted various grain
exporters and discussed export payment
policy with them.

In regard to possible fraud against the
Government, the Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral was to conduct a special investigation
of those exporters who submitted offers to
the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC)
under the Wheat Export Program (GR-345)
EMS Announcement No. 73-39A, System I,
during the period August 25 through Sep-
tember 1, 1972, Special Agents of the FBI
were to accompany the Inspector General's
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auditors. This speclal investigation, as re-
lated to the criminal investigation by the
Department of Justice, was to determine
whether any of the companies being investi-
gated had made false statements and false
claims in violation of 18 U.S.C. 1001 and 18
U.B8.C. 287 when they submitted their offers
for export under System I.

In addition, the Commodity Exchange Au-
thority was to conduct a review of market
activity on the varlous commodity markets
and Boards of Trade to determine whether
there were any indications of manipulation
of the prices of wheat sold in interstate com-
merce in violation of 7 US.C. 18(b).

Conflict of Interest and Disclosure of
Confidential Information

1. Clarence Donald Palmby

Clarence Donald Palmby met with Michel
Fribourg, President, Continental Grain Com-
pany, in late January, mid-February, and
again in early March of 1972. In February,
Palmby told Secretary Earl Butz about being
contacted by Continental. Although no firm
job offer' was made to Palmby by Fribourg
during those meetings, a job for Palmby
with Continental was mentioned at each
one and a job description was given to
Palmby at the meeting in early March. Dur-
ing this same general period, Palmby looked
for an apartment in New York City and in
mid-March 1972, Palmby submitted an offer
to buy an apartment in New York City. Four
Continental Graln Company executives were
listed by Palmby as references. The purchase
was financed by Palmby with his own funds.
A firm job offer was made to Palmby in early
May and he accepted it within a week.

In early April 1972, Palmby went to the
U.SSR. as a key member of a U.S. trade
delegation and outlined for the Soviets a
U.8. offer to extend credit to the Boviets
in return for their purchase of U.B. grain.
The credit terms outlined by Palmby were
fixed by statute and there was no room for
negotiation of alternate credit terms. The
terms offered the Soviets were terms which
had been strongly advocated by Palmby dur-
ing the February and March planning stage
for the April visit to the U.B.8.R. The terms
also were identical to those finally arrived
at In Washington, D.C. and announced on
July 8, 1972. The Soviets rejected the U.S.
offer outright and the U.B. delegation re-
turned to the United States empty-handed.

In early May 1972, Palmby was visited at
the Department of Agriculture by the Soviet
Deputy Minister of Foreign Trade who was
interested in the detalls of the U.S. credit
offer., Palmby and others from USDA ex-
plained in, detail the U.S. credit terms. As
was the case during the April meeting in
Moscow, the Boviets did not disclose the
extent of their need for grain.

At no time during April and May was Con-
tinental Grain Company a party to the dis-
cussions with the Soviets in regard to the
US~-USSR. grain sale agreement, nor was
Continental Grain Company a party to the
final ment which was announced on
July 8, 1972. On June 8, 1872, the day after
his leaving the Government, Palmby began
work with Continental Grain Company. On
that day a meeting was held between Palmby
and senior Continental executives during
which Palmby was assured by the company’'s
president, Fribourg, that he would not be
asked to do anything which might violate
conflict of interest statutes.

During Continental Grain Company’s 8o-
viet grain sale, Palmby was invited to attend
several meetings so that he could gain some
knowledge of how Continental operated. He
took no part in Continental’s negotiations
with the Soviet buying team.

Palmby did accompany two members of the
Soviet buying team and one of Continental's
sales specialists to luncheon and a brief tour
of Washington, D. C. and vlt;mlty on July 2,
1972. This was prior to Continental's sale
negotiations with the Soviets and business
was not discussed.
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Since his employment by Continental
Grain Company, Palmby has had no known
significant contacts with Government em-
ployees regarding matters which were under
his official responsibility while he was with
the Department of Agriculture.

18 UB.C. 208

Section 208 of Title 18, U.8.C., prohibits
an officer or employee of the Government
from participating personally and substan-
tially as a Government officer or employee in
a particular matter in which to his knowl-
edge a person or organization with whom he
is negotiating or has an arrangement con-
cerning prospective employment has a finan-
clal interest.

Palmby’s participation in the US.-USS.R.
grain sale agreement discussions in Moscow
in April and his May 9, 1972 meeting with
the Soviet Deputy Minister of Foreign Trade
did not violate 18 U.B.C. 208. The particular
matter which Palmby was personally in-
volved in during both meetings was the
United States’ credit offer, the terms of which
were fixed by law and not subject to negotia-
tion. Continental Grain Company had no
financial interest in those credit terms.

No other known actions taken by Palmby
subsequent to his employment discussions
with Fribourg even remotely appear to vio-
late 18 U.B.C. 208.

18 U.S.C. 207(a) and 18 U.B.C. 207(b)

Sectlon 207(a) of Title 18, US.C,, is a life-
time bar which prohibits a former employee
or officer of the Executive Branch from know-
ingly acting as agent or attorney for anyone
other than the United States In connection
with a particular matter involving specific
parties in which the United States 1s a party
or has a direct and substantial interest, in
which he participated personally and sub-
stantially as an officer or employee.

Section 207(b) of Title 18, UB.C., pro-
hibits a former Government employee from
within one year of the ceasing of his em-
ployment from appearing personally before
any department or agency of Government
as agent or attorney for anyone other than
the United States in connection with a par-
ticular matter involving a specific party in
which the United States is a party or di-
rectly and substantially interested which was
under his officlal responsibility as a Govern-
ment employee at any time within a period of
one year prior to termination of such respon-
sibility.

In regard to Section 207(a), there are no
facts which indicate that Palmby has acted
as agent or attorney for Continental Grain
Company in regard to the U.8.-U.S.8.R. grain
sale agreement or any other particular matter
which he was personally and substantially
involved in while with the Government.

In regard to Bection 207(b), there are no
known facts which show that Palmby has
appeared personally before the Department
of Agriculture or any other department or
agency of the Government as Continental
Grain Company’s agent or attorney in con-
nection with matters which were under his
official responsibllity.

Disclosure of confidential information—I18
U.8.C. §§1902 and 1905

No facts were obtalned during the investi-
gation which indicate that Palmby ever re-
vealed confidential information while em-
ployed with the Department of Agriculture
or solicited or received such information
while employed with Continental Grain
Company.

2. Clifford George Pulvermacher

Walter Klein, President, Bunge Corpora-
tion, contacted Pulvermacher in January and
mid-May of 1972 and on both occasions
offered Pulvermacher a job, On both occa-
slons, Pulvermacher informed Klein that he
would not discuss employment with anyone
prior to his retirement from the Government.
Pulvermacher retired on June 30, 1972. On
July 18, 1972, he met with Klein, a job offer
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was made and Pulvermacher accepted the
offer on July 24, 1972.

Pulvermacher particlpated with Palmby in
the events which led up to the April trip to
Moscow. During that trip, Pulvermacher pro-
vided technical advice for Palmby's use as
required.

Pulvermacher played no role in Bunge
Corporation’s sale of grain to the Soviets.

Since going to work for Bunge as manager
of its Washington, D.C. office, Pulvermacher
has maintalned frequent contact with vari-
ous Government employees. Those contacts
have been for both social and business rea-.
sons. Pulvermacher has discussed with USDA
officials the procedures for documentation of
exports, general views on subsidy policy, the
administration of various elements of USDA
and other subjects of a general nature. It is
his responsibility to stay abreast of Govern-
ment policies which might affect Bunge’s
business.

On June 28, 1972, Pulvermacher read a
cable from the American Embassy, Moscow,
which indicated that a SBoviet delegation was
en route to the United States and that some
of the members were on the Soviets' buying
team. There is no evidence that Pulvermacher
disclosed the contents of the cable to anyone.

18 U.S.C. 208

In that there is insufficlent evidence to
establish that Pulvermacher was negotiat-
ing with or had an arrangement concerning
prospective employment with Bunge Corpo-
ration prior to his retirement from the De-
partment of Agriculture, no violation of 18
U.S.C. 208 exists.

18 U.S.C. 207(a) and 18 U.S.C. 207(b)

The investigation falled to disclose par-
ticular matters involving specific parties in
which Pulvermacher acted in violation of
either 18 U.S.C. 207(a) or 18 U.B.C. 207(b).
His known contacts with various Govern-
ment employees subsequent to his employ-
ment with Bunge were investigated with
negative results. And his actions on behalf
of Bunge fail to reveal a violation.

Disclosure of confidential information—18
U.S.C. §§1902 and 1905

No facts were obtalned during the investi-
gation which iIndicate that Pulvermacher
ever revealed confidential information while
employed with the Department of Agricul-
ture or solicited or received such informa-
tion while employed with Bunge Corporation.

8. Charles W. Pence

For approximately ten months prior to
August of 1972, wheat export payments
(subsidies) where based on a fixed target
price. Following the wheat sales to the
U.8.8.R. in July and August, the price of U.S.
wheat began to rise. As a result, subsidy
costs began to increase sharply. Concerned
over these costs, the Assistant Secretary for
International Affairs and Commodity Pro-
grams, Dr. Carroll G. Brunthaver, initiated
action on August 24, 1972 to inform the ex-
porters who had sold wheat to the Soviets
that the Department of Agriculture, as of
close of business on August 23, 1972, was no
longer maintaining the fixed target price.
Also, key exporters were to be invited to a
meeting with Brunthaver to be held on Aug-
ust 25, 1972. Brunthaver desired to use -the
meeting to elicit information from the ex-
ports regarding their Soviet sales.

When instructed by Frank G. McKnight,
Associate General Sales Manager, Export
Marketing Service, to make the necessary
telephone calls, Charles W. Pence advised
McKnight that in his opinion the decision
to no longer maintain the target price
should be disclosed to the entire trade so
that the Department of Agriculture would
not be accused of showing favoritism to
just a few selected exporters. As a result,
the change in policy became known through-
out the trade. The effective date of the pollcy
change which was released on August 24,
1972, was the previous day, August 23, 1672.

23187

On August 25, 1972, the Department of
Agriculture, by Announcement 73-39A, set
forth a policy change which for all practical
purposes was the same as that which became
known throughout the grain trade on
August 24, 1972. The principal difference
was that the effectlive cut off date was
changed from August 23, 1972 to August 24,
1972.

Disclosure of confidentlal information—18
U.8.C. §§ 1902 and 1906

The information which was released by
Pence on August 24, 1972 concerned policy
which had gone into effect on August 23,
1972, The information was widely dissemi-
nated throughout the grain trade and grain
traders took no significant market action
because of the information. Therefore, the
information was not market sensitive when
it was released. The release of information
on August 24, 1972 did not violate 18 U.S.C.
§§ 1002 and 1905.

Fraud Against the Government

1. Submission of inaccurate weekly CEA
Form 204's to the Commodity Exchange Au-
thority by Continental Grain Company:

The Continental Grain Company sub-
mitted several inaccurate weekly position
reports to the Commodity Exchange Au-
thority. The reports falled to show Con-
tinental’s sale of grain to the Sovlets. The
Inaccurate reports resulted from Contin-
ental's internal security procedures which
were employed to keep the detalls of Con-
tinental’s sale secret from the rest of the
trade. The inaccurate reports In no way
adversely affected the Government and in
fact could have operated to Continental's
disadvantage.

The FBI investigation of this matter did
not disclose a basis for criminal prosecution,’
The Commodity Exchange Authority has
taken action to obtain corrected reports
and to insure that errors are not made in
future reports. In addition, the Commeodity
Exchange Authority is continuing with
administrative inquiries into inaccurate re-
ports which have been received from other
grain traders in addition to Continental
Grain Company. The administrative in-
quiries are now outside of the scope of this
criminal investigation and are being
handled as a separate matter.

2. Overbooking of wheat under System I
of USDA Announcement No. T3-38A, dated
August 25, 1972:

Auditors from the Office of the Inspec-
tor General, Department of Agriculture,
accompanied by Special Agents from the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, conducted
a special audit of the subsidy claims which
were made under System I of USDA An-
nouncement No. 73-39A dated August 25,
1872, Excess claims which were disclosed
during the audit were attributable to sharp
disagreement between the Department of
Agriculture and some exporters over the
proper interpretation of the terms of the
announcement. The audit fails to reveal
indications of criminal fraud against the
Government. Further administrative action
between the Department of Agriculture and
the grain companies concerned to resolve
their differences is expected.

THE BLACK ECONOMY

(Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, the administration is engaged
in the attempted destruction of many
programs and projects necessary and
vital to black Americans as well as other
Americans. The administration’s actions
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are predicated on a false picture of the
status of blacks in America.

Dr. Karl D. Gregory, chairman of the
Caucus of Black Economists, and associ-
ate professor of economics and manage-
ment at Oakland University, Rochester,
Mich., has given a trenchant analysis of
the black economy.

I submit his speech, given at the third
national symposium on the state of the
black economy, sponsored by the Chi-
cago Economic Development Corp. on
May 10, 1973, for the Recorp. I am cer-
tain my colleagues will view the at-
tempted destruction of human-welfare
programs from a better pezspective after
having read Dr. Gregory’s presentation:
BrieF REPORT ON THE STATE OF THE BLACE

EcoNomy*
(By Karl D. Gregory)

First of all, let me express my pleasure to
the Chicago Economic Development Cor-
poration for its kind Invitation to me to
address it on the State of the Black Econ-
omy. This is the third year in which an
officer of the Caucus of Black Economists
has been requested elther to speak on this
topic or to open the Symposium. As many
of you know, the Caucus of Black Econo-
mists is an organization which seeks to in-
crease the supply of black economists and to
promote their professional development. The
Caucus encourages its members to do re-
search and to apply their professional skills
to the analysls of economic matters. Indi-
vidually and as members of the organiza-
tion, they have placed much emphasis on
reviewing the current state of the black
economy and on evaluating programs that
would significantly improve the social and
economic welfare of citizens of the United
States, with speclal emphasis on black
Americans and members of other minority
groups. It is, therefore, altogether fitting and
proper that an officer of the Caucus of Black
Economists has again been selected to review
briefly the state of the black economy.

HAS THE STATE OF THE BLACK ECONOMY
CHANGED?

The term “black economy" refers to the
system of relationships through which black,
brown, and red Americans galn resources;
produce, distribute, and consume goods and
services; and otherwise promote their eco-
nomic well-being. What is the state of the
black economy? At the first symposium
sponsored by CEDCO, Professor Thaddeus
H. Spratlen responded to this question in
an excellent paper presented on June 4, 1971,
from which I quote:

“Many adjectives, most of them negative,
aptly describe the present black economy.
It is a depressed economy in view of the
gross under-utilization of human and phys-
ical resources. It is a ghetto economy with
respect to the immobility that prevails in
the marketplace characterized by widespread
involuntary segregation, persistent raclal
discrimination and the existence of severely
restricted cholces for blacks. . . . the black
economy is underdeveloped in its extremely
limited supply of capital, technology, entre-
preneurship, and other resources generally
considered to be prerequisites for improving
the economic conditions in and increasing
the effectiveness of institutions which serve
the black community. These characteristics
are significant because they identify many
of the basic causes of the marked disparity
which exists between the black economy and
the larger urban (regional or national)

*This paper was prepared for the Third
National Symposium on the State of the
Black Economy, sponsored by the Chicago
Economic Development Corporation on May
10, 1973. It is being reprinted in the Re-
view of Black Political Economy, Vol. IV,
1973.
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economy of which it is a segregated and
neglected part.”?

Professor Spratlen, who, incidentally, is
the Secretary-Treasurer of the Caucus of
Black Economists, went on to expand on
these assertions in his lengthy paper.

Last year, at the Second Annual Sympo-
slum on the State of the Black Economy,
the Vice President for Academic Affairs at
UCLA and the then Chairman of the Caucus
of Black Economists, Charles Z. Wilson, be-
gan to answer the question, “What is the
state of the black economy?” by stating:

“The black economy is not merely an aber-
ration of the larger American economy. It has
soul and cultural dimensions that pose some
legitimate concerns for those of us seeking
change and growth. . . , Through prosperity
and peace, to say nothing of recessions and
Vietnam, blacks have been plagued by per-
sistent high rates of unemployment, low
money and real wages, and low overhead
soclial Investments. Blacks have also been
plagued by a scarclty of developed soclal and
economic organizations and by a collective
feeling of inadequacy because of low eco-
nomic status,”?

It is my considered judgment that there
has been little significant change since Pro-
fessor Spratlen and Vice President Wilson
spoke to this symposium on the state of the
black economy. Indeed, Reverend Jesse Jack-
son of PUSH (People United to Save Hu-
manity) called together a group of black
economists in 1972 to again look at the state
of affairs in which blacks found themselves
and to recommend programmatic changes
for promoting major advances in black social
and economic welfare. The result was a pub-
lication entitled Economic Bill of Rights
which recently was reprinted in an issue of
The Review of Black Political Economy, Vol-
ume 3, 19722 This document, along with
“The True State of the Union Overview,” is
required reading for persons who would wish
more information on the status of black
America. “The True State of the Union Over-
view” ¢ is an extensive statement by members
of the Congressional Black Caucus which dis-
cusses public policy as it relates to Afro-
Americans. This statement appears in the
January 81, 1973, issue of the Congressional
Record of the House of Representatives.
Were I to have more than twenty minutes,
I would summarize the many elements of
these two documents which deserve your at-
tention.

ANOTHER VIEW—WATTENBERG-SCAMMON
RHETORIC ON BLACK PROGRESS

Rather than expound again upon the state
of an economy that remains severely want-
ing, let me turn to a highly significant and
optimistic viewpoint. A much publicized
article by Ben J. Wattenberg and Richard M.
Scammon argues that there has been sig-
nificant progress for black Americans in re-
cent years—so much so, in fact, that a major-
ity of blacks—albeit a slender majority—has
attained middle-class status?® The article,
entitled “Black Progress and Liberal Rhetor-
ic,” which appeared In a recent issue of
Commentary, should not be ignored by
blacks, It is now attracting and will continue
to receive wide recognition like Moynihan's
The Black Family in the United States. It is
likely to be used as a rationalization for cur-
rent public policy and the acceleration of
benign neglect. The Wattenberg-Scammon
thesis is based upon an extremely broad def-
inition of the middle class. It includes in the
middle eclass persons with incomes above
$8,000, if they reside out of the South, and
above $6,000 for persons residing in the
South, regardless of size of family, The au-
thors show that black-family income as a
ratio of white-family income has climbed
from 53 per cent in 1961 to 63 per cent in
1971. They point to the fact that the per-
centage of black families earning above
$10,000 increased from 13 per cent in 1961 to

Footnotes at end of article,
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30 per cent in 1971, using figures in con-
stant 1871 dollars. They neglect to point out
that, although the ratio has risen, the ab-
solute gap in purchasing power between
whites and blacks has expanded. For ex-
ample, the dollar gap between black and
white families has widened, growing from
$2,700 in 1947 to $3,700 in 1970.° Large gains
in education are said to be demonstrated by
the fact that the median years of school
completed for young blacks in 1950 were 3.6
years below that for whites, whereas 20
years later it was only four-tenths of one
year of school below that for whites. The
authors feel that a difference in the quality
of education received, which is not reflected
in the data, does not discount the signif-
icance of the data.”

Wattenberg and Scammon recognize that
there has been a large growth in the per cent
of black families that are female-headed—
from 17.6 per cent of all black families in
1950 to almost one-third, or, more accurately,
30.1 per cent of black families in 1972, How-~
ever, they are consoled by the observations
that the per cent of blacks in poverty has
decreased from 49 in 1859 to 29 in 1971 and
also because a larger proportion of the poor
is now receiving public aid.

Summing up the thesis of the Wattenberg-
Scammon argument, and I quote, “By most
of the standards by which Americans meas-
ure middle-class status, then, blacks in the
last decade have made mighty strides—both
absolutely and relative to whites—and the
time has come for this fact to be recog-
nized." ® The authors also ask, “Why have
the data of black advancement been kept
secret by those who presumably have an in-
terest in making them known? ... the
answer is, of course, that civil-rights leaders
do know what has happened, and even ac-
knowledge it in private; but they have
elected as a matter of policy to mute any
public acknowledgement or celebration of
black accomplishments in order to maintain
moral and political pressure on the Admin-
istration and public opinion."#®
THE DISTORTION OF BLACK PROGRESS ANALYZED

This is a very unfair criticlsm of civil rights
leaders. In each of the earlier symposiums
and at many public meetings I have at-
tended, due recognition was given to the
areas in which blacks have made gains. How-
ever, the state of the black economy was and
is viewed among black spokesmen in much
broader terms than those relied upon by
Wattenberg and Scammon., The basic under-
lying difference between Wattenberg-Scam-
mon and black spokesmen revolves around
the criterla used to determine the economic
well-being of an individual or of a group.
From a technical point of view, this question
is quite similar to one that economists have
posed through recent decades with regard to
how income should ideally be measured for
tax purposes.® Much of the literature that
answers this question eschews the narrow
definition of income used by Wattenberg and
Scammon to conclude that the majority of
blacks are now of middle-class status and
looks Instead to a measure such as the net
accretion concept of income, according to
which income or well-being should be gauged
by increases in one's wealth and one's real
consumption. The income in any perlod, ac-
cording to the net accretion measure, would
be the sum of one's real consumption and
the change in one’s wealth. Such a definition
would have avoided many of the Watten-
berg-Scammon crudities. According to the
net accretion concept, if one earns more
than one consumes, the difference is added
to net worth, and is so included, Further, if
one's wealth appreciates during the period,
that appreciation is also included in the net
accretion concept of income, but not in the
concept used by Wattenberg and Scammon,
whether or not that income is realized, for
capital gains are excluded from the Census

Footnotes at end of article.
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data, Since wealth is distributed much more
unequally than income, analyses of economic
welfare that exclude wealth are bound to be
spurious. Black families own about two per
cent of the nation’s wealth, and almost 70
per cent of the little that they own is in a
form least assoclated with power and privi-
lege, namely, equity in a home. 1

Even from a non-techniecal perspective, it
is a matter of common knowledge that the
Census figures on income exclude vast
amounts of earnings properly regarded as in-
come, as is recognized, say, in the national
income and product accounts.’®* Herriot and
Miller estimated that, in addition to the $543
billion of income in 1968 that was reported
by the Census Bureau, there were other
amounts that were excluded, such as 278
billion of under-reported money income, $67
billion of imputed income (l.e., in-kind in-
come where, in simple terms, goods rather
than money is pald as compensation), $27
billion is retained corporate earnings, and
$18 billion in capital gains’® These exclu-
sions amounted in 1968 to 35 per cent of the
income reported by the Census and accrued
primarily to the upper income groups.

Moreover, comparing the status of blacks
to whites on the basis of income figures to
derive relative states of well-being ignores a
very important consideration. As Caplovitz
and others have shown, the poor pay more;
hence, it takes more income on the part of
the urban poor to obtain the same level of
well-being as is enjoyed by many whites who
do not have to pay elevated ghetto prices,
and particularly on “Mother's Day,” that is,
the day each month the welfare checks are
distributed to ADC reciplents.

Wattenberg-Scammon also do not consider
the sources of income. They, therefore, fail
to include in their analysis such considera-
tlons as the impact of some technological
and productivity advances which eliminate
blue-collar jobs and generate a shift from
manufacturing to services at the disadvan-
tage of the elements of the population hav-
ing the least skills, senlority, and ability to
benefit from nepotism or other advantaged
status,

Further, real income as a measure of well-
being should include a consideration to dif-
ferentiate between persons who earn income
without rendering labor—and, therefore, also
have the leisure—as contrasted to others who
have to surrender leisure in order to work
and obtain income. The former have leisure
as well as income, while the latter have only
income and perhaps sweat. Stated in other
words, leisure also is an economic good and
should be included as consumption in the
measure of one's real income, particularly if
comparisons are to be made between groups
which portend to indicate differences in de-
grees of well-being. The exclusion of leisure
from income understates how relatively well-
off the affluent are.

Relative differences in the distribution of
money income exclude externalities which
lower the real income of persons affected.
Economists use the word externalities to en-
compass such things as noise, air and water
pohiution, communicable diseases and men-
tal health problems, crimes, all of which affect
minority groups more than majority groups.
According to one writer, "Columnist Jack
Anderson reported (Detroit Free Press, De-
cember 19, 1971) that the Environmental
Protection Agency has (and is withholding
from publication) a study showing that the
incidence of negative urban externalities falls
primarily on the poor.'* The exclusion of
these quality-of-life factors also understates
the well-being of the affluent population.

Still another weakness in the Scammon-
Wattenberg argument is it assumes that the
relative income gains made by young blacks
entering the labor force will be maintained
in subsequent years. The progress that has
been made toward getting better pay for mi-
nority groups at entry-level jobs, sometimes
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at & premium, is well-known. Comparable
gains have not been made in obtaining pro-
motions and pay increases in accordance with
seniority and ability, particularly at the
higher echelons of government and business.
The income gap narrowing that has taken
place chiefly because of a disproportionately
young black population being confronted
with reduced discrimination at entry-level
jobs may not continue. Indeed, although
starting out equally, blacks may well tend
to fall behind as the years pass beyond the
entry level. The income gap of blacks as a
group would then rise as the average age of
this relatively young population group in-
creases.

The maintenance of that income which the
black community now derives from black-
owned-and-operated firms, not to mention
the expansion of income from this origin, will
require that blacks shift from being repre-
sented primarily in declining industries to
establishing new firms and expanding exist-
ing firms in growth industries. As Andrew
Brimmer has shown, if this shift does not
take place, even if the gross receipts of
black-operated business were to expand at a
rate equivalent to the gross receipts of white
firms, the proportion that black receipts are
of total receipts would decline.’®

A critical shortcoming of the Wattenberg-
Scammon thesis is its failure to shift from
static comparisons to a dynamic inquiry
which places the spotlight on changes in the
power, relative importance, and direction of
causative forces. If a lagged impact reflected
in the Census data were to have as its basic
cause & set of forces which reached their
major strength years ago, measures of the
impact could continue to rise temporarily
long after the underlying forces either be-
came weaker or turned in a negative direc-
tion. For example, the expanded college en-
rollments of blacks in recent years may have
resulted in part from several formerly strong
but now deteriorating forces. Some young
blacks viewed as models the college students
who swarmed to the South in the 1960's dur=
ing the heyday of the civil rights move-
ment. Universities responding to pressures in
the late 1960's adjusted admissions stand-
ards and allocated funds for supporting low-
income students. The federal government re-
sponded to the same pressures by expanding
programs providing aid to needy students.
One after another college official has stated
in recent months that financial ald and pro-
grams for needy students have been placed
in jeopardy, In part because of the Presi-
dent’s budget for fiscal 1974, Barring a re-
turn to these and other previously strong
forces which encouraged higher education for
blacks, it s to be doubted that the rate of
educational gap closing discussed by Wat-
tenberg-Scammon can be continued in the
future. There are many other examples of
current data reflecting earller positive forces
which have become less strong or have
turned in a negative direction.

A few technical matters plague the Wat-
tenberg-Scammon analysis. Among them is
the greater reliability of the Census data for
whites than for blacks, since blacks are un-
dercounted relative to whites. Their thesis
1s further weakened to the extent that the
uncounted blacks preponderantly fail to have
middle-class attributes,

To illustrate another similar fault in the
analysis, the authors make dramatic state-
ments without adequately qualifying them,
leading the reader to draw conclusions that
are unwarranted:

“When one combines all these factors—
youth, non-southern residence, and an un-
broken family—a truly striking statistic
emerges. The median income of black hus-
band-wife families, in the North and West,
with the head of family under 35 years of
age, rose from 78 per cent of white income
in 1959 to 96 per cent in 1970, There is a
word to describe that figure: parity. And if
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we were to add a fourth variable to the equa-
tion, and examine families in which both
the husband and wife work, the figures come
out to 85 per cent in 1959, and in 1970, 104
per cent! For such families, parity has not
only been achieved, it has even been sur-
passed: young, married blacks, outside of the
South, with husband and wife both work-
ing, earn as much as or a trifle more than
comparable whites . ..." "

Do these data really indicate that parity
has been reached? First, whatever reliability
the data have is reduced with each additional
variable added, for, among other things, the
sample becomes much smaller and more sub-
ject to bias. Second, It is not clear whether
the authors are referring to “Negroes” or to
“Negroes and other races.' If the latter, one
can no longer assume that the data are also
descriptive of blacks when the geographic
area is so limited. The Census data do show,
as the authors indicate, that, nationally,
blacks are over 90 percent of “Negroes and
other races.” In the West, however, they are
a much lower proportion. Since the median
income of “other races” is higher than the
median for blacks, such a comparison over-
states the proportion of blacks in the middle-
income group. Third, even if blacks received
the same income as whites, real parity would
not hold if blacks (1) with, say, & high school
education earn as much as whites with an
eighth grade certificate, as is the case, and
(2) have to work longer hours, more weeks
& year, or have more members of the family
working in order to have the same income
a3 whites.

SOCIAL POLICY AND ACHIEVING REAL PARITY

It is particularly important for Watten-
berg-Scammon to consider all of the factors
that could invalidate thelr analysis, since the
margin by which the majority of blacks were
found to be in the middle class amounted to
only 2 per cent of the counted black popula-
tion. The fact remains that, even in the Wat-
tenberg-Scammon analysis, the median in-
come of the blacks is about 40 per cent below
that of whites. Removal of this gap in a rea-
sonable period of time, and we are talking
about two decades at best, were there a com-
mitment to do so, would involve major
changes in public and private policies. There
would have to be a mobilization of political
power to influence decisions toward redistrib-
uting income and wealth, while maintaining
a progressive tax-rate structure for the com-
bined state-local-federal tax system, fiscal
and monetary policy to reach full employ-
ment while repressing inflation, a reordering
of national priorities to provide quality pub-
1lic services on a much expanded scale, partic-
ularly in education, health, urban and rural
community development, and reform of the
public decision-making system so that it re-
flects & one-man, one-vote basis rather than
one in which campaign contributions and
contrived episodes can alter decisions.

A major requirement for accelerating so-
clal change involves the building of black
institutions for analyzing, planning, and of-
fering intellectual direction for change and
for monitoring, evaluating, and reporting on
the progress being made. There also needs to
be more informed dialogue within the black
community involving careful analysis, goal
setting, prioritizing of objectives and evaluat-
ing performance in achieving them. It is in-
teresting to observe that there Is no black-
operated institution of higher education that
offers a graduate degree in all of the major
disciplines relevant to urban and rural devel-
opment in a domestic context, much less in
a third-world context. The establishment of
such an Institution is of the highest priority
for not only training students with the skills
and sensitivity for analyzing change and
staffing change agencies, but also for increas-
ing our supply of researchers, scientists, in-
tellectuals, community developers, managers,
and other professionals.

Current national public policy as recom=-
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mended in the budget of the President of
the United States for 1974 is a major deter-
rent to significant positive social change.
Although the fiscal posture of the budget,
in overall terms, is just about right, I would
prefer a somewhat higher level budget with
strengthened wage and price controls to re-
press inflation, while permitting a higher
level of public services and giving more at-
tention to achieving full employment by the
end of 1973.

The expansion of defense by about #8 bil-
lion net and the cutting of social programs
reflect a set of priorities that is in conflict
with the requirements for lending national
government support to positively addressing
the state of the black economy. An exception
to the perverse public priorities implied in
the budget this year is the rather limited
expansion of OMBE and certaln aspects of
the striving for greater efficlency in gov-
ernment, both of which should be applauded.
The response of the administration to criti-
clsm of the priority given to civillan pro-
grams usually points to the rapid increase
in human resources programs. Upon exam-
ination, this budget increase is explained
primarily by the Social Security program.
Income security for senior citizens is an ab-
solute necessity for any civiMeed soclety with
the ability to bear the cost. Doing so, how-
ever, by a regressive tax system which un-
duly burdens the poor is heinous by itself.
But to use the receipts to pay for benefits
which blacks and others with a life span
shorter than the average person will not on
the average enjoy as much institutionalizes
the very oppression that a short average life
span symbolizes. I might note in this con-
text that an article in The New York Times
on February 11, 1973, reported that a study
by the Michigan Department of Health
found the average life expectancy of black
males in Michigan had declined by 2.6 years
in the last decade. This was attributed to a
“soaring” increase in the use of alcohol,
drugs, and the hard jobs that are the only
ones some black males can get.

THE NEW FEDERAL THRUST—REVENUE SHARING

The new emphasis in both general and
special revenue sharing is also unfortunate.
State and local governments have in the
past been much less imaginative and inno-
vative than the federal government. At the
local level, there is much more exposure to
corruption, inefficlency, and, perhaps, undue
attentiveness to the wishes of local power
structures rather than the masses. If citi-
zens were to have walted for local action to
secure a voting rights bill, legislation regard-
ing equal employment opportunities, the
local counterpart to a federal executive order
barring discrimination in federally assisted
housing and other similar gains in the 1860's
that have been made at the national level, it
would still be waiting, perhaps 'till Hell
freezes over, in many local jurisdictions. Fur-
ther, it is very possible that local block
grants in some areas will be used to subsidize
racism and to finance tax reductions bene-
fiting the more well-to-do population. In the
short run, there will be a deleterious impact,
since special revenue sharing funds, 1if
passed by the Congress, will become available
toward the end of fiscal 1974, while the pro-
grams to be replaced will be terminated be-
fore the new funds become avallable. In the
interim, many persons working for the agen-
cies providing these terminated and Iim-
pounded programs will become unemployed
permanently or, perhaps, for a short period
of time until the new special revenue shar-
ing funds become available, provided that
local power structures decide to use the
funds to operate social programs that will
hire persons fired in the terminated pro-
grams.

Should the President's recommendation
for special revenue sharing be approved by
Congress, it will be necessary for black
community groups to reorganize their re-
sources for gaining more Influence at state
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and local levels where the large sums will
be controlled. For example, there Is the need
to insure that state and local governments
adopt a set-aside program similar to Section
8-A at the federal level. Given the adversity
of the budgetary impact on minorities, and
particularly its relegating of the level of un-
employment to secondary importance behind
inflation, combined with the disproportion-
ate burden unemployment places on minor-
ity groups, it is all the more important that
community groups now begin to organize for
affecting state and local decisions on the use
of revenue sharing funds. These governments,
by themselves, can do little to reach and
maintain full employment, but they can
ameliorate to some extent its uneven im-
pact, should they choose to attempt to do so.

CONCLUSION

In the first message on the State of the
Black Economy, Professor Thaddeus Spratlen
concluded his paper with, and I quote:

“The all-too-familiar signs of disparity and
depression which characterize the black econ-
omy have been documented. . . . The gen-
eral position expressed foresees these con-
tinued gains, but relatively little gap-closing
in the remaining decade. The pattern rather
than the relative magnitude to the gains of
the 1960's will prevail. That is, the young
who are college-educated or have technical
skills which are in general demand in the
larger economy will register disproportionate
gains. Likewise those blacks who are in the
West and major urban centers of a rapidly
industrializing South will experience a con-
siderable rise in economic position in the
1970's. But the lagging and more severe prob-
lem areas will remain. Resources from the
government and corporate sectors seem likely
to continue to fiow in the customary niggard-
1y fashion. Highly skilled and well-pald jobs
in the trade, craft and service fields will prob-
ably not open up significantly in terms of
overall numbers. The really difficult problems
seem destined to remain unsolved for both
black and white segments of the US.
economy.” 17

Clearly, this conclusion is just as valid
today as it was during the first Symposium
sponsored by the Chicago Economic Develop-
ment Corporation.

It i1s my fervent hope that next year's mes-

.sage on the State of the Black Economy will

present much more progress than this one
has. Without a drastic reordering of national
priorities and the malintaining of full em-
ployment while repressing inflation and
curbing the market power of large firms and
unions, I am not optimistic. Moreover, the
Watergate Incident adds uncertainty in the
short run. The immediate period ahead, it
seems to me, is a period for consolidating past
gains, building institutions, unifying persons
both within and between minority groups,
preparing the foundation for further ad-
vances, as well as being extremely vigilant in
searching out opportunities for change and
effectiveness in selzing and taking advantage
of those opportunities.
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THE LATE HONORABLE JAMES V.
SMITH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Bor-
TON). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. Camp) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, the un-
timely death of Jim Smith has come as
a terrific blow to all who knew him. Not
often does one find in a man that spe-
cial blend of courage, integrity, charac-
ter, and dedication. Jim served this body
only one term, but in that short time he
left his mark as a man who looked after
his constituency and his country. When
he left the Congress, he became the Ad-
ministrator of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration and showed the same dedi-
cation to the rural needs of the whole
United States as he had in the Congress’
representing Oklahoma. Jim had re-
turned home only a few short months
ago, back to his beloved farms from
which he had come to Washington.

His tragic death has left a void with
all of us who knew him so well.

My heartfelt condolences go out to
his wife, Mary Belle, and his children,
Jay, Sarah, and Lee Ann. I hope they
may bear this great loss with the deter-
mination and the strength which we
knew in Jim.

Mr, Speaker, the Oklahoma delegation
received a letter from the Honorable
Page Belcher, former Representative of
the First District of Oklahoma, which I
think well expresses the deep sense of
loss we all feel. I insert his remarks in
the Recorp at this point:
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To my former colleagues and good friends of
the Oklahoma Delegation.
From Page Belcher:

EKnowing of the tremendous heartfelt loss
incurred by all of us over the recent parting
of our dear friend and former colleague,
James V. Smith, I wanted to communicate
some fond thoughts of a man who loved
God, his country, and the people of Okla-
homa as few have or ever will.

Jim's dedication needs no pralse from me
since it is known by any and all who came
into contact with him over the years. In Jim
Smith, we had a rare person indeed. Here
was a man who knew but one philosophy—
hard work, love of fellow man, and love of
God.

This basic attitude guided him in his
pursuit of life from his early days as a
farmer to a Member of the greatest legisla-
tive body on this planet, and later as Ad-
ministrator of the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration.

When Jim lost his re-election bid at the
end of the 90th Congress, he once again fully
demonstrated the type of man he was. He
took on the job as Administrator of the FHA;
and during his four years as a publlc servant,
did more for the people of Oklahoma, the
farmers and the rural residents of our nation
than any predecessor.

The love Jim had for his native state really
defies description; but it can perhaps be in
some way demonstrated by his feelings re-
garding a front-page story published in the
Wall Street Journal of February 22, 1973. I
suppose the reason behind the article was to
be critical of Jim's efforts on behalf of Okla-
homa, but Jim saw it in a different light, in
fact, more llke a backhanded compliment. In
short, Jim was proud to be criticized for
helping the people of his home state; and I
am sure when the people of Oklahoma read
the story, they felt great satisfaction that
someone In Washington wasn’t just a typical
bureaucrat, but rather a hardworking public
servant who wanted to see people of his home
state and rural residents throughout the
country truly benefit from a Federal program.

It is common knowledge that there were a
very few who were jealous of the accomplish-
ments of this humble but great man, and
also that he had countless frlends in Con-
gress, Those very few sought to destroy or
discredit him at every turn. In the short run,
I am sure they felt they succeeded; but they
lost sight of the fact that it is impossible to
ever destroy a man who lives by hard work
and the fear of God. Those of us who really
knew him were well aware that he would
never abdicate his principles and would con-
tinue to work hard to benefit the people. In
this light, Jim was recognized by his former
colleagues in the House of Representatives
on January 18th for what he really stood for;
and I know this meant more than just a
great deal to him.

On June 22nd, God took him from us for
His own reasons which we must regard as
being in the best interest of all mankind. But
I must confess it is hard not to be selfish
and ponder over God’s way. However, know-
ing Jim as I did while he was working on this
great earth, I am certaln that he now con-
tinues to help watch over all of us in a dif-
ferent capacity.

My deepest sympathy goes out to Mary
Belle, his loving and devoted wife, and his
loving children—the only people on this
earth who miss him more than I do.

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

Mr. CAMP. I yield to the distinguished
minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I was unbelievably shocked when I first
heard of Jim Smith’s passing. It was a
tragic way to go, and it was a tragedy
for so many of us in the Congress that
Jim has passed away.
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Jim Smith served just 2 years in the
House of Representatives, but he made
a tremendously impressive record in that
short span of time. He was the most dili-
gent, the most constructive, the most
desirous of doing a good job of almost
anybody I have ever come in contact
with as a freshman Member of the House
of Representatives. He unfortunately lost
in his first bid for reelection. But that de-
feat did not daunt him. He volunteered to
come to Washington and serve in the
new administration. He served 4 years
in the job as head of the Farmers Home
Administration. I have never known
anybody in that position or a compar-
able position who worked harder, who
worked with Members of Congress better
than did Jim Smith. He always had his
open mind, and if he could in good con-
science, bearing in mind the law and
regulations, be helpful, Jim Smith took
that step.

I had personally hoped at some future
date Jim Smith might return to the
House of Representatives. I think it is
tragic that he will never have that op-
portunity in the future.

I just want to say to my friend, the
gentleman from Oklahoma, that we have
lost a good friend, and I think the coun-
try has lost a first-class public servant.

I extend to his lovely family my deep-
est condolences at this time.

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

Mr, CAMP. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. WINN. Mr, Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman from Oklahoma’s yield-
ing to me. I wish to associate myself with
the remarks he has made about our very
good mutual friend, Jim Smith.

Jim Smith came to Washington as a
Member of the 90th Congress after the
1966 elections. Immediately he made
many, many friends among the new
Members of Congress. I had the privilege
of being in the same class with our good
friend, Jim Smith. He was a gentleman;
he was concerned about other people;
he was extremely friendly and most co-
operative. In our class of the 90th Con-
gress we could call upon Jim Smith for
any assignment, and Jim was always
more than willing to shoulder his share
of the load.

When I received the news of the
tragedy that happened in Oklahoma, it
not only ruined my day, it ruined that
entire week.

I should like to point out to the Mem-
bers of this body that Jim Smith was not
only a good man, as the gentleman from
Oklahoma has pointed out, but he was
always a strong participant in the Con-
gressional Prayer Breakfast. He not only
made many friends in Washington and
in his home State of Oklahoma, but he
made many friends and was of great
service to many people in the work that
he did, seeing that many rural residents
of this nation had water available to
them and to many schools in my con-
gressional district.

The rural residents of three of my four
congressional districts will never forget
the services and the cooperation of Jim
Smith of Oklahoma.

Mrs, Winn and I should like to join the
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others in paying our respects to Mary
Belle, his wife, and his lovely family, and
we share their great loss.

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

Mr. CAMP. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with
sadness that I join in paying tribute to
my good friend and former colleague,
James V. Smith. It was a privilege to
serve in the Congress with Jim and I feel
fortunate to have been counted among
his friends. He was the kind of public
official who gave confidence in our form
of government, and the tragic and un-
timely death of this fine and decent man
is a great loss to our State of Oklahoma,
to the Nation, and to all who knew hirn.
Jim’s devotion to his family, his church,
his community, and his country stands
as a fine example for all of us. I extend
my heartfelt sympathy to Mrs. Smith
and the family. I am sure their sorrow
is lightened by the knowledge that Jim’s
life was an inspiration to others and that
he will long be remembered for his con-
tribution to the betterment of mankind.

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

Mr. CAMP, I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
would like to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman from Okla-
homa and with those who have preceded
me in paying honor and homage to Jim
Smith today.

He and I were members of the 90th
Congress. We were first elected to the
Congress in the fall of 1966. It was a real
privilege to work with him during the
time he was a Member of the House of
Representatives. He was extremely con-
scientious in his approach to all of his
legislative duties. He was a man of sunny
disposition and a man who gave his
friendship openly and who was very
loyal and constant in all of his associa-
tions. His charming wife Mary Belle was
also I know extremely active among the
wives of the Members of Congress and
was dearly respected and beloved by all
of us. I certainly extend my deep sym-
pathy to Mary Belle and to Jim's children
and state that his departure leaves a
great void which will not soon be filled.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMP. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speaker,
I am not a very good hand at ritual and
I certainly cannot add much in terms of
eloquence to what has been said. I think
those of us who knew Jim as a Member
of Congress recognized that he was a
good Congressman. Those who worked
with him as a member of the executive
branch know he was an exceptional
member of the administration. But per-
haps best of all Jim was genuinely a
good man. As I go through life in Wash-
ington and elsewhere I become increas-
ingly aware of how rare such an indivi-
dual is. A good man is always missed.
Jim Smith is certainly going to be missed.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. CAMP. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr, Camp) for taking this time to eulo-
gize a man we all loved. Former Con-
gressman Jim Smith was born in western
Oklahoma, which adjoins my district. He
came from a heritage of people who loved
the soil and the land in which he was
raised. We all will miss Jim.

This Congress I know wants to pass on
its condolences to his lovely wife Mary
Belle and to his family.

Jim was liked by all the Members of
the 90th Club as we all came in together.
He was one of the hardest workers. How-
ever many of us did not recognize how
dedicated he was and how hard he
worked for his people in his own State
and in the Nation. Jim did not let the
fact that he lost his second bid for Con-
gress blunt his wish to be a servant to
the people. Before he came to the Con=~
gress he belonged to a church in which
he was an elder and in which he was
elected by the people because he was a
great Christian man. He believed in what
he was doing. Many people I think today
fake what they believe in this area but
Jim lived it, if any man ever did.

As a Congressman he came here and
worked hard. He went into the Farmers
Home Administration where I think per-
haps he made more strides in helping the
American farmer in rural America than
perhaps any other man who has held
that position in the past years during
which the program has been in effect.

He believed in what he was doing.
He believed he was helping people. He did
help people. He changed the poverty in
which many of those people lived and
helped them to have a livable home and
a habitable area. I think we will remem-
ber Jim for a long time, because we all
looked up to him.

Many of us attended the very wonder-
ful funeral which was attended by so
many people.

I do not look upon it as a tragic thing
in which Jim passed on. I think Jim,
being the dedicated man he was, the
believer and Christian that he was, cer-
tainly is much happier where he is, hav-
ing laid down his burdens in this life.
It is something we all are going to have
to face up to sometime in the future, but
I think if there was ever a man who
accepted death graciously, it was Jim,
because he sincerely believed in God and
in the hereafter.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I think this is
an era in which many of us cannot un-
derstand why it happened, how it hap-
pened, but none of us are the ones to
control how and when we will leave this
life. With that, I say to the distinguished
gentleman from Oklahoma, that I think
we all miss Jim, and I thank the gentle-
man from Oklahoma for bringing this to
the attention of the House and giving
members the opportunity to express
themselves in behalf of our beloved
friend, Jim Smith.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a deep sense of loss that I take this
opportunity to join my colleagues in
moumning the passing of the late Jim
Smith of Oklahoma. The tragic nature
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of his death makes this moment all the
more distressing.

Those of us who had the pleasure of
knowing Jim closely during his 2 short
yvears in this body remember him as a
totally dedicated individual—one to
whom the people of the Sixth District of
Oklahoma and the Nation were a per-
sonal obligation. Jim’s long history of
participation in civic causes was ample
indication of his devotion to the people
of the State of Oklahoma and the bet-
terment of life for each of them.

Defeated in his bid for a second term
in the Congress, Jim found an opportu-
nity to continue to serve the Nation and
the farming people who were his con-
stituents. As Director of the Farmers
Home Administration he distinguished
himself by the quality of his work and
his genuine concern for the interests of
the farming community. Leaving that
position after 4 years of service, Jim left
behind an agency which was much the
better for his having been at the helm.
After these 6 years of fine service to his
country here in Washington, Jim re-
turned to his native Oklahoma, his first
love, for a well-deserved rest. His fragic
death, in the prime of life, certainly re-
moves from our midst one who would
have continued to make significant con-
tributions to national life. We shall all
miss his wise counsel and leadership.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great sadness that I join my colleagues
in mouring the loss of our friend and for-
mer colleague, James V. Smith, but it is
with equally great appreciation and re-
spect that I join in the tribute to him to-
day.

Many of my colleagues have already
commented on the fact that Jim Smith
earved in this body with distinction dur-
ing the 90th Congress before assuming
the leadership of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration for 4 very successful years:.

I came to Washington with the begin-
ning of the 91st Congress and did not
have the privilege of serving with Jim
here, but over the last 4 years, I devel-
oped an excellent working relationship
with him as we labored together in the
service of rural America.

In the 4 years of Jim Smith’s tenure
at FHA, that agency distinguished itself
as one of the most effective, efficient and
popular programs in the Government.
That excellent re-ord is due in no small
measure to the personal efforts and tal-
ented guidance that Jim Smith gave to
the program. -

In the Fifth Congressional District of
North Carolina, which I am privileged
to represent, Jim Smith's name was a
popular one, and his record of service
is respected and appreciated there—and
his passing is mourned there—just as it
is throughout rural America anc in the
Congress.

The cause of rural America is an ur-
gent and vital cause, and Jim Smith was
a strong and tireless advocate of that
cause. His death represents a great loss
for rural America, but his service in the
Government has added immeasurably to
rural America’s strength and growth.

And so it is with sadness, but with
abiding affection and respect, that I join
my colleagues in this formal eulogy to
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Jim Smith, but the greater and more
fitting epitaph to him is written across
the face of rural America, which he loved
and served so very well.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the distinguished gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr, Camp) taking this time
today to pay tribute to our late former
colleague, the Honorable James V. Smith.
I was saddened and shocked when I
received word last month of Jim's sud-
dren and tragic death. It had been such
a short time since we had paused to take
note on this floor of Jim’s retirement
from his duties as Administrator of the
Farmers Home Administration., Many of
us on that occasion had remarked on the
outstanding job Jim had done as leader
of the Farmers Home Administration
and all of all had wished for him every
success as he returned to the Oklahoma
he loved so well.

It is indeed sad that this fine man has
been taken from us in the prime of life,
when he still had so much to give to the
country he loved and the people he so
ably served. He was a credit to this House
when he served here and a credit to
the great State which gives us our com-
mon heritage. Jim was justifiably proud
of the record of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration during the 4 years he served
as its administrator. He approached
every task with deep sincerity and ex-
treme conscientiousness. He was always
responsive and responsible. He always
gave me complete cooperation and valu-
able assistance.

When Jim Smith left Washington
earlier this year the Government lost a
valued and valuable public servant.
When Jim Smith died so suddenly and
unexpectedly last month Oklahoma and
the Nation lost a valued son. To his wife
and family Mrs. Albert and I extend our
deepest sympathy.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr, Speaker, it was my
honor and privilege to serve in this House
with a distinguished and able Member
from Oklahoma, the Honorable James
V. Smith.

Although he was here in Congress for
only one term, 1967-68, he was known
as a dedicated and able representative.

Until last February, he was the Ad-
ministrator of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration. Under his leadership, the
“Build Our American Communities”
program was established—a program
which encourages young people to be-
come rural community leaders. In 1970,
Le received an honorary American farm-
ers degree from the Future Farmers of
America.

I knew him to be a gracious, intelli-
gent, decent man. I respected and ad-
mired him, as I am sure did the many
people who had the opportunity to know
and work with him.

The loss of James Smith is a loss not
only to his family and friends but to the
people of this Nation and to the Members
of the U.S. Congress.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, it is appro-
priate that those who knew Jim Smith
join in memorializing him. I did not serve
in the Congress with Jim, but affer I
came to Congress in 1971, I had several
occasions to work closely with him as the
Administrator of the Farmers Home Ad-
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ministration and I saw him often at the
Thursday morning Prayer Breakfasts. He
and I belonged to the same church. I
cherished his friendship.

I will always remember March 31, 1972,
when Jim came to the Third District of
Tennessee to speak at & Farm Family
luncheon and Awards ceremony in Cleve-
land, Bradley County, Tenn.

The qualities which made him a good
Congressman and an excellent adminis-
trator were never more evident than
they were on that day. He was gracious,
humble and intensely interested in people
as people. Being honored by the Farm-
ers Home Administration as represented
by Jim Smith was a great occasion for
the people he recognized. They knew
from him that their Government was not
too big to take notice of their accom-
plishments and to recognize them.

A tragic accident has taken Jim Smith
from us. He was a young man but his
record of service in the years he worked
in education, civic affairs, government
and politics was bright with accomplish-
ments. An even brighter future lay ahead
of him.

The primary responsibility in Jim
Smith’s life was his family. Mrs. Smith
and the children can carry on secure in
the knowledge that Jim Smith left his
mark in this world and they can be proud
of a husband and father who cared about
people and won the friendship and ad-
miration of all who knew him.

In paying tribute to Jim Smith, I also
memorialize his family. They will carry
on, and all that was good in this man
will be reflected in his greatest pride and
joy—his family—as they emulate the
true wisdom and character of James V.
Smith.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, it was with deep regret that
all Oklahomans received the news of the

tragic and untimely death of our former
Oklahoma Congressman, Jim Smith.

Although I did not have the privilege
of being a Member of the House when
Jim was in office, it was my good fortune
to be serving in Government at the
White House under former President
Lyndon B. Johnson when Jim served
here in the House as Oklahoma's Sixth
District Congressman. During that time,

T came to respect and admire Jim's
dedicated efforts not only in behalf of
the people of his district and his State,
but to the Nation as well. He was an
effective spokesman for both the large
rural population of his district, and the
Altus and Lawton areas with their large
concentrations of Federal civilian and
military employment.

As we all know, Jim’s service to the
Nation did not stop after his member-
ship in the 90th Congress, but extended
to his service as Administrator of the
Farm Home Administration during
President Nixon’s first term of office.
Jim Smith was sensitive to the needs of
rural America, and he worked tirelessly
to obtain maximum support from the
Congress for his agency’s programs. I
believe his term as Administrator was a
period in which FHA demonstrated a
remarkable record in improving and en-
hancing the gquality of life for the rural
citizens of our Nation.

I consider it an honor to currently be
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a member of the same committee on
which Jim served during the 90th Con-
gress, the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, and I only hope that I will be
able to discharge my duties on the com-
mittee and represent the views of all
Oklahomans in as dedicated a manner
as did Jim Smith.

Jim will be deeply missed, and I join
my colleagues in the Oklahoma con-
gressional delegation in extending our
very deepest sympathies to his wife and
family.

Mr. THONE. Mr. Speaker, the tragic
accident that took the life of James
Vernon Smith represents a loss for all
Americans involved in agriculture. I did
not have the pleasure to know him wher.
he served in Congress, but I became very
familiar with his work as Administrator
of the Farmers Home Administration
The well-being of farmers was very im-
portant to him. Since he had been a
farmer and had raised cattle, he knew
the needs and requirements of agricul-
ture. James Vernon Smith of Oklahoma
served his State and Nation well.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
we were all deeply saddened and sorrow-
ful at the untimely death on June 23 of
our friend and former colleague, James
V. Smith, who represented the Sixth Dis-
trict of Oklahoma in this body in the
90th Congress.

It is unfortunate in the extreme, Mr.
Speaker, that a tragic accident should
cut short the very promising career of
this distinguished and public-spirited
citizen from my neighboring State of
Oklahoma. Both in the House and later
as Administrator of the Farmers Home
Administration, James Smith served the
Nation with dedication and devotion. We
shall all remember him as one of the
hardest-working Members of this body
and one who represented his constituency
effectively and with great distinction.

We all mourn James Smith's passing
and our heartfelt sympathies go out to
his family and loved ones.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, Jim Smith was a good friend. I
feel profoundly saddened in taking part
in this tribute to his memory.

Jim and I shared the privilege of serv-
ing our first year in the 90th Congress.
We also shared not only the same politi-
cal affiliation but similar interests as well.
Before his election to the House, Jim's
consuming interests were education and
agriculture. He had served with distinc-
tion as & member of the board of regents
of the Oklahoma Four-Year Colleges and
of the board of trustees of Oklahoma
Christian College.

From 1969 to 1972, as the Administra-
tor of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion, Jim performed ably and energeti-
cally—achieving a record level of home-
building activity in the rural parts of
this Nation. Thanks in no small measure
to his personal dedication and leader-
ship, literally thousands of modern
homes now exist where, before 1969,
there had been substandard housing and
seriously inadequate water systems.

It was only 1 year ago I noted in re-
marks to the House of Representatives
that, in my experience in working with
small communities, no Federal admin-
istrator showed more understanding and
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was more responsive to the plight and
needs of rural areas than was Jim Smith
at the Farmers Home Administration. He
is sorely missed.

Mrs. Steiger and I convey our deepest
sorrow to the Jim Smith family. John
Mansfield once wrote:

. . . death takes toll
Of beauty, courage, youth
Of all but truth.

I can but believe that, although
“beauty, courage, youth” have been lost
through his death, there are throughout
the rural plains and valleys of this coun-
try hundreds upon hundreds of modern
farmhouses which stand as humble
monuments to Jim’'s work.

Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. Speaker, my
close association and friendship with the
Honorable James V. Smith since my ar-
rival in Washington has been one of my
more rewarding experiences.

Jim was a man of deep political and
personal conviction. His performance of
duties as a Congressman and as Admin-
istrator of the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration was a constant repetition of de-
monstration of his high personal ideals
and dedication to service.

He was a warm person, easily met,
whose sincerity of friendship was quickly
recognized by those with whom he came
into contact. The Nation and his State
are better places that Jim Smith came to
‘Washington to act in the legislative func-
tion and later in the administrative func-
tion. His untimely and tragic death has
deprived his State and Nation of a great
leader, and me of a dear friend.

My wife Mary and I extend our heart-
felt condolences to Mary Belle and Jim’s
surviving children. The greatest tribute
that Jim could hope for would be to have
his children attempt to emulate their
father’'s dedication and unswerving ef-
forts toward the betterment of his family
and his country.

Mr, ZION. Mr. Speaker, Jim Smith’s
tragic accidental death has touched this
House deeply. All of us who knew him
well were shocked when the news of this
sad event reached Washington.

As a 90th club colleague of Jim’'s I came
to like and respect the man a great deal.
After his electoral reverse and his sub-
sequent much-deserved appointment as
FHA Administrator, Jim's counsel and
assistance proved to be most important
to my office and to the welfare of the
people I represent in Congress. On count-
less occasions, Jim’'s able assistance
_l'éelped move vital FHA projects to real-
ity.

Jim will be sorely missed in this town,
I join with his colleagues and many
friends in expressing my deep sympathy
to his family and his State of Oklahoma.
We have all lost a good friend.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, events
in life occur that are most difficult to
understand. The untimely and tragic
death of our friend and former colleague
Jim Smith of Oklahoma falls into that
category.

Many years ago, a girl about to grad-
uate from the high school in which I was
a teacher passed away rather suddenly.
of mine, preached the funeral sermon.
An elderly minister, a very good friend
I recall the text he used because it ap-
peared to be so appropriate. It was part
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of verse 9 in the 15th chapter of Jere-
miah:

Her sun is gone down while it 1s yet day.

I am certain all agree Jim's sun went
down while it was yet day. Here was a
young man with a great deal of potential
who served with distinction in this House
of Representatives. He also, as it was
very evident, was a conscientious and
able Administrator of Farmers Home
Administration.

Jim was planning to return to public
life. The last time I spoke to him he in-
formed me he was returning to his ranch,
where the tragedy that took his life oc-
curred. He already had an organization
whose purpose it was to assist him in his

goal.

Jim had that rare quality of speaking
softly, never raising his voice, but he pos-
sessed the ability of accomplishing his
purpose because he was a clear thinker,
He sounded no trumpets, yet he accom-
plished much in his quiet way. We need
more Jim Smiths in responsible places.

I join my colleagues in extending
heartfelt sympathy to the family of Jim
Smith in their great loss.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to join my colleagues in
paying tribute to the late former Con-
gressman from Oklahoma, James V.
Smith. Jim Smith was a good friend of
mine, and it was a pleasure to serve with
him in the Congress. He discharged his
responsibilities commendably and was
highly regarded by everyone with whom
he came in contact.

He was also a good friend of his con-
stituents in the Sixth District of Okla-
homa and later of all rural Americans
when he served as Administrator of the
Farmers Home Administration. Jim
Smith always did his job well, whether
it was as a successful farmer-cattleman
in Oklahoma, an energetic Congressman,
or as a very effective Administrator of
the Farmers Home Administration.

The people of Oklahoma have suffered
a great loss, as have all of his many
friends here in the Congress. However,
the memory of Jim Smith will continue
through the accomplishments of his dis-
tinguished career in public service. It is
a pleasure to join my colleagues in pay-
ing tribute to Jim Smith.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
the shocking news of the death of my
good friend Jim Smith brought a deep
sense of personal loss. While I did not
have the pleasure of serving in Congress
with Jim, I learned to know him well and
to value his service as Administrator of
the Farmers Home Administration for
the Department of Agriculture for the
past 3 years until January 1973. He was
unfailingly helpful and knowledgeable.
The outstanding progress in FHA during
his tenure and for which he was largely
personally responsible is reflected by the
widely expanded assistance to farming
operations, not only in my own Second
District of Idaho, but throughout our na-
tional agricultural economy. At the time
Jim left that position to return to Okla-
homa I expressed to him the hope that
we would see him again soon in Wash-
ington.

‘We who were privileged to have known
Jim Smith are poorer for his passing,
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but richer for having shared his friend-
ship.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr, Speaker, I wish to
join my fellow members of the House of
Representatives in expressing my great
sorrow at the untimely death of my good
friend and former colleague, James V.
Smith.

Jim was a most capable man, both in
representing his beloved Oklahoma in
the U.S. Congress and in serving the best
interests of this country as the Adminis-
trator of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion until January of this year.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, Jim was a
rare individual with great personal abil-
ity and an unusual devotion to our coun-
try and our system of government. Jim
was a man who was highly respected by
his former colleagues from both political
parties. He was a dedicated American
whose presence and contributions will be
sorely missed.

I extend my sympathy to his family for
whom his life and service must serve as a
great source of comfort.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply saddened and shocked to learn of
the untimely passing of our former col-
league, James V. Smith. Jim Smith be-
came & close personal friend during the
time we served together in the House,
and my respect and admiration for him
continued to grow throughout his ad-
ministration of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration. I valued his friendship
highly, and have greatly missed our rela-
tionship since his retirement.

Mr, Speaker, the Nation has lost a
dedicated American, whose accomplish-
ments in public office are now a lasting
testimony to the concern Jim Smith felt
for his fellowmen. I join my colleagues
in mourning his passing, and Mrs.
Rhodes and I extend our sincere and
heartfelt sympathy to Mrs. Smith and
his family.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, it was
with a sense of personal loss that I
learned of the tragic death of our former
colleague, James V. Smith of Oklahoma.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the warm
friendship which developed during the
period when Jim Smith served with us in
the House of Representatives, I came to
respect him as the Administrator of the
Farmers Home Administration during
the past 4 years.

During hearings which were held by
the Civil Rights Oversight Subcommit-
tee of the House Judiciery Committee, I
was proud to receive the testimony of
this dedicated Christian gentleman
whose high principles transcended his
partisan views, and who served his con-
gressional district, his State, and his Na-
tion with such distinction and honor.

Mr. Speaker, the Nation has experi-
enced a great loss in the passing of Jim
Smith. All who were touched by his life
have benefited in some way, and his
noble deeds and the spirituality which he
expressed are a part of the immortality
of this exemplary Oklahoman.

Mr. Speaker, I extend to his widow,
Mary Belle, and other members of his
family my affection and deep sympathy.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, like
s0 many of my colleagues, I was shocked
and saddened to hear of the fatal acci-
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dent which took the life of our former
colleague, Jim Smith,

During his term in Congress, Jim was
a hardworking and dedicated member,
especially interested in agriculture mat-
ters in his district and State. As the
national administrator of the Farmers
Home Administration, Jim achieved a
well-deserved reputation for effective-
ness and innovativeness. During his ten-
ure at the Farmers Home Administra-
tion, he did as much to revitalize gov-
ernmental programs in rural areas as
any other individual.

In the years of our Washington asso-
ciation, I grew to respect and admire Jim
Smith’s ability and convictions. His
tragic accident, coming at a time when
he had many more productive years
ahead of him, is truly a loss to the
Nation.

I extend my heartfelt condolences to
Mrs. Smith and their three children:
James, Sarah and Lee Ann. As the wife
and children of Jim, they, above all oth-
ers, knew him to be a dedicated public
servant; a man who not only believed
but practiced the greatness he felt in
America and its heritage. All of us who
worked with Jim regret his untimely
passing.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
it is a privilege to join my good friend
Happy Camp of Oklahoma in paying
tribute to James V. Smith. His death
came as a blow and surprise to all of us.
Here was a young man in perfect health
who was killed in a most unusual acei-
dent.

The first thing that came to my mind
was Jim Smith was a sincere, dedicated
Christian man. His deep religious spirit
carried over and manifested itself wher-
ever he went.

Jim made a great record in Washing-
ton. He represented the Sixth District of
Oklahoma with distinection. He served for
many years as Director of the Farmers
Home Administration. Those of us on the
Hill appreciated the way that he was
always out here and wanted his admin-
istration to be responsive to the Hill.
James Smith was the kind of man who
always kept up with his business.

I lost a great friend. Oklahoma lost an
outstanding neighbor. We will all miss
Jim Smith.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker,I am
pleased to join my colleagues in paying
tribute to the memory of James V. Smith,
a man who served as a distinguished
Membér of Congress and later as Admin-
istrator of the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration.

Coming from one of the large agricul-
tural districts of this Nation, I am par-
ticularly aware of the outstanding con-
tributions which Jim Smith made as Ad-
ministrator of the FHA. Having worked
as a farmer, Jim Smith understood what
the problems and needs of the farmer
were. It was a privilege to work with him
in the interests of American agriculture.

It is tragic that a man of only 47 years
will not have an opportunity to fulfill his
promising career of public service. But
certainly his friends and family can all
be proud of the contribution that he
made as a public servant and as a friend
of his fellow man. I join in extending
sympathy to his family.
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, it is with a heavy heart that I
rise today to pay tribute to a good friend,
Jim Smith. It was not many months ago
that those of us who had served in the
House of Representatives with Jim con-
gratulated him upon his outstanding
service with the Farmers Home Admin-
istration and wished him well for what-
ever the future held for him. Tragically
his future was shortlived and it was a
shock to learn of the accident which took
his life late last month.

Jim Smith came to the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1966, bringing with him
a wealth of background and technical
knowledge in farming and business. He
was a true farmer who had been on the
farm, so to speak, since his youth. He
was & man who spoke with authority and
skill and one who served the State of
Oklahoma well in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

When he went downtown to be Ad-
ministrator of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration he broadened his horizons,
serving the Nation in an extremely im-
portant capacity. As Farmers Home Ad-
ministrator he undertook to build our
American communities and with em-
phasis on the smaller communities which
must be rebuilt and stabilized if we are
to revitalize rural America.

His leadership was admired and re-
spected by all generations but I was es-
pecially impressed with the young people
who looked to him for guidance and
counsel.

An accident has snuffed out the life
of Jim Smith but not before he instilled
in these young people his dedication to
their communities and the Nation. Jim
Smith’s works will go on for years to
to come through the efforts of these
young people.

I am proud fo have known and served
with this fine gentleman, a dedicated
public servant, one who was an out-
standing example of what is great and
good in American politics.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks ago
it was my sad duty to announce to the
House the untimely death of our former
colleague, James V. Smith, killed in a
tragic accident June 23.

It is still hard to grasp that such an
active, hard-working figure is so abrupt-
ly gone.

Charles Drew, editor of Jim Smith’s
hometown newspaper, the Chickasha
Daily Express, gave a final tribute in the
fine editorial that follows:

A TRIBUTE TO A FRIEND
(By Charles Drew)

The hearts of multitudes of people In
Grady County, the state of Oklahoma and
the nation are heavy today over the tragic
passing of James V. Smith,

Jim BSmith was a personal friend. We've
spent many hours just visiting and exchang-
ing ideas and viewpoints on matters, par-
ticularly the problems of the world and man-
kind. Although we personally differed in our
choice of a political party, Jim and I shared
closely many of the same Ideas and
philosophies.

Not only have we lost a personal friend,
but mankind has lost & man whose dream
was for a better world in which to live, a
man who devoted many hours to helping his
fellow man. He was & man who rose from
a small country farmer to the heights of his
ambition as a United States congressman
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and later head of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration. He was a man who was a lead-
er in his church and respected by his
brethren and a man who was a devoted hus-
band and father.

Our deepest sympathy is expressed this
day to his wife, Marybelle, his son, Jay, his
two daughters, Sarah and Lee Ann, and to
all those who join with us in this moment
of sorrow.

Ron Acree, editor and publisher of the
weekly Chickasha Star, summarized Mr.
Smith's career thus:

A FINAL FAREWELL
(By Ron Acree)

The tragedy of last Saturday in the wheat
field fire that was fatal to our friend, James
V. 8mith, was indeed a great loss for all of us
who knew him.

Jim Smith was a truly remarkable man,
dedicated to his family, church and his
country. His integrity was always above re-
proach, and his likeable manner made even
the coldest stranger feel comfortable in his
presence. His honesty and decisiveness made
him many frlends wherever he went, be-
cause everyone knew that if Jim Smith told
you it was so, then that's the way it was.

I was a member of the Chickasha Jaycees
in 1958 when he was awarded the “Outstand-
ing Young Farmer Award” by the Jaycees,
and those of us on the committee who inter-
viewed the candidates for this award, saw in
Jim Smith that extra something that is not
found in too many citizens today. In addition
to his accomplishments on the farm, Jim had
his eyes on accomplishing a task that he
later said he felt was intended for him, as a
gapresentatlve of his people, in Washington,

.C.

His tenure as a servant of the people of
this area, and those throughout the nation,
who felt the benefits of the programs he
instituted as Administrator of the Farmers
Home Administration, will always be re-
membered, not alone for the help we might
have received, but because we were priv-
ileged to be represented by such an out-
standing man.

To Marybelle, his wife, and the three
children, we join with many, many others
in extending our deepest and heartfelt
sympathy, but we too share in this loss, and
we bid a final farewell to our friend.

The Oklahoma City Times summed
up his career in this excellent editorial
tribute:

A Tracic Loss

There is special tragedy in the death of
any man taken in the prime of his life. The
loss of James V. Smith while fighting a fire
in a wheatfield on his farm near Chickasha
was certalnly such a tragedy.

Smith was the kind of public figure around
whom the traditions of this country were
built. He was first of all a leader in his
community, and in the organizations de-
voted to farming and cattle-raising. He was
a devoted family man, and a leader in his
church. Then when he became more and
more concerned about the trend of public
affalrs, he became active in politics.

When he became a candidate for the old
Sixth District seat in Congress, he refused
to engage in personal criticlsm of the man
who then held that seat. Instead, he cam-
palgned on the basis of what policles he
would support in Washington, and what kind
of representation the district ought to have
to accurately reflect voters’ views. He was
successful, and served a single term in the
House of Representatives, When redistrict-
ing pitted him in the next race against the
veteran Tom Steed, with many new areas
in which he was not well known, he lost
out. But he had become well acquainted
in the agricultural circles in Washington,
and became an active candidate for the di-
rectorship of the Farmers Home Adminis-
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tration, which was to be filled by newly-
elected President Nixon. After some weeks
of doubt, he was named to the post.

To the amazement of many Washington
observers, who generally take the view that
a farmer is a rube, Smith proved adept at
the department's internal politics, as well
as an able administrator. He kept old friends
in Congress and made new ones, But when
his resignation was accepted at the start of
the second Nixon term, he was applauded in
Congress for a job well done. And he re-
turned to the farm with the same profes-
sionallsm and vigor he had always applied
to that work.

City dwellers forget, or don't know, how
much of a farmer’'s work Is done when he is
alone, either in the flelds or at the barns.
Jim Smith's final battle, against the fire
that was sweeping his fields, was a lonely
one. There is no time to go for help when
such a fire erupts; the farmer must deal with
it, as with so many other crises, by himself.

The Altus Times Democrat, Robert
Gilmore, publisher, had this to say:
JAMES V. SMITH SERVED Us WELL

The tragic death of James V. Smith, which
occurred while he was fighting a fire in a
wheat field on his farm, was a great blow
to his family and many friends in Oklahoma
and throughout the nation.

The former member of Congress from the
old Sixth District served his country and his
people well, both while representing them
politically and also later as director of the
Farmers Home Administration.

He truly epitomized the type of man upon
which our country was founded, as he was
a devoted family man, leader in his church,
successful farmer and rancher, and above
all this, he was willing to serve his people in
the highest way and great tradition, as a
member of Congress.

Were it not for redistricting, which put
him in the same political race with veteran
Congressman Tom Steed, it is very likely that
James V. Smith would still be serving his
constituents today. For he was a man who
campalgned on the highest plane, never put-
ting the individual into the situation, but
rather choosing to let the policies he favored
be his guide.

Though losing to Steed, after one term In
Congress, a testimony to the ability, strength
and courage of James Smith, was shown
when he was appointed to head the FHA
by newly-elected President Richard Nixon.

Smith proved adept in his new position
and turned out to be a very eflicient ad-
ministrator. When his resignation was sub-
mitted just prior to the start of the second
Nixon term in office, it was accepted with
regret. He was lauded by Congress for a job
well done while serving his nation.

He returned to his home and his farm
with the same type of enthusiasm, warmth
and manner that was characteristic of his
role on the political scene, and we join with
his many friends to express our sympathy
for the loss of a man who truly made an
indelible impression in whatever work he
entered, whether it dealt with the farmers
he loved or the people he just loved to see
and visit,

We mourn the loss of James V. Smith, but
just as Congress sald, we agree that in all
his endeavors, he always did his best to do
“a job well done.”

Jim Smith will be remembered as a
man who made a real and tangible con-
tribution to the betterment of our farm
economy.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, those of us who knew Jim Smith
were deeply saddened at the news of his
tragic death last month in Oklahoma. I
first met Jim Smith when he came to
this body as the newly elected Repre-
sentative of the Sixth Congressional Dis-
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trict of Oklahoma back in 1967. While
Jim only served one term in this body,
he was quick to learn the ways of the
House, make friends, and distinguish
himself as a diligent member of the
Armed Services Committee. It was
therefore not surprising to those of us
who knew and respected him when he
was tapped by President Nixon in 1969
as Administrator of the Farmers Home
Administration. Jim was ideally suited
for this new responsibility with his prior
experience as farmer, businessman, and
Member of Congress.

Jim Smith was born July 23, 1926, in
Oklahoma City, Okla., the son of a wheat
farmer. He attended Tuttle High School
and the Oklahoma College of Liberal
Arts at Chickasha. Jim went on to build
a very successful wheat, cotton, and cat-
tle farm in Grady County near his birth-
place. From 1954 to 1957 he was a mem-
ber of that county’s Farmers Home Ad-
ministration Committee. In 1958, at the
age of 32, he was chosen Outstanding
Young Farmer of the year by the Chick-
asha Jaycees.

In addition to his farm responsibilities,
Jim was active in civic affars and public
service, and was particularly devoted to
youth affairs. He served on the Grady
County School Board, the Board of
Regents of Oklahoma's 4-year colleges,
the Board of Governors of the American
Heritage Center at Oklahoma Christian
College in Oklahoma City, and was a
trustee of the Intercollegiate Studies In-
stitute, Inc. It is little wonder that Jim
received the Outstanding Citizen Award
from the Chickasha Jaycees in 1965,
and that he was elected to the 90th Con-
gress the following fall by the people of
that area.

After leaving the Congress, Jim went
on to achieve outstanding success during
his 4-year tenure as Administrator of
FHA, the rural credit service of the De-
partment of Agriculture. Under his vigor-
ous leadership, FHA credit outstanding
approached the $9-billion mark, a two-
thirds increase during his administra-
tion. He breathed new life into the FHA
and shaped it into the spearhead of the
rural development effort. One of his
typical innovations was the “Build Our
American Communities Program” which
was designed fo develop young people
as rural community leaders through the
vocational agricultural education system.

He was also responsible for establish-
ing the annual National Farm Family
of the Year competition and award in
recognition of the valuable contributions
made by farm families to our national
life. Jim Smith was a family farmer and
believed in the family farm, and this was
reflected in his personal, personable, and
conscientious leadership at FHA. Those
of us in the Congress who dealt with Jim
at FHA were most grateful to him for
the personal attention he gave to even
the smallest problems of our farm con-
stituents; and I know the farmers of
America greatly appreciated the fact
that they had such a sympathetic friend
at FHA who was concerned about their
problems.

Jim Smith was born on a farm, and it
was on a farm that he died when he was
taken by a tragic accident and fire in his
wheatfield on June 23, just a month be-
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fore his 47th birthday. We all mourn
his passing and extend our deepest sym-
pathies to his wife, Mary Belle, and his
three children, James, Sarah, and Lee
Ann,

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
pay tribute to a former colleague of ours,
the Honorable James V. Smith of Okla-
homa, whose tragic passing we all mourn
deeply. I had the privilege of working
with Jim.when he served as a Represent-
ative from Oklahoma in the 90th Con-
gress. He has a long tradition of dedica-
tion and support to the young people of
our country.

Jim served most creditably as Admin-
istrator of the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration. We have him to thank for the
“Build Our American Communities” pro-
gram which encouraged young rural
Americans to become community leaders.
He was instrumental in obtaining legis-
lation authorizing loans to young people
in 1972. He also spent a great deal of his
time and energy serving on various school
and college boards.

Jim was a true friend of all rural
Americans, whom he served as Adminis-
trator of the FHA. During his period in
office, he helped to triple the loan capac-
ity of that organization.

I ask all of you to join me in tribute to
this public-spirited friend and ex-col-
league of ours and to join me also in ex-
pressing heartfelt sympathy to his
family.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased the House has set aside
this time to express the sadness and
loss we all feel at the death of our former
colleague and friend, Jim Smith.

Only 6 months ago, many of us stood
here on the floor of the House to com-
ment on Jim’s outstanding service as
Administrator of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration. We lamented the loss of a
man of his caliber to public service but
we wished him the best in his semire-
tirement to his ranch in Oklahoma.

His work on his ranch was tragically
cut short by the accident that took his
life. I have lost a very close friend and
a man who represented the very best in
unselfish service to his fellow man.

We worked closely together, Jim and I,
both during his service in the Congress
and his service in the executive branch.
We were able to achieve many shared
goals which will represent lasting monu-
ments to him. Jim Smith was a man of
high ideals, intense dedication, and a
strong Christian conscience.

His family has suffered a grievous loss
and my sympathy goes out to them. Let
us all strive to achieve the standards of
conduct in our personal and professional
lives that Jim Smith set while he was
among us.

We, in the Congress, and the people of
this Nation—particularly rural Amer-
ica—shall remain eternally in his debt
for his extraordinary service to this
country.

Mr. DENHOLM, Mr. Speaker, it is
with a sense of sorrow that I acknowl-
edge the death of former Congressman
James V. Smith, as a result of a tragic
automobile accident in Oklahoma on
June 23, 1973.

James Smith served well the best in-
terests of the people of the Sixth Con-
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gressional District of Oklahoma. He
sought to better the lives of all Amer-
icans.

He was born in Oklahoma City, July
23, 1926, and educated in the public
schools of Tuttle, Okla. He attended
Oklahoma College of Liberal Arts
at Chickasha, and later he was rec-
ognized as the Nation's outstanding ex-
ample of the successful farmer-cattle-
man. So successful, in fact, that he won
the Chickasha Junior Chamber of Com-
merce Outstanding Young Farmer Award
in 1958. In addition, in 1965, he was
given the Jaycee Outstanding Citizen of
Chickasha Award.

James Smith served as a member of
the board of regents of the 4-year col-
leges of the State of Oklahoma and in
November of 1966, he was elected to the
90th Congress of the United States.

After serving as the U.S. Representa-
tive from the Sixth District of Okla-
homa—James Smith became the Ad-
ministrator of the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration, U.S. Department of Agri-
culture in February 1969. In less than 4
years in that office, the value of loan
programs available for small farms,
rural housing, and rural community serv-
ices almost tripled—from $1.2 billion to
$3.4 billion.

He was instrumental in the passage of
a bill in the Congress that provided lend-
ing authorty for the “youth loan pro-
gram,” designed to aid youth interested
in farming, and to help them become
successful businessman-farmers. He also
worked actively to help the organization
that is known as the Future Farmers of
America, and the popular theme of
“build our American communities”
program.

Mr. Speaker, the untimely passing of
James V. Smith, former U.S. Congress-
man from Oklahoma, is a loss for all of
us, and for all Americans. His sense of
commitment, and his dedication to duty
fulfilled, were qualities that were a part
of the man during his entire life. He
shall be remembered as a man of deeds
in the interest of others—and by all
that knew him—he shall not be for-
gotten.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the death of James V. Smith
represents not only a loss of a dear friend
to all of us who knew him as a Repre-
sentative in the 90th Congress, but also
an incalculable loss to all rural Ameri-
cans.

Congressman Smith and I were both
newly elected to the 90th Congress.

As the representative of a highly ur-
banized area, dealing with exclusively
urban problems, I received from him an
insight into the thinking of rural resi-
dents and an understanding of their
problems,

Congressman Smith made his primary
concern the improvement of life in the
farmlands of this country. Recognizing
trends toward urbanization which
threaten to undermine the growth of
farming communities, he became an ef-
fective crusader for rural development
programs.

In his campaign to attract new in-
dustry and new people into rural areas,
the Congressman initiated the build-our-
American-communities project, designed
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to encourage the participation of young
people in rural community affairs. Serv-
ing as the Administrator of the Farmers
Home Administration since 1969, he
tripled the number of FHA loans ex-
tended to farmers and fought for legisla-
tion last year which granted loans to
future farmers under 21 years.

I hope that the enthusiastic efforts
Congressman Smith made to expand the
horizons of rural development by in-
volving future farmers will be continued
by his associates at the Farmers Home
Administration and by his bereaved col-
leagues in the 93d Congress, so that we
may see the completion of his dream
of rural development.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, when a man
is struck down in the prime of his life,
it is always tragic. When that man has
a past replete with accomplishments and
a future full of potential, the tragedy is
compounded.

Such a tragedy occurred in June with
the untimely death of James V. Smith,
former administrator of the Farmers
Home Administration and distinguished
former Member of this body.

On January 18 I stood here on the floor
of the House of Representatives to wish
godspeed to Jim Smith, who was leaving
this city and his official position with the
FHA, I never dreamed I would return
here again so soon for such a sad reason,
to say a final farewell.

In January, I recalled for my col-
leagues my long association with Jim,
dating back to our work together in the
90th Congress when he served in the
House as the Representative of the Sixth
District of Oklahoma.

As I said at that time, our warm re-
lationship continued when he assumed
the duties of Administrator of the FHA
in 1969. Once in that position, Jim per-
formed in a manner which brought great
praise to him and his agency. Loan
volume of the agency nearly tripled in
his tenure, he initiated the build our
American community program for youth,
and established the FHA farm family of
the year. He proved himself to be an
abundantly able administrator.

The residents of my First District of
Massachusetts certainly owed Jim Smith
a debt of thanks for his help in securing
a full-time FHA, office in Berkshire
County—an office I was privileged to
open just last December.

Today, I join with my distinguished
colleague from Oklahoma, Mr. Cawmp,
sponsor of this special order, and all of
my colleagues in paying tribute to the
memory of James V. Smith, dedicated
public servant and great American. I
offer my most sincere condolences to
Jim’s widow, Mrs. Mary Bell Smith, and
their three children.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. Speaker,
it is with deep sorrow that I speak today
in tribute of James V. Smith, our former
colleague who departed us on June 23 as
the result of a tragic accident on his
Chickasha farm. His beloved America
and home State of Oklahoma have lost
an outstanding citizen and leader. There
is a great need in the Nation today for
men of Jim Smith’s caliber and this is
a sad loss for all of us.

It was my honor to come to Congress
with Jim when we were elected to repre-
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sent neighboring States in the 90th Con-
gress. During the next 2 years, our offices
were located in the same area of the
Longworth Building. In addition to these
ties, we shared many mutual involve-
ments and activities due to the proximity
of our districts and the numerous com-
mon interests in our part of the country.

I can speak from personal observation
on the respect and friendship which Jim
gained during his service in Congress. He
represented the Sixth District of Okla-
homa in an exemplary manner, exhibit-
ing a genuine concern over the needs
of his constituency the responsiveness to
follow them through. He proved his abili-
ties in many ways through his duties on
the Armed Services Committee. In all
areas of congressional work, Jim proved
himself to be a Christian gentleman with
high ideals, firm convictions, and abso-
lute integrity.

As Administrator of the Agriculture
Department’s Farmers Home Adminis-
tration, Jim earned a highly commend-
able record as a fine Government execu-
tive. He applied his managerial skills
and made significant contributions to
good Government. He was a totally dedi-
cated public servant and had a natural
deep feeling for the problems of all Amer-
icans—but especially rural America.

I share the grief of the Smith family.
My wife, Virginia, and I had the privilege
of getting acquainted with Jim’s wife,
Mary Belle, and the Smith children—
Jay, Sarah, and Lee Ann. Our sincere
sympathy to the Smiths in their great
personal loss, and I know that they will
carry forth in their hearts the comfort
that Jim’s good works touched many of
our lives. And we are much the better
for it.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, it is with
a profound sense of shock and sorrow
that I learned of the tragic death of our
former colleague and good friend from
Oklahoma, Jim Smith.

I had the honor of serving in the U.S.
House of Representatives with Jim
Smith, and I remember him as an able
legislator and a man devoted to the
principles which have made this Nation
strong. He was always responsive to the
needs of the residents of his home dis-
trict, as well as to the demands of this
Nation in general. During his tenure on
Capitol Hill, he obviously won the ad-
miration and the respect of his colleagues
who are joining with us today to eulo-
gize this fine man. His talents, too, were
also recognized by the President.

‘When President Nixon named Jim to
the Administrator’s post of the Farmers
Home Administration in the Agriculture
Department, I know that I was person-
ally convinced from the start that the
high standards of assistance that FHA
has historically provided to America’s
rural areas would continue to be upheld.
As a representative of a predominately
nonurban area, I have witnessed first-
hand the positive impact the Farmers
Home Administration has had in help-
ing people to help themselves. Under the
effective leadership of Jim Smith, FHA
provided much welcomed aid in the con-
struction of water and sewer facilities to
areas of southeastern Ohio which had
been in need of such services for decades.
In that respect, I know that I am ex-
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pressing the feelings of southeastern
Ohio as a whole today in this tribute to
a man who played a direct role in bring-
ing progress to areas where it had before
been lacking.

On this occasion, I extend my deepest
sympathy to Jim’s family.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CAMP. Mr, Speaker, I know many
Members will wish to express themselves,
some of whom could not be here this
afternoon; therefore, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members desiring to do
s0 may have 5 legislative days to extend
and revise their remarks and include ex-
traneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Bur-
TON). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection. -

INTRODUCTION OF THE OFFICIAL
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. KASTENMEIER)
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, the
United States, historically, has been in
the forefront of efforts to fashion legal
limitations on recourse to war by na-
tions. After World War I this concern
was expressed in the Kellogg-Briand
Pact which outlawed war as an “instru-
ment of national policy,” and which
sealed the fate of the Nuremberg defend-
ants. At the end of World War II, the
Congress, the Executive, and the public
insisted that violations of the laws of
war be tried and punished in courts of
law. The Nuremberg and Tokyo trials,
the Charter of the United Nations, the
attempts to enact a code of war crimes—
all reflected an impetus provided by
Ameriean leaders.

These efforts were not undertaken by
fools, rather they were espoused by the
most experienced statesmen and politi-
cians. Critics have charged that idealism
and vengeance were the primary motiva-
tions. In fact, however, our leaders were
guided by the most pragmatic considera-
tions. They realized that if war were to
be proscribed, leaders and bureaucrats
would have to be held responsible for
their acts. Robert Jackson, the chief
counsel for the United States at the
Palace of Justice in Nuremberg, sum-
marized this view—

The ultimate step in avolding periodic
wars which are inevitable in a system of

international lawlessness is to make states-
men responsible to law.

This tradition was interrupted by the
cold war and the creation of the na-
tional security system. Now as the tragic
and regrettable—and yes, criminal—war
in Indochina hopefully draws to a close,
we must return to this tradition and as-
sert legal standards which will govern
and limit executive behavior.

It is in light of this that several of my
colleagues have joined with me today in
introducing a bill entitled the “Official
Accountability Act of 1973” which would
establish a code of legal responsibility
for civilian officials charged with the op-
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eration of national security policy. It does
s0 by incorporating the international laws
and customs of war—to which this Na-
tion already subscribes—into the ng-
eral Criminal Code, and by establishing
an institutional mechanism for the in-
vestigation and prosecution of violations
of those laws. It, in essence, reiterates,
and strengthens our national comn_llt-
ment to lawful international behavior.
To the international community, it up-
holds the principle of symmetry—declar-
ing that the standards to which the
United States has held the leaders of
other nations accountable shall be equal-
ly applicable to the policymakers of this
Nation. To the American public, it as-
serts the principle of official account-
ability—insuring that executive officials
are responsible to the limitations of laws
passed by the Congress.

There are at present no operative legal
mechanisms by which civilian officials
may be clearly charged with and prose-
cuted for violations of the laws of war.
Members of the Armed Forces are held
responsible under the Uniform Code of
Military Justice, but civilian officials re-
main legally unaccountable. In an era
in which civilian strategists mcre_:asingly
plan a more active role in devising and
directing military operations, this im-
balance can result in the conviction of
an enlisted man for implementing an
illegal plan devised by an unaccountable
civilian official. This bill would meet the
pledge made at Geneva and redress this
basic imbalance. It would make it far
more likely that the United States would
once again practice the restraints which
its international treaties proclaim.

The weapons and strategies the mili-
tary has employed in Indochina have
been determined by the legally consti-
tuted heads of our civilian Government.
We have not used nuclear and biological
weapons there because the President of
the United States has not authorized
their use. On the other hand, we have
carpet-bombed North Vietnam, blasted
forests, jungles, rice paddies, towns, and
villages in South Vietnam and Cambodia,
spewed flaming napalm on both friend
and foe, defoliated hundreds of square
miles of Asia, herded millions of people
about the country like cattle, and
crushed and made governments at will,
because the Presidents of the I_Inited
States, past and present, either initiated
or approved the use of these strategies of
war in that land. Rarely has there been
any evidence that the military of the
United States violated any instructions
of the administration in power regarding
limitations on the use of weapons or the
strategies to be employed.

As I noted, there is no operative legal
standard at present by which civilian
strategists—bureaucrats and officials—
are clearly accountable. When no one is
accountable for a crime, crime does pay.
And in the last 10 years, war crimes in
Indochina have been paying off daily in
promotions for managers at all levels of
the U.S. bureaucracy of death while the
only payoff for the citizens of Southeast
Asia has been death and devastation.
Clearly, the time has come to lay out a
very different framework in which our
officials must operate—one that insists
that certain things are, indeed, not per-
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missible. We must get away from the sit-
uation where the practices of war are
affected most profoundly by what each
military commander or civilian strategist
can get away with at a particular time.

Institutional and political changes are
essential. Yet even if these changes do
occur, I believe that we cannot avoid
much worse crimes and horrors than we
have seeen in the past unless the many
individuals within the Government are
forced to assume greater responsibility
than they have taken in the past decade.

This is not a partisan issue. Both Dem-
ocratic and Republican administrations
have exhibited the lawlessness which
now threatens to engulf us. We must re-
learn the lesson our forefathers taught
us—that unchecked power leads to ar-
rogance and arrogance to tyranny.

This bill seeks to take a first step to
a return to accountability. It amends
title 18 to provide for national security
crimes—taking as its guide those stand-
ards to which this country is already
committed and which it has already ap-
plied to the behavior of others. The pro-
visions prohibit the waging of aggres-
sive war, and the commission of war
crimes—murder, torture, deportation,
destruetion not justified by military ne-
cessity, assassination, mass bombing of
civilian populations. The bill establishes
an independent, legal Office for National
Security Affairs—modeled after the Gen-
eral Accounting Office—which is em-
powered to investigate and, if necessary,
prosecute violations of this act.

This Nation was founded on the prin-
ciple that every citizen and official was
responsible to law. To be free entails that
one must also accept responsibility for
his actions. To be freely governed, we
must hold strictly accountable those en-
trusted with leadership. Either there will
be a rule of responsibility or there will
be a rule of irresponsibility—by officials
who feel themselves beyond the law, and
above the law.

It is time to return to our traditions,
to search for moral guidelines and legal
principles which will reassert the no-
tions of law, personal responsibility and
peaceful relations upon which our Na-
tion was founded. We in the Congress
must now begin a slow process of post-
war reconstruction.

It is to strengthen that principle that
I introduce this bill which simply re-
quires what every American must de-
mand—that no person be above the law
because of the loftiness of their position,
the depth of their wealth, or the stealth
of their actions.

Our overriding task continues to be
the hastening of the day when solutions
to such conflicts will no longer be sought
by resort to force, but by other means
that hold out more hope of resolving
them and assuring human survival.

We may not be able to free ourselves
of all war, But we can free this land from
a war that is not wanted, that is not
understood, that brutalizes not only our
enemies but those who fight it, that takes
as its victims not only those who threaten
us but our freedom and heritage as well.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this
opportunity fo include at this point a
memorandum in explication of the bill
which offers a more detailed analysis of
its background and contents:
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MEMORANDUM IN EXPLICATION OF THE
OFFICIAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT

SECTION 2

Section 2 outlines the purposes and justi-
fications for the proposed bill. The primary
function of the bill is to reassert a national
commitment to lawful international be-
havior by incorporating the international
laws and customs of war into the federal
code, and establishing an institutional
mechanism for the investigation of, and pos-
sible prosecution of, violations of those laws.

Historically, the United States has led the
attempt to fashion legal limitations on re-
course to war as an Instrument of national
policy. After World War II, this historical
tradition found expression in the insistence
of the Congress, the President, and the
American public that violations of the ac-
cepted norms of international behavior be
punished in courts of law. The post-war
tribunals were convened mot merely in a
spirit of vengeance, but in the hope that
lawful behavior could be enforced upon na-
tional policy-makers in the future. Robert
Jackson, at the time Chief Counsel for the
United States at the Palace of Justice in
Nuremberg, stated the prevalling sentiment
that, “(t)he ultimate step in avolding pe-
riodic wars which are inevitable in a system
of international lawlessness is to make
statesmen responsible to law.” He therefore
announced that it was the view of the United
States that “(w)hile this law is first applied
against German aggressors, if it is to serve
any useful purpose it must condemn ag-
gression by any other nations, including
those which sit here now in judgment.”

This historle initiative was stalled by the
obstacles of the Cold War. For the United
States, the post-war years Tfeatured the
growth of Executive license in the manage-
ment of foreign and military policies. A re-
sult of this internal lack of accountability
was an Increasing disregard for restraints of
international laws, most of which were Con-
gressionally mandated.

With this bill, the Congress would reassert
its power to pass laws which regulate the
behavior of Executive officials, and would
reiterate the national commitment to law-
ful international behavior. Substantively, the
bill expresses two fundamental principles. To
the international community, it upholds the
prineiple of symmetry—declaring that the
standards to which the United States has
held the leaders of other nations accountable
shall be equally applicable to the policy=-
makers of this nation. To the American pub-
lic, 1t asserts the principle of official account-
ability—insuring that Executive officials are
responsible to the limitations of laws passed
by the Congress,

The necessity for such, legislation is clear.
The Geneva Conventions of 1949 which have
been ratified by the Senate contain the com-
mon pledge that:

“The High Contracting Parties undertake
to enact any legislation necessary to provide
effective penal sanctions for any persons com-
mitting, or ordering to be committed, any of
the grave breaches of the present Conven-
tion defined in the following Article.

“Each High Contracting Party shall be un-
der the obligation to search for persons al-
leged to have committed or ordering to be
committed, such grave breaches, and shall
bring such persons, regardless of their na-
tionality, before its own courts ., . .2

In spite of this pledge, there are at present
no operative legal mechanisms by which
civilian officials may be clearly charged with
and prosecuted for violations of the laws of
war, Members of the Armed Forces are held
responsible under the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice, but civilian officials remain le-
gally unaccountable. In an era in which clvil=
ian strategists increasingly play a more active
role in devising and directing military oper-
ations, this imbalance can result in the con-

Footnotes at end of article.
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viction of an enlisted man for implementing
an illegal plan devised by an unaccountable
civilian official. This bill would meet the
pledge made at Geneva and redress this basic
imbalance. It would make it far more likely
that the United States would once again
practice the restraints which its interna-
tional treaties proclaim.
TITLE I
Section 7001. Persons subject to this part

This section defines the class of persons
covered by the proposed bill. Under its pro-
visions, all civilian federal employees would
be covered. Moreover, persons recelving com=-
pensation from the U.S. under contract or
subcontract are also covered.

Section 7002. Prohibitions

Bection T002 outlines the laws and cus-
toms of war to which officials will be held
accountable. The general language of 7002
(b) incorporates all of the laws and customs
of war which the United States recognizes
as a member of the international com-
munity. The listing of some violations with
specificity in 7002 (b) (1-3) and (c) (1-7) is
therefore not intended to be comprehen-
sive. The bill assumes, as the post-war tri-
bunals assumed, that the conventional and
customary laws of war are sufficlently clear
to make specific drafting of every standard
unnecessary. This position was affirmed by
the Supreme Court in the case of in re
Yamashite 327 U.S. 1. In taking an oath of
allegiance to the laws and Constitution of
the United States, federal employees already
pledge themselves to follow such norms.

Bection T002(a) proscribes wars of aggres-
slon and wars in violation of international
treaties or assurances. The language paral-
lels that of Prineciple Via(l) of the Nurem-
berg Principles, and adheres to the funda-
mental distinction between wars of agres-
sion and defensive wars. b

Modern American support for this princi-
ple may be traced to a Senate Resolution
introduced by Senator Willlam Borah, for-
merly Chairman of the SBenate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. The resolution declared
that “It is the view of the Senate of the
United States that war between nations
should be outlawed as an Iinstitution or
means for the settlement of international
controversies by making it a public crime
under the law of nations . . .”* The direct
result of this resolution was the EKellogg-
Briand Pact of Paris of 1928 which outlawed
war as an “instrument of national policy,”
and specified that such was is “illegal in
international law.” ¢

In the aftermath of World War II, the dis-
tinction between aggressive and defensive
war was once again asserted. Fifteen German
leaders and twenty-four Japanese leaders
were found gullty of waging a war of aggres-
sion and held criminally liable.® At the
initiative of the United States in 1945, the
General Assembly of the Unilted Nations
unanimously affirmed “the principles of in-
ternational law recognized by the Charter
of the Nuremberg Tribunal” in Resolution
95 (I). At the direction of the membership
of the United Nations, the International Law
Commission formulated the principles of
Nuremberg in 1950. One of them summarized
the proscription agalnst wars of aggression,
declaring such war to be & “crime against
peace.”’ s

The same fundamental commitment to
peaceful resolution of international confiicts
is reflected in the United Nations Charter.
Article 2(4) of the Charter provides that “All
Members shall refrain in their international
relations from the threat or use of force
against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any state, or in any other
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the
onitfd Nations.”? Article 51 declares that
“Nothing in the present Charter shall im-
pair the inherent right of individual or col-
lective self-defense, if an armed attack oc-
curs against a Member of the United Nations
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.+ " Section 7002(a) therefore merely codi-
fles a distinction and standard to which the
United States is already committed, and to
which it has already held others accountable.

The Section forbids planning of or prepara-
tion for a war of aggression as well as its
initiatlon or waging. This follows the Nurem-
berg standard which outlawed “planning,
preparation, initiation or waging of a war
of aggression.” This standard is crucially im=-
portant in deterring wars. Plans or prepara-
tions for an aggressive war create a threat
to which the target state must respond if its
leaders are responsible. That response sets in
motion the deteriorating spiral of threat and
counter-threat which often results in war.
The state which undertakes the initial plan-
ning or preparation must therefore be held
legally responsible. Needless to say, the sec-
tion does not outlaw contingency planning
for defensive reactions to the aggressive acts
of other states.

Section T002(b) proscribes violations of the
laws and customs of war, enacting the stand-
ards which govern behavior once armed con-
flict has been initiated. As demonstrated in
the post-war trials, this generic category is
a term of art in international law defining
war crimes generally recognized by the in-
ternational community. All such crimes are
prohibited under this paragraph even if not
included in the listing of 7002(b) (1-8). Un-
der Article I, Section 8, Clause 10, of the
Constitution, Congress s empowered to “de-
fine and punish . . . offenses against the law
of nations.” This does not mean that in every
case Congress must codify that law or mark
its precise boundaries before prescribing pun-
ishments for infractions thereof. In Ez parte
Quirin, the Court found that by a reference
in the Fifteenth Article of War to “offenders
or offenses that . . . by the law of war may
be triable by such military commissions” . ..
Congress had “exercised its authority to de-
fine and punish offenses against the law of
nations by sanctioning . . . [the trial of per-
sons] for offenses which, according to the
rules and precepts of the law of nations, and
more particularly the law of war, are cog-
nizable. ..." 8317 U.S. 1, 28 (1942).

Section 7002(b) (1) prohibits inhumane
treatment of civilian populations In other
nations. Protection of civilian persons in
time of war is governed primarily by the
provisions of the Geneva Convention Rela-
tive to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War of 12 August 1949 (hereinafter
:e:erred to as the Geneva Convention-Civil-

ans).

Article 3 of that convention—an article
common to all of the conventlons of 1949—
mandates humane treatment for all “(p)er-
sons taking no active part in the hostilities.”
In furtherance of this standard, the article
proscribes the following actions among
others: “Violence to life and person, in par-
tleular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel
treatment and torture; taking of hostages;
outrages upon personal dignity .. .” This
guarantee extends to all noncombatants “at
any time and in any place whatsoever.”

Article 49 of the Geneva Conventlon-Civil-
ians prohibits “individual or mass forcible
transfers as well as deportation,” from the
“occupied territory to the territory of the
Occupying Power . . ." Article 147 defines
as ‘“‘grave breaches” numerous acts includ-
ing, inter alia, “willful killing, torture or in-
human treatment, . .. unlawful deporta-
tlon or unlawful confinement."

Principle VIb of the Nuremberg Principles
defines the following acts among others as
war crimes: “murder, ill-treatment or depor-
tation to slave-labor or for any other pur-
pose of civilian populations of or in occupied
territory . . .”

These provisions are recognized as govern-
ing the actions of American forces in the
fleld, as illustrated by the Department of
Army’s Field Manual on the Law of Land

Footnotes at end of article.
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Warfare® Section 7002(b) (1) thus merely
summarizes conventional laws already ap-
plicable to the United States.

Section 7002(b) (2) prohibits pillage and
unjustified destruction of public or private
property. Pillage has been specifically out-
lawed In Articles 28 and 47 of the Hague
Convention No. IV of 18 October 1907 Re-
specting the Laws and Customs of War on
Land, and the Annex, embodying the Regula-
tions Respecting the Laws and Customs of
War on Land (hereinafter referred to as the
Hague Regulations).® Article 33 of the
Geneva Convention-Civillans relterates the
proscription; paragraphs 47, 272 and 397 of
the Fleld Manual reflect American recogni-
tion.

The general prohibition of destruction not
Justified by military necessity is based upon
both the distinction between unlawful and
lawful objectives and the principle of pro-
portionality. The former is derived from the
declaration of Article 22 of the Hague Regu-
lations that “the belligerents have not an
unlimited right as to the means they adopt
for injuring the enemy,” an assertion which
applies both to weapons used and methods
of fighting adopted.n

Essentially, the distinction between law-
ful and unlawful objectives seeks to protect
civilians and institutions of a civillan na-
ture from destruction during time of war.
Thus, Article 26 of the Hague Regulations
prohibits the *“attack or bombardment, by
whatever means, of towns, villages, dwellings
or buildings which are undefended.” Amer-
fcan recognition of the distinction is 1llus-
trated by the Army Field Manual which pro-
vides that bombardments from the air of
combatant troops, defended places, or other
legitimate military objectives are not pro-
hibited

It has been suggested that the massive
bombing and devastation wrought during
World War II, the Korean War and the Viet-
nam War erased the distinction in practice.
However, In each of these conflicts, the bel-
ligerents on both sides continually reassert-
ed their adherence to this fundamental dis-
tinction, and sought to justify their actlons
within its limitations. It is now generally
accepted that international practice since
World War II has demonstrated that the
opinio juris concerning the legal distinction
between lawful and unlawful objectives is
indeed permanent.?

The distinction between lawful and un-
lawful objectives is important because it
limits the notion of military necessity. There
can be no attacks upon unlawful objectives
even if justified by the most dire military
straits. As the Nuremberg Military Tribunal
stated,

“It is an essence of war that one or the
other side must lose, and the experienced
generals and statesmen knew this when they
drafted the rules and customs of land war-
fare. In short these rules and customs of
warfare are designed specifically for all
phases of warfare. They comprise the law
for such emergency. To clalm that they can
be wantonly—and at the sole discretion of
one belligerent—disregarded when he con-
slders his own situation to be critical, means
nothing more or less than to abrogate the
laws and customs of war entirely.+

The notion of military necessity therefore
is acceptable only within the limitations
of law and refers only to the destruction of
lawful targets. Lawful objectives may be
destroyed in accord with military necessity.
This limit of proportionality seeks to lessen
unnecessary human suffering and material
destruction. Thus, Article 23g of the Hague
Regulations prohibits the destruction or
selzure of “the enemy’s property, unless such
destruction or selzure be imperatively de-
manded by the necessities of war.” Article 53
of the Geneva Conventlon-Civillans prohib-
its any destruction of real or personal prop-
erty belonging to “private persons, or to the
State, or to other public authorities or to
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soclal or cooperative assoclations . . . ex-
cept where such destruction is rendered ab-
solutely necessary by military operations.”
This principle of proportionality is also in-
corporated in the Army Field Manual.’® Prin-
ciple VIb of the Nuremberg Principles de-
fines as a war crime, the “plunder of public
or private property, wanton destruction of
cities, towns or villages, or devastation not
justified by military necessity.” Thus 3(b)
(2) also would enact a principle to which
the United States already subscribes and to
which it has already held other officlals
of other nations accountable.

Bectlon T002(b)(3) prohibits inhumane
treatment of prisoners of war. Both the
Hague Regulations and the Geneva Con-
vention Relative to the Treatment of Prison-
ers of War (hereinafter referred to as the
Geneva Convention-Prisoners) have exten-
sive and detalled provisions concerning the
treatment of prisoners of war. The language
of this paragraph is intended to incorporate
those provisions.

The paragraph also glves members of in-
surgent groups and resistance movements
prisoner-of-war ‘status. Under the Geneva
Convention, even those members of resiste
ance movements and insurgencies who vio-
late the standards of military oragnization
(e.g., wearing a distinctive uniform or sign
recognizable at a distance) are accorded the
minimum protections of Article 3. This ar-
ticle prescribes humane treatment for all
persons “taking no active part in the hostili-
ties, including members of armed forces who
have laid down their arms . . .”

In the post-World War II trials, more-
over, American authorities defined as a major
offender In post-war Germany anyone who
“is responsible for outrages, plllaging, de-
portations or other acts of brutality, even
if committed in fighting against resistance
movements.” A student of this period has
noted that the American representatives
“promulgated the view in Germany that re-
sistance movements had to be treated with
the same attention to rules of war as armies
in ‘proper’ insignia and badge.” " Thus the
provisions of Section T002(b)(3) reflect the
standards enforced by the American author-
ities in post-war Germany.

Section T002(c) lists specific acts as viola-
tions of the laws and customs of war and of
this bill. The section does not purport to be
comprehensive, but merely to indicate some
acts which should not be condoned under this
bill.

Section 7002(c) (1) proscribes assassina-
tion. Assassination is outlawed by Article 23
of the Hague Regulations which provides: “it
is especially forbidden . . . to kill or wound
treacherously individuals belonging to the
hostile nation or army.” As the Army Fleld
Manual elaborates, this is construed to pro-
hibit *“assassination, proscription or out-
lawry of an enemy, or putting a price upon
an enemy’s head, as well as offering a reward
for an enemy ‘dead or alive.' 18

Paragraph 2 of Section 7002(c) prohibits
the mass bombing of civillan populations, of
other non-military objectives, or for the pur-
pose of terrorizing. Paragraph 38 of Section
7002 (c) prohibits the destruction of crops or
livestock or natural habitat unless impera-
tively demanded by the necessitles of war.

Both of these paragraphs elaborate the dis-
tinction between lawful and unlawful objec-
tives which was discussed in reference to
7002(b) (2). Needless to say, mass bombings
of civilian populations, of non-military ob-
Jectives or for the purpose of terrorizing are
unlawful objectives in armed conflict.

The limitation on the destruction of prop-
erty has two major applications. First, it
limits the property which can be expropri-
ated, converted or destroyed in the conduct
of military operations (e.g., troop maneuvers,
construction of bases, placement of air
strips), requiring that such usage be held to
a strict and imperative minimum.
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Second, it limits targets which may legiti-
mately be destroyed in an enemy country.
Enemy crops and livestock are not legitimate
military targets. To include them as such
would legitimatize the mass starvation of
civillan populations. Agriculture is therefore
considered a civilian occupation (in which
prisoners of war may lawfully be put to work)
under Article 50 of the Geneva Conventlon-
Prisoners. Any destruction of the natural
habitat must be imperatively demanded by
military necessity, a standard which at the
very minimum requires a close connection
between the “destruction of property and the
overcoming of the enemy’s army.” '*

Bection T7002(c) (4) prohibits the overthrow
of the leadership of another nation by force,
violence or bribery. Nonintervention in the
internal affairs of other states has been a
principle constantly supported by American
leaders. While one may question the desira-
bility of total nonintervention, this para-
graph prohibits only unilateral intervention
by force or bribery for the purpose of over-
throwing the leadership of another natlon, it
is well within the minimally accepted Inter-
national prineiple of nonintervention. The
Charter of the United Nations provides that
“All Members shall refrain in their interna-
tional relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any state, or in
any manner inconsistent with the Purposes
of the United Nations.” ® The unilateral use
of force, threat of force, or bribery to over-
throw a government may be considered an
act of war. Therefore, Section 7002(c) (4)
falls well within the limitations of the inter-
national rule.

Bection T002(c)(5) prohibits the use of
biological weapons in any form. The use of
weapons is governed by the general inter-
diction of the Hague Regulations that “the
right of belligerents to the conflict to adopt
means of Injuring the enemy is not un-
limited.” Biological weapons were included in
the prohibitions of the Geneva Protocol of
19256 which was signed on behalf of the
United States but has not yet been ratified
by the Senate. By December 1969, eighty-four
states had ratified it.® In December, 1969, the
General Assembly of the United Nations
passed a resolution declaring that the Geneva
Protocol “embodies the generally recognized
rules of international law prohibiting the
use in international armed confiicts of all
biological and chemical instruments of war-
fare.” = Indeed, virtually every student of
the law agrees that the prohibitions formu-
lated in the Protocol have been transformed
into a rule of international customary law.
No state has ever clalmed the right to use
blological or bacteriological weapons. The
United States has repeatedly affirmed its
agreement with the objectives of the Proto-
col. In November, 1969, President Nixon an-
nounced that “The United States shall re-
nounce the use of lethal biological agents
and weapons and all other methods of bio-
logical warfare.” Section 7002(c) (5) merely
reaffirms this pledge and assocliates the Con-
gress with 1t.2

Section 7002(c) (6) enlarges the prohibi-
tion of 7002(c) (5). The Hague Regulations
of 1907 prohibit the employment of “poison
or polsoned weapons,” and the employment
of “arms, projectiles or material calculated
to cause unnecessary suffering.” The United
States is a party to this convention.

Sectlon T002(e) (7) proscribes agreements
between federal officials and private indi-
viduals or associations to achieve indirectly
what is prohibited in the bill. This prohibi-
tion of the use of civillan deputies adheres
to the standard applied in the post-war tri-
bunals.»

Section T002(d) 1lists the sources of in-
ternational laws which are incorporated into
the criminal code by this bill. The list re-
flects a commitment by the United States
to adhere to and enforce those standards
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which the United States and the interna-
tional community as a whole have estab-
lished for international behavior. It also
expresses a willingness to apply the laws en-
forced in the post-war period on officials of
other countries to American officials.

Section 7003. Defense of superior

Section 7T003(a) provides that superior
orders are not a defense to the commission
of a war crime. The wording here simplifies
the Army Field Manual's elaboration on the
Nuremberg Prineiple, but retains its con-
cern for an objective standard of knowledge
and responsibility.®

Section T003(b) reiterates Principle III of
the Nuremberg Principles, incorporated in
paragraph 510 of the Army Field Manual,
and removes official immunity from those
officials who commit war crimes.”

Section 7004. Sanctions

The sanctions reflect the need to punish
those who violate minimal standards of be-
havior in the management of national se-
curity policy. Crimes against the peace and
war crimes are among the most fundamen-
tal violations of the social order proscribed
by the law. The seriousness of the defense
need not be measured by the severity of
punishment. Rather the enforcement process
itself should serve the purpose of publicly
condemning such acts.

Therefore the penalties listed here are not
severe. Provision is made for offenders. Such
a sentence seeks to reintegrate the offender
with the social order at a different level. An
offender might be sentenced to serve as a
health alde in a hospital. He becomes re-
acquainted with social ties and norms at an
immediate and human level. Such service
will rid him of the insulation and arrogance
which led him to ignore the fundamental
dictates of humanity.

TITLE II; ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT

Sections 3101 and 3102 establish the Legal
Office of National Becurlty Affairs which, like
the General Accounting Office, is to be in-
dependent of the executive departments.

The National Security Solicitor and As-
sistant Solicltor are to be appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of
the Senate as mandated by Article II, Sec-
tion 2 of the Constitution. Their term of
office mirrors that of the Comptroller Gen-
eral. Section 3102(b) (3) provides that either
may be removed by a concurrent resolution
which cannot be vetoed by the President.
This provision is intended to protect against
the selection of a Solicitor who feels indebted
and responsible to the President. It seeks to
increase the Solicitor's independence from
the President and emphasize his responsi-
bility to the Congress. The Congress has an
unguestionable power to pass an act which
permits repeal of an action by the President
(in this case the appointment) by concur-
rent resolution.® Section 3102(e) (1), (2),
and (3) make provision for the pay and re-
tirement of the Solicitor and Deputy Solici-
tor, making these the same as that of the
Comptroller General and the Assistant Comp-
troller.

Section 3103 outlines the authority of the
Solicitor to make the appointments and
establish the regulations necessary to man-
age the Legal Office.

Section 3104. Powers and duties of solicitor

Section 3104 outlines the powers and re-
sponsibilities of the National Security Solicl-
tor. The BSolicitor shall be responsible for
enforcing the provisions of this bill upon
enactment, Enforcement may be sought by
criminal prosecution and injuntive proceed-
ings. The BSolicitor replaces the Attorney
General in enforcement of the crimes listed
in this bill.

Section 3104(b) provides for periodic open
hearings at which citizens may provide in-
formation germane to the provisions of this
bill to the Solicitor and to the public at large.
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It is hoped that such hearings will help in-
form and educate the public about the na-
ture of such issues.

Section 3104(c) provides that the Solicitor
may provide advisory opinions on proposed
programs or activities to the President or
the Congress. Such opinions may forestall
the initiation of programs which violate
the provisions of the bill and thus avoid
unnecessary criminal or civil proceedings. By
thelr nature, such opinions are merely ad-
visory and do not foreclose later action by
the Solicitor. Publication of the Solicitor’s
opinions must adhere to classification regu-
lations. It is hoped that the publication of
various opinions will stimulate the educa-
tion of the legal community and the bu-
reaucracy in such matters,

Section 3104(d) mandates the Solicitor as
a matter of first priority to prepare a de-
talled code of war crimes which includes
recommendations for up-dating the laws to
which the United States subscribes. This
code, modeled perhaps on the form of the
Army Field Manual, can then be considered
in detall by the Congress for passage Into
law. Enforcement of the provisions of this
bill does not depend on subsequent passage
of such a code,

Section 3105. Injunctions

SBection 31056 outlines the procedure for
civil proceedings to enjoln programs in vio-
lation of the act. Injunctive rellef is a sup-
plementary remedy to normal criminal pros-
ecution under the act. The Section pro-
vides the standard procedure for seeking
injunctive relief before a three judge court.
A three judge court is provided for because
it is assumed that such suits will be of ut-
most gravity and importance.

Section 3106

Sectlon 3106(a) empowers the Solicitor to
collect information necessary to enforce the
provisions of this blll. The Solicitor is em-
powered to collect information normally un-
avallable because of the exemptions and
privileges which have been developed and
espoused by the Executive In the post-war
period. As with other Executive officials, the
Solicitor must make a showing of “his need
to know"” such information if it is classified.
The language quotes that used in Executive
Order 11652. The power delineated here is

., Similar to that given to the Comptroller
General in 31 U.S.C, 54.

Section 3106(b) provides for protection of
persons who disclose information to the
Solieitor. The intent s to protect employees
who fulfill their legal obligation under the
Nuremberg Principles and reveal informa-
tion to the Solicitor concerning the commis-
sion of violations of this act.
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the United Natlons

AMENDING TITLE 35, UNITED
STATES CODE, PATENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK) is rec~
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing legislation to amend
title 35, United States Code, Patents. A
number of situations have arisen where
a patent applicant has failed to make
timely payment of the issue fee. Under
section 151 of title 35 the Commissioner
of Patents can accept a late payment
if the late payment is made within 3
months of the due date and if sufficient
cause is shown for the late payment, but
there is no discretion in the Commis-
sioner to excuse late payments made
more than 3 months after due date. Some
late-payment situations may have in-
volved circumstances beyond the ap-
plicant’s control and private bills have
been introduced to direct the Commis-
sioner to accept the late payment, not-
withstanding the expiration of the 3
months. The major thrust of the legisla-
tion which I have introduced today
would eliminate the necessity for such
bills by giving the Commissioner author-
ity to accept a late payment upon a show-
ing that the delay was unavoidable.

Also, Mr. Speaker, on the recommen-
dation of the Department of Commerce,
my bill provides limited retroactivity.
However, the bill is not retroactive to a
date prior to October 25, 1965, when
present section 151 of title 35 became ef-
fective. Prior to that date, section 151
provided for payment of the issue fees
within 6 months of the sending of a
notice of allowance, but with a provi-
sion for late payment within an addi-
tional 12-month period in the discretion
of the Commissioner. And to my knowl-
edge, there were few, if any, difficulties
under this section prior to 1965. Also,
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the term of any patent as to which a late
payment of the issue fee is made and ac-
cepted, the retroactivity period would
be shortened by an amount equal to the
time elapsed between the due date of
the issue fee and the date when the
delayed payment is submitted. An addi-
tional limitation on retroactivity is pro-
vided in the bill for the case wherein
another person may have learned of the
abandonment of a patent application for
failure to pay the issue fee and made an
investment relying on the fact that the
invention was in the public domain.
Such a person’s rights would be pro-
tected.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, section 1 of
this legislation enumerates the officers
of the Patent Office and makes a num-
ber of changes in section 3 of title 35 of
the United States Code. The current posi-
tion of First Assistant Commissioner
would be known as Deputy Commis-
sioner. It is provided in this bill that the
Commissioner of Patents, the Deputy
Commissioner, and the two Assistant
Commissioners shall be appointed by the
President with the advice and consent
of the Senate. The current requirement
for Senate confirmation of the Patent
Office examiners-in-chief is eliminated,
but the rate of their compensation is un-
changed—not in excess of GS-17. Sec-
tion 2 of this legislation amends sec-
tion 7 of title 35 of the United States
Code relating to the composition of the
Board of Appeals of the Patent Office.
The only change made in the existing
section 7 is the inclusion of the Deputy
Commissioner among the members con-
stituting the Board of Appeals.

Mr. Speaker, the bill I am introducing
has wide support and to my knowlec 2,
no opposition. I urge its early considera-
tion by the Committee on the Judiciary.

CLARK CLIFFORD'S GOVERNMENT
OF NATIONAL UNITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KEmp) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KEMP, Mr. Speaker, in a prema-
ture, naive, and entirely inappropriate
piece of public policy advice, President
Johnson's Secretary of Defense, Clark
Clifford, recently called for the forma-
tion of a Government of National Unity
in which a congressionally chosen Presi-
dent would assume the responsibilities of
the Presidency; of course, after the vol-
untary resignation of President Nixon
and Vice President AcNeEw.

Under the guise of the 25th amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution, which was
originally drafted to make provision to
fill a vacancy in the Office of the Vice
Presidency, Mr. Clifford attempted to
supersede the intent of that amendment
and the American people.

I was interested in observing the re-
sponse to this effort at constitutional re-
visionism. Apparently, many Americans
see the Clifford proposal as just that, a
constitutional revision. The New York
Times, which originally printed Clifford’s
proposal on the Op. Ed. page, recently
printed several letters in response to Mr.
Clifford’s plan. I am interested that most
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of them recognize the inappropriateness
of the Clifford proposal.

For the edification of my colleagues, I
am including for the ReEcorbp, several let-
ters to the editor, a New York Times col-
umn by Arthur H, Dean, and a column
by William F. Buckley, Jr., who, in his
inimitable style, reduces the Clifford pro-
posal to its native air of ridiculousness:

THE CLIFFORD PLAN
(By Arthur H. Dean)

In an article on this page on June 4, Clark
Clifford, former Becretary of Defense, put
forth an ingenious proposal that President
Nixon and Vice President Agnew resign their
offices to permit the formation of “a govern-
ment of national unity.” This result could be
accomplished, he suggested, through the
mechanism provided by the 25th Amend-
ment to the Constitution for filling a
vacancy in the office of the Vice Presi-
dent. Thus, Mr. Agnew would resign first,
Mr. Nixon would appoint a new Vice
President subject to confirmation by both
houses of Congress, then Mr. Nixon would
resign and the new Vice President would
succeed him. Mr, Clifford further proposed
that Mr. Nixon should select his successor
from a list of “three qualified individuals”
named by Congress,

Apart from the broader issues it ralses, the
constitutional legitimacy of Mr. Clifford’s
proposal would appear to be more formal
than substantial.

The amendment was intended to provide
an appropriate means for maintaining an or-
derly succession to the Presidency when a
situation of necessity exists, not to provide
for the replacement of a duly elected Presi-
dent whenever men knowledgeable about
public affairs might consider such a replace-
ment desirable. Moreover, the amendment
does not itself speak of the President’s ap-
pointing a new Vice President from a list of
qualified individuals submitted by Congress
(or any other body) but vests the appoint-
ment power exclusively and mandatorily in
the President, and the President alone, sub-
ject to confirmation by a majority of both
houses of Congress.

At the beginning of his article Mr, Clifford
suggests, “Under our system of government,
a President cannot function without the
confidence of the American people. Parlia-
mentary systems recognize this fact and a
government resigns following a vote of no
confldence.”

The parliamentary system was well known
to the framers of the Constitution who were
not “inexperienced doctrinaires,” and be-
cause of the unsuccessful and trying years
under the Articles of Confederation when
the Federal Government could not legislate
unless all of the states agreed, the Found-
ing Fathers were well aware of the differences
that separated the Thirteen Colonies and of
the risks to a new Republic of following the
parliamentary system and having the Gov-
ernment fall upon & vote of no confidence.
Consequently, they opted in Article II, Sec-
tion 1, for an Independent Executive Branch
headed by a President and Vice President,
each elected for a fixed term of four years.

Mr. Clifford’s proposed course of action
thus runs contrary to one of the most basic
decisions made in the Constitution.

Similarly, it lgnores the basic principle
that the people themselves have the sole
right to choose the President through the
electoral process on the basis of their own
weighing of whatever considerations they
may deem material. At the time of the 1972
Presidential election, the Watergate break-in
had received widespread publicity. Much
more, of course, is known now, and Mr. Clif-
ford may be correct that even at this point
we have merely seen more of the tip of an
iceberg.

With respect to national stability and the
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effective functioning of the executive branch,
which are Mr. Clifford’s stated concerns, it
would appear that the resignation of Presi-
dent Nixon after his bold and long-needed
intervention in forelign affairs would most
likely cause greater instability than his con-
tinuance in office, unless further properly
corroborated revelations make it clear to the
leaders of Congress that he must either re-
slgn or be impeached. Even then, there would
appear to be no substantial basis for de-
manding the departure of Mr. Agnew, who,
so far as is known or even suggested, has had
no part in any aspect of Watergate or im-
proper methods of survelllance.

Mr. Clifford’s new President “of outstand-
ing ability and the highest character” would
nevertheless be an unknown quantity to the
country and the world. Until his views on
a multitude of important questions were de-
veloped and made known, public uncertain-
ties could be so great as to cause a sharp
economic recession and a severe dislocation
in the conduct of foreign affairs. At the
same time, Mr. Clifford’'s description of the
benefits to be derived from selection of a
new President seems unduly rosy.

Mr. Clifford’s whole proposal is, of course,
based upon the premise that both the Presi-
dent and the Vice President would be will-
ing to resign and turn the Government over
to a President who might well be of another
party and whose views on basic questions of
policy might differ drastically from their
own. I am not sure of the reality of this
premise or of its acceptability at this time
to the American public.

[From the New York Times, June 18, 1973]
WHAT THEY ARE SAYING OF Me. CLIFFORD'S
PrAaN

To the EprToR:

This [Clifford] article is, In my opinion,
one of the most insidious as well as trea-
sonable utterances yet expressed by those
persons seeking, on the unfortunately con-
celved action of a group whose efforts were
prompted by their desire to uncover sub-
versive practices for which the object of
their search has been so noted, to undermine
the work of a man who is without question
the most honest and loyally oriented Presi-
dent this country has had since Theodore
Roosevelt.

Why your paper is so ready to print
the vapid outpourings of men like Muskie,
Humphrey, Jackson and Ted Eennedy along
with those of renegades llke Percy, Welcker
and McCloskey has long been a puzzle to me
and, I am certaln, to many others. The
first four mentioned long since forfeited any
confldence that may have at one time been
held in their veracity. Renegades like Percy
and Welcker do not have the courage to tell
their real reason for their attitude, which
is simply that the companies in which there
is such concern on their part, financially,
do not any longer enjoy the fat war con-
tracts which were so profitable to them.

President Nixon's accomplishments have
been so outstanding in bringing our Viet-
nam debacle to & virtual close; in bringing
about rapprochement with the Soviet Union
and the People'’s Republic of China; In
bringing business at home to a high level
of prosperity; in disposing of the huge sur-
pluses of farm products; that it is only to
be expected that the forces that constantly
seek to destroy our country would grasp any
straw to keep their ship of disloyalty from
foundering.

Have you got the nerve to print the
truth?

CHARLES P. LOVELAND,

ScArsnaLE, N.Y.

To the EpIToR:

Clark Clifford's article proposing the
resignation of President Nixon Is in itself
an affront to the American code of justice
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that holds innocence until proven guilty as
its cornerstone.

His further proposal that Vice President
Agnew also resign simply because he is part
of the Nixon Administration has to be con-
sidered sheer demagoguery and knavery.

This type of thinking on the part of sup-
posedly responsible and respected men is
the greatest danger our country faces. The
Constitution and its amendments have
served us well and when we begin to tam-
per with its provisions and trample its tradi-
tlons, we are veering sharply toward govern-
ment by fiat and whim which is a sure road
to fascism.

THOMAS MICHAEL DESMOND.

MassaPeEquUa, L.I.

To the EpIToR:

Despite the serlousness of the subject, I
couldn't help but be amused at the nalveté
of Mr. Clark Clifford. Does Mr. Clifford really
believe that the Richard Nixon of Jerry
Voorhis and Helen Gahagan Douglas fame
would make a “magnanimous action” or
show “unselfish dedication to the natlon’s
good"?

Mr. Nixon’s political career has not been
marked by any noticeable ethical or moral
standards. To belleve that he would resign
his life's goal for unselfish reasons is at the
very least unrealistic,

SYLVIA DUNN SCHLAFF,

BROOKLYN.

To the EprTor:

As Clark Clifford outlines in his well-rea-
soned arguments for the resignation of both
President Nixon and Vice President Agnew,
the United States Constitution is a flexible
document. There is yet another constitu-
tlonal way in which a person of unques-
tioned integrity, sound administrative ex-
perlence, impeccable credentials and with no
political ambitions for 1076 can become
President.

The rule of succession provides that the
Speaker of the House become President if
both the President and Vice President are
no longer available for service. At the mo-
ment that Speaker i1s Carl Albert. It is un-
likely that he could serve the purpose of
unifying and leading the country in a non-
partisan manner.

However, in Article I, Section 8, the Con-'
stitution states that “the House shall choose
their Speaker.” The Constitution does not
seem to require that the House must choose
& Speaker from among its own members, The
Speaker could be anyone. He or she need
serve for only five minutes as Speaker (long
enough for the resignations to be acted
upon), and then Carl Albert could be re-
elected as Speaker after the other person
moves into the Presidency.

There is some question whether the meth-
od outlined by Mr. Clifford, since it places
the ultimate responsibility for selecting a
successor in President Nixon’s hands, could
achieve the purpose of removing all ques-
tion of “partisan politics” from the new
President’s ascension., Leaving the matter
entirely in the hands of Congress might
have that effect.

MICHAEL ScoTT.

BrooxLyN, N.Y

To the EpIToR:

I was appalled to read the article by Clark
Clifford. What is this drivel coming from a
man who has been prominent in the Govern-
ment?

The United States is fortunate to have a
Constitution which provides for the orderly
removal of the President in case of wrong-
doing on his part. This country can be well
served If the law of the land is observed.

Obvlously, Mr. Clifford puts his own sug-
gestion above the Constitution of the United
States. He has a long way to go to rival the
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Founding Fathers. I found his article to be
truly offensive.
JOSEPHINE MANICONE,

OLD TAPPAN, N.J.

To the EpITOR:

I read with grim horror Clark Clifford's
proposed solution for the Watergate tragedy,
which he views with grim foreboding for the
future of our country. To what depths of
despair have some of our best brains sunk!

Fortunately, I have a high regard for Clark
Clifford’s sanity. Otherwise, I would think
the plan a product of Rube Goldberg’s
twenty-fifth method of how to commit sui-
cide, by tying a string to one’s big toe on the
left leg, and setting off a gun on the ceiling.

Dr. Mogrris ZUCKER.

Bronx, N.Y,

To the EDITOR:

Clark Clifford’s solution to the Watergate
crisis and method of insuring Presldent
Nixon’s place in history is no doubt a think-
ing individual's response. However, the sug-
gestion involves a myriad of maneuvers and
politicking that would take up at least three-
quarters of the balance of the Presidential
term and that period of time would leave our
nation in an even worse sltuation, as far as
uncertainty, lack of leadership, and a gen-
erally malfunctioning bureaucracy.

Instead, I suggest that we “rally 'round
the flag, boys,” bring the Watergate situa-
tion to a close as quickly as possible, punish
those who have misused power, or acted
wrongly, and get back to running the coun-
try. This will do more to strengthen our
morale and our belief in our system than
Mr. Clifford suggests.

JOHN B. McCARTHY.

FAm HaveN, N.J.

To the EpITOR:
Clark Clifford’s article is another glaring

example of the unrealistic, naive, even child-
ish thinking swirling around the Presidency
and the President in these sad and tragic
Watergate days.

I fully agree with his conclusions that
Watergate has resulted in a deep loss of
confidence in the Government, that Mr.
Nixon's credibility has been severely affected,
that the President has treated Congress as
an inferior branch of Government. The
remedy suggested, however, is hardly one
that is sound either factually or legally.
Gilven Mr. Nixon's makeup, particularly an
all-pervading streak of stubbornness when
confronted by ecrisis, it 1s hardly likely that
he would surrender.

Mr. Clifford, probably with tongue in cheek,
suggests that, by resigning, Mr. Nixon would
be assured hia place in American history.
What place, one must ask? A resignation
under these circumstances would only con-
sign him to the very darkest page in our his-
tory.

Mr. Clifford is not really anxious to assure
Mr. Nixon an honorable, or, as he puts it,
& noble place in our history. Quite the con-
trary, he is, even at this date, before all the
evidence is in, ready to find him guilty on all

counts, That may well prove to be the case.

But, until the hearings of the Ervin Com-
mittee and the investigation by Archibald
Cox have been completed, we should en-
deavor to allow the normal processes of Gov-
ernment to continue as best they may, with
as little recrimination as humanly possible.
It serves no useful purpose at this time to
te on the course to take in the event
of adverse findings by elther the Select Com-
mittee or by the Special Prosecutor.
IrVING SWEET.
NEw York CrTY,
To the Eprror:
I don't want to be “governed” by The New
York Times nor by The Washington Post.
You were not elected by the American
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people—nor will you be. Yet you will use
every dirty trick in the editorial “book”
to chase from the Presidency (if you can)
Richard Nixon who was elected by a land-
slide.

You have overblown the Watergate case in
& deliberate attempt to create a govern-
mental crisis—and use such “wheeler-deal-
ers” as Clark Clifford to suggest a way in
which Nixon and Agnew would (could) “step
down” for a President and Vice President
of your cholce, no doubt.

And your “leak™ of John Dean's supposed
testimony that President Nixon was involved
in the first four months of this year in more
than 30 discussions of the cover-up aspect
of the Watergate case. Your story (second-
hand) was carried by UPI (third-hand) with
an acknowledgement in paragraph 13 that
“According to the Post, Dean has no docu-
mentation to back up his claims.”

You blow up, create mountains out of
molehills, It's all very evident.

You and yours have helped to destroy the
secrecy of the grand jury. And you are de-
stroying any possibility that an impartial
(unbiased) jury could be drawn to hear
Watergate cases.

If your colored cases are as strong as you
would like other people to believe, why don’t
you cry for “impeachment”? Cry long and
loud. Then see what you get. Let's see how
powerful you really are; then let's see what
the American public does. Put it all on the
line if you have the guts! I don't think you
have.

E. L. ROBINSON.

LiverPooL, N.Y.

To the EpITOR:

As one of the overwhelming majority that
voted for the Nixon-Agnew ticket, after
Watergate, I deeply resent the suggestion
by Clark Clifford that Nixon and Agnew
resign.

After all, it was to protect the Republic
from the Clark Cliffords that we elected
Nixon and Agnew. We are not so much in-
terested in how they got in as in that they
got In. To lose them now would be a disaster.

Granted that, for the moment, all cards
seem to be stacked against the Presldent; a
hostile prosecutor, a hostlle investigative
committee, a hostile press. He has won
against these odds before, and I've got a
hunch he will do it again.

BERT GOLDSMITH.

New York CITY.

[From the Evening Star, June 14, 1973]
NixoN’'s ENEMIEs ARE GoInNg To Save Him
(By Willlam F. Buckley, Jr.)

Hey, kids, do you want to know what they
are talking about in the New York salons?
Probably not, and for good reason, but the
philanthropic imperative prevents me from
keeping it to myself. It is the article in the
New York Times by Clark Clifford on how
to cope with the mess In Washington,

It is all just this simple:

1) Nixon gets Agnew to resign.

2) Nixon asks Congress to nominate a
BUCCeSSOor V.p.

3) Nixon selects from Congress’' nominees.

4) Congress confirms the nominee.

b6) Nizon resigns.

6) The new guy becomes President.

The result?

T) A transformation of “the next three and
a half years from years of bitterness, divisive-
ness and deterioration to years of healing,
unity and progress.”

The turgldity of Clifford’s presentation
makes it sadistic to dwell on the analysis,
but one must, one absolutely must, since
such chutzpah requires recognition. Clifford
speaks of this as being “no time for partisan-
ship”—while proceeding to write as though
it were a bipartisan conviction that Spiro
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Agnew, though he was elected vice president
of the United States and though he is utterly
unimplicated in Watergate should not, in the
event of the President’s resignation, proceed
to the post for which he was designated by
the American people.

Clifford says that President Nixon has by
his contempt for the press and our institu-
tions “irreparably” damaged himself. Clif-
ford's respect for the press is best recalled
by his willingness to serve President John-
son when Johnson asked Clifford to visit
Washington publishers in 1964 and beg them
to suppress the news that Johnson's assist-
ant, Walter Jenkins, had been caught in a
compromising position at the YMCA wash-
room.

Johnson went on to win a landslide elec-
tion, and Clifford was not very resonantly
accused of trylng to suppress Johmnson's at-
tempt at coverup, nor did anyone in sight
suggest an auto-da-fe for him.

Clifford says that the “present administra-
tion has come to treat Congress as an in-
ferior branch of the government.” That's
true. But so did the Johnson administra-
tion treat it, and so did Kennedy's, and so did
FDR's. The truth of the matter is that Con-
gress has earned the reputation as an in-
ferior branch of the government and it is
historically the fault not of Nixon, but of
Congress.

Clifford says that after all, Lyndon John-
son in 1968 did the noble thing. “On that
occasion, President Johnson sald: “What we
won when all of our people united must not
now be lost in suspicion and distrust and
selfishness and politics among any of our
people.” ™

Right, that’s what Johnson said. And what
happened was that the people remained dis-
united and distrustful and selfish, and poli-
tics continued. Johnson’s self-removal had
nothing to do with healing the wounds of
the nation to the extent that they were
healed. That was the result of the practical
policies of Richard Nixon. And the nearest
the country ever came, in recent years, to
being united was in preferring Nixon to the
Democratle choice of the Democratic party,
George McGovern, whose singular contribu-
tions to disunity were reproached neither by
Clifford nor by the New York Times.

By God, I do believe that Richard Nixon
is going to be saved by his enemies, and he
deserves to be.

REGULATION OF COMMUTER
TRANSIT OPERATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WaLsH) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, there is to-
day a serious problem being faced by
commuter bus and rail transit opera-
tions conducted within the States.

When the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, the Railway Labor Board, and
other Federal regulatory agencies were
originally set up, the purpose was to
regulate the trunk line railroads
throughout the country. Since then,
their jurisdictions have extended even
to those commuter bus and rail transit
operations conducted by transportation
authorities within each State.

These intrastate operations are of a
nature totally dissimilar to and incom-
patible with the history, custom, tradi-
tion, and wusage of the trunk lines.
Through judicial precedents, and spe-
cific provisions of the Interstate Com-
merce Act, the Railway Labor Act of
May 20, 1926, and other congressional
enactments, it has been determined that
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urban and suburban transit systems
whose operations are carried on exclu-
sively within the geographieal confines
of one State are, nevertheless, still to be
construed as interstate in character.

I feel that this situation is one which
should be changed. Bus and rail mass
transit activities which continue to be
operated by transportation authorities
throughout a given State are subject to
Federal statutes often conflicting with
State laws.

This hampers efficient operation, is
detrimental to the public welfare and is
incompatible with the best interests of
those desiring to use these facilities as
well as those employees and others en-
gaged in their operation.

Therefore, I am today introducing a
resolution which would remove these
transportation facilities from regulation
by the Federal Government if they are
operated wholly within a State by a
transportation authority created under
the mandate of the State legislature.

I urge the support of all my colleagues
in this most important matter.

MEDAL OF HONOR TO POLICEMEN
AND FIREMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. HocaN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
that each of us is aware of the outstand-
ing services rendered by the police and
firemen of this country. These public
servants have the responsibility for up-
holding the law and this often means
that they must endure the kind o abuse,
animosity, and antagonism that no other
human being can rightfully be expected
to endure.

To honor these men, I am introducing
a bill to provide for the awarding of a
Medal of Honor to worthy police and
firemen fthroughout the United States.
The legislation would authorize the Pres-
ident to award the medals each year to
one policeman and one fireman from
each State. The recipients would be se-
lected by the Governor of the State in
which the policeman or fireman serves.

Mr. Speaker, acknowledgement of the
services performed by these men is long
overdue. I urge the Members of this body
to take prompt action to assure that
these men receive some measure of rec-
ognition by enacting this legislation.

BOATOWNERS ARE GETTING A
RAW DEAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Bracer) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced legislation, H.R. 2804, which
would permit an itemized tax deduction
for part of the cost of installing “marine
sanitation devices” in motor boats re-
quired by the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act.

The recreational boatowners of this
country are gefting a raw deal. When
they purchased their boats they were in
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compliance with all Federal, State and
local laws. Then in 1970, Congress came
along and told them that they must meet
new standards that will cost these work-
ing Americans $100 or more in new
equipment. There is no question that the
fight against water pollution must go
forward, but the Federal Government
should assist the average American not
only in the fight, but in the cost of fight-
ing pollution.

When the air pollution control stand-
ards were established, no requirements
were placed on automobile owners to in-
stall equipment to make their old cars
comply with the new emission regula-
tions. Similarly, old jets were not forced
to clean up their exhaust or noisy en-
gines. Yet we are requiring old boats to
conform to these new regulations.

We have in the past established spe-
cial benefits for businesses that modified
a pollution source. Businesses, of course,
can deduct the entire cost of pollution
control devices as a business expense.
Moreover, the 1969 Tax Reform Act pro-
vided a special amortization formula to
help owners of old business plants to
write off the cost of pollution control. In
addition, local government agencies can
use the interest on tax-free bonds to
finance pollution control projects for
private industry. Yet there are no spe-
cial benefits, options, or deductions for
the individual boatowner.

Therefore, I have introduced my bill
which would permit a tax deduction of
50 percent of the cost of purchase and
installation of a marine sanitation de-
vice. This is a fair and equitable sharing
of the cost of these devices which, once
installed, will result in a significant pub-
lic benefit.

What will this cost the Government in
terms of tax losses? The Environmental
Protection Agency estimates that there
are only 550,000 privately owned vessels
that are affected by the new require-
ments. The EPA estimates the average
cost for all the required adjustments is
about $100. Therefore, the total amount
of tax loss would be less than $3 million.
Since all new vessels are being built to
comply with the new EPA standards, this
$3 million loss is a maximum, one-time-
only cost.

I urge my colleagues in the House to
join with me in support of this bill. I
urge the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee (Mr. Mimrs) to hold
hearings on this measure as soon as pos-
sible and to favorably report it out of
the committee to the full House. The
time for compliance is at hand and the
need for this tax relief urgent.

AMENDING THE ACCOUNTING AND
AUDITING ACT OF 1950

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Giesons) is ree-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, recently
I introduced H.R. 9082, to amend the Ac-
counting and Auditing Act of 1950 to
provide for the audit of Federal agencies
by the Comptroller General that are not
now audited.
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These agencies are the Federal Re-
serve System, the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, the Comptroller of the Currency, the
Office of Alien Property, the trust funds
of the Smithsonian Institution, and the
U.S. Soldiers’ Home in Washington, D.C.

These agencies spend taxpayers’ mon-
eys and they should be held accountable
to the public as other Federal agencies
of the Government are.

The General Accounting Office which
was created to assist Congress in provid-
ing legislative control over the receipt,
disbursement, and application of public
funds should be required to audit the
agencies that are not now audited. I be-
lieve it is in the interest of these agencies
that their funds be audited. I believe the
people. of the United States are entitled
to an accounting.

My bill has been referred to the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee for con-
sideration. A copy of this legislation fol-
lows:

H.R. 9082

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 117 of the Aecounting and Auditing Act
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

"(d) (1) The Comptroller General shall
make, under such rules and regulations as
he shall prescribe, an audit for each fiscal
year of the Federal Reserve Board and the
Federal Reserve banks and their branches,
the Internal Revenue Service, the Comptrol-
ler of the Currency, the Office of Alien Prop-
erty, the Trust Funds of the Smithsonian
Institute, and the United States Soldlers'
Home, Washington, District of Columbia.

“(2) In making the audit required by par-
agraph (1) of this subsection, representa-
tives of the General Accounting Office shall
have access to all books, accounts, finanecial
records, reports, files, and all other papers,
things, or property belonging to or in use
by the entities being audited, including re-
ports of examinations of member banks of
the Federal Reserve System, and they shall
be afforded full facilities for verifying trans-
actions with balances or securities held by
depositaries, fiscal agents, and custodians of
the Federal Reserve Board and the Federal
Reserve banks and their branches.

*“{(3) The Comptroller General shall, at
the end of six months after the end of the
year, or as soon thereafter as may be prac-
ticable, make a report to the Congress on
the results of the audit required by para-
graph (1) of this subsection, and he shall
make any special or preliminary reports he
deems desirable for the information of the
Congress."

MRS. COLLINS WITHHOLDS
IMPOUNDMENT SUPPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. CoLLINS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my understanding that legislation
concerning the President’s impoundment
of funds will be brought to the floor of the
House for consideration in the very near
future.

I am taking this opportunity to state
that I will not be able to support any
legislation which gives the President the
implied right or implied power to im-
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pound funds that have been appropri-
ated by the Congress.

I do not believe that the American
people are desirous of having their rep-
resentatives in Congress abrogate their
responsibilities to another branch of the
Government. This would violate the
spirit and the intent of the Constitution.
We, as Members of Congress, must not
violate that spirit.

KEEP MEAT PRICE CEILING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. CoTTER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, I urge the
administration to “tough it out” against
food industry pressures to lift the ceil-
ings on meat prices.

If the administration caves in to de-
mands to remove the meat price ceilings,
then I am convinced that meat and pork
prices will skyrocket and make Ilast
spring’s prices which prompted the meat
boycott look like bargains.

Since “tough it out” is the operative
phrase at the White House, I suggest tha
they do just that on meat prices. ;

Two recent events are now driving
down the price of feed grain to poultry,
hog, and cattle producers, thus relieving
the cost squeeze which the food industry
is using as justification for removal of
price ceilings.

First, export controls have knocked the
slats out of the absurdly high soybean
market making this all-important pro-
tein feed available to producers at more
reasonable prices. Second, the July 10
crop report augurs well for expanded
corn and soybean crops this fall which
should naturally depress the price of feed
and, consequently, the price to packer,
retailer, and consumer.

To be stampeded into a premature
removal of the price ceilings is absurd in
light of these factors.

Instead of moving to raise meat prices,
the administration should be working in
a way to lower family food bills by
enacting tough phase IV guidelines.

GUIDELINES FOR REFINERY PROD-
UCTS ALLOCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Mexico (Mr. RUNNELS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RUNNELS. Mr. Speaker, on May
23, 1973, the Office of Oil and Gas pub-
lished in the Federal Register, volume
38, number 99, page 13588, a set of guide-
lines relating to the allocation of re-
finery products.

Today this is a voluntary program.
Shortly a modified version of it may be-
come mandatory. Since the program is
so important, I am hereby submitting it
for publication in the CoONGRESSIONAL
REecorp as follows:

Office of Oll and Gas
CRUDE OIL AND REFINERY PRODUCTS
GUIDELINES FOR ALLOCATION

A voluntary program for allocation of
crude oil and refinery products was an-
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nounced by the Honorable Willlam E. Simon,
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, in testi-
mony before the Senate Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs on May 10,
1973, This program will be voluntary and
will be backed up by: (1) Guidelines estab-
lished by the Federal Government; (2) a
mechanism for providing continuing scru-
tiny of compliance with the guidelines; and
(3) the authority for imposition of manda-
tory allocation if necessary. General policy
direction will be vested In the Ofl Policy
Committee; day-to-day administration of
the program has been assigned to the Office
of Oil and Gas, Department of the Interior.
This program calls for suppliers to make
available to each of their customers the
same percentages of their total supply of
crude oll and products that they provided
during the corresponding gquarter in a base
perlod. It also provides that suppliers of
priority customers unable to obtaln needed
supplies under their allocations by their
suppliers may apply to the Office of Oil and
Gas for assistance in obtaining supplies. The
following guidelines have been established
by the Office of Oll and Gas for the adminis-
tration of the program for allocation of crude
oil and refinery products. Comments on these
guidelines may be submitted in conjunction
with the hearings to be held by the Oil
Pollcy Committee (see section B8 below,
changes in program).

1. Agreementis—a. From whom.—Agree-
ments by each producer, crude oll buyer,
gas plant operator, refiner, marketer, jobber
and distributor are assumed unless the Office
of Oil and Gas is notified to the contrary.

b. Implied content of agreements.—That
they will make available in each State to
each of their customers (including those
purchasers in the spot market), the same
percentage or amount of thelr total supply
of ecrude oil, natural gas liquids, liquified
petroleum gases, and pefroleum products
that they provided during the correspond-
ing quarter of the base period (fourth quar-
ter of 1971 and first three quarters of 1972),
whichever is lower. This program is not
intended to obligate a suppller beyond the
extent of his base period supplies to a cus-
tomer, nor is it intended to limit the sup-
plies to the obligated amounts. A customer
i1s defined as any person who purchased
crude oil or petroleum products from the
supplier during the base period.

2. Allocation by suppliers—a. Voluntary
allocations—In establishing total supply
for allocation, it is not intended that any
supply be withheld for possible allocation
by the Office of Oil and Gas to meet priority
needs. Rather, up to 10 percent of produc-
tion might be distributed to meet the needs
of customers. Suppliers may voluntarily
supply priority needs and follow up with
documentation to the Office of Ol and Gas
for credit in supplying their share of prior-
ity needs in relation to section 3 below.

b. New customers—All suppliers are urged
to continue to supply customers that they
have added since the base-case period and
to provide a listing of such customers and
supplemental supply commitments to the
Office of Oil and Gas for consideration in
the assigning of suppliers under section 3.

3. Allocation by Government—a. Who may
request Government assistance—Suppliers
of priority customers (see section 3(e)) un-
able to obtain needed supplles under al-
locations by their suppliers as discussed in
sections 1(b) and 2(a) may apply to the
Office of Oil and Gas for assistance in
obtaining supplies, Requests for assistance
to priority customers made directly to oil
companies by responsible Federal, State, or
local government officlals may be honored by
those oil companies. The Office of Oil and
Gas should be notified of the assistance so
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provided, the source of the request for assist-
ance and the percent of quarterly supply
involved. If a supplier provides assistance
to priority customers without an official re-
quest, that supplier may request that the
Office of Oil and Gas include that assistance
as a part of his share of supplying priority
needs,

Nonpriority customers who do not have a
supplier with a supply obligation may apply
to the Office of Oll and Gas for assistance on
the basis that they are not otherwise covered
by the program.

b. Allocation by the Office of Oil and Gas.—
The Office of Oil and Gas may request each
producer, crude oil buyer, gas plant operator,
refiner, marketer, jobber, and distributor to
provide allocations for priority customers still
unable to obtain needed supplies of crude oil
and products. The Office of Oil and Gas will
request allocations for those not otherwise
covered by the program.

¢. Basis.—This request by the Office of Oll
and Gas must be based on demonstrated
need. The basic purpose of priority alloca-
tlons must be to assure adequate supplies of
crude oil and products to priority users who
are not well served under the proportional
allocation program described in sections 1(b)
and 2(a) above. Supplier assignments also
shall be made to fulfill the needs of new cus-
tomers who have entered the marketplace
since the base perlods.

d. Priority.—Friority will be given by the
Office of Oil and Gas to supplying the fol-
lowing activities or to Independent market-
ers, jobbers, and refiners who supply the fol-
lowing activities:

(1) Farming, ranching, dairy, and fishing
activities and services directly related to the
cultivation, production, and preservation of
food.

(2) Food processing and distribution serv-
ices.
(3) Health, medical, dental, nursing, and
supporting services except commercial health
and recreational activities.

(4) Police, firefighting, and emergency aid
services.

(6) Public passenger transportation, in-
cluding schoolbuses and other buses, rail
intercity and mass transit systems, but ex-
cluding tour and excursion services.

(6) Rail, highway, sea, and alrfreight trans-
portation services, and transportation and
warehousing services not elsewhere specified.

(7) Other State and local government ac-
tivities.

(8) The fuel needs of reaidents in States or
parts of States unable to obtain sufficient
crude oil or products.

(9) Difficulties caused by natural disasters.

(10) Public utilities.

(11) Telecommunications.

Whenever possible without detriment to
the above priorities, preference shall be given
to independent refiners and marketers (1) In
the carrying out of such priorities, and (2)
in other cases where all other conditions are
equal and a cholce must be made between
allocation of supplies to an independent or to
a major company.

e. Where to request assistance —Requests
for assistance should be sent to the appropri-
ate regional office of the Office of Oil and Gas,
or to the Office of Oil and Gas representative
at the regional office of the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness with a copy to the Direc-
tor, Office of Oil and Gas, Department of the
Interior, Washington, D.C. 20240. Appendix
A provides addresses of these reglonal offices
and the States covered by each office.

4. Complaintis—The Office of Oll and Gas
will receive complaints from anyone who feels
he is not receiving a proper allocation of sup-
plies. Complaints should be made in writing,
documenting the bases for the complaint, to
the addresses in appendix A to be consid-
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ered officially. Suppliers are requested to pro-
vide each regional office with the appropriate
contracts to facllitate informal review and
resolution of problems by mutual consent.

If it deems it necessary, the Office of Oil
and Gas may require a public hearing and
submission of data, by suppliers, on their
1971 and 1972 exchanges and/or sales of crude
oil, unfinished oil, and products. These data
will include the names and addresses of cus-
tomers, the amounts of crude oil and prod-
ucts sold to them, the legal relationship be-
tween major oil companies and customers,
and whatever other information the Office
of Oll and Gas belleves necessary to conduct
the hearing. The Office of Oil and Gas will
then verlfy the accuracy of complaints
agalnst a supplier and, if justified, impose
mandatory allocation on the supplier.

b. Price—a. Products.—The price at which
petroleum products (including liguified pe-
troleum gases) shall be sold by refiners and
wholesale distributors to independent mar-
keters, wholesale distributors, and other un-
afliliated customers shall not exceed normal
refinery or terminal rack prices, or normal de-
livered domestic contract barge or cargo
prices charged by major companies.

b. Crude oil—The price at which major
oll companies shall sell crude oil to inde-
pendent refiners shall not exceed the posted
crude oil prices at the time of sale, plus an
applicable pipeline transportation charge.

¢. Limitation.—No price controls are con-
templated in this program other than these
promulgated by the Cost of Living Council

6. Preemption—For the allocation pro-
gram to be successful it is imperative that
supplies of crude oll and refined products be
made on a coordinated national basis, Ac-
cordingly, the States should refrain from
adopting independent allocation programs
which would obstruct the smooth and equi-
table functioning of the national program.
To the fullest extent legally permissible un-
der the authority granted by the Economic

" Stabilization Act Amendments of 1973, it is
the intent of this program to federally pre-
empt the States from entering the fleld of
allocation of crude oil and refinery products.

7. Erceptions—The Intent of this pro-
gram is to assure adequate supplies for es-
sential needs and provide an equitable basis
for assuring that independent members of
all segments of the industry obtain sufficlent
supplies to meet thelr customers’ needs. If
the results of some aspects of the program
are contrary to this intent, the supplier af-
fected may request that the Office of Oil and
Gas grant an exception on the basis of un-
intended results.

8. Changes in program—a. Revisions.—
Immediately following the Initiation of this
program, the Oil Policy Committee shall be-
gin hearings to determine any changes that
may be required to make the program equi-
table to all classes of suppliers and pur-
chasers, and whether the program should be
made mandatory. The Chairman of the
Oll Policy Committee will designate an ad
hoc board to conduct such hearings and re-
port its findings to the Oil Policy Commit~-
tee. The board shall be composed of repre-
sentatives of the Interlor, Treasury, Justice,
and Commerce Departments. GSA/OEP, and
any other representatives as the Chairman
of the Ol Policy Committee may feel ap-
propriate. The Chairman of the Oil Policy
Committee shall designate the Chairman of
the Board.

Supplemental guidelines and procedures
published by the Office of Oil and Gas may
be issued as appropriate.

b. Additional measures—The Oil Policy
Committee will also investigate and recom-
mend additional measures that should be
undertaken to encourage allocations by
major suppliers.

Dated May 21, 1973.

Duke R. Licow,
Director,
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APFENDIX A

00G REGIONAL OFFICES
AND
STATES COVERED BY EACH REGION

Regional Offices:
00G Reglon 1:

Custom House Building, 10th floor, 2 In-
dia Street, Boston, Mass, 02109, tele-
phone: (Temporarily not occupled;
call OOG Representative at OEP Re-
gion1).

0O0G Representative, OEP Reglon 1:

JFK Federal Building, rocm 2003, E. Bos-
ton, Mass. 02208, telephone: 617-223-
4271,

OOG Representative, OEP Reglon 2:

26 Federal Plaza, room 1347, New York,

N.Y., telephone: 212-264-8980,
0O0G Representative, OEP Region 3:

2 Penn Center Plaza, suite 915, Philadel-
phia, Pa. 19102, telephone: 215-597-
9403.

OO0G Reglon 4:

Bouth Street Federal Building, Old Fed-
eral Square, room 650, 600 South
Street, New Orleans, La. 70130, tele-
phone: 504-527-6681.

0O0G Representative, OEP Region 4:

Suite 750, 1375 Peachtree Street NE., At-
lanta, Ga. 30309, telephone: 404-526-
3641.

0OO0G Reglon 5:

300 South Wacker Drive, room 565, Chi-
cago, Ill. 60608, telephone: 312-353-
5119 and 353-1818.

0OG Representative, OEP Reglon 65:

300 South Wacker Drive, room 520, Chi-
cago, Ill. 60606, telephone: 312-353-
1500.

00G Region 6:

Federal Center, Denton, Tex,, telephone:

214-740-9371.
0O0G Representative, OEP Region 6:

Federal Building, 1100 Commerce Street,
room 13028, Dallas, Tex, 75202, tele-
phone: 214-749-1411.

OOG REGION T:

Bullding 710, Denver Federal Center,
Denver, Colo. 80225, telephone: 303-
234-2596.

00G Representative, OEP Region 7:

Trader National Bank Building, 1125
Grand Avenue, room 1500, Kansas City,
Mo. 64106, telephone: 816-374-5918.

OO0G REGION 8:

(Covered by reglon 7.)

OOG Representative, OEP Region 8:

Bullding No. 67, room 370, Denver Fed-
eral Center, Denver, Colo. 80225, tele-
phone: 303-234-3271.

OO0G REGION 9:

450 Golden Gate Avenue, Box 26032,
San Francisco, Calif. 94120, telephone:
415-556-2833.

OOG Representative, OEP Region 9:

120 Montgomery Street, San Francisco,

Callf. 94104, telephone: 415-556-8704.
OOG REGION 10:

(Covered by region 9,)

OOG Representative, OEP Region 10:

Room M-16, Arcade Building, 1819 Sec-
ond Avenue, Seattle, Wash. 98101, tele-
phone: 206-442-1310,

States covered by each region

Connecticut, Malne, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

New Jersey, New York, Puerto Rico, and Vir-
gin Islands.

Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvanis, Virginia,
West Virginia, and Distriet of Colum-
bia.

Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mis-

slssippl, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, and Canal Zone.

Illinols, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohlo,
and Wisconsin.

Arkansas, Loulsiana, Oklahoma, New Mexico,
and Texas,

Iowa, Eansas, Missourl, and Nebraska.

Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Da-
kota, Utah, and Wyoming.

Arizona, California, Hawall, Nevada, Amer-
ican Samoa, Guam, and Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands.

Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington.

[FR Doc.73-10399 Filed 5-22-73;10:01 am ]

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR WALLACE F.
BENNETT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Utah (Mr. OwWENs) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, although I
have served in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives for only a short time, my long

involvement in political affairs has given
me an opportunity to follow the activities
of the senior member of the Utah delega-
tion in Congress.

From my perspective, I have learned
that Senator WarLrace F. BENNETT is a
man of courage, forthrightness, and ac-
tion who will leave a significant mark on
the laws governing our country. His an-
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nounced retirement plans for next year
have resulted in many Utahans looking
back on his nearly 23 years of service in
the U.S. Senate, to thank him for help
in assisting in Utah projects, and calling
attention to his hard work and honesty
in pursuing Utah's interests in the Con-
Bress.

To be candid, I do not agree with much
of Senator BENNETT'S political philoso-
phy, but the Senator has always made
his position on issues and policies clear,
for citizens and voters to know and eval-
uate freely. Our political system is made
more viable when all sides debate issues
openly and candidly. Senator BENNETT
has never been accused of hedging on
his views, and thus he has furthered
the cause of honesty in political dialog.

Former President Harry Truman once
said of his friend, and long-time political
opponent, Senator Robert Taft:

He and I did not agree on public policy,
but he knew where I stood and I knew where
he stood. We need intellectually honest men
like Senator Taft.

In Senator Bennert, the people of
Utah have been fortunate to have had
a man who let them know where he stood.

But while we have disagreed on politi-
cal issues, I have supported many times
his efforts in behalf of the State of
Utah. In fact, his service to the State
began years before I began active work
in politics and has continued for two
decades.

Others have described in detail the
Senator’s Utah accomplishments, but I
feel they warrant noting. He was long a
champion of the upper Colorado storage
project, and he was influential in seeing
the missile industry grow to national
prominence in Utah. He worked hard to
see the Great Salt Lake lands be con-
veyed to the State, and his help was
necessary to the continued development
of Utah’s lead and zinc industry which
was threatened by foreign imports.

Senator BENNETT was first elected to
the Senate in 1950, and today many
Americans, confused and worried at the
immense problems that confront us, have
sought the simplicity of earlier times.
Nostalgia has replaced hope.

We cannot accept such an attitude.
There will be challenges, even great
ones, in the future. Old ideas will be re-
placed by new. Men will disagree. Be-
cause of this, there will always be a
need for a two-party system. Political
competition, if fought on the issues and
in the open, is the very basis of the Amer-
ican democratic system. We will always
need more honest warriors like Senator
BENNETT.

PRIVATELY MANAGED ENERGY RE-
SULTS IN PUBLIC CRISIS

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, for months
now we have been hearing about a short-
age of gasoline and other petroleum
products. It started last winter, when
there were shortages of heating oil
throughout the Midwest and other sec-
tions of our country. It was only thanks
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to a fairly mild winter that the worst ef-
fects of such shortages were averted.

Up until just a few days ago, there
were daily news stories about how there
was not enough gasoline to meet the de-
mand that summer motoring had placed
upon the petroleum industry. There were
shortfalls in the production of various
other kinds of fuels. The farmers in the
Midwest threatened that they would not
be able to harvest their crops—thus add-
ing to the projected shortages of food
we have also been hearing so much
about—unless they could be assured of
adequate supplies of fuel for their trac-
tors, combines, and other heavy equip-
ment.

Now we are told there is going to be
enough oil and gasoline to go around.
Stations which had been closed on week-
ends are now opening, and are open for
longer hours at that. The rise in gas
prices seems to have reached some kind
of plateau. The scare appears to be over.

But is it really? And more importantly,
was there ever really a scare? Did we
ever really run out of gas?

The Federal Power Commission re-
cently released a study that implicates a
number of major oil companies in an un-
spoken conspiracy to take advantage of
a genuine temporary shortage in oil, and
use that shortage to drive small inde-
pendent marketers out of business. This
is an idea that many people have put
forth in the past few weeks, and one
which has been vehemently denied by the
giants of the oil industry.

They say that the shortages are caused
by many complex factors, among which
are the fact that refineries for some rea-

son have not been producing gasoline at
peak capacity, that there are not enough
refineries to meet the demand for petro-
leum products, that the lead time to

build new refineries, and their cost,
would make it unlikely that any new re-
fineries could be built in the near future.
These are all technically valid reasons,
but each of them raises serious questions.

First, why are the refineries not pro-
ducing at peak capacity when there is
peak demand? Based on figures compiled
by the American Petroleum Institute, the
250 refineries in the United States are
operating at an average of 93 percent
of their rated capacity. Is this simply a
problem of there being not enough re-
fineries to meet current and projected
needs? I doubt it, for any new refineries
built may well be operating below capac-
ity as well. What is needed is not merely
more refineries, but ways to keep all re-
fineries operating at or near their full
capacity.

The American public is literally at the
mercy of the oil industry. There is ulti-
mately nothing in this country which a
consumer uses that does not in some
way rely on an adequate supply of fuel
oil, That goes for everything from the
produce on the grocer's shelves, to the
eight-track stereo in our cars, to the
power for the overhead lamps in a hos-
pital operating room. Since the more
stringent emissions controls have gone
into effect, our consumption of gasoline
and other petroleum products has in-
creased even more. Coal is no longer
being used in many large cities as a
source of power and light. Cars with the
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new emissions control devices guzzle
more gas than ever before.

I would not for a moment suggest
that we ease our fight against air pol-
lution for the sake of easing the energy
crunch. What I would suggest is that we
take a lesson from recent events. They
have taught us, if nothing else, that what
this Nation needs is a coherent policy on
the development and use of our energy
resources. We have not had such a policy
in the more than 30 years since World
War II, and in those 30 years, the United
States has become the major source of
energy consumption in the world. We
are 6 percent of the world’'s population,
and we use one-third of the world’s sup-
ply of energy. We used this energy with-
out any thought as to whether we really
needed so much, or what effects it would
have on the rest of the world, or what
we would do when the supply began to
run low.

It is not just the consumer who must
think about the cost of gasoline for his
new car. It is also the responsibility of
the Federal Government, for it is they
who put the consumer in a position in
which he would have to use more gaso-
line. It is not just power-generating
plants who must think about how to re-
tool from coal fo low-sulfur fuel oils, and
the cost of doing so. If is also the respon-
sibility of the Federal Government,
whose clean-air regulations made this
retooling necessary.

It is ludicrously shortsighted to rush
headlong into an antipollution program
without giving serious thought to the
spillover effects throughout the economy.
One cannot decree that high-sulfur coal
may not be used without taking into con-
sideration what will happen when re-
placements for this fuel must be found.
One cannot require cars to be built with
more efficient emissions control devices
without taking into account what this
will do to the gasoline supply and de-
mand picture.

The President has finally taken a first
step in appointing the distinguished Gov-
ernor of Colorado, John Love, as the new
energy “czar.” If fuel shortages are to
be a way of life for this Nation for the
next few years, then it is vitally impor-
tant to have a strong administrator tak-
ing charge of how our supply of fuels is
to be used to greatest advantage. But a
strong administrator is only of limited
effectiveness without a clear-cut energy
policy, and this is something which we
simply do not have. Nor do I see any-
thing promising on the horizon.

There are numerous suggestions as to
how we may ease the energy shortage,
but so far none of these have been in-
corporated into an official response to
the energy crisis. The Senate has passed
a mandatory fuel allocation program, but
such rationing is viewed with extreme
disfavor by many Members of the House
of Representatives and by the adminis-
tration. I ask you, Mr. Speaker, can we
afford to make the fuel crisis a political
football, or to kill any hope of an inte-
grated energy policy by arguing over syn-
tax and word meanings? The interests of
the country, of the 210 million men,
women and children who look to us for
leadership require no less than a total
commitment to working out a fuel policy
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which meets the needs of consumers and
producers alike.

We need more than a list of do’s and
dont’s for consumers. We need a set of
tangible incentives for conservation of
our gasoline supplies. Why not impose
a set of progressive taxes on cars of vary-
ing size and horsepower? If someone
wants to own a big car, which uses gas
uneconomically, why should he not pay
for the privilege? And further, ought not
the Federal Government itself set the
pace by limiting its procurement to auto-
mobiles which are small and economi-
cal? What a slap in the face it is to con-
sumers who must pay nearly half a dol-
lar for a gallon of gasoline, to see
some Assistant Under Secretary driving
around in a chauffered limousine that
gets 8 miles to the gallon. Is this really
necessary, Mr. Speaker?

Since the fuel industry is so vital to the
well-being of our people, we should seri-
ously consider whether it is in the best
interests of the country to leave it en-
tirely in private hands—and that is
where it is now. Something which we
have come to rely on so thoroughly ought
to be regarded as a public utility, and
regulated accordingly. Such a proposal
merits serious and judicious considera-
tion by this body.

And the foreign policy implications of
the energy crisis must not escape us
either. Already, King Faisal of Saudi
Arabia has threatened to cut off our sup-
ply of oil from that country unless Amer-
ican policy toward Israel changes radi-
cally. The more reliant we become on oil
from the Middle East, the more suscep-
tible we will become to such political
blackmail. Importation of oil from the
Persian Gulf states will be a necessity in
the years ahead, no matter how much we
curtail our use of petroleum products
through conservation and the develop-
ment of other sources of power. But we
must, if we are to maintain our commit-
ment to Israel, never become so depend-
ent on Middle Eastern oil that we are
forced to make unwise concessions in our
foreign policy.

It is not just for the sake of our rela-
tions with Israel that we should seek to
curtail our use of Middle Eastern Oil
Western Europe and Japan have long
been dependent on the Middle East to
supply their petroleum needs, and they,
unlike the United States, have few other
resources to look to. If we become com-
petitors with our allies for Middle East-
ern oil supplies, we may well be court-
ing international havoc.

The Europeans and Japanese have
learned how to live with limited supplies
of petroleum fuels. Their automobiles are
on the average, half the size of Amer-
ican cars, and use half as much fuel to
get the same mileage. We overcool and
overheat our homes, wasting still more
fuel. European petroleum reserves are at
the level of a 65-day supply, while in
the United States, the reserve would last
for less than 40 days. European oil re-
fineries have taken advantage of tech-
nological advances which allow the pro-
duction of petroleum products with little
or no air and water pollution.

Mr. Speaker, when we hear talk of an
energy crisis in the United States, we
are not just hearing talk manufactured
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as part of a vast anticompetitive con-
spiracy. There is indeed an energy crisis,
but it is not one limited to temporary
shortages in gasoline. If is a crisis of na-
tionwide proportions, one in which it
becomes every day more apparent how
little the Federal Government has done
to provide for this Nation’s future energy
needs.

There is no such thing as a perpetual
motion machine. A machine needs fuel to
run. The American machine is running
out of fuel, at least the kinds of fuel we
have come to rely on. Those ultimately
in charge of the machine—the Federal
Government—have done little to see to it
that fuel supplies are maintained. At a
time when we are anxiously looking for
new sources of oil, research funds to the
Bureau of Mines to carry on their shale
oil project have been cut by half. Shale
oil reserves in the Western United States
are estimated to be able to produce 5 mil-
lion barrels of oil per day for the next
300 years before the reserves are ex-
hausted. With such rich reserves, it
could only be in the best interests of the
Federal Government to increase funds
for development of economical extraction
methods.

Coal is another rich energy resource.
Use of coal has drastically declined since
clean air standards went into effect. But
there are ways, technologically feasible
and not prohibitively expensive, for turn-
ing coal into high-quality pipeline gas.
The Bureau of Mines estimates that the
U.S. coal reserve is 1,600 billion tons. If
75 percent of our energy needs was met
by coal—six times the current level of
utilization—it would take nearly 200
vears to deplete our known reserves. But
where is Government interest in develop-
ing this vast untapped potential? Is it
possible to make use of it and at the same
time not lessen the quality of our en-
vironment—either by air pollution or by
strip mining? Is it economically feasible,
given the necessity of some increase in
price over more conventional sources of
gas and oil? These are questions which
deserve answers.

Mr. Speaker, I wish it were otherwise,
but we must face the fact that the United
States can no longer go on using gas and
oil as though there were no tomorrow.
There is a tomorrow, and it is here now.
We must, if we are to survive into the
next century, take decisive measures to
develop new sources of energy, to allocate
that energy as efficiently as possible, and
to use it sparingly. We have not only our-
selves to think of, but our Nation’s
fnture.

THE GREAT TRAIN RESCUE

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the June 19,
1973, issue of Newsday carried an edi-
torial entitled “The Great Train Rescue,”
which discussed the Northeast railroad
crisis and some of the solutions which
have been proposed. The editorial con-
cludes that:

The profit motive cannot be the sole de-
termining factor for an essential public
gervice.
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I have introduced a bill, HR. 7373,
which would insure the continued oper-
ation of the lines of the bankrupt rail-
roads in the Northeast. Later this week,
I will reintroduce this legislation with
cosponsors. The Newsday editorial cor-
rectly emphasizes the Federal Govern-
ment’s role in finding a long-range solu-
tion to the railroad crisis, and I am in-
serting this article at this point in the
RECORD:

THE GRrREAT TrRAIN RESCUE

Plans are well under way to revitalize
Western Europe's already adequate railroad
systems. “The hope is that by 1980 most of
Europe’s major cities will be linked by trains
capable of carrying passengers and goods at
speeds up to 150 MPH. Japan, which already
has one 150-MPH line, is now laying track
for several others. Only in the United States,
and particularly in the northeastern states,
are trains regarded as white elephants hardly
worth saving.

Six of the Northeast’s 11 rallroads are al-
ready in bankruptey, and three of them have
petitioned the courts for permission to end
service and sell off their assets. And it's en-
tirely possible that two weeks from now &
federal judge will rule that the Penn Cen-
tral, the nation's largest rallroad, should go
out of business.

That would be a body blow to the economy
of the entire northeastern region, and there
is a broad consensus in Congress that it
cannot be allowed to happen. But there is no
consensus whatsoever on how to save the
Penn Central and its sick sisters.

Transportation Secretary Claude Brinegar
has added to the confusion by putting forth
an inadequate and unrealistic proposal that
would, in effect, wash the federal govern-
ment's hands of any responsibility for main-
taining rail service in the Northeast.

Brinegar would leave the problem in the
lap of private enterprise—which has already
demonstrated that it can no longer pro-
vide adequate service. He advocates a one-
time federal outlay of $40,000,000 as sufficient
inducement for private investors to rush in
with several billion in new capital.

We doubt that. It took $350,000,000 of pub-
lic funds to turn the Long Island Raflroad
into a reasonable facsimile of an adequate
rail line—and the LIRR still loses more than
$40,000,000 every year. A $40,000,000 subsidy
wouldn’t even cover the annual debt service
of the Penn Central.

Brinegar would sweeten the kitty for pri-
vate investors by establishing a quasi-publie
Northeast Rallroad Corporation, which would
be sponscred by the government but financed
and run mostly by private enterprise. And he
would have Congress give the new corpora-
tion authority to drop routes—or entire rail-
roads—Iif they fall to show a profit.

Brinegar's plan relles almost entirely on
the balance sheet to determine which routes
will be retained and which abandoned. There
is general agreement in Congress that many
overlapping routes in the Northeast can be
phased out without creating undue hard-
ship. The Transportation Department is now
working on a “core system” of service that
would be maintained, but Brinegar refuses to
tell Congress which routes his department
considers essential. He implies that in most
cases that decision would be left up to pri-
vate entrepreneurs, which means placing in
jeopardy the economic lifelines of hundreds
of companies and munieipalities.

The ldea of creating a quasi-public agency
to consolidate and run the Northeast's fall-
ing rallroads has considerable merit. But the
agency must be adequately financed by Con-
gress, and the public must have a voice in
determining what constitutes essential serv-
ice. The profit motive cannot be the sole de-
termining factor for an essential public
service.
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The outlook now is that Congress will come
up with some short-term financing to keep
the Penn Central and the other bankrupt
lines running for another year or so. That
will buy time, but it will do nothing to re-
habilitate the railroads, nor will it solve their
long-range problems. That will take a com-
plete reorganization, and the quicker Con-
gress gets on with that job the better. Surely
we Americans are resourceful enough to do
at least as well as the Europeans and the
Japanese.

NIXON REFUSES TO FILL AMTRAK
VACANCY

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, nearly a
century ago, one of the wealthy railroad
magnates was asked whether he felt any
responsibility to the public. His reply
was: “The public be damned.”

Although intercity passenger service
has now been transferred to a quasi-
public board, this attitude still seems to
prevail.

Several years ago, the Congress estab-
lished the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation, or Amtrak. The Board of
Directors of Amtrak was to include rep-
resentatives of the Federal Government,
the railroad industry, rail labor, and one
consumer representative. In view of the
dubious quality of Amtrak’s service, we
might well question whether one rep-
resentative of the general public was
enough. But what is really shocking is
that this consumer seat on the Board
has been vacant for a long time, and
that the President has taken no action
to fill it.

During the 92d Congress, Mr. Nixon
submitted to the Senate the name of
Rose Fannucci to be the consumer rep-
resentative on the Board. The creden-
tials of the nominee, a San Francisco
attorney, were not particularly strong,
but a confirmation hearing was sched-
uled in the Senate. Then, a day or two
before the hearing, Ms. Fannucci de-
cided that her appearance on Capitol
Hill would interfere with a trip to Eu-
rope. She asked the Senate to postpone
the hearing, which they quite properly
refused to do.

That was the last any of us heard
about the consumer position until 2
months ago, when, during testimony be-
fore the Senate Commerce Committee,
an administration official indicated that
an appointment might be made “with-
in 6 months.”

Mr. Speaker, the inaction of the Presi-
dent on this vacancy is an affront to the
millions of Americans who depend upon
passenger rail service. There are under
consideration at the present time plans
to abolish the present Amtrak Board, and
to replace it with a more responsive
body—with more consumer representa-
tives. But for the time being, I call upon
President Nixon to name a candidate
for the present vacancy—hopefully,
someone who is truly concerned with
the quality of rail passenger travel in
this country. The taxpayers are support-
ing Amtrak, and they have a right to

at least this token representation on the
Board of Directors.
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So that my colleagues may see the dis-
proportion of industry-oriented members
on the Amtrak Board, I am inserting a
list of the present members:

David Kendall, former vice president,
Chrysler Corp.

Gen. Frank Besson, former U.S. Army
Chief of Transportation.

John Gilhooley, president and chair-
man of the board, Transport of New
Jersey.

Louis Menk, chairman of the board,
Burlington Northern Railroad.

William Moore, president, Penn Cen-
tral Transportation Co.

William Quinn, chairman of the board,
Milwaukee Road.

Hon. Claude Brinegar, Secretary of
Transportation.

Roger Lewis, president, Amtrak.

David Bradshaw, attorney.

Charles Luna, former president, United
Transportation Union.

Vacancy, consumer representative.

SUPREME COURT RULING ON
OBSCENITY

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr, Speaker, I congratu-
late the majority members of the U.S.
Supreme Court for their ruling on ob-
scenity. The decision was close—5 to 4
against present day permissiveness. It re-
verses earlier obscenity rulings by which
the liberal Earl Warren court had struck
down long-standing statutes against ob-
scenity and allowed obscene material to
be forced upon the American public. Jus-
tice Douglas was a dissenter, as expected.
The liberal press disagreed with the de-
cision. This also was to be expected.

While the ruling does not go as far as
many Americans wish, it does represent
a step toward the needed goal of elimi-
nating smut from the newsstands and
movie houses of America. By placing the
primary decision as to what is unaccept-
able back into the hands of local au-
thority, the Court has returned to the
communities the right to decide what
will be seen and sold. The effects already
are apparent in that some objectionable
material has been banned from the
newsstands. The net result can be noth-
ing but good for our Nation.

The key to the new ruling lies in Chief
Justice Burger’s opinion that “contem-
porary community standards” must be
a guide to determining what is obscene.
Second, the Court has left it to the States
to determine by law that which is “of-
fensive” and finally, the outlawed mate-
rial must lack “literary, artistic, political,
or scientific value.” The Court went on
to say this value must be “serious.” The
ruling will not take smut from the
American scene, but it will help.

And so, we have taken a small step
back toward the kind of society which is
decent for our children and grandchil-
dren. This is as it should be. This is what
many of us have been hoping for.

There have been many instances, Mr.
Speaker, when I have not agreed with
rulings by the Supreme Court, particu-
larly those of the Warren court. I felt
they were consistently undermining our
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Nation’s Constitution. I sincerely hope
that the present Court will continue to
restore sound precepts in moderation.

WATERGATE WITCH HUNT

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, the Cincin-
nati Enquirer on Sunday, July 1, 1973,
reprinted an article from the London
Daily Express. This point of view should
give the domestic media, including net-
works, newspapers, editorial writers,
commentators, and others a suggestion
that there is, indeed, more than one point
of view.

‘We should all study the following:
[From the Cineinnati Enquirer, July 1, 1973]
BEHIND THE GREAT WATERGATE WITcH HUNT

(By Angus Maude MP)

[The following expression of opinion, by
a member of the British House of Commons,
is reprinted from London's Sunday Express.]

Have the Americans taken leave of thelr
senses? Looking objectively at the handling
of the Watergate affair and its ramifications,
one is almost forced to the conclusion that
they have.

It is pretty horrifying to watch the way in
which supposedly responsible Americans in
the higher echelons of politics and public
affairs are going about the business of dis-
crediting not only their President, but the
whole system of government in the United
States.

The press and the other media are en-
thusiastically urging them on and reveling in
the resultant mess. Every accusation agalnst
President Nixon and his staff, however, un-
tested and however tainted its source, is
given the widest publicity.

Every possible innuendo is used to slant
the impression given to the public appar-
ently in the hope of fixing the people's ver-
dict before half the evidence has been heard.

Perhaps the most nauseating feature of the
campaign is the self-righteous pretense of
the smearers that they are only “acting in
the public interest" and “helping to get at
the facts.” The only facts that they are in-
terested in are those that can be used to dis-
credit the President; and the way the cam-
palgn has been handled is not in the public
interest at all, but deeply damaging to the
United States and to all the best things for
which America stands.

All the half-forgotten, elderly whiz-kids
of the Jack Eennedy era have been writing
articles—many of them syndicated over
here—viciously venting their traditional
hatred of President Nixon, but adding sen-
tentiously that the whole horrible business
is really a blessing in disguise which will lead
to much-needed reforms in the system of
government.

Clearly they see it as a Heaven-sent band-
wagon on which they can hitch a ride toward
the ultimate triumph of Sen. Edward Ken-
nedy. That a victory for this deplorable man
would be for them and for most of the East-
ern American liberal establishment a de-
sirable consummation of the present cam-
palgn is sufficlent gulde to their sense of
values.

Of course, the Watergate affalr is a sorry
mess. It is at least obvious that the President
appointed some pretty strange people to his
personal and political staffs. But the wide-
spread assumption that he himself is guilty
of corruption and f{llegal practices is still
unsupported by convincing evidence.

In default of this, his detractors have re-
sorted to the argument that if he were not
guilty he would already have proved himself
innocent—which is a typical inversion of the
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principles of falrness and justice for which
they purport to stand.

The important point, however, is this:
Whatever truth emerges at the end of the
inquiries, whether the President 1s vindicated
or brought down, the whole business is being
handled and exploited in a way calculated to
do the most, not the least, lasting damage to
America and to the true interests of its
people.

Mr. Nixon’s enemies, of course, are saying
smugly that it is his handling of the affair
that is dolng all the damage; but even a
cursory study of the American press cover-
age makes it clear that this 1s not true. They
are out to destroy him, and they do not seem
to care who or what suffers in the process.

Of course, I do not know what, if anything,
the President has to hide. But at this eritical
juncture for both the American economy and
his own foreign policy, he carries a burden of
responsibility that must make him hesitate
to become personally involved too deeply in
the comparative irrelevancy of the Watergate
inquiries. Any responsible householder is
more concerned about an imminent threat to
the fabric of his building than about a tem-
porary smell in the drains.

You would have thought that any educated
American could foresee the desperate con-
sequences of a major constitutional crisis at
this time. And that any responsible com-
mentator over here would hesitate before
light-heartedly handing out more ammuni-
tlon to America's enemies in this country.
Yet the British Broadcasting Corp. (BBC)
seems to be positively reveling in it.

Why have the BBC—and indeed ITV—news
and current-affairs men been playing up the
Watergate business so assiduously? They
cannot really belleve that the British public
find it all that riveting.

They, like their American counterparts,
seem to be actuated by a compulsive hatred
of Mr. Nixon, Everything is slanted against
him. Often they refer to him contemptuously
just as “Nizon"—a familiarity they would
never resort to with, say, Mr. Brezhnev or
General Amin.

Is this just a fixation of Iintellectual
liberals? Or are our media too so deeply in-
filtrated by anti-American leftists that they
feel compelled to attack the one man who
seemed likely to save America and restore
its Influence in world affairs?

Let us remember two things about Presi-
dent Nixon:

He won his landslide election victory be-
cause the American people recognized his
practical achievements and wanted him to
complete the job.

He seemed to be halting the hopeless drift
toward anarchy and violence in which the
country was involved. Peace had returned to
the chaotic university campuses, A stand
was at last being made for law and order. He
was getting to grips with the problem of
inflation.

Mr, Nixon brought to its only possible end
the hopeless, bloody struggle in Vietnam—a
struggle to which Kennedy and Johnson had
committed America at the wrong time and
on the wrong terms. He had laid the founda~-
tion of detente with Russla and China.

America, and indeed the whole Western
world, already owes him quite a lot. If he
survives we may come to owe him a great deal
more. No possible successor is likely to be a
statesman of anything like his caliber.

To ALn U.S. SENATORS AND REPRESENTATIVES

The backlash to the Watergate spectacular
is growing throughout America and Europe.
Friends and business acquaintances in West
Germany, France and Italy express views
similar to those above by a British Statesman.

The grand jury has to Investigate and the
prosecutor has to prosecute those gulilty,
regardless of the Senate Show. Why was
there not a Senate investigation in 1960 and
1964, when the political lilnen was much
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dirtier than now? Could it be because it was
Democratic lnen?—James A. Gardner, Neth-
erland-Hilton, Cincinnati.

IMPOSSIBLE “DEMANDS"” AND THE
FUEL CRISIS

(Mr., DEVINE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, Earl W.
McMunn, editor of the Ohio Farmer,
wrote an ediforial in the current July
issue which should be of interest to all
Americans concerned with energy and
environment.

The article follows:

ImPoSsSIBLE “DEMANDS” AND THE FUEL CRrISIS
(By Earl W. McMunn)

If we're to have a favorable environment,
we must tip the balance of nature in favor
of people. This Is something the rabld en-
vironmentalists have overlooked. In their
zeal for returning everything to the hands
of nature, they ignore the most important
conslderation of all. It is that our country
is swarming with people.

Mother nature, working alone, has harsh
but effective methods of keeping populations
under control. But the people are here,
thanks to the bounty of our production
system. We can do a better job of cleaning
up the environment. We have already made
giant steps in this direction. But we can't
let over-zealous activists destroy the econ-
omy and with it our ability to support the
people of this country.

Already, there are signs that people In
increasing numbers are getting the mes-
sage. It is that there are trade-offs in almost
everything we do. A price tag is always at-
tached. There are undesirable waste products
from every production operation. This is true
whether it is a cattle feedlot, or a gilant In-
dustrial plant. We must handle these waste
products in an acceptable manner. But we
dare not demand such sterility that we force
the entire operation to close.

There is little question but what irrespon-
slble demands of {ll-informed activists were
a big factor in creating the energy crisis,
These demands slowed down development
and production of energy just at a time when
it was needed most. Now, many of the same
critics are trylng to point the accusing finger
at someone else.

An example is Ralph Nader, the so-called
“consumer watchdog.” Passing through
Columbus recently, he declared that the big
gasoline companies have created the gaso-
line shortage to win concessions from Wash-
ington. And, that their goals are to gain
tax breaks and win permission to build the
Alaskan pipeline.

There is need for economic reward if we
are to have adequate fuel supplies. Some of
this may take the form of tax incentives.
And, the Alaskan pipeline is no doubt needed
to bolster our domestic fuel supplies. But,
the energy crisis is the result of soaring de-
mand which has outstripped our ability to
produce—at least within our present pattern
of costs.

What has happened is that we have used
a large share of our cheap energy. We have
had abundant supplies of coal, oil, and gas.
Some of the coal has been converted into
electric power. These fuels powered our auto-
moblles, ran our industrial plants and trans-
formed farming into a power operation.

The energy crisis was no doubt triggered
by the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 which
called for drastic action to remove polluting
substances from the atmosphere. Under
standards called for in the act, much of the
nation's soft coal was no longer suitable for
generating electric power—largely because
of the high sulphur content. This caused
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some electric power companies to turn to oft
and gas.

Car manufacturers were also required to
meet rigid emission standards. The stand-
ards were met, but at the expense of greater
fuel consumption. During the same period,
a greater number of affluent Americans were
also adding to the number of cars on the
road. These and other factors all helped
trigger the energy crisis.

But whatever our feelings about clean air,
there is good evidence that present stringent
regulations are adding to the energy crisis.
Alan G. Loofbourrow made this point when
he spoke recently at a symposium on the
energy crisis at the Battelle Memorial Insti-
tute in Columbus, He is vice-president for
engineering and for research of the Chrysler
Corporation and estimated that catalytic de-
vices to control nitrogen oxides in automobile
exhausts will add 42 billion to the U.S. oil
import bill between 1975 and 1085,

The question 1s how much of the cost is
really justified. Loofbourrow said: “If the
health of the nation were at stake, then there
would be no doubt that any control system
would be worth almost any cost. But as the
National Academy of Sclences said, the
standards have been set without any appar-
ent regard to the health effects of automo-
tive emissions,”

The engineer pointed out that the yield
of gasoline is less when producing unleaded
gasoline, and that cars running on this kind
of fuel have higher fuel consumption. “The
Office of Emergency Preparedness puts the
penalty in the range of 15 to 20 percent,”
he said.

We still have massive coal supplies. But
demand was shifted from sulphur-bearing
coal and fuel oil to natural gas. This created
shortages where none had existed before,

It is also true that demand is so great
that we have been exhausting our cheap and
easily-avallable supplies of oil and gas. One
short-sighted policy of the federal govern-
ment was regulation of natural gas prices at
the well head by the Federal Power Com-
mission.

This price regulation was started in 1054,
It held prices to artificlally low levels. It
increased the demand for gas, but reduced
the incentive to take risk in drilling to
explore for new supplies. The result was
predictable. Demand now exceeds the avall-
able supply.

It is a safe bet that fuel costs must con-
tinue to rise. We have used up much of the
supply which is easlest and cheapest to
reach. New environmental regulations are
making coal mining more expensive. The
same applies to off-shore drilling for gas
and oil. Some groups even attempt to block
oil imports because of the danger that there
may be a spill at sea. And it is clear that
we must draw an increasing share of our oil
supplies from overseas sources. Here we run
into problems of balance of payments and
uncertainty of supplies.

Figures from various agencies studying the
energy situation confirm the expectation of
higher costs. The National Petroleum Coun-
cil, for instance, predicts that oil prices will
rise from 60 to 125 percent between now and
1985. This is in terms of constant dollars.
It is also estimated that natural gas may go
up by 80 to more than 200 percent in price.
Coal and uranium are likely to increase by
25 to 30 percent.

So it’s clear that the people of this country
have some choices to make. It is a question
whether we will do the things that are needed
to increase supplies of oil, gas, coal and
nuclear energy. A basic question is whether
suppliers are permitted to operate in an eco-
nomic climate which offers the chance for
a profit. Ol drillers react to price controls
in the same manner as cattle feeders. In both
cases, controls result in less production.

Our Nation runs on purchased energy.
This is true for farming just as it is for the
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rest of the economy. We can live with rea-
sonable efforts to improve the environment.
We can’t tolerate the demands of those who
are agalnst every effort to increase our en-
ergy supplies,

Becretary of the Interlor Rogers Morton
sald it well in recent testimony on the energy
crisis:

“Give us an energy policy, they say, that
will provide the consumer with the type of
fuel he wants in the amounts he needs—at
the time he must have it—and at the lowest
possible price. Assure us this energy will be
from secure and reliable source.

“But don't drill offshore on my coastline—
don't bulld any pilpelines across my land—
don't strip any coal—don't bulld any refin-
eries or storage facilities in my area—abolish
the oil import program—but don’t move oil
in by tanker for this might pollute our
waters.

“CGive us an energy policy that guarantees
protection of the environment and where use
of energy does not intrude upon our asthetic
values or damage the ecology of the land.
Give us an energy policy that will maximize
national securlty—and yet not impinge upon
normal trade between nations.”

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I was
unavoidably absent from the floor for
rollcalls 138, 192, 197, 198, 199, 202, 230,
251, and 257. Had I been present and
voting, I would have voted “aye” on roll-
calls 138, 197, 198, 199, 202, 230, and 251.
I would have voted “nay” on rollcalls 192
and 257.

CONSTITUTIONAL CRISIS

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, more and
more distinguished political commenta-
tors are pointing out the intolerable
paralysis of the Federal Government
which confronts the Nation. This situa-
tion is the result of the public’s loss of
confidence in the administration which
has been hrought on by daily revelations
of misbehavior in office by high Govern-
ment officials.

Under the Constitution as presently
written, the President and Vice Presi-
dent are locked in for a 4-year term,
and the only way out is by resignation
or impeachment. In a recent Newsweek
editorial, Stewart Alsop, the distin-
guished columnist, presented a power-
ful commentary on the constitutional
dilemma in which we find ourselves, en-
titled “A Paraplegic Presidency.”

Marquis Childs also has written a
strong column in the Washington Post,
“The Major Issue: Can Mr. Nixon Gov-
ern?” I am including these articles for
reprinting in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
at the conclusion of my statement, and
I urge my colleagues to take serious note
of the sentiments they express.

In the May 26 issue of the New Repub-
lic, “T'R.B.” has written that—

(A fault of the American form of govern-
ment) is the frozen four year term. Under a

parliamentary system if a credibility collapse
occurs a vote of no confidence is taken for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

granted, then an election and a new mandate.
But our 1Bth-century government lacks it.
It is like a bullding with no fire escape. To-
day we have a President who probably can’t
govern and we are stuck with him for three
years. Impeachment, resignation?—hardly

likely. Quaintly enough, Mr. Nixon last week
embraced the Mansfield proposal of a Con-
stitutional amendment to let the chief
executive serve only one term, for six years.
Bo if burglaries discredited him in the first
year, we should have him and his Water-
gate clowns for five years and couldn’'t chuck
him.

These three commentators, without ex-
plicitly saying so, point to the need for
interim elections as a solution to this
type of constitutional erisis.

On May 9 I introdueced H.J. Res. 547, a
constitutional amendment which would
permit the Congress, by & majority vote
of both Houses, to call a new Presiden-
tial election at any time, if it determined
that the President had so lost public
confidence that he was unable to govern
effectively. If such an election vote were
vetoed by an incumbent President, a
two-thirds vote of both House and Sen-
ate would be required to override. In
such an election, the President would
be eligible to stand for reelection.

I developed this proposal and offered
it for congressional consideration as a
solution to the form of constitutional
crisis presently confronting the Nation—
the President, having lost public confi-
dence, no longer governs effectively, but
he is unwilling to resign, and the Con-
gress is not yet inclined to initiate im-
peachment proceedings. As a result, the
Federal Government is virtually para-
lyzed and drifting aimlessly. Necessary
policies are not being formulated in the
executive branch, essential social pro-
grams flounder, the “energy crisis” is
exacerbated by conflicting policies of
various Government agencies, and inter-
national confidence in the dollar has
nose-dived to an all-time low.

Unfortunately, under our present con-
stitutional framework, no mechanism
exists for coping with this type of gov-
ernmental crisis. Presidents are elected
for 4-year terms, and, unless Congress is
willing to take the step of removing the
President from office through impeach-
ment proceedings, no amount of loss of
public confidence can force out a Presi-
dent. Impeachment itself would be a
lengthy procedure which literally could
immobilize the Government for the du-
ration of the congressional proceeding
probably many weeks, and risk tearing
apart the fabric of our American so-
ciety. The “cure’” of impeachment for a
President who has lost public confidence
might well be as dangerous as retaining
him in office.

Other forms of parliamentary West-
ern government avoid this dilemma by
providing that if the Government loses
public confidence, new elections are
called and the voters give their mandate
as to who should lead the Nation. This
“safety valve,” which characterizes the
English, German, Italian, and Scandi-
navian forms of government, permits an
orderly public referendum and transi-
tion of power, if necessary, when an
elected government can no longer func-
tion effectively. The legislation which I
have proposed would provide our con-
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stitutional structure with this vital flex-
ibility.

The present lamentable state of our
National Government, caused by wide-
spread loss of public confidence and
Presidential inability to govern, under-
scores the necessity for enactment of
this constitutional amendment to pro-
vide a mechanism for a new Presidential
election before a President’s 4-year term
of office has run its course.

The articles follow:

[From Newsweek, July 8, 1873]
A PARAPLEGIC PRESIDENCY
(By Stewart Alsop)

WasHINGTON.—To continue to believe that
President Nixon was wholly innocent of any
involvement in the Watergate cover-up re-
quires, by this time, a major act of failth, Mr.
Nixon is not the sort of man who inspires
major acts of faith,

John Dean III, in the week that was, re-
sembled a small, quietly competent spider,
weaving his web slowly, inexorably, around
his far larger victim. It was useless to remind
oneself that spiders are not nice insects, and
that squealers are not nice people. Dean's
seemingly total lack of human qualities—
that soporific, gravel-voiced monotone, that
blandly meaningless face—made the spider’s
performance all the more convineing.

If Dean was lying, his lle was the most
complex, the most detailed, the most care-
fully prepared, in the long history of lles
since Ananias. A heroic effort to keep an open
mind remains necessary, but if the pro-Nixon
witnesses, or Mr. Nixon himself, can extricate
the President from the web John Dean has
woven, it will be a miracle.

The miracle will be all the more miraculous
because we have had a preview of the Presi-
dent's defense, in the long, pettyfogging
memorandum sent the Ervin committee by
White House counsel J. Fred Buzhardt. If the
Buzhardt memorandum is the President’s
best defense, then the President has no
defense.

TOUGHING IT OUT

BSuppose, then, that the President is stuck
in the web woven by spider Dean. Suppose
that most of the Congress and most of the
country become convinced that the President
was guilty of obstruction of justice, which is
& felony, a major criminal act. What then?
Bar an act of God, there seem to be three
possible answers.

The first and most likely answer is that
Mr. Nixon will “tough it out,” a favorite
White House phase, that he will remain in
the White House until Jan. 20, 1977. This is
a way of saying that the country will prob-
ably be presided over for the next three years
and more by a paraplegic President.

The Presidential paralysis is evident al-
ready in several ways. As the Cambodia votes
in the House indicate, he can no longer count
on the conservative coalition that was his
basic constituency on Capitol Hill. From
now on, any White House proposal is likely
to be fought on the Hill just because it
comes from the White House.

The President no longer fully controls
even his own White House turf. With the
appointments of Elliot Richardson and
Archibald Cox, the President has in effect
abdicated control of the Justice Department,
an essential Instrument of Presidential
power. Back to Woodrow Wilson and beyond,
the No. 2 man i{n the White Hosue has always
been totally the President’s man. Melvin
Laird is his own man, not the President’s.

Unless the miracle of extrication can be
achieved, the Presidential paralysis will
spread as the President’s prestige and pop-
ularity sink. By some, the enfeeblement of
the Presidency is regarded as a Good Thing,
on the theory that it is past time that the
power of the Presidency be reduced and the
power of Congress restored. In fact, the brief
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periods of Congressional domination have
been sad and futile, from the Reconstruc-
tion era on. The reason is simple. It is not
possible for a committee of 535, or even a
committee of 100, to run a big country sen=
sibly.

IMPEACHMENT

The breakup of the inner Nixon Adminis-
tration, which has already occurred, was cer-
tainly & Good Thing, and its goodness be-
comes clearer with every day of testimony.
The picture of the inner Administration that
emerges from the testimony of Dean, Magru-
der and company is a picture of a nest of
vipers—and incompetent, paranoiac vipers
at that. The vipers were blandly willing to
use any Federal instrument of power, includ-
ing the taxing power, to “screw our political
enemies,” in John Dean's elegant phrase. It
was essential to clear the vipers' nest out of
the White House.

The vipers, as noted many weeks ago in
this space, exuded a genuine Fasclst smell.
But Presidential paraplegia probably in-
volves more real danger of an American form
of Fascism than any nest of vipers. To judge
from the Italian and German precedents,
the prime preconditions for authoritarian
government are the paralysis of government
authority, economic crisis and the erosion
of confidence in national institutions. All
three conditions seem all too likely to be
met.

This iIs why the prospect of a paraplegic
Presidency is so frightening. An obvious
alternative—impeachment—is almost as
frightening, and maybe more so. An attempt
to impeach the President could tear this
country apart like no event since the Civil
War, and the disaster would be multiplied if
the attempt failed to gain the necessary two-
thirds vote in the Senate.

This is one reason why impeachment still
seems highly unlikely. There is another. The
Democrats are quite aware that there would
be no political advantage to them in making

Vice President Agnew the incumbent Presi-
dent and President Nixon a martyr to mil-
lions. Yet it must be added that there is
beginning to be serious impeachment talk
on Capitol Hill.

RESIGNATION

There is a third way out—the resignation
of the President. Resignation is probably as
unlikely as impeachment. The “I'm not a
quitter” syndrome is deeply a part of the
Presidential psyche, right back to his days
as an animated punching bag on the Whit-
tier College football team. There is also a
practical reason why the President seems
unlikely to resign.

If President Nixon were to cease to be
President, he would become plain Citizen
Nixon, theoretically as liable to a summons
or & subpoena or even an indictment for
felony as any Citizen Smith. As the testi-
mony has made obvious, Mr. Nixon sees him-
self as a man surrounded by enemies, and
he may also see the White House as a neces-
sary fortress to protect him from those
enemies.

Resignation is not to be ruled out com-
pletely all the same. The President no doubt
meant what he seemed to mean when he told
his daughter Julie: “I want to do what is
good for the country—if resigning would be
good for the country, well . . ."” Although
there are those who will never belleve it,
Mr. Nixon sees himself, and has always seen
himself, as a deeply patriotic man.

The time could come when it will be ob-
vious to him and to everyone else—including
the grand panjandrums of the Republican
Party—that “resigning would be good for the
country.” Indeed, if one considers the three
alternatives, 1t seems clear already that the
President’s resignation 1s the only tolerable
way out of the tragic mess in which this
country finds itself. But three years and more
of a paraplegic Presidency seems a far more
likely prospect. It is a frightening prospect.
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[From the Washington Post, July 6, 1973]
THE MaJor IssUE: CAN MR, NIXoN GOVERN?
(By Marquis Childs)

The issue is no longer who is telling the
truth and who is falsifying. The issue is
whether President Nixon can govern the
country for the next three years.

With the massive evidence accumulating
the answer must be in the negative. And it
is not alone Watergate. The disclosures about
the chiseling on the Nixon private homes at
San Clemente and Key Biscayne touch the
average citizen struggling to keep up his
mortgage payments and maybe fix up his
backyard.

The trouble is that under the American
presidential system, in contrast to parlia-
mentary government, there are only two ways
the office may be vacated. One is by resigna-
tion, the other by impeachment. The process
of impeachment would paralyze the govern-
ment to a far greater extent than the pro-
longed Senate hearings into the Watergate
scandal.

The House must vote articles of impeach-
ment, which would be a lengthy and deeply
disruptive process. Then the Senate must
sit as a court with the chief justice presid-
ing, in this case Chief Justice Warren Bur-
ger was appointed by President Nixon, and
he would certainly be at odds with the Dem-
ocratic majority trying the President. Thus
a further element of dissension would be
injected into what would surely be a flerce
conflict enduring for weeks if not months.

Republicans who recoll in horror from
the very word impeachment seem to for-
get that they instituted that proceeding not
long ago. Rep. Gerald Ford, minority
leader in the House, proposed to impeach
Justice Willlam O. Douglas for “high crimes
and misdemeanors” and he was joined by
109 other members. Ford asserted that an
“impeachable offense’ 1s whatever the House
with concurrence of the Senate “considers
(it) to be.” Seeming to give the Congress
unlimited power, this shocked many
observers.

The charges against Douglas grew out of
private financial dealings while he served
on the court. It is one thing, of course, to
impeach a judge of the high court and
quite another to impeach a President of
the United States. At the beginning of the
last century articles of impeachment were
brought against Justice Samuel Chase who
was acquitted by the Senate.

If impeachment is a source of even worse
paralysis than presently prevalls, the other
recourse—resignation—calls for an act of
will on the part of the President. No man in
the office has ever resigned and the odds on
Nixon taking this recourse are put at 70 to 1
or higher even. His frlends are saying that it
would be contrary to everything in his back-
ground and temperament to quit.

What 1s shocking to this observer is to
find influential Democrats on Capitol Hill
playing politics as usual. We don’t want
Nixon to resign, they are saying, for then
we would have Spiro Agnew built into the
office for three years. With an outpouring
of public sympathy and with even moderate
good luck he would be entrenched for 1976
and we would have a hard time finding a
candidate who could beat him.

The politics of replacing Nixon with Ag-
new might turn out that way. Whether the
Vice President in the President’s office, seem-
ingly untouched by the scandals, could gov-
ern the country and restore confidence is
another matter. The opinion widely held is
that the indices, Including the New York
Stock Exchange, will continue to drop until
confidence is restored.

In August 1923, just before a Senate in-
vestigation began to reveal the depths of the
Teapot Dome scandal, President Warren
Gamaliel Harding dled. If he had lived he
would have been Implicated in that scandal
by the betrayal of his cronies whom he had
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appointed to high office. Hls attorney general
and his Secretary of Interior were deeply in-
volved with payments by big oil men.

The Vice President, Calvin Coolidge, in-
herited the office. Silent Cal, as he was called,
had sald nothing. Naming able and inde-
pendent prosecutors, he stood clear of the
wreckage. With rising prosperity in what
was to become known as the Coolidge boom,
he was re-elected in 1924 over a weak candi-
date picked by the deeply divided Democrats.

Teapot Dome was essentially a money
scandal in comparison to Watergate, which
goes to the corruption of the system itself.
Embedded in that corruption is the dark
shadow of whether we have a workable gov-
ernment. Walter Lippmann will probably
never finish the book on which he has long
been working with the tentative title, “The
Ungovernability of Man." The present scan-
dal would be at least a chapter.

U.S. PASSPORT SERVICE

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, the bill
which I am proposing today would pro-
vide three much needed changes in the
structure of a vital public service orga-
nization, the Passport Office of the De-
partment of State.

In 1955, when the present Director,
Miss Frances G. Knight, took over its
operation, the Passport Office was inun-
dated with an inereasing volume of work
and saddled with an antiquated system
more appropriate to the 1920’s than the
1950’s. With the help of Congress, the
Passport Office was reorganized and re-
equipped to bring it into line with the
increasing demands made upon it by
the American public. I emphasize “with
the help of Congress” because this seems
to be the only way to get anything done
for this seriously neglected service of the
State Department. The Passport Office
and its Director have been described
as ‘mot in the mainstream of the De-
partment’s thinking.” This may be in
fact a recommendation: from my per-
sonal observation I have found the Pass-
port Office to be very progressive; dedi-
cated to its public service role; respon-
sive, truthful, and forthright in its con-
tacts with the Congress and the public;
and most important it has demonstrated
exceptional foresight in frying to plan
for the future.

The modernization of the Passport Of-
fice which took place in the mid-1950's
was 8 major and beneficial change but
the demand for services increased to the
point where a system adequate for the
mid-1950’s and early 1960's could no
longer cope with the demands of today.

Consider that in 1955, the Passport Of-
fice was composed of about 350 em-
ployees and issued a half million pass-
ports. This volume grew in 1965 to 450
employees and 1% million passports. In
fiscal year 1972 the Passport Office had
786 employees and issued over 2.6 million
passports. Some projections indicate
continuing growth to 4 million passports
in 1976 and over 6 million in 1980.

Due to a lack of foresight, support, and
assistance by some people in the State
Department, the Passport Office is not or-
ganizationally or financially equipped to
render the kind of service which the pub-
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lic demands and for which it pays. In
recent years the State Department, while
denying or ignoring all recommendations
for improvements from the Passport Of-
fice, attempted to meet these demands
with short-range interim solutions, ob-
viously too little and too late. To pro-
vide more passport acceptance facilities,
the Department authorized some 700 post
offices to accept passport applications.
While this provides an additional con-
venience for the public and to some small
extent lessens crowds at the courts and
10 passport field agencies, the post of-
fices do not issue passports and this is
where the real crisis exists. Another
patchwork remedy was the establish-
ment of second shifts at night in two
Passport Agencies but this is obviously a
short-term project which has caused
more problems than it has solved. The
training, supervision, attrition rate of
night shift employees pose more prob-
lems than are solved by this experiment.

To cope with these very real problems
which presently exist in passport opera-
tions, my bill provides first for an or-
ganizational change which recognizes the
importance of this public service in the
hierarchy of the State Department. It
would establish a U.S. Passport Service
within the Department of State with a
Director responsible directly to the Secre-
tary of State for the administration of
the service. The structure of the service
would be comparable to the Immigration
and Naturalization Service in the Depart-
ment of Justice and it would clear away
some of the bureaucratic deadwood which
has consistently impeded the progress of
the Passport Office. The Passport Office
is presently a constituent office of the
Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs
which is responsible through the Under
Secretary for Management to the Secre-
tary for its administration. This Bureau,
which is largely foreign service oriented
is not equipped to manage a growing
public service organization. It has, for
the most part, duplicated functions and
snarled progress in endless redtape. The
value of this Bureau can be judged by
the fact that in 1970, a committee ap-
pointed by the Secretary of State headed
by former Senator Leverett Saltonstall
and composed of high ranking officials,
both public and private, recommended
that it be abolished as unnecessary.

Two previous inhouse surveys of the
Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs
have come to the same conclusion. Since
the Bureau was established by Congress,
it can and should be abolished by Con-
gress as a costly duplication of work
performed by other areas of the Depart-
ment of State.

My bill would provide that the Direc-
tor of the new U.S. Passport Service
would be appointed by the Secretary at
the GS-18 level. What is most important
about this proposal is that it would not
subject the Service to the vagaries of
either politically oriented Schedule C
appointees or itinerant Foreign Service
officers neither of which are equipped to
provide the kind of continuity which a
business type, technically oriented public
service requires. It is a known fact the
Passport Office citizenship attorneys,
fraud detectors, and adjudicators require
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years of precedent experience to rate as
experts in their fields.

The next major change which my bill
would eitect is to provide the Service
with the authority to establish and main-
tain passport agencies and service offi-
ces where there is a need for convenient
and efficient public service. My bill pro-
vides, with one exception, that any such
agency or office must be self-sustaining
within 1 year of its establishment. This
means, in essence, that the fees which
it collects must exceed the direct cost of
its operation. At the present time, the
Passport Office, in addition to its own
facilities in Washington, operates 10
agencies located strategically around the
United States. Each of these facilities re-
turns revenue in excess of the direct
cost of their operation.

There is an urgent need for the estab-
lishment of additional facilities in var-
ious parts of the country to meet the
growing passport, travel, and citizenship
requirements of the public. Our Nation
has grown rapidly and has become in-
creasingly involved in international
travel. The tremendous growth in air
travel has created international ports of
entry in areas never envisioned even 10
to 15 years ago.

The Passport Office watching this
trend over the years has consistently
recommended that new agencies and of-
fices be established in areas such as
Michigan and Texas where the volume
of work and need for public service can
easily justify them. The State Depart-
ment, ill-advised by an inherent bu-
reaucracy, not knowledgeable, not in-
terested nor concerned with the practical
facts has consistently rejected these rec-
ommendations despite ample evidence of
their need. In other words, the State
Department has refused to participate in
an orderly expansion and decentraliza-
tion of the passport function for over
5 years.

The State Department has denounced
all attempts of the Passport Office efforts
at decentralization as ‘‘proliferation”
despite the President’s repeated requests
and support of decentralizing services to
U.S. citizens. Many of us have received
lengthy bureaucratic explanations at-
tempting to justify the Department’s
negative position on virtually all recom-
mendations for the support and improve-
ment of passport services. None of these
communications have been responsive to
the inquiries nor to the public need.

The State Department would be well
advised to heed the words of two Presi-
dents. President Lyndon Johnson in a
memorandum to Department heads on
November 1, 1965, stated:

The task of Government is to serve the
public. It has been my deep and continuing
concern to assure that each American re-
celves from his government the fastest, most
eflicient and most courteous service.

He directed the then Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission to provide a

program to “improve the quality of
service and to make the government
more accessible to the people it serves.”
On March 27, 1969, President Nixon
in a statement on restructuring Gov-
ernment service systems stated:
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Business learned long ago that decentrali-
zation was a means to better performance.
It’s time the government learned the same
lesson.

The third major provision of my bill
would establish a passport service
fund. This is essentially a revolving
fund which would permit the Passport
Service to use some of the revenue which
it returns each year to the Treasury to
provide the more efficient and conven-
ient service to the public. The Passport
Office has for years returned millions of
dollars to the Treasury over and above
its direct costs. In fiscal year 1972, for
example, the Passport Office collected
$25,955,783 in passport fees in the United
States. Its direct domestic operating cost
was $11,382,548. An excess or revenue of
$14,573,235 was returned to the US.
Treasury. To charge up the high cost of
the Foreign Service to this revenue in
order to show a loss is absurd and de-
ceptive.

So-called revolving funds are
neither new nor unusual in the Federal
Government. In 1968 there were 127 such
revolving fund accounts in the Treasury
Department. Of these, 89 were so-called
public revenue enterprise funds such
as established by my bill. A public en-
terprise fund is one which derives its
revenue from sources totally outside the
Government.

In 1970, the Bureau of the Budget set
up five criteria for the establishment of
revolving funds. The organization for
which such a fund is established must:

First. Have a continuing cycle of oper-
ation in which expenditures generate
receipts. .

Second. Have a fund which is substan-
tially self-sustaining.

Third. Have many transactions of a
purely business nature.

Fourth. Systematically disclose the re-
lationship between revenue and expense
and the subsidy, if any, supplied by the
Government.

Fifth. Have a substantial need for
flexibility to meet unforeseen require-
ments.

The U.S. Passport Service as establish-
ed in my bill precisely meets each and
every one of these criteria.

It is important to point out here that
the establishment of this fund does not
provide the Passport Service with au-
thority for unbridled expenditures. My
bill also provides for elaborate account-
ing procedures, an annual business-type
budget and periodic audits by GAO with
reports to the President and the Con-
gress. The fund would simply provide
much needed flexibility in financing the
Passport Service which the outmoded
budget procedures of the State Depart-
ment simply cannot do. A prime example
of the lack of ahility or willingness of this
system to respond occurred in connec-
tion with a request by the Passport Office
for funds to carry out vitally needed re-
search to design a new passport and de-
velop new methods for its issuance to
meet the ever-increasing demand. The
original request was made in August 1968.
These urgently needed funds were not
provided until July 22, 1971, some 23
months later, despite a declaration of
support by the President. The stultifying
effects of the State Department’s bu-
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reaucracy cannot be permitted to tor-
pedo the public service to U.S. citizens
by the Passport Office.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, I think that
this bill will provide the organizational
and financial flexibility needed in the
passport operation to provide the kind
of service to the public advocated by
Presidents of both parties and, indeed,
by a great many of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle in both Houses of
the Congress. In this regard, I do not
want to leave the impression that my bill
is unique. Over the years since 1955 some
30 bills have been introduced in the House
and the Senate containing some provi-
sions similar to my proposal. Each one
in turn has been objected to by the De-
partment of State. However, I believe
that the bill which I am introducing to-
day contains a composite of the best
from all of these bills and provides a ve-
hicle which can command the bipartisan
support required to pass this much need-
ed reform, which already is several years
too late.

The need for legislation of this type
is urgent requiring expeditious action
by Congress. I ask my colleagues to dem-
onstrate the ability of Congress to re-
spond quickly and effectively when the
situation demands.

THE MILITARY MAW—PART II

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to extend her remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the
Military Procurement Authorization Bill,
H.R. 6722, on which we will be voting in
the near future, is bloated with unnec-
€sSary programs.

Because I do not believe that a fat
military is necessarily a strong one, I
think we would all benefit if this legis-
lation were cut back to what is absolutely
necessary to maintain our strong na-
tional defense posture.

Particularly wasteful is the $657 mil-
lion authorization for further construc-
tion of the CVAN-70 nuclear aircraft
carrier. Of all the fat in the military
budget, this item stands alone for sheer
wastefulness. I object to it for the fol-
lowing reasons:

First, our attack carrier fleet is cur-
rently and in the foreseeable future more
than adequate to meet assigned tasks
and threats even under “worst-case”
conditions. We will soon have three nu-
clear carriers in the fleet, not counting
CVAN-170, and they will stand alone in
the world in their size and strength. One
of these three carriers has twice the
firepower of an old carrier. The Soviet
Union, in comparison, has no attack car-
rier fleet, and the one flattop it has is
limited in its function and poses vir-
tually no threat to our military superior-
ity at sea.

Second, attack carriers such as this
contribute only marginally to any realis-
tic, or desirable, mission. They have no
strategic role at all. It is a ship in search
of a mission. They are highly vulnerable.
The Navy justifies their construction on
the basis of “power display and projec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tion” and “sea control.” Ignoring the
questionable wisdom of such mission def-
initions, and their undesirable foreign
policy implications, these jobs can be
done better and less expensively by other
weapons now deployed or under active
development.

Third, this ship will cost nearly $1 bil-
lion, not counting possible cost overruns.
The first of five necessary complements
of airceraft will cost an additional billion
dollars, and the essential nuclear sup-
port ships a further billion dollars. Thus,
the true initial costs of this weapons
system will exceed $3 billion.

Under the circumstances, the cost is
just not worth it, and I believe the money
could be put to better use elsewhere.

To cancel this boondoogle means that
we would have to pay whopping termina-
tion costs to contractors. The total may
reach as high as $100 million. But I be-
lieve it is worth it. After all, it makes
good sense to get out if it only costs us
three percent of the total project costs.
While I would have preferred that our
military planners had been sufficiently
foresighted not to have drawn us into
this mess in the first place, I believe we
would be doing everyone a service by
stopping the project now, at vast sav-
ings to everyone, particularly the hard-
pressed taxpayer.

“RIGHT ON, HANK" DANIELS SAYS
TO AARON—I14TH DISTRICT CON-
GRESSMAN SAYS “RECORDS ARE
MADE TO BE BROKEN"

(Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the ReEcorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, on a Saturday in May 38 years
ago at Pittsburgh's Forbes Field, George
Herman Ruth hit three towering home-
runs, numbers 712, 713 and 714 of his bril-
liant career. These homeruns were the
last hit by the immortal Babe as he was
ending his days as an active player with
the down at the heels Boston Braves, then
owned by the late Judge Emil Fuchs, who,
oldtimers will recall, managed from a
swivel chair in the dugout.

Mr. Speaker, having been born in
Jersey City and having lived all my life
in Hudson County I qualify as one of the
most long standing fans of the “Bam-
bino.” As a young boy I can recall many
of his epic four-baggers at the Polo
Grounds in Manhattan just across the
river from Jersey City and later at
Yankee Stadium in the Bronx which
even today is known by the sobriquet
“The House that Ruth Built.” I yield to
no one as an admirer of Babe Ruth.

For almost 40 years, his lifetime total
of homeruns—like Lou Gehrig's record
of playing 2,130 consecutive games—
seemed to be a mark far out of reach
of mortal man. I could not conceive of
anyone hitting 715 homeruns and indeed
until recently there were no challengers.
Such sluggers as Hank Greenberg.
Mickey Mantle, Ted Williams, and Joe
DiMaggio fell far short of the Babe's
lifetime mark.

This year, however, it appears likely
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that Atlanta’s great outfielder Henry
Aaron will top the Ruth mark and will
become the home-run champion of all
time. Today he is within 18 round-trip-
pers of the Babe's total of 714.

Mr. Speaker, even as Hank Aaron ap-
proaches the total, he has been the vic-
tim of some ugly racism because there
are some white bigots who resent a black
man breaking the record of a white star.
This is, of course, an idiotic attitude and
unworthy of both the national pastime
and of Babe Ruth himself.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that if Babe
Ruth were alive today he would be say-
ing “Right on, Hank” just as millions of
other Americans, white and black, are
saying today. Somehow I can hear the
Babe’s raspy voice saying “Give it a ride,
kid” as Hank cranks up for 714, an event
which should take place some time late
this season or early next year.

Records are made to be broken and
the memory of Babe Ruth will live on in
the hearts of all who loved him. I am
proud to join with my friend from Cali-
fornia (Mr, ANDERSON) in paying tribute
to Hank Aaron, a worthy successor to
the mantle of the Sultan of Swat. Hank
Aaron has heen a great baseball player
and a fine example for young America.
I am proud to cosponsor this resolution
and wish him every success in the future.

JOINT RESOLUTION HONORING
SAMUEL E. SANDERS

(Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina
asked and was given permission
to extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and to include extraneous
madtter.)

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, during my service on the House
Select Committee on Small Business, I
have been extremely impressed by the
work of the Service Corps of Retired
Executives—SCORE—a management
counseling program organized by the
Small Business Administration. SCORE
has been instrumental in the continued
development and success of many small
businesses by providing them with the
valuable business and management ex-
pertise of retired businessmen. The result
is a reinforcement and strengthening of
the free enterprise system and commu-
nity services in America.

I am particularly pleased to commend
the 1973 SCORE Man of the Year for
North Carolina, Mr. Samuel E. Sanders
of Asheville, N.C. Mr. Sanders, a success-
ful businessman and active promoter of
SCORE, also became a double winner
when he was named the 1973 SCORE
Man of the Year for the southeastern
region of the United States.

I know my colleagues will join in my
congratulations to Mr. Sanders, a man
who through his dedication to SCORE
and America’s small business system,
has earned a deserved honor as SCORE
Man of the Year for 1973 for North Caro-
lina and the southeastern region.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert
for the REcorp the resolution passed by
the North Carolina general assembly
honoring Mr. Sanders for the service he
has rendered his community, State, and
America’s free enterprise system.
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A Jomr RESOLUTION HONORING SAMUEL E.
BANDERS, THE 1973 SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL
SCORE MaN OF THE YEAR

Whereas, Samuel E, SBanders was born in
Ralelgh, Wake County, North Carolina, on
January 20, 1892, and was graduated from
Oak Ridge Military Institute and attended
North Carolina State University; and

Whereas, after becoming a District Sales
Manager for a nationwide concern In charge
of their North Carolina Office in Raleigh, he
applied for Officer’s Training Camp in 1917
and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant,
Fleld Artillery, and was promoted to First
Lieutenant before his discharge in 1919; and

Whereas, after the war he became Eastern
Sales Manager for Butler Brothers of New
York and the General Sales Manager of Mon-
ument Mills, a textile manufacturer; and

Whereas, he moved to Asheville in 1938 to
start his own business which later became
S. E. Sanders Company; and

Whereas, he has been active In clvic and
cultural affairs in Asheville by serving as a
Director of the Asheville Chamber of Com-
merce, & Director of the Asheville Art Mu-
seum, Vice President of the Civic Arts Coun-
cil, Treasurer of the Tri-States Arts Council,
President of the Land of the Sky Civic Ballet,
President of the Asheville Kennel Club, and
President of the Chapter of the Americans
United, as well as a Mason for fifty-three
years, and a Shriner for twenty-elght years;
and

Whereas, for five years Mr. Sanders has
been a Volunteer for SCORE, the Service
Corps of Retired Executives, a management
counseling program sponsored by the Small
Business Administration, and has been
Chairman of the Asheville Chapter for two
years; and

Whereas, in this capacity, he has been re-
sponsible for television editorials promoting
SCORE, he has appeared on a half-hour
television interview program devoted en-
tirely to SCORE, he has contacted all of the
financial institutions in Asheville and sur-
rounding communities on behalf of SCORE,
and he has encouraged them to sponsor a
serles of ads in the Asheville Citizen and the
Asheville Times, which resulted in a dra-
matic Increase in requests for counseling;
and

Whereas, for his contributions, Mr.
Sanders has been selected not only BCORE
Man of the Year for the State of North
Carolina, but also SCORE Man of the Year
for the Southeastern Region of the United
States;

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Sen-
ate, the House of Representatives concur-
ring:

Section 1. That Samuel E. Sanders is here~
by commended and congratulated for being
selected SCORE Man of the Year for the
State of North Carolina and for the South-
eastern Reglon of the United States.

SBec. 2. That the General Assembly of
North Carolina wishes Mr. Sanders all good
fortune in the competition for the National
SCORE Man of the Year.

Sec. 3. That a copy of this resolution shall
be duly certified by the Secretary of State
and by him transmitted to Samuel E.
Banders.

Sec. 4. This resolution shall become effec-
tive upon ratification.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Peprer (at the request of Mr.
O’Nemnr) for today on account of illness.

Mr. DanreLsoN (at the reguest of Mr.
O'NemL) for today on account of illness
in family.

Mr. Gupe (at the request of Mr. Ger-
ALD R. Forp) for today on account of
death in family.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
(heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. EAsTENMEIER, for 15 minutes, to-
day; and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MaraziTi) and to include
extraneous matter, and to revise and ex-
tend their remarks:)

Mr. AnpErson of Illinois, for 30 min-
utes, today.

Mr, RaiLseack, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. WawsH, for 10 minutes today.

Mr. Hocan, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Breaux) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. Vanik, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. O'NemnL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Biacer, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Giseons, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. Corrins of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. CoTTER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Annunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RunnELs, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Owens, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
igvlse and extend remarks was granted

Mr. MircHeELL of Maryland, and to in-
clude extraneous matter, notwithstand-
ing the fact that it exceeds two pages of
the Recorp and is estimated by the Pub-
lic Printer to cost $467.50.

Mr. ALEXANDER, immediately following
the remarks of Mr. Ramssack in the
Committee of the Whole today.

Mr. KasTENMEIER, and to include ex-
traneous matter, notwithstanding the
fact that it exceeds two pages of the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD and is estimated
by the Public Printer to cost $627.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Marazrti) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. DErwINSKI in two instances.

Mr, ToweLL of Nevada.

Mr. HanraHAN in three instances.

Mr. BELL.

Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. AnpErsoN of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mr. FROEHLICH.

Mr. HUNT.

Mr. SmitH of New York.

Mr. Symms in two instances.

Mr. MILLER in six instances.

Mr. FORSYTHE.

Mr. KEmp.

Mr. pu PonT in two instances.

Mr. NELSEN,

Mr. EscH in two instances.

Mr. FreY.

Mr. Roncarro of New York.

Mr. WHALEN,

Mr. GOLDWATER.

Mr. COHEN.

Mr. JounsoN of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Parris in five instances.

Mr. Hinsaaw in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
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quest of Mr. Breaux) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Giamvo in 10 instances.

Mr. GonzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. RARICK in three instances.

Mr. AnprREws of North Carolina.

Mr. ManN in five instances.

Mr. TrHoMpPsoN of New Jersey in 10
instances.

Mr, LEGGETT in six instances.

Mr. LITTON.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in three in-
stances.

Mr. ICHORD.

Mr. pE LUGO.

Mr. HARRINGTON in three instances.

Mr. MAHON.

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr. RangeL in 10 instances.

Mr. Brasco in six instances.

Mr. AnpErRsoN of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. Apams.

Mr. WiLLiaMm D, FORD.

Mr, DoMmiNicK V. DANIELS.

Mr. BENNETT.

Mr. Rooney of New York in two in-
stances.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title, which were thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

H.R. 7628. An act to authorize approprla-
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and research
and program management, and for other
purposes.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 O'CLOCK ON
THURSDAY, JULY 12, 1973

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o’clock and 38 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until tomorrow Thursday, July 12, 1973,
at 11 o'clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1134, A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting the
administration’s views on proposed legis-
lation (H.R. 8606) to amend the Small Busl-
ness Act; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

1135. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense, Installations and Logistics,
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port of procurement from small and other
business firms for July 1972 to March 1973,
pursuant to section 10(d) of the Small
Business Act; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

1136. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to provide for the enlistment and
commissioning of women in the Coast Guard
Reserve, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

1137. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
transmitting a report entitled “Alaska Village
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Demonstration Projects” pursuant to sec-
tion 113 of Public Law 92-500 (86 Stat. B16);
to the Committee on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 484. Resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 8547. A bill to
amend the Export Administration Act of
1969, to protect the domestic economy from
the excessive drain of scarce materials and
commodities and to reduce the serious in-
flationary impact of abnormal foreign de-
mand (Rept. No. 93-371). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 485. Resolution providing for the
consideration of HR. 8606. A bill to amend
the Small Business Act (Rept. No. 93-372).
Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 9184, A bill to amend titles 39 and 5,
United States Code, to eliminate certain re-
strictions on the rights of officers and em-
ployees of the Postal Service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

H.R. 9185. A bill to amend the Postal Re-
organization Act of 1970, title 39, United
States Code, to provide for uniformity in
labor relations; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Bervice.

By Mr. DEVINE (for himself and Mr.
CLANCY) !

H.R. 0186. A bill to transfer the functions
of the Passport Office to a new agency of the
Department of State to be known as the
“7.S. Passport Service”, to establish a Pass-
port Service Fund to finance the operations
of the U.S. Passport Service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Affalrs.

By Mr. FASCELL (for himself, Mr.
Bararis, Mr. Burke of Florida, Mr.
FreY, Mr. Puqua, Mr. GmeBoNs, Mr.
GunTER, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. PEPPER,
Mr. RoceEms, and Mr. YouNe of
Florida) :

HR. 9187. A bill to establish the Fort
Zachary Taylor National Historic Site, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 9188. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 for 1 year with respect to
certain agreements relating to the broadcast-
ing of home games of certain professional
athletic teams; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FROEHLICH:

H.R. 9189. A bill to repeal section 131 of
title 13, United States Code, providing for
mid-decade censuses of manufactures, min-
eral industries, and other businesses; to the
Committee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. GINN:

HR. 9190. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.8.C. 44, 45) to
provide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. 8191. A bill to establish an arbitration
board to settle disputes between supervisory
organizations and the U.S. Postal Service;

-for other purposes;
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to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
BService.

By Mr. HOGAN:

HR. 9192. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to create an additlonal
judicial district in southern Maryland; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McSPADDEN (for himself, Mr.
Jowes of Oklahoma, Mr., Camp, Mr.
JARMAN, and Mr, STEED) :

HR. 9193. A bill to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property to the State
of Oklahoma for National Guard purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MIZELL:

H.R. 9194. A bill to provide for the study
of the alternative uses including the recre-
ational, conservation, and preservation uses,
of the New River; to the Committee on
Public Works,

By Mr. O'HARA (for himself, Mr. WiL-
LiaM D. Forp, Mrs. Burke of Call-
fornia, Mr, PopELL, Mr. REEs, and
Mr. TALCOTT) :

H.R. 9195. A bill to amend the Federal Meat
Inspection Act in order to provide that States
may not have less strict standards with re-
spect to marketing, labeling, packaging, and
ingredient requirements than those made
under the Federal Meat Inspection Act; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. O'HARA (for himself and Mr.
DELLENBACK) :

H.R. 9186. A bill to amend section 411 (a)
of the Higher Education Act of 1065, as
amended, with respect to the dates of and
procedures for submission and disapproval
of the basic opportunity grant family con-
tribution schedule; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor,

By Mr. OWENS:

H.R. 9197. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to assure confidentiality of in-
formation furnished in response to question-
naires, inquiries, and other requests of the
Bureau of the Census, to provide for a mid-
decade sample survey of population, and
to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. PICELE:

H.R. 9198. A bill to provide that the Secre~
tary of Transportation shall protect the needs
of interstate commerce for rallroad freight
cars by certifying his approval or disapproval
of plans submitted to him by grain exporters
regarding their proposed use of railroad
freight cars in connection with certaln sales
of grain for export, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. RAILSBACK:

H.R.9199. A bill to amend title 35, United
States Code, “Patents,” and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself and
Mr. COHEN) :

H.R. 9200. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code by adding a new chapter
404 to establish an Institute for Continuing
Studies of Juvenile Justice; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Mr.
DrinaN, Mr. ConyErRs, and Mr.
RANGEL) :

H.R, 9201. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to permit a Federal court, upon
the recommendation of the U.S. prosecutor,
to place certain persons charged with Fed-
eral crimes in programs of community super-
vision and services; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RANDALL:

HR.9202. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to restrict the au-
thority for inspection of income tax returns
by Federal agencies; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R.9203. A bill to reform consent decree
procedures, to Increase penalties for viola-
tion of the Sherman Act, and to revise the
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Expediting Act as it pertains to appellate
review; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 9204. A bill to amend section 223 of
the Communications Act of 1934 to prohibit
harassing telephone calls made to collect al-
leged debts, and to inform the public of
their right to be free from harassing, coer=-
cive, abusive, and obscene telephone calls; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. ALEXANDER:

H.R. 9205. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to pea-
nuts; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California (for
himself, Mr. RooNEYy of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. Kyros, Mr. Gupe, Mr,
HecHLER of West Virginia, Mr. Hor-
TON, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr., LEHMAN,
Mr. HArRRINGTON, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
Nix, Mr. pE Luco, Mr, Davis of Geor-
gla, Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Mr. McCLOSKEY,
Mr. BarFaLis, Mr. Eowarps of Call-
fornia, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr, KEAT-
ING, Ms. AszvG, Mr. Robpino, Mr,
PATTEN, Mr. STARK, Mr. THOMPSON
of New Jersey, and Mr. Stupps) :

H.R. 9206. A bill to discourage the use of
painful devices in the trapping of animals
and birds; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California (for
himself, Mr. RooNEY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. Kyros, Mr. Gupge, Mr.
Warpie, Mr. FrenzeL, Mr. O'BriEN,
Mr. CHARLES WiLsoN of Texas, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. CormMaAN, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr.
HupnNur, Mr. WrinLiams, Mr, BiNg-
HAM, and Mr. COUGHLIN) :

H.R. 9207. A bill to discourage the use of
painful devices in the trapping of animals
and birds; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BROWN of California( for him-
self and Mr, CORMAN) :

H.R. 9208. A bill to establish the National
Professions Foundation; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R. 9209. A bill to establish In the State
of California the Channel Islands National
Park, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

H.R. 9210. A bill to provide information
for more effectively dealing with national
energy problems by directing the National
Sclence Foundation to conduct a study of
emission control equipment and techniques
applicable to the smokestacks of coal-burn-
ing powerplants and offer recommendations
for their improvement; to the Committee on
Science and Astronautics.

By Mr. CRONIN:

HR. 9211. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to expand the authority
of the National Institute of Arthritis, Me-
tabolism, and Digestive Diseases in order to
advance the national attack on diabetes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. DRINAN (for himself, Mr.Don-
OHUE, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. Moarx-
LEY, and Mr. STUDDS) :

HR. 9212. A bill to amend the National
Bclence Foundation Act of 1950 in order to
establish a framework of national science
policy and to focus the Nation's scientific
talent and resources on its priority problems,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Bclence and Astronautics.

By Mr. GRAY (for himself, Mr. ErLU-
CZYNsSKI, Mr. BLACKBURN, and Mr.
MurPHY of Illinois):

HR. 9213. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to Include a
definition of food supplements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.
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By Mr. KASTENMEIER (for himself,
Mr. BapiLro, Mr. BrRownN of Califor-
nia, Mr. BurtoN, Mr. CONYERS, MTr.
DeLLumMs, Mr. Dices, Mr. DRINAN,
Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. EDwarps of Cali-
fornia, Mr. HarriNeTON, Mr. HeEL-
sTosKI, Ms. HorrzmanN, Mr. KocH,
Mr. MirrceeELL of Maryland, Mr.
MoaAkLEY, Mr, OWENS, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. REes, Mr, REUSS, Mr, ROSENTHAL,
Mr. SEBerLING, Mr. Stark, and Mr.
WALDIE) :

H.R. 9214, A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide a code of ac-
countability and liability for Government
officials engaged in making national security
policy; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. NELSEN (for himself and Mr,
Fuqua) :

HR. 9215. A bill to amend the National
Capital Planning Act of 1952 as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
District of Columbia.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 9216. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment and implementation of programs for
youth camp safety; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

HR. 9217. A bill to establish a U.S. Fire
Administration and National Fire Academy in
the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, to assist State and local govern-
ments in reducing the incidence of death,
personal injury, and property damage from
fire, to increase the effectiveness and coor-
dination of fire prevention and control agen-
cies at all levels of government, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Science
and Astronautics.

By Mr. ROONEY of New York:

H.R. 9218. A bill to require that a percent-
age of U.S. oll imports be carried on U.S.-flag
vessels; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

By Mr. STEED (for himself, Mr. JAR~-
MAN, Mr, CampP, Mr. JoNEs of Okla-
homa, and Mr. MCSPADDEN) :

H.R.9219. A bill to declare that the United
Btates hold certain land in trust for the
absentee Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Okla-
homa; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GINN:

H.J. Res. 657. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to provide
that, except in time of war or economic emer-
gency declared by the Congress, expenditures
of the Government may not exceed the reve-
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nues of the Government during any fiscal
year; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.J. Res. 658. Joint resolution, a national
education policy; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. SANDMAN:

H.J. Res. 6569. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
Btates guaranteeing the right to life to the
unborn, the ill, the aged, or the incapaci-
tated; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALSH (for himself, Mr, Mc-
Ewewn, and Mr. RoNcaLro of New
York) :

H.J. Res. 660. Joint resolution providing
that certaln mass transit service operated
wholly within one State shall be subject to
regulation by that State, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H. Con. Res. 266. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the printing of committee hear-
ings on the Relationship of Pesticides to
Environmental Issues and other matters; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California (for
himself, Mr. BrowN of California,
Mr. RaNGeEL, Mr, McDapE, Mr. ESHLE-
MAN, Mr. Davis of Georgia, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. HEN-
DERSON, Mr. GUNTER, Mr. OBEY, Mr.
RopiNo, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. Domi-
NicK V. DaNiELs, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr.
Wirniams, and Mr, StEiGEr of Wis-
consin) :

H. Res. 486. Resolution saluting Hank
Aaron for his achievements both on and off
the baseball field; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California (for
himself, Mr. HARVEY, Mrs. CoLLINs of
Illinois, Mrs. CHIsHOLM, Mr. DEL-
Loms, Mr. YouwNc of Georgia, Mrs.
Burke of California, Mr. Cray, Ms.
Apzvue, Mr. DaMIELSON, Mr. Youwnc
of Alaska, Mr. RiecLE, Mr. MiINISH,
Mr. O'BriEN, Mr, EEmp, Mr., DORN,
Mr. MoNTGOMERY, Mr. STARK, and
Mr. MICHEL) :

H. Res. 487. Resolution saluting Hank
Aaron for his achievements both on and off
the baseball field; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CRONIN:

H. Res. 488. Resolution relating to the em-
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ployment of student congressional interns in
the House of Representatives; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. .
By Mr. GIBBONS (for himself, Mr.
Anprews of North Dakota, Mr. AsPIN,
Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. Brasco, Mr. BUR~
GENER, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. COLLIER,
Mr. Dan DawNiEL, Mr. Dunski, Mr.
Epwarps of California, Mr. GUNTER,
Ms. HoLTtzMAN, Mr. HUBER, Mr.
KercHumMm, Mr. Lowe of Maryland,
Mr. MiLrorp, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr, Nix,
Mr. PopeErn, Mr. REEs, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. Roy, Mr. RUNNELS, and
Mr. SiKEs):

H. Res. 489. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to establish
as a standing committee of the House the
Committee on Energy, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. GIBEONS (for himself, Mr.
THONE, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. VEYSEY,
Mr. WorFrF, and Mr. Won PaT) :

H. Res. 490. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to estab-
lish as a standing committee of the House
the Committee on Energy, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

275. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of California,
relative to funding to enforce the necessary
laws for the protection of the California
desert; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mrs. CHISHOLM:

H.R. 9220. A bill for the rellef of Albert
and Margerita Harris; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. GRIFFITHS:

H.R. 9221. A bill for the rellef of Bogdan
Bereznicki; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. SHOUP:

H.R. 9222. A bill for the relief of John E.

Voth; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

SENATE—Wednesday, July 11, 1973

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr, EASTLAND) .

PRAYER

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

O Thou, in whose life we find our life,
through the gift of whose spirit we do
our work and bear our burdens, grant us
now the sense of Thy nearness. We
would open our hearts freely to Thy
spirit, our minds to Thy law, and our
wills to Thy quickening energy. Dwell in
us and make us fruitful. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of
Tuesday, July 10, 1973, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
go into executive session to consider a
nomination on the Executive Calendar,
beginning with New Report.

There being no ohjection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nomination on the Executive Calendar,
under New Report, will be stated.

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomihation of Gary L. Seevers,
of Virginia, to be a member of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
resume the consideration of legislative
business.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT OF 8. 1560

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
on July 6, the Emergency Employment
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