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large bath and fountain house complex which
proved to be the best preserved monument
in Corinth, Dating back at least to the 4th
Century B.C., the complex originally con-
tained & marble-encrusted courtyard, cen-
tered by a large swimming pool; an under-
ground bath; a grotto that served as a
fountain; and a large domelike portico.
Among the incldental discoveries were 11th
Century A.D. silver coins and 6th Century
A.D. bronze coins. Portions of marble statues
and inscriptions were also found.

In 1970 a joint American (largely UT)-
Yugoslavian team began digging into the
ruins of Stobi, Yugoslavia. The most im-
portant discovery was the large baptistery
of the Episcopal Basilica. Excavation work
was done on a theatre, an early Roman ceme-
tery, the Synagogue-Basilica and residential
areas. Other discoveries were 2nd Century
B.C. silver denaril and 1st Century B.C. ter-
racotta figurines,

Another mind-stretching program occurred
in April, 1872, when a carefully selected fac-
ulty committee at UT-Austin brought to-
gether 30 scholars to project and exchange
ideas about the mnext century. The occasion
was the Walter Prescott Webb International
Symposium. Selected to preview the oppor-
tunities and problems of the future were:
Dr. Bentley Glass, professor of biology at the
State University of New York at Stony Brook;
Herman Kahn, director of the Hudson Insti-
tute; Dr. Harry Ransom, chancellor emeritus
of The University of Texas System; Alfred
Kazin, critic and author; Aaron Copeland,
the composer; Raymond Aron, a French phi-
losopher; Dr. Loren Eiseley, professor of an-
thropology at the University of Pennsylvania;
Nathaniel A. Owings, architect and city
planner; Brainislay Solkic, a Yugoslavian
economist; Dr. Daniel Bell, professor of so-
clology at Harvard; Irving Howe, professor of
English at the City University of New York
and well-known critic; and Sol L. Linowitz,
attorney and diplomat.

Because of their specialized knowledge, UT
professors have been invited to foreign coun-
tries to participate in various studies. Pro-
grams include a school of modern language
teaching for young children, a conference on
guantum chemistry, a symposium on com-
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puter education for developing countries, a
workshop on electromagnetic induction, a
paper on the sources of German barogue, and
s0 on. In each case UT professors contributed
their expertise and gained from the other
experts with whom they exchanged ideas.

From the student standpoint one of the
several innovative courses initiated at UT-
Austin is an interdisciplinary course entitled
The American Experience. Through the co-
operation of the Departments of English,
Government, and History it enables students
to satisfy University requirements in Gov-
ernment, History, and freshman English in &
single year.

In 1972 the L. D. Marie, and Edwin Gale
Professorship in Judaic Studies was estab-
lished at UT-Austin through the generosity
of those whose name it bears. It is now in
the process of being converted into an en-
dowed chair.

During 1871-72 the College of Arts and
BSciences awarded approximately 50 scholar-
ships to students who were both qualified
and in need of financial assistance, In 1872—
73 there were sufficlent funds for only 33.

The University has many development
foundations, and by comparison with them
the A&S Foundation is incredibly small, For
its larger projects, therefore, substantial as-
sistance is needed from other sources. Help
for the Corinth dig came from the Ford
Foundation; for the Stobi dig, the Smith-
sonian Institution. Generous contributions
came from C.B. Smith of Austin, JR. Parten
of Houston, and The University itself for the
‘Webb Symposium. The American Experience
was alded by the Moody Foundation and
foreign trips for international professional
meetings were partially financed by the
Brown-Lupton Foundation and its manag-
ing director, Sam Woodson, Jr. The Gale
family of Beaumont supplied funds for the
Gale Professorship.

Since 1969, faculty members of the Col-
lege of Arts and Sclences have contributed
more than #$30,000 for scholarships. And,
Mrs, Greer Mareschal of Houston has en-
dowed two scholarship funds in the names of
George 8. Heyer and Mrs. Frances Eggleston
Goldbeck. Most of the support for scholar-
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ships within the College has come from these
two sources.

For its less dramatic activities the Arts and
Sciences Foundation cannot turn to Ford,
the Smithsonian, or the Moody Foundations,
or even to generous single contributors. It
must depend upon the income from its small
endowment or from annual contributions
made by loyal alumni.

In addition to scholarships and research,
The University itself has unfulfilled needs.
For example, the difference between recruit-
ing or losing a distinguished faculty member
may be payment of the costs of moving him
and his family or his scientific equipment
to Austin, The University cannot pay such
costs from state funds. And, state funds for
foreign travel are strictly limited. Such ex-
penditures must have the approval of various
officials including the Governor himself. To
harassed professors who often have to make
commitments and personal arrangements be-
fore official approval can be secured, the
Arts and Sciences Foundation is a God-send.
Finally, with increasing tuition and living
costs, an important function of the Founda-
tion is to ald qualified students. The above
figures show how much has been accom-
plished with small but well-managed funds.

At most universities’ Arts and Sciences
Foundations tend to be the least affluent. It
is easy to see why. Many A&S College alumni
go on to Law School, the Medical Schools, or
the Graduate School of Business. Thereafter
their interest is given to these professional
schools. Other graduates choose less lucra-
tive professions, small businesses, or become
housewives and mothers. Supporting their
families is all that many of them can man-

e.

At UT-Austin the Arts and Sciences Foun-
dation operates under another handicap. It
‘was established a mere seventeen years ago
and has not had time to reach maturity.
Even so, its executive committee has been
enlarged, and under the leadership of Pro-
vost Stanley R. Ross and Chairmen Thomas
D. Anderson, Gordon Appleman and Edwin
Gale, the Foundation has taken on new life.
Hopes are now high that it will be able to
strengthen its sponsored programs, as well
a8 to expand the scope of its operations.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, July 16, 1973

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

The Lord is good to all, and His tender
mercies are over all His works.—Psalms
145: 9.

“Lord, what a change within us 1 short
hour spent in Thy presence will
avail to make.”

Here burdens are lifted, darkness gives
way to light, ill will changes to good will
and the way to life is gained to us. May
this be our experience as we face the
duties of this day.

Guide our President, direct our Speak-
er, lead these Representatives of our peo-
ple. Bless their hands as well as their
hearts that they may labor and labor to-
gether with integrity and insight for the
good of our beloved country.

“Land of our birth, our faith, our pride,
For whose dear sake our fathers died;
O Motherland, we pledge to thee
Head, heart, and hands through the

years to be.”
Amen,

AUTHENTICATED
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THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following
titles:

H.R. 2323. An act to continue wuntil the
close of June 30, 1974, the suspension of
duties on certain forms of copper;

H.R. 2324, An act to continue until the
close of June 30, 1975, the existing suspension
of duties for metal scrap; and

H.R. 6394. An act to suspend the duty on
caprolactam monomer in water solution un-
til the close of December 31, 1973.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the

bill (H.R. 8510) entitled “An act to au-
thorize appropriations for activities of
the National Science Foundation, and for
other purposes,” disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked by
the House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. PELL, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr.
CRANSTON, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. DOMINICK,
and Mr. STAFForp to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

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

S. 1083. An act to amend certain provisions
of Federal law relating to explosives;

B. 1191. An act to provide financial assist-
ance for a demonstration program for the
prevention, identification, and treatment of
child abuse and neglect, to establish a Na-
tional Center on Child Abuse and Neglect,
and for other purposes;

5. 1925. An act to amend section 1(16) of
the Interstate Commerce Act authorizing the
Interstate Commerce Commission to con-
tinue rail transportation services; and

5. 2067. An act relating to congressional
and Supreme Courf pages.
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CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is the day for the
call of the Consent Calendar. The Clerk
will ecall the first bill on the Consent
Calendar.

CONTROL OF CERTAIN OVERSEAS
MEMORIALS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3733)
to authorize the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission to assume control of
overseas war memorials erected by pri-
vate persons and non-Federal and for-
eign agencies and to demolish such war
memorials in certain instances.

There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill as follows:
H.R. 3733

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
5 of the Act entitled “An Act for the creation
of the American Battle Monuments Com-
mission to erect suitable memorials coms-
memorating the services of the American
Soldier in Europe, and for other purposes”,
approved March 4, 1923 (36 U.S.C. 125), is
amended by inserting *“(a)” immediately be-
fore “The"”, and by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsections:

“(b) (1) The Commission is authorized, in
its discretion, to assume responsibility for
the control, administration, and maintenance
of any war memorial erected before, on, or
after the effective date of this subsection out-
side the United States by an American citizen,
a State, a political subdivision of a State, any
other non-Federal governmental agency, for-
eign agency, or private association to com-
memorate the services of any of the American
Armed Forces in hostilities occurring since
April 6, 1917, if (A) the memorial is not
erected on the territory of the former enemy
concerned, and (B) the sponsors of the

Country

Meuse-Argonne._
Oise-Aisne________
St. Mihiel
Somme..
Suresnes.....
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World War |l Cemeteries:
Ardennes. .
Brittany.
Cambrid
Epinal.
Florenc
Henri-Chapelle. .
Lorraine.. ...
Luxembourg. .
Manila
Netherlands___.__..
Normandy._.. ...
North Africa. .
Rhone.. ...
Sicily-Rome__.

.. Belgium__
- France.
- England.
- France.
- ltaly_ ..
. Belgium_.

Since World War I, many privately
sponsored war memorials and monu-
ments have been erected on foreign soil
by American military units, citizens,
States, municipalities, and associations.
Often they were poorly designed and
constructed; provisions for site acquisi-
tion and maintenance were inadequate;
and, in some instances, the magnitude of
the memorial bore little relationship to
the accomplishments of the unit. Many

memorial consent to the Commission assum-
ing such responsibilities and transfer to the
Commission all their right, title, and inter-
est in the memorial. If reasonable effort fails
to locate the sponsors of a memorial, the
Commission may assume responsibility there-
for under this subsection by agreement with
the appropriate foreign authorities. A deci-
sion of the Commission to assume respon-
sibility for any war memorial under this sub-
section is final.

*(2) Any funds accumulated by the spon-
sors for the maintenance and repair of a war
memorial for which the Commission assumes
responsibility under this subsection may be
transferred to the Commission for use in
carrying out the purpose of this Act. Any
such funds so transferred shall be deposited
by the Commission in the manner provided
for in section 7.

“{e) The Commission is authorized to
take necessary measures to demolish any
war memorial erected on foreign soil by an
American citizen, a State, a political sub-
division of a State, any other non-Federal
governmental agency, foreign agency, or pri-
vate association and to dispose of the site
of such memorial in such manner as it deems
proper, if—

(1) the appropriate foreign authorities
agree to such demolition; and

**(2) the sponsors of the memorial consent
to such demolition; or

“(3) the memorial has fallen into disre-
pair and a reasonable effort on the part of
the Commission has failed—

“{(A) to persuade the sponsors to main-
tain the memorial at a standard acceptable
to the Commission, or

“(B) to locate the sponsors.

“(d) As used in this section, the term
‘sponsors’ includes the legal successors to
the sponsors.”

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the purpose of H.R. 3733 is to extend the
authority of the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission, which was created

ABMC CEMETERIES, MONUMENTS, AND MEMORIALS
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by an act of Congress in 1923, to assume
control over certain overseas war memo-
rials erected by private persons and non-
Federal and foreign agencies and, in
appropriate cases, to demolish such war
memorials.

The American Battle Monuments Com-
mission was created by the act of March
4, 1923, as amended (36 U.S.C. 121-138b),
and its authority expanded by subsequent
legislation (24 U.S.C. 279a). The Com-
mission is responsible for the construc-
tion and permanent maintenance of mili-
tary cemeteries and memorials on for-
eign soil, as well as for certain memorials
on American soil; controls as to design
and provides regulations for the erection
of monuments, markers, and memorials
in foreign countries by other U.S. citizens
and organizations, public or private,

The Commission is administered by a
Secretary under the guidance of Com-
missioners who are appointed by the
President and who serve without pay. The
ABMC presently administers 23 memo-
rial cemeteries and 14 separate monu-
ments and memorials in 10 countries.
These cemeteries are generally closed for
future burial and, similar to those ceme-
teries which remain under the jurisdic-
tion of the Department of Interior, are
in the nature of historical shrines. The
Veterans' Administration in its report to
the committee last year on the bill to
establish a national cemetery system in
the VA noted the “operational expertise”
of the ABMC—whose current annual
budget is only $3.3 million—and the ab-
sence of any “compelling reason” to
transfer its jurisdiction to the VA, The
following table lists the cemeteries and
memorials presently administered by
the Commission:

Memarial-

Burials izations

Memorial-

Country izations

Burials

1, 060
563
43
954
241
284

Total..
Mexican War...

Memorials, World War 11:

Brest. ..
Chantigny..

Montfaucon._...
Montsec__ ...
Somme-py.....
Souilly (tablat).
Tours
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of these memorials and monuments have
deteriorated over the years to such a
degree that they should be demolished,
and there are some whose designs do not
merit retention. Others are in fairly good
condition, and with limited repairs and
adequate future maintenance, can be re-
stored and maintained in satisfactory
condition.

The committee is advised that the
Commission has been assisting those

7o e P Ao B s B SR None

55,851
None

Mexico

T DR T S L, R

Belgium
France_

_B-e_!ﬁium_
France. ..

oL, 501

124,880

sponsors, who have funds or could raise
them and who desire such assistance,
with arrangements for the care and
maintenance of their memorials and
monuments. The committee believes that
it is desirable to utilize and build upon
these private resources; however, the
sponsors of a great many of these monu-
ments are no longer alive and the orig-
inal sponsoring organization no longer
exists. In these cases where there are no
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sponsors, the monuments should either
be demolished or maintained adequately.

It is therefore the purpose of this bill
to authorize the Commission, in its dis-
cretion, to assume responsibility for the
control, administration, and mainte-
nance of any war memorial erected be-
fore, on, or after the effective date of this
legislation outside the United States by
an American citizen, a State, a political
subdivision of a State, any other non-
Federal governmental agency, foreign
agency, or private association to com-
memorate the services of any of the
American Armed Forces in hostilities oc-
curring since April 6, 1917, if first, the
memorial is not erected on the territory
of the former enemy concerned; and sec-
ond, the sponsors of the memorial con-
sent to the Commission assuming such
responsibilities and transfer to the Com-~
mission all their right, title, and interest
in the memorial. If reasonable effort fails
to locate the sponsors of a memorial, the
Commission may assume responsibility
therefor under the bill by agreement with
the appropriate foreign authorities. A
decision of the Commission to assume
responsibility for any such war memorial
is final.

Any funds accumulated by the spon-
sors for the maintenance and repair of
a war memorial for which the Commis-
sion assumes responsibility may be trans-
ferred to the Commission for use in car-
rying out the purposes of the act. Any
such funds so transferred shall be de-
posited by the Commission in the man-
ner otherwise specified in the basic law.

The Commission is further authorized
to take necessary measures to demolish
any war memorial erected on foreign
soil by an American citizen, a State, a
political subdivision of a State, any other
non-Federal governmental agency, for-
eign agency, or private association and
to dispose of the site of such memorial
in such manner as it deems proper, if—

First, the appropriate foreign author-
ities agree to such demolition; and

Second, the sponsors of the memorial
consent to such demolition; or

Third, the memorial has fallen into
disrepair and a reasonable effort on the
part of the Commission has failed—

To persuade the sponsors to maintain
the memorial at a standard acceptable
to the Commission; or

To locate the sponsors.

A question has been raised as to
whether the status of Pershing Hall op-
erated by a post of the American Legion
in Paris, France, might be affected at
some time in the future by enactment of
H.R. 3733. The committee wishes to make
clear that the answer to this question
is in the negative. Pershing Hall is a
building located in Paris which was ac-
quired by the U.S. Government in 1936,
under the provisions of Public Law No.
171, 74th Congress, June 28, 1935 (49 Stat.
426) . It is clear, therefore, that it is not
a memorial erected “by an American cit-
izen, a State, a political subdivision of a
State, or any other non-Federal govern-
mental agency, foreign agency, or private
association.”

The American Battle Monuments
Commission feels that this limited ex-
tension of their authority with respect to
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additional overseas war memorials is de-
sirable and has estimated that the an-
nual cost of the program will not exceed
$25,000. Our committee has been advised
that the Office of Management and
Budget has no objection to the proposal
and I recommend ‘its approval by the
House.

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

INCREASING INTEREST PAID ON
THE PERMANENT FUND OF THE
U.S. SOLDIERS' AND AIRMEN’'S
HOME

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8528)
to provide for increasing the amount of
interest paid on the permanent fund
of the U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I wonder if I might have
a brief explanation of the bill.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wpyoming. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WYLIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, the bill would provide for in-
creasing the amount of interest paid on
the permanent fund of the U.S. Soldiers’
and Airmen’s Home. The trust fund of
the U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home is
limited by an 1883 law to an annual
interest rate of 3 percent. This bill
would amend the law to allow the rate
of interest to be determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, taking into con-
sideration the current average market
vield on outstanding marketable obliga-
tions of the United States.

The bill would allow a rate of interest
equal to that of similarly situated trust
funds, such as the railroad retirement
fund and the civil service retirement
fund.

Mr. WYLIE. Could the gentleman tell
me how much that new interest rate will
be? I do not see that figure in the bill.
Does the gentleman have any kind of an
estimate?

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. No, I do
not. The interest could vary from time
to time. For the purpose of the Consent
Calendar, Mr. Speaker, the fact that the
committee recommends enactment, and
the Department of Defense favors the
legislation, and the Department of the
Treasury favors the legislation, and the
Office of Management and Budget had
no objection, we felt that that was a
good test to be met by the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. The
committee report points out the average
rate of similar funds has been 4.8 per-
cent. The bill allows the Secretary of the
Treasury to take account of the period of
availability of funds in setting the inter-
est rate.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:
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H.R. 8528

Be it enacted by the Senaie and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion B8 of the Act of March 3, 1883, chapter
180 (24 U.S.C. 46) Is amended by striking
out “of 3 per centum per annum,” and in-
serting in place thereof “a rate determined
by the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into
consideration the current average market
yield on outstanding marketable obligations
of the United States with remaining periods
to maturity comparable to the average ma-
turities of such investments, adjusted to the
nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum,”.

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

CIVIL ACTION NO. 1328-73, U.S. DIS-
TRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA—COMMUNICATION
FROM THE SERGEANT AT ARMS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Sergeant at Arms:

JuLy 12, 1973.
Hon. CARL ALEERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. SPEAKER: The Sergeant at Arms
of the House of Representatives received on
July 9, 1973, from the U.S. Marshal, & cOpy
of the summons in a Civil Action, together
with the complaint filed by Consumers
Union of the United States, Inc. v. several
Government officlals as defendants, includ-
ing Eenneth R. Harding, Sergeant at Arms
of the House of Representatives, United
States House of Representatives, in Civil Ac-
tion File No. 1328-73 in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia,

The summons requires an answer to the
complaint within sixty days after service.
Both documents are attached herewith.

Pursuant to 2 U.5.C. 118, I have written
to the Attorney General of the United States
and to the U.B. Attorney for the District of
Columbia (copies of letters attached), re-
questing that they carry out their assigned
statutory responsibilities in defending the
Sergeant at Arms of the House in this matter,

Sincerely,
EENNETH R. HARDING,
Sergeant at Arms.
JurLy 12, 1973.
Hon. Eriror L. RICHARDSON,
The Attorney General of the United States,
Department of Justice, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am sending
you a copy of a summons and complaint in
a Civil Action No. 1328-73, filed against sev-
eral Government officials as defendants, in-
cluding Kenneth R. Harding, Sergeant at
Arms of the U.S. House of Representatives,
in the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia, and served on me on
July 9, 1973.

In accordance with 2 U.S.C. 118, I have
sent a copy of the summonsg and complaint
in this action to the U.S. Attorney for the
District of Columbia requesting that he take
appropriate action under the supervision and
direction of the Attorney General, I am
also sending you a copy of the letter I for-
warded this date to the U.S. Attorney.

Bincerely,
KENNETH R. HARDING,
Sergeant at Arms.
JuLy 12, 1973.
Hon. Harorp H. Trrus, Jr.,
U.S. Attorney jfor the District of Columbia,
U.S. Courthouse, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Trrus: I am sending you a copy

of a summons and complaint in a Civil
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Action No. 1328-73, filed against several Gov-
ernment officials as defendants, including
Kenneth R, Harding, Sergeant at Arms of
the U.S. House of Representatives, in the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia, and served on me in my offi-
clal capacity as Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives, on July 9, 1973.

In accordance with 2 U,8.C. 118, I respect-
fully request that you take appropriate ac-
tion, as deemed necessary, under the “super-
vision and direction of the Attorney General”
of the United States in defense of this suit
against the Congress of the United States.

I am also sending you a copy of the letter
that I forwarded this date to the Attorney
General of the United States.

Sincerely,
KenNETH R, HARDING,
Sergeant at Arms.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

Jury 13, 1973.
The Honorable CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. SpEaxer: I have the honor to
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from
the White House, received in the Clerk’s
Office at 12:57 P.M. on Friday, July 13, 1973,
and said to contain a message from the
President concerning the 1972 annual report
on agricultural export activities carried out
under Public Law 480,

With kind regards, I am

Sincerely,
W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

ANNUAL REPORT ON AGRICUL-
TURAL EXPORT ACTIVITIES CAR-
RIED OUT UNDER PUBLIC LAW
480—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 93-127)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and ordered to be printed
with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit to the Con-
gress the 1972 annual report on agricul-
tural export activities carried out under
Public Law 480. This program has once
again demonstrated the desire of the
people of the United States to help those
in other countries who are less fortunate
than ourselves and stand in need of our
assistance.

Through food donations and conces-
sional sales of agricultural commodities,
the Public Law 480 program in 1972
helped alleviate immediate problems
arising from inadequate food supplies,
and helped to lay the basis for new agri-
cultural production in many countries
throughout the world. A major impact
of this program came through our assist-
ance to the distressed victims of war and
natural disasters in Bangladesh.

Other principal recipient countries of
development and emergency assistance
included Korea, Vietnam, Israel, Paki-
stan, India and Indonesia. By assisting
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such countries, the Public Law 480 pro-
gram also helps to offset threats to inter-
nal stability and contributes to our ob-
jective of reducing the level of interna-
tional tensions.
RiIcHARD NIXON,
THE WaHITE HOoUSE, July 12, 1973.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

JoLy 13, 1973.
The Honorable CarnL ALBERT, The Speaker,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. SPEAEER: I have the honor to
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from
the White House, received in the Clerk’s
Office at 12:57 P.M. on Friday, July 13, 1973,
and saild to contain a message from the
President concerning the Seventh Annual
Report of tae National Ad:isory Council on
Extension and Continuing Education,

With kind regards, I am

Sincerely,
W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

SEVENTH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE
NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON
EXTENSION AND CONTINUING
EDUCATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 93-73)

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 Education and Labor and ordered to
be printed:

To the Congress of the United Stales:

I herewith transmit the Seventh An-
nual Report of the National Advisory
Council on Extension and Continuing
Education. The Council is authorized by
Public Law 89-329.

The Council’s study covers the impact
of Federal continuing education, exten-
sion and community service programs. I
especially commend its analysis of the
problems and shortcomings which have
resulted from too many fragmented pro-
grams operating under various narrow
legislative authorities. This study lends
further support to a better approach to
higher education which would permit
academic communities to pursue excel-
lence and reform in the fields they choose
and by the means they choose.

The new Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education provides a way
to support development of effective pro-
grams in continuing education, exten-
sion, and cemmunity service. Because of
the wide range of support possible under
the Fund’s broad mandate, I shall con-
tinue to recommend the termination of
other less flexible programs.

RicHARD NIXON,

THE WHITE House, July 12, 1973.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSIT
The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the Heuse of Representatives:
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JuLy 13, 1973.
The Honorable CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives.

DEAR Mr. SpEAKER: I have the honor to
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from
the White House, received in the Clerk’s
Office at 12:57 p.m. on "‘riday, July 13, 1973,
and sald to contain a message from the Presi-
dent concerning the annual report of the
World Weather Program,

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely,
W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk, House of Representatives,

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE WORLD
WEATHER PROGRAM—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 aceompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

To the Congress of the United States:

Through the World Weather Program,
man is acquiring a means not only to cope
with his atmosphere and its vagaries but
also to understand and assess the im-
pact of his activities on the quality of
the global atmosphere.

As a result of recent technological
improvements, we are continuing to
show substantial progress in furthering
the goals of this program:

—Operational geostationary satellites
will soon provide a nearly continuous
view of storms over a large part of
the earth’'s surface, strengthening
our ability to predict and warn of
potential natural disasters. Polar-
orbiting satellites making vertical
measurements of the global atmos-
phere are already an important aid
to weather forecasting.

—Significant advances in computer
science are now helping to extend
the range, scope and accuracy of
weather predictions and to assess the
impact of pollution on climate and
weather.

—Intensive planning is nearing com-
pletion for a large-scale interna-
tional experiment to be conducted in
1974 in the tropical Atlantic. This
experiment will seek a better under-
standing of the effects of the tropics
on global weather patterns. As a re-
sult, we expect to gain new insight
into the life cycle of hurricanes that
affect the coastal areas of the United
States.

—Nations are planning to combine
their resources in 1977 to observe the
entire earth’s atmosphere for the
first time as a single physical system.

The World Weather Program is a dis-
tinctive example of what nations of the
world are capable of achieving when
united in a common purpose. A recent
United Nations Conference on the Human
Environment acknowledged the vital con~
tributions of this program. If is most
heartening that a program which means
so much to the safety and well-being of
the American people can at the same time
assist in providing these same assurances
to other peoples.

In accordance with Senate Concurrent
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Rasolution 67 of the 90th Congress, I am
pleased to transmit this annual report
describing the current and planned
aclivities of Federal agencies participat-
ing in the World Weather Program.
RIcHARD NIXON,
THE WHITE HoUsg, July 12, 1973.

PROVIDING EMERGENCY ALLOT-
MENT LEASE AND TRANSFER OF
TOBACCO ALLOTMENTS IN CER-
TAIN DISASTER AREAS IN GEOR-
GIA AND SOUTH CAROLINA

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture be discharged
from the further consideration of the
bill (H.R. 9172) to provide for emergency
allotment lease and transfer of tobacco
allotments and work quotas for 1973 in
certain disaster areas in Georgia and
South Carolina, and ask for its immedi-
ate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right of object, and I will
not object, would the gentleman from
Georgia explain briefly whether or not
this bill will cost the Treasury any
money ?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has reported that
there will be no additional cost as a re-
sult of the enactment of this legislation.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from Georgia will explain
further, what is the immediate need
which calls for bringing up this unani-
mous-consent legislative request?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
as the title of the bill implies, it is an
emergency situation in 12 counties in
Georgia and South Carolina where farm-
ers have been affected by inclement
weather. This bill allows for this year
only transfer by lease of allotments or
quotas by farmers to other countries
within the State. As a result, it is only
after the farmers in the counties have
met basic minimum requirements.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr, Speaker, if the
gentleman could explain further, will
this cause disruption in marketing quota
systems and/or was there major objec-
tion to this bill in the committee?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
there was no major objection to it: no
objection at all in the Committee on
Agriculture.

Of course, it would not be disruptive
to the marketing procedure. In fact, by
the financial relief to a number of small
tobacco farmers who otherwise will be
very much hurt financially, it will help.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I think
that answers most of the questions I have.
This is not a highly unusual procedure
then, to respond to this kind of disaster?

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further, it
is not without precedent.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection, and
thank the gentleman from Georgia for
his explanation.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 9172

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Section
316 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1038, as amanded, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion (g) : “(g) Notwithstanding any provision
of this section, when as a result of flood,
hail, wind, tornado, or other natural disaster
the Secretary determines (1) that one of the
counties hereinafter listed has suffered a loss
of 10 percentum or more in the number of
acres of tobacco planted, and (2) that a lease
of such tobacco allotment or quota will not
impair the effective operation of the tobacco
marketing quota or price support program,
he may permit the owner and operator of any
farm within Atkinson, Berrien, Clinch, Cook,
Lanier, Lowndes, or Ware Counties, Georgla,
or Clarendon, Lee, Sumter, or Willlamsburg
Counties, SBouth Carolina, which has suffered
a loss of 30 per centum or more in the num-=-
ber of acres of tobacco planted of such crop
to lease all or any part of such allotment or
quota to any other owners or operators in
the same county, or nearby counties within
the same State, for use in such counties for
the year 1973 on a farm or farms having a
current tobacco allotment or guota of the
same kind. In the case of a lease and transfer
to an owner or operator in another country
pursuant to this subsection, the lease and
transfer shall not be effective until a copy of
the lease is filed with and determined by the
county committee of the county to which the
transfer is made to be in compliance with
the provisions of this subsection.”.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MATHIS OF

GEORGIA

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MatHIs of
Georgia: On page 2, line 4, following “Atkin-
son,” insert: "“Bacon,'

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. MATHIS).

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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 fur-
ther consideration of the bill HR. 8860,
with Mr. NarceER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on Thursday, July 12, 1973, the
first section of the bill, ending on page
53, line 2, was open to amendment at any
point.

Are there further amendments to be
proposed to this section?

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Seventy-two Members are present, not
a quorum. The call will be taken by elec-
tronic device.

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

[Roll No. 337]
Gray

Green, Pa.
Gross
Gubser
Hanna
Hébert
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hillis

Holt
Holtzman
Johnson, Calif.
Kastenmeier
Eemp
Landgrebe
Landrum
Lott
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKinney
Mailliard
Mallary

Addabbo
Alexander
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo

Bell

Biaggl
Blatnik
Boland
Brown, Mich.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Chisholm
Clark
Conyers
Danielson
Dellums

Mitchell, Md.
Morgan
Murphy, N.V
O'Hara
O’Neill
Parris
Pepper
Pettis

Peyser
Podell

Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Fisher Maraziti
Fraser Minish
Frelinghuysen Minshall, Ohio

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. NarcHER, 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, and finding itself with-
ouf a quorum, he had directed the Mem-
bers to record their presence by elec-
tronic device, whereupon 357 Members
recorded their presence, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there additional
amendments to title I?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FiNoLEY: On
page 4, strike lines 10 and 11,

Mr. FINDLBY. Mr. Chairman, I have
two amendments to the dairy section:
both of them would help consumers of
milk and dairy products. One is on the
question of price support levels. The bill
before us would increase the minimum
price support for dairy products from
75 percent of parity to 80 percent of
parity.

The other amendment which I will
offer when I have the opportunity deals
with the dairy import license section,
which is a very novel provision under
which the producers and processors of
dairy products would be able to be in
charge of the import of dairy products,
somewhat like putting General Motors
in complete charge of deciding how many

Vander Jagt
Wilson, Bob
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Volkswagens will be introduced into this
county.

The amendment now before the Mem-
bers is one to reduce the level of price
supports as provided in the bill from
the level of 80 percent of parity to the
present minimum price support, that is,
75 percent of parity. The dairy section,
as I say, will raise milk and other dairy
prices. My amendment will keep the min-
imum price support at 75 percent.

This amendment is the Members’
chance to vote against higher milk prices.
If Members want to be recorded for
higher milk prices, vote against my
amendment.

Bear in mind that the price support
is a floor and not a ceiling. If the Secre-
tary of Agriculture at some future time
gets word about milk supplies and wants
more production, he will have the option
of raising the minimum price supports
to stimulate production. That flexibility
is now in the law and is not changed at
all by my amendment or by the bill that
is before us. But if the 80 percent price
support floor sticks, consumers will be
stuck with higher milk prices.

I hope the Members will not be fooled
by arguments that dairy prices are al-
ready above 80 percent of parity. These
arguments are being sold by the well-fed,
well-paid, well-financed milk lobby that
has been churning around Capitol Hill
in the past few days. The sole objective
of this lobby is to legislate higher milk
prices. The 80 percent floor is like the
bottom rung of the extension part of an
extension ladder. If the bottom rung of
the extension part goes up, everything
above it goes up, too. That means that
the price paid by the consumer will go
up if the minimum price support speci-
fied in this bill goes up.

In fact, the Department of Agricul-
ture in a memorandum furnished fo me
just a couple of weeks ago estimated that
the change from 75 percent of parity to
80 percent of parity will cost consumers
$182 million extra the first year of this
bill. The 4-year cost by my estimate
would be about $800 million. But that is
only a part of the price tag of this price
support change.

The Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that the increase will cost the Gov-
ernment, that is, in new Government ex-
penses, new Government costs, $5621 mil-
lion over the 4-year life of the bill, so we
are talking about a Government outlay
of $14 billion in this seemingly modest
price support change from 75 to 80 per-
cent of parity.

If we add the two items together, the
increase to 80 percent of parity pro-
posed in this bill will sock the American
people to the tune of $1.3 billion over 4
years or about $320 million a year.

So if the Members want higher milk
prices, vote against my amendment. If
the Members would like to hold milk
prices down, vote “yes.”

The question occurs, Is there really
broad interest in consumer prices? Here
is an opportunity to test the level of that
interest in this body. I will give the Mem-
bers a chance to vote “yes” or “no” on
the question of raising milk prices.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

This amendment is based upon the
same fallacy that has served as the basis
for so many of the proposals offered by
the gentleman from Illinois. It is based
on the assumption that if we fix a sup-
port price at a very low level, the public
will be able to buy very cheap food. Un-
fortunately for that philosophy, experi-
ence in the last few weeks has shown
that it does not work.

Have any Members heard anything
about chickens getting scarce? Have any
Members heard anything about meat
beginning to get scarce? That is occur-
ring not because the price is down but
because a farmer cannot get any profit
for producing those things, and when
he cannot make a profit he does not
produce them any more than those who
operate factories would produce items
on which they cannot make any money.

The question is not what we are going
to pay. The real problem is: Are we going
to have the food?

But I want to suggest something about
this particular milk price and I want
every Member to hear me. I do not often
demand the attention of the Members,
but I would appreciate it deeply if each
Member who is properly committed to
protecting the welfare of the consumer
will bear in mind that just about 3
months ago we had 80-percent support
for milk and milk products. We had 80-
percent support and it was dropped to
75 percent. I want every Member in this
Chamber who has observed a drop in the
retail milk price to stand up, please.

It is a perfect fallacy for the Members
to be told that what the gentleman is pro-
posing is going to protect the consumer
from the high prices for milk. We had 80
percent and we were paying less for milk
then than we are paying today. How in
the world can the gentleman seriously
insist that he is going to reduce the milk
price by refusing to let producers get a
fair return for their milk? He is not
going to drop the price by forcing milk
cows to the market for slaughter.

Oh, yes, he talks about these “big,
riech” dairymen. I do not know what the
situation is in his west-central Illinois
area but I know what it is in central
Texas. I know there are very few people
on or off the farm who work more dili-
gently and who work longer hours and
who work under more adverse circum-
stances than do our dairymen. It is a
dirty work. It is unpleasant work. Yet
somebody stays at it always in the hope
that he will wind up with enough to pay
the mortgage and pay the feed bill and
that feed bill has been going up mighty
fast.

I have been in the dairy business. I
got out of it as quickly as I could. But
I have been in the business and I know
something about the privations of those
who are dependent upon milking cows
for their livelihood. Of course, the gen-
tleman may have an entirely different
situation in his district, but if so it
is probably the only district in the Unit-
ed States where dairymen are rolling in
wealth and where dairymen are enjoy=-
ing the easy life or where dairymen are
even getting a fair price.

Do Members think it is unreasonable
to expect dairymen to get 80 percent of
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a fair price? That is all we are asking
that we give these dairymen—80 per-
cent of a fair price.

When the gentleman tells us it is go-
ing to cost so much money, remember
we have been supporting dairy prices
at 80 percent. This is not something
new. We are just going back to what we
have been doing.

I cannot remember any other com-
modity where the support has been
dropped as it has in dairy prices, but
the support has been dropped on dairy
products and has gone up in almost
everything else. Do the Members want to
vote for something that is going to re-
duce the income of the dairy farmers,
something that is going to cut the price
down lower than it was last year, and yet
expect them to pay present-day prices
for feed and present-day prices for sup-
plies and present-day prices for laber
and present-day prices for their equip-
ment?

Mr. TEAGUE of California, Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the necessary num-
ber of words.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr, Chairman, our good
chairman of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, Mr. Poace, bases his whole argu-
ment against this amendment on the fear
of short supply of milk that might put
consumers shelves empty and price milk
even higher than it is now. But he point-
ed out himself in the course of his argu-
ment that the Secretary has indeed pow-
er to raise supports, if need be, and in
times past has done so. There is no rea-
son in this world why under my amend-
ment the Secretary of Agriculture could
not exercise the same flexibility if he saw
a shortage looming, and raise supports
to 80 percent or even higher if he felt
that was necessary to get the added pro-
duction.

By the same token, it makes no sense
whatever to inflict the consumers and
taxpayers of the United States with a
price floor that is unnecessarily high. I
would point out to the Members that
there is not a single commodity produced
in the United States today which enjoys
a minimum price support as high as even
75 percent for all production. We are
talking about a price support for all pro-
duction of dairy supports here, not just
for those which might happen to be un-
der a marketing order, but for every
dairy producer.

It makes no sense whatever to raise
the price-support minimum to unneces-
sarily high levels.

If I have fallen into a fallacy, to use
the chairman’s own words, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has fallen into the
same fallacy, because I used Department
figures, not Findley figures.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I support the Findley amendment.

Mr. DENT, Mr. Chairman, I rise to
oppose the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, it is too bad that a
greater number of the American people
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and, I might say, a greater number of
the Members of Congress have not taken
the time to really study the agricultural
economy of this country. There would be
no need for price supports if we based
the cost of production and the selling
price of agricultural products realisti-
cally.

However, what we do, each and every
one of us in the United States, is pay
taxes in order that we can support the
difference between what a farmer gets
for his product and what we sell it for in
foreign countries.

The last time I was in Wisconsin, a few
years back on a study of this problem—
I have not been out since, because it has
become so confused today that I doubt if
anyone really knows the answer—one of
the answers very seriously, is this: Last
yvear, in 1972, the foreign buyers jumped
up their corn purchases from 500 to 880
million bushels of corn. It was at a price
that the farmer cannot even start to
grow it for and a price we all know we
have to pay in millions of dollars in
support,

The gentleman from Ohio was talking
about it along the lines of cost. It is not
millions of dollars support for the con-
sumption of the American people; it is
for the consumption of the foreign people
that get world prices on products grown
on our farms below the price of the pro-
duction, and every man in this room
knows it.

In Wisconsin, they had whole sheds,
warehouse sheds filled with Cheddar
cheese being shipped where? Being

shipped over to Switzerland, the great
dairy country. Why? Because they get

it at a price we could not buy it at in our
stores and then they reprocess it and
send it back to the United States in about
bite size pieces, if you please. They were
getting 500-pound-barrel sizes, shipping
it back from all of the dairy countries
of Europe, back into the United States
delicately and daintily wrapped in little
packages.

We “suckers” run into the confec-
tionery and pay a price higher than was
paid for the American product. They did
not even support the tariff and custom
rates for the amount of money we sold it
to them for. We allowed it to come into
this country at less than 25 cents a
pound, and we were selling at 25 cents
a pound.

Members may as well make up their
minds.

I do admire the one point which was
brought out about the dairy imports. A
few years ago, Mr. Freeman was Secre-
tary of Agriculture, he got President
Johnson to put a clamp on the imports
of cream or products made from milk.
Why? Because our dairy farmers were
down on their backsides. They were
broke.

My State is a dairy State. Pennsyl-
vania is one of the largest eastern sea-
board States of the Union for dairy farm-
ing. The farmers do not get any of this
money we are talking about, to amount
to anything. They did get a little lime,
and a little for the fishponds, to help
eradicate erosion, but the Congress saw
fit to take that out.

We must tackle this thing at the cross,
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where it belongs, and that is between 90
and 97 percent of parity. From 1946 to
1950 were the best days we had, because
we had almost a 90- to 95-percent parity
in agricultural products. Anything less
than that deprives the farmer of the
ability to buy American machinery, to
buy the products he needs on the farm.

This business of dairy farming is no
longer a little backwoods operation. It
is mechanized. They have lost in my
State thousands and thousands of dol-
lars, on the equipment they must have to
be allowed to come within the law to pro-
duce milk in that State and sell it.

I want to say to all of the Members that
until we tackle this problem on the basis
of the difference of a world price and
the American cost price of production we
will never resolve the farm problem. They
will always be the stepbrothers of the
American workingman.

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

Mr. Chairman, the increase in the
minimum price support level for milk
to 80 percent of parity is a question of
basic concern to dairy farmers and to
consumers across the Nation. At the
heart of the issue is the continued pro-
duction of adequate milk at reasonable
prices.

In the enactment of legislation origi-
nally authorizing the dairy price support
program, Congress set forth three basic
objectives. These are: First, assistance
to dairy farmers in the securing of parity
prices in the marketplace; second, a
support floor at which the Government
intervenes through Commodity Credit
Corporation purchases to prevent milk
prices to farmers from dropping too low;
and third, assurance of the production
of adequate supplies of milk within our
own shores which can be depended upon
in times of war or other emergencies.
The present minimum of 75 percent does
not fulfill that objective.

I strongly feel that the minimum of 80
percent of parity should prevail. It is
barely consistent with current market-
ing conditions. In fact, more than 100
of our colleagues agreed earlier this year
that the price support level should be
set at 85 percent for the current market-
ing year.

The production situation is critical in
the dairy industry today. Just as we
failed to heed warnings of an energy
shortage, and a feed grains shortage, un-
til it was too late, so we fail to read cor-
rectly clear signals of distress within the
dairy industry.

During the month of June, milk pro-
duction throughout the United States
was 2.5 percent less than a year ago. To-
tal production for the first 6 months of
this year is down 2.0 percent from a year
ago. The number of milk cows on farms
is 2 percent fewer than a year ago, and
milk production per cow is also down
slightly.

Even though milk prices are higher
than ever before in this country, pro-
duction costs have risen at such a rapid
rate that dairy farmers are being forced
out of business. Supply and demand are
in very close balance now, and this is
the peak of the production season. Later
this year, when the short production sea-
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son is upon us, it will be next to impos-
sible for the dairy farmers to meet the
needs of the market.

During 1972 gains in milk and dairy
product consumption outstripped the in-
crease in production by 2 to 1. It is ex-
tremely important that we assure dairy
farmers that they will be able to recover
a reasonable percentage of their cost if
we expect them to continue to fulfill their
responsibility to the consuming public.
Their participation in the economic
stabilization process demands equitable
opportunity.

The productivity of the farmer means
that America can supply abundant food
for all of our people. The cost of living
has been going up, but it is not the farm-
er who is to blame. He has been striving
and investing to produce the milk, meat,
grain, vegetables, and other needed food
as economically as possible. Farmers
have doubled their output per man-hour
just since 1950. They have increased their
productivity three times as fast since
1960 as nonfarm industries. They have
actually been holding down our cost of
living. Americans spend a lower percent-
age of their disposable income for food
than any other industrialized country in
the world. Obviously if farmers were still
using the methods of even 20 years ago,
food would cost substantially more today
than it does. America has a very high
standard of living, because of its higher
productivity, and agriculture is a glitter-
ing example of what productivity can ac-
complish.

When all factors are weighed, it is ob-
vious that there is every reason to in-
crease the minimum price support level
for milk to 80 percent of parity. The
strengthening of the market at this time
is essential to assure farmers that they
will have prices in the year ahead which
will warrant their staying in the milk
production business. Clearly this is in the
public interest.

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

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman’s
yielding. I would like simply to compli-
ment him on an extraordinarily good
statement and associate myself with his
remarks,

The gentleman from Illinois in pro-
posing the amendment talked about the
effect that his move to lower the sup-
port level conceivably could have upon
the consumer. What I think has been
forgotten is the point which the gentle-
man from Virginia made so clear, that
in terms of future production, in terms
of the ability of the farmer to remain in
business, a refusal to set the price at a
decent level will, in effect, mean not an
extra supply of milk, but a shorter sup-
ply of milk.

What I see in my State of Wisconsin,
as I know the gentleman from Virginia
sees in his State, is that dairy farmers
today are questioning whether or not
they want to remain in business, whether
or not they are going to have a decent
support price to justify the cost that they
bear of the goods they are buying. And
if they do not, and if there is not an




23966

assurance, what they are going to do is
to say, I am going to get out of the milk
business.”

Mr. Chairman, the result of that step
will be clearly that consumers will pay
more for less product. The failure of this
Congress to deal with the serious prob-
lems facing the dairy farmer will have
longrun consequences.

Mr. Chairman, I compliment the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WAMPLER)
for his very fine statement.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it was my pleasure to
preside over the House Dairy and Poultry
Subcommittee on consideration of the
dairy section of the Senate passed farm
bill, Let me say that when we received
this bill a hot debate was going on over
some of its provisions.

The Justice Department was upset
over some of the milk marketing order
provisions. Farm groups were at each
other's throats and consumers were up
in arms. However, the committee took
steps to calm the situation and in so do-
ing eliminated the controversial sections.
As far as I know, there is little significant
opposition to our version of the bill.

We completely eliminated the contro-
versial market order provisions and sim-
ply extended the class I base plan. This
allows dairy producers to sell fluid milk
on the basis of their past deliveries of
milk. For staying within this production
framework a dairyman will receive the
agreed price in the market order. If he
overproduces, he will receive a lower
price. This basically is the same system
we have operated under since 1965.

A new provision gives producers the
right to a hearing with the Secretary of
Agriculture on their marketing agree-
ment if one-third of the producers re-
quest such a hearing in writing. In the
past USDA has ignored legitimate com-
plaints, and this should insure their right
to be heard.

Another change in title I simply man-
dates that the Secretary of Agriculture,
when setting prices in Federal milk mar-
keting orders, should consider both the
need for adequate supplies of high quality
milk and the need to insure a farm in-
come adequate to maintain the produc-
tive capacity in dairying needed to meet
anticipated future demand.

While this change probably will not
have much effect, it points out a very
serious problem. We are rapidly losing
our ability to produce milk. Dairymen are
selling all their cows except their top-
notch producers. Feed costs will not allow
dairymen to maintain any but the most
efficient milk cows. Farmers are taking
advantage of the current beef prices and
are liquidating their herds.

Dairying is hard work, 7 days a week;
when a farmer gets out of the business he
is not likely to go back in. Marginal pro-
ducers are falling by the wayside, In my
district we have had several go out of
business this month. And remember that
they are selling their dairy herds for
hamburger, not to other dairymen.

In consideration of this very serious
problem, the committee voted to set the
minimum dairy price support level at 80
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percent of parity. This is a 5 percent ad-
justment above the 75 percent level set
by USDA this past March. I want to say,
also that this provision puts more power
back into the hands of Congress and
takes it out of the hands of the adminis-
tration. We all realize the need for Con-
gress to regain its rightful place as an
equal branch of government and this is
a step in the right direction. Currently
the support level can be set by USDA at
any point between 75 percent and 90 per-
cent of parity. I must say their decisions
have been made arbitrarily without re-
gard for the long-term consequences.
However, in the interest of compromise,
the Department still has the flexibility
of setting the support level between 80
percent and 90 percent of parity. Also, the
bill gives added flexibility by permanent-
1y eliminating the butterfat support pro-
gram which was temporarily suspended
by the 1970 farm bill.

This bill would amend section 22 of
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, as it pertains to dairy import
licenses. It makes an allowance that
when new dairy products are imported,
that is any product not currently covered
under section 22, licenses must be is-
sued and must be made available for a
30-day period to domestic producers and
processors of that product, This gives our
domestic producers a chance to compete
with foreign producers.

Our bill extends and reaffirms several
provisions of the old bill. It extends the
authority to donate dairy products
acquired under the dairy price support
program to the military agencies and the
Veterans’ Administration. It incorporates
the same legal clarification of the status
of producer-handlers as in the 1965 and
1970 acts.

The dairy indemnity program is ex-
tended and adds a provision to indemnify
farmers for milk cows whose production
is lost due to residues of chemicals which
are registered and approved by the Fed-
eral Government. The provision is not
retroactive and would only apply to cows
producing milk which is ordered removed
following enactment.

I see very little that is controversial
about this bill. Some Members and some
visitors are arguing against the 80 per-
cent price support level. I submit that if
this small increase is not granted, con-
sumers are going to see sky high prices.
All but the large dairies will go broke.

The trend has already started. I be-
lieve few people would disagree that
dairymen deserve a fair price for their
product. As consumers our choice is
simple, pay the fair price for adequate
supplies or face a situation of not being
able to afford what little milk is pro-
duced.

Gentlemen, we need milk. Milk is
needed for the children of this counfry.
‘We need it for a good balanced diet. But,
believe me, we are going to face a real
shortage of milk in the not too distant
future if we do not do something to en-
courage these dairy farmers to remain in
business and quit liquidating their dairy
herds as they are doing today.

I was in Tennessee over the past week-
end, not in my distriet but in the eastern
part of the State. These dairy farmers
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are getting rid of their cows as rapidly as
they possibly can and, as has been
pointed out by my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WAMPLER),
we need these milk cows and we need
dairy farms throughout this country.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr, JoNgs of
Tennessee was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. However,
with the closing in of the prices on feed-
stuffs and labor and all of the other nec-
essary items that a farmer needs, we are
going to lose them very rapidly if we do
not do something to see that they get a
fair return for their labor on the farm.

Mr. SHUSTER. Will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. I will be glad
to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SHUSTER. I rise to commend the
gentleman for his statement and point
out to this body that in the Pennsylvania
market, in April, 14 dairy producers went
out of business, in May, 12 additional
dairy producers went out of business, and
in June, 10 went out of business, In the
United States last month every State in
the Union dropped in milk production at
a time when milk consumption is in-
creasing. Something has to be done, or
we will just not have milk on the table.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. FINDLEY),

Mr. Chairman, we are making a very
important decision. As a member of the
subcommittee that spent many, many
hours on this particular item, and
ended up giving it my strong support,
I want to very briefly make just a few
statements.

First of all, the milk production in
our country is down. There is just no
question about that. We are starting to
oven the gates to imports, and these are
not imports through honest competition,
but subsidized imports from Europe.
Europe cannot produce milk as cheaply
as the United States, but when the Gov-
ernment subsidizes their out shipments
then they can bring it into our country.

Milk is still a very good buy. Why
milk is cheaper than colored water that
s0 many of our people drink. It is much
cheaper than beer that has a little hops
and a little barley in it; it is a very, very
good buy. We are going to need to main-
tain our daily producers. We need to
bring in young men into this hardwork-
ing business. It is not easy to be a dairy-
man, because one is almost slave to time
in this business. Every day; 365 days of
every year, they are slaves to it. But these
people love it. We want to keep them
in it, so let us keep our Americans pro-
ducing our milk.

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

Mr. ZWACH. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin,

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairma: ', as
one Member of the House of Representa-
tives, may I say that I spend most of my
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weekends back in America’s dairyland
in Wisconsin, traveling throughout the
countryside visiting farmers and cheese
factories, and I can say right now that
there is a shortage of milk in this coun-
try because the cheese factories of Wis-
consin cannot get the amount of milk
they need to produce what they have
been producing, and to cover what the
demand is.

If this amendment is not defeated, if
the farmers are not guaranteed a long-
term return then they are going to con-
tinue to sell off their stock and we are
going to face liquid milk rationing in
this country.

Members of the House, this amendment
must be defeated.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. ZwacH) , assoclate with his remarks,
and say that the gentleman is correct
about the production ef milk in Europe.
I just talked to a farmer who recently
refurned from a visit to Europe, and he
said that it takes 10 peojle to run a
100-cow dairy farm in Germany, whereas
that gentleman and his wife do it them-
selves in Wisconsin, Milk from Europe is
more expensive. Our milk is less costly
because we are more efficient. We can
continue and increase our production,
but to do this we must promise our dairy
farmers a good return.

Mr, Chairman, this amendment should
be defeated.

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

Mr, ZWACH. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, for his very
timely and accurate statement.

I would ask the gentleman from Min-
nesota if it is not a fact that the culling
of dairy herds in our Nation today is per-
haps at an alltime high?

Mr. ZWACH. The gentleman from
Virginia is eorrect; there is no question
but that it is correct.

We cannot replace them fast enough.
If we need them, and if this occurs, then
we are in serious trouble in America
insofar as our dairy production is con-
cerned.

Mr. WAMPLER. And is it not true, if
the gentleman will yield further, that it
takes from 2 to 5 years to replace one
of these cows?

Mr, ZWACH. Yes, it takes about 5
years to produce a milk cow.

Mr. WAMPLER. And is it not also true
that because of the attractive price of
beef in the market that this brings about
an additional incentive for dairy pro-
ducers to cull their less productive cows?

Mr. ZWACH. That is certainly another
factor that is involved.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
requisite number of words. I have lis-
tened to this debate, and the discus-
sion has revolved around those who are
engaged in the dairy business.

That has been the situation we have
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had throughout this debate on the bill
for the Department of Agriculture, the
agricultural program. I think we make a
mistake, as Members of Congress, and
I think the press makes a mistake, when
we refer to this as a bill for those en-
gaged in agriculture. I think by all man-
ner and means, we must realize that the
bill before us is a consumers’ bill, Yester-
day’s press, including the local paper and
the New York Times, said we are in for a
lasting food shortage in the near fufure.

Involved here is the question of wheth-
er or not we give the consumers some-
thing to consume. There is absolutely
nothing in the world that will help the
consumer if he does not have anything
to consume.

I received permission to have included
in the Recorp, which the Members will
find on page 23625, the law that would
exist in the event we fail to pass the agri-
cultural bill, and when I listen to the
statements that we have heard here to-
day, it makes me wonder if we would not
be better off to revert back to the 1958
act. It was an act that provided for pro-
duetion. There is no way in the world for
anyone engaged in agriculture with the
present high land values—which have
been run up by nonfarmers to a great
degree—to pay the type of prices which
he has to pay, reflecting the cost of labor
and the cost of industry’s markup and
sell for only what the traffic will bear or
what is left of the consumer dollar with-
out going bankrupt. We, the consumers
in the long run, are the ones who will
do without.

As T tried o point out in my discussion,
we have an average of more than 400,000
leaving the farm every year. One cannot
hire anyone in my area to go out and do
farm labor. They do not care to do that
type of labor. As someone has said, it is
too hard, too much like work.

I say to the Members here, if they have
time, read the remarks on page 23625.
They will see a resume of the law, as it
would exist if we fail to pass an agricul-
tural act this time. It makes me wonder
if perhaps we shounld not fail. Included
in the remarks, the Members will find
excerpts from volume 9 of our hearings
this year in which I brought forward the
1956 and 1957 hearings of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Mr. Benson was the Seeretary of Agri-
culture at that time, and the Assistant
Secretary was Mr. Butz. There are those
who say that if we went back to the 1958
act that we would have billions and hil-
lions of dollars of American commodi-
ties in storage. We did not have it then,
because of the law; we would not have it
now, because of the law. If the Members
read my remarks, they will see that Mr.
Benson acknowledged that we had a sur-
plus because they would not sell our
commodities in world trade at competi-
tive prices. That is in the Recorp.

If the Members read volume 9, they
will see that they deliberately held our
commodities off the oil markets and
left it up to industry, and too frequently,
our American industry had investments
in South and Central America and
around the world. They talk about our
State Department and the Secretary of
Agriculture holding off from this world
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trade so they could make fortunes right
under it while we held the umbrella.

I say to the Members, we never have
had a dime's worth of any commodity
as a result of law. We had it as a result
of the refusal of the Secretary of Agri-
culture and of our authorities in the
State Department and in the White
House to let us sell, as the law contem-
plated, at competitive prices. Our Na-
tion must return to a land of production.

I know one of the great issues here is
food stamps. I know in many consumer
areas where there has been extensive use,
it has become a red hot pelitical issue.
I know it is hard to twrn our backs on a
program once we start it, but let me say
to the Members, those food stamps only
have value as long as there is food on the
shelves.

(By unanimous consent Mr. WHITTEN
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WHITTEN., We have made many
mistakes in this counfry, and I hope
the Members will give serious thought to
what I have said here. After all, I have
presided over the committee handling
the appropriations for agriculture since
1949, except for 2 years. We need a coun-
try that produces. We need to return to
the time where, instead of trying to cut
back production and squeeze in a higher
unit price, we are produecing the units
and using the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration’s charter which authorize sale on
the world market for what the traffic wit
bear. We need to get back to section 32.
We need to divert that surplus to those
who receive food stamps, and who will
get food stamps, but little food for them
if we do not get back to that policy.

We need to return to our former pro-
gram which will allow us to produce a
surplus of commodities to sell in world
trade in order that our Nation may earn
its dollars back. Certainly if ever any
nation needed to earn its dollars back, it
is this Nation. I say to you, agriculture
production offers our best opportunity.

If Members will read the debate in the
Recorp of last Thursday or read the
hearings, they will see that where it is
alleged, this surplus was built up, because
of the law, and shortsighted policies in
agriculture. But my friend, the gentle-
man from California, has not told the
Members in the debates we have had
over a number of years that with lemons,
oranges, and various other citrus fruits
we have had an export subsidy from sec-
tion 32 funds. Why? Because we cannot
pay labor as much in 1 hour as is paid
to labor for a full day in Mexico and
compete.

Section 32 of the AAA Act states that
30 percent is set aside for price support
in perishable areas. Most of the produc-
ers of perishable commodities do not
have sympathy for the problems the
storable commodity producers, produc-
ers of commodities which can be carried
over for many years, for they have a
source of funds provided by section 32
with which they buy up the surplus,
strengthen the market, and divert the
commodities purchased for domestic
uses, such as food stamp recipients.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. If the
gentleman will yield, I have to agree
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with the gentleman that exactly what
we have to do is to go back to produc-
tion. I have always been against soil
banks and against set-asides and against
whatever we call them if the method is
to take good valuable land out of pro-
duction. It has been one of the principal
causes for the shortage of the present-
day supply of feed grains and it is caus-
ing cattle and hog growers difficulties
at the present time.

Mr, WHITTEN. May I say to the gen-
tleman he is confirming the high opin-
ion I have of him.

But I do say that where we have 95
percent of the people in our cities abso-
lutely dependent upon 5 percent for
their food production, they must remem-
ber that 5 percent has to invest an aver-
age of $100,000 for each farm. They can-
not get labor, buy equipment and pro-
vide for other essentials when they have
to pay the going salary rates for an
hour’s labor which is the same a-n_munt
as is paid for a day’s labor in Mexico.

I say it is not time to debate about
the poor fellow who cannot get off the
farm. He can get off quite easily and
we may be the ones who take him off.
We had better pay attention to the 95
percent of Americans who are going to
get hungry if we do not pay an adequate
price to promote production.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

One hundred and fifteen Members are
present, a quorum.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to oppose the amendment for the reason
that it is inconsistent with the theory of
the entire bill. It may very well be that
all price supports are wrong but we have
had them for 40 years. The question is
at what level we are going to sustain
them—and what level of production we
can expect if we don’t have them.

The author of the amendment sug-
gests that if we reduce the price support
level on milk to 75 percent of parity it
will save consumers and taxpayers of this
country several million dollars. I ask
again, if the author will respond, how
much he alleges can actually be saved
by reducing the price support level to
75 percent of parity?

Mr. FINDLEY. Here, I used the esti-
mate of the Department of Agriculture
that in the first year of the bill the con-
sumers would be saved $182 million by
the passage of my amendment. The first
yvear additional cost to the Government,
that is, to the administration of the
program in terms of Government cost of
various sorts, the first year cost would be
just $54 million, but the 4-year estimate
by the Department of increased Govern-
ment costs over the 4-year life of the
bill would be $520 million, so there is a
lot of cost to the public involved in this
amendment.

Mr. DENHOLM. Will the gentleman
agree with me that whatever is saved
in the interest of the consumers and
the Government is a cost to the pro-
ducers?
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Mr. FINDLEY. No. Whatever we save
to the consumer I think would be trans-
lated in some loss of income to the pro-
ducer, but not 100 percent loss. Cer-
tainly, the extra cost to the Government
would be spread out over the whole
population, not just the producer.

Mr. DENHOLM. That is exactly the
issue in controversy. Who is going to
carry the burden of all the subsidy pay-
ments in the future? It should be
shifted to all of the people rather than
to less than 5 percent of the people.

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

Mr. DENHOLM., I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
agree with the gentleman. The gentle-
man from Illinois is talking about what
it is going to save the consumer. What
will it save the consumer when they go
to the milk shelf and there is not any
milk there? That is what we are talking
about.

Dairymen are not going to produce
milk. They will sell their dairy herds.
We are going to get to the point in
America where we will not be able to
buy milk on the shelf.

Mr. DENHOLM. That is exactly right.
In the first 5 months of 1973 there were
111,000 dairy cows slaughtered because
producers could not afford to feed them
and receive the market price level for raw
milk. Last year, for the same period of
time 45,000 dairy cows were slaughtered.
As the supply diminishes, and if the de-
mand remains constant then prices are
certain to increase. Therefore, I believe
it would be more costly to the consumers.

I think the consumers of this coun-
try are growing weary of paying the
price twice, once in support prices and/or
again at the checkout counter of the
grocery stores across the country.

The consumers are weary of that kind
of a program. I agree with the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. WHITTEN) that it is
time for full production but we must se-
cure the income of the producer with-
out increasing the cost to the consumer.

The only possible way we can attack
inflation in a meaningful way is to reduce
the cost of living because organized labor
reacts to the cost of living and they will
return for a higher minimum wage next
year if we enact a food policy that in-
creases the cost of living. I do not know
what is required for reasonable people
to come to their senses and understand
what is going on in this country. We are
charging consumers twice under policies
of production controls and price sup-
ports—payments for nonperformance
and nonproduction and false prices at
Government expense.

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

Mr. DENHOLM. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
thrust of this amendment is that the 75-
percent parity level which I seek to keep
in the law would be a ceiling. Instead, it
is a floor.The Secretary could go above 75
percent whenever he believes the sup-
ply conditions require.

Mr. DENHOLM. The gentleman from
Illinois has had more experience with
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the Secretaries of Agriculture than I
have, but I have seen many of the re-
sults of some of their discretionary work.
The fact is, they do not raise the price
level within the limits of the law. They
have not in the past and I have no confi-
dence that they will in the future.

We need full production and security
of income for the producers without af-
fecting prices to consumers. I oppose the
amendment and it should be defeated.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, cows are the only creatures
in the milk business these days that
seem contented. For everyone else the sit-
uation threatens chaos. Consumers are
irate about rising milk prices. Retailers
and processors complain about profit
squeezes, and dairy farmers are dis-
tressed by spiraling feed price increases,
labor shortages, expensive farm ma-
chinery and other conditions.

This year the big problem has been
the unprecedented increase in feed costs.
Heavy rain and storms have not only de-
layed harvesting of grain but have de-
stroyed much of last year’s feed grain
crops. Large-scale exports of grains,
such as wheat and soybeans, and es-
pecially the large sale of wheat to Russia,
have led to a shortage of feed grain and
forced feed prices to double.

Between December 1971 and Decem-
ber 1972 the cost of hay increased 42
percent. During this same period in
North Carolina the cost of cottonseed
meal increased 157 percent and the cost
of 16 to 18 percent dairy ration increased
74 percent.

Dairy farmers are being driven out of
business by an income squeeze. In the
mid-fifties there were over 200 grade A
dairies in the county in which I live—
Buncombe County, N.C. Today there are
74. It is only through improved produc-
tion methods, automation and better
cows that these dairies have remained in
business and have been permitted to sur-
vive and to grow. Milk is the Nation’s
most perfect food and in most homes it is
a necessity. Yet, our Nation is threatened
with a severe milk shortage unless the
dairy industry can be made sufficiently
attractive and profitable for dairymen
to remain in business. There is a real
danger that in the years ahead we will
face in this Nation a milk shortage, just
as we are now facing a gasoline shortage.
For these reasons, I must oppose the
Findley amendment.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr, Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike everything from page 37, line 10,
through page 38, line 19 and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“Sec. 807. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture
shall revoke the registration of any futures
commission merchant or floor broker—
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(1) who accepts any order for the pur-
chase or. sale of any commedity for future
delivery on any contract market from any
person who has been found in violation of
the provisions of subsection (b) below, or

“(2) who, himself, is a person who has

been found in violation ef the provisions
of subsection (b) below.
“Any futures commission merchant or floor
broker whose registration is revoked in ac-
cordance with this subsection shall not be
eligible -to reapply for registration until
twelve months after the date of revocation.

“(b) Any person who sells any commodity
for export shall, within forty-eight hours
after such sale, inform the Secretary of
Agriculture or his designate of (1) the date
of such sale, (2) the name and full identity
of the commodity sold, (3) the guantity of
the commodity sold, (4) the name of the
buyer and the country or countries to which
the commodity 1s to be shipped, (5) the
sale price, and (6) such other information
as the Secretary may by regulation require.
The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe
the manner in which the above information
shall be transmitted. On the first working
day following its receipt, such information
shall be made available by public announce-
ment and shall remain available for public
inspection for a reasonable time thereafter.
The Becretary shall prescribe regulations to
assure that such. information shall be dis-
closed simultaneously to the public and to
prevent any person or firm gaining from
premature disclosure.

*“(e) For the purposes of this section, the
terms ‘registration,” ‘futures commission
merchant,’ ‘floor broker,’ ‘contract market’
and ‘commodity’ shall have the same mean-
ing as stipulated in the Commodity Exchange
Act as amended, and the authority con-
tained therein shall be used in carrying out
the requirements of this section.

“{d) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall become effective thirty days after
enactment.”

Mr. SMITH of Iowa (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment revokes the right to use
the futures market to any grain dealer
who fails to report within 48 hours to the
CEA sales that he has made to foreign
customers.

We heard a lot here during the debate
about the Russian grain deal and the
wheat sales, but there has not really
been anything offered prior to this
amendment to help avert the same thing
happening again. I believe we should
learn from mistakes of the past; not
just talk about them, but to do some-
thing about it.

On July 5 of last yvear one of the
big private grain companies met with
the Russians, and sold them 180 million
bushels of wheat for cash. During the
same period of time they were talking
with the Department of Agriculture of-
ficials on the basis of buying a lot of
corn, and that they needed a lot of
credit. In fact, they had already bought
180 million bushels of wheat for cash,
and it was wheat they wanted.

Within a short time thereafter they
bought a lot more wheat, a total of
something like 400 million bushels.
While diverting attention, they simply
absorbed the free market stocks of wheat
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in the world, yet the people who were
affected by that did not know it. The
supply and demand situation had been
changed not only in other countries but
also in' the United States. Producers
were selling wheat at the very time, de-
livering it to elevators. They did not
know the supply-demand situation had
changed, and they did not really find
out for about a month.

I do not believe there is any good ex-
cuse for a private grain company which
makes a sale like that to a big purchaser
in another country not revealing it, so
that the people who are legitimately in
the market, whether they are producers
or processors or whatever they may be,
will have an opportunity to know that the
supply-demand situation has changed.

The Russians could have bought a
billion bushels and had fime enough to
cover it on the futures market, and put
an even bigger squeeze on the market.

Let me tell the Members something
else. Do not be surprised if one of these
eountries does do that at some time in
the future, if we do not do something
about it.

I believe that all they should be able
to keep secret is what they can cover in
2 days of purchases on the market. It
they cannot cover it on the futures
market in 2 days then they ought to
let people know how much there is in
excess of that amount.

That is really all we are talking about
here. As a result of what happened they
bought that wheat for about $1.64 a
bushel when it was worth more than $2.
If the processors and the producers and
the others who were legitimately in the
market at the time had known—all they
needed was to know as to what the sup-
ply situation was—then the Russians
never could have bought it for that low
price. Continental and Cook and the
others who sold to them would not have
sold that volume at that kind of price.
They would have had some kind of an
escalator clause to permit them to buy
on the market and sell for whatever the
value was at the time they bought it.

I believe we ought to learn from this.
In other countries, we do not have a
whole host of individual purchasers and
sellers.

Mr. Chairman, in many countries it
is a government owned organization
which buys and sells the grain. They
are big enough and they have plenty of
resources, so that if they want to, they
could come into our soybean market—
and this may have happened to a smaller
extent. They could have come into our
sovbean market last fall and bought
300 or 400 million bushels and sold per-
haps a half or a portiton of them later for
enough to pay profit for what they kept.

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

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

Mr. BERGLAND. The gentleman is
accurately stating the case that existed
last year, that the Russians could have
come to the United States and bought
more wheat than we owned and beat the
American capitalists at their own game.
They could have sold it back, after prices
skyrocket, at a killing without one bushel
leaving our shores.
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I am sure that the gentleman is aware
that our committee has adopted a very
tight provision which for the first time
in history requires reporting on a week-
1y basis, so the kind of disaster the gen-
tleman is speaking of could never be
repeated.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
under the committee provision they have
as much as 2 weeks, and I think that is
entirely too long a time for secrecy. Two
days is enough time to report, and then
on the next day the Department is in
business, the Department will make the
report public.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have great admiration
for the gentleman from ITowa (Mr.
Smrite) who is one of the experts in this
House on agricultural policy. I think in
this instance, however, that his amend-
ment is too far-reaching.

The Agriculture Committee fully con-
sidered the problem of prompt reporting
of sales for export. Accordingly this bill
has a provision that requires the exporter
»f wheat and flour and other grains and
the products thereof to report to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture within a week any
sales that are contracted for export, and
the Secretary must publicly report those
sales—by kind, class, and quality—to the
country in the following week.

This allows a sufficient amount of time
for the prompt and correct reporting of
these sales to the country as a whole. If
we try to set a 48-hour reporting dead-
line we are going to see only the people
in Washington, D.C., receiving the avail-
able information, while the people else-
where in the eountry who need the infor-
mation just as much will not receive it as
easily.

Mr, Chairman, we do not have any
reporting requirement now except the
voluntary requirement that the Depart-
ment has established. We in the Agri-
culture Committee felt the reporting sys-
tem should be mandatory and that those
who failed to report should be subject to
a criminal penalty. Furthermore, the
Secretary has the discretionary authority
to tighten the reporting requirements and
he can require immediate reporting
under a provision included in the bill as
suggested by the gentleman from Loui-
siana (Mr. RARICK) .

This is a matter on which I think the
committee has acted very strongly. The
penalties for a violation are stringent and
criminal in nature. There is no oppor-
tunity for any grain trader or grain ex-
pori.er to avoid his responsibility to re-
port.

Now, should this system prove to be
inadequate—and I do not think it will
be—I can assure the Members that the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. BErc-
1AND), the gentleman from Leouisiana
(Mr. Rarick), and I as well as others, will
be coming back with a bill to make sure
the program works.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee has pro-
vided for one exception fo the public
reporting requirement, and that is a
surplus situation develops. We do not
have a time of surplus at the moment.
As we read the bill and as we read the
report, we will find that this is a very,




23970

very tight exception. Reporting can only
be suspended under certain conditions
for 60 days, and the situation must be re-
examined every 60 days.

Mr. Chairman, I share the gentleman’s
concern about this bill. I was one of those
in the committee who attempted to
tighten up the present law. I think we
have succeeded in doing that. I hope that
we do not adopt the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr, SMITH) .,

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman
points to the penalty provisions. I re-
mind him that $20,000 or 1 year when we
are dealing with $200 million or $300 mil-
lion that might be involved in one of
these deals is rather light and is nothing
compared to the penalty involved in
dealing in futures.

Mr. TOLEY. I do not like to see a lot
of automatic consequences following the
orderly marketing of grain. At one time
I was Assistant Attorney General, and
I found that when it comes to jail sen-
tences businessmen are very reluctant
to go to jail either for a period of 1 year,
6 months, or even 30 days. I was one
member of the committee who insisted
on having the jail term included. I be-
lieve that a fine, would not be a sufficient
deterrent to the potential violator but a
term in jail is a different matter.

I recall that in the famous antitrust
cases, involving major U.8. electrical
manufacturing firms, several of their
key executives were convicted and sen-
tenced to prison. The impact of those
sentences was profound even though the
sentences were relatively short.

We have a penalty of up to a year in
this bill, and I do not think there will
be any problem with regard to com-
pliance. Accordingly, I do not think the
gentleman's amendment is needed, and
Ihope the committee will reject it.

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.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, BERGLAND

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

The clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BERGLAND: Page
27, line 4, strike out on page 27 all of line 4
and the remainder through page 36 line 15
and renumber the succeeding paragraphs of
section 1 of the bill accordingly.

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment is simple. I would strike the
cotton section from the bill.

On last week we had three votes deal-
ing with the matter of cotton. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. FinpLEY) of-
fered an amendment which carried by a
vote of 246 to 163; an amendment was
offered to knock out Cotton, Incorpo-
rated, and that carried 241 to 162; then
an amendment offered by Mr. FoLEy, of
Washington, to extend price support
loans to cotton farmers who found them-
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gl\{g% in a difficult position carried 247

It is very obvious to me this House is
not in a mood to pass a farm program
that has in it a section dealing with cot-
ton, and I for one want to pass an ex-
tension of Public Law 480 and pass a food
stamp program and pass a section deal-
ing with wheat and feed grains. I sug-
gest the cotton section be stricken in
its entirety.

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

I would like to ask the gentleman a
few questions for clarification.

We have to deal in the future. What
will happen after the bill leaves this
Chamber? We need to ponder this to
make a sound judgment on how to vote
on this amendment. I suppose one pos-
sibility is that this Congress will not pass
legislation dealing with cotton. That is
a possibility. If that should develop, am
I correct that we will then have operat-
ing the 1958 basic law under which the
minimum acreage for cotton is 16 mil-
lion acres? Am I correct on that point?

Mr. BERGLAND. That is correct.

Mr. FINDLEY. And the Government
will be required to support the price of
all the production from 16 million acres
at what level? I am not clear on that
point.

Mr. BERGLAND. I think about 45
cents a pound. I do not have cotton pro-
ducers in my territory in Minnesota, but
I think it is 45 cents.

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman from
Minnesota I am sure will agree with me
in stating that the cost of the cotton
program is going to be staggering in
that event.

Mr. BERGLAND. That perhaps could
be concluded, but my concern is that
this House is in no mood to pass a cot-
ton program because it is apparent that
after three tests, cotton is the target
of an attack.

Mr, FINDLEY. I think the big issues
have been resolved, and if the committee
will accept the decision of this Chamber
on the level of payments to individual
farmers, the limitation there, and leav-
ing Cotton Inc. out, I think the issues are
largely resolved.

The other possibility I wanted to ask
the gentleman from Minnesota about is
if we go to conference with the Senate,
which does have a cotton section, the
Senate cotton section could be included
in the conference report, and reported
back to the House for an up-or-down
vote. Is that correct?

Mr. BERGLAND, I cannot speak for
the conference, but that is technically
possible. But we must keep in mind that
the Senate bill does carry a $20,000-per-
farm limit on all crops.

Mr. FINDLEY. Of course, that lan-
guage has loopholes in it as big as the
biggest farm tractor that was ever built,
and it really does not mean much, I
would suggest to my colleague. If we
are going to report out a farm bill and we
leave the cotton section in it as now
drafted, it would put the House in a far
better bargaining position when it takes
up the question of cotton in the confer-
ence. I think we ought to assume that
the Senate bill will include in it a cotton
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section, and that might be in the con-
ference report that comes back to this
body; we could have a cotton section
in it, and this House will have to satisfy
itself as to what their wishes are in the
cotton law from now on.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am in a little bit of
a difficult position here, I believe. As all
of the Members know, I have continually
opposed this farm bill. However, I cannot
see the merits of legislating on other
products, and striking cotton out.

I had some computations made for me,
and I am informed that if we should
strike cotton out of the bill, and if it is
not put back in in the House-Senate con-
ference, as I expect it probably will be,
and without the Findley limitation, if
that should occur, and we would revert
back to the old act, this could be at poten-
tial a cost of $3.2 billion. Of course,
everyone should understand that all of
the cotton crop would not go into the
Government loan program.

That could be terribly expensive, as the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY)
pointed out, because we will be dealing
with 16 million acres rather than the
lesser amount of 11 million acres in the
committee bill.

So I would hope very much that the
House would not fall for this rather clev-
er maneuver, and would decisively reject
this amendment and leave the cotton
section in.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to point out that in the Senate version
the cotton section provides a guaranteed
price of 43 cents a pound. The version
of the cotton section that came out of the
House Agriculture Committee provides a
guarantee of 38 cents a pound. If we
strike the cotton section from this bill
we would face the certainty of having the
conference report come back with a 43-
cent per pound guarantee for all cotton
program production.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Certainly
it amounts to raising the guaranteed
price for cotton under the House bill, so
this is a very, very strategic, wise move
on the part of the proponents of this bill,
and I certainly hope the Members of the
House will not fall for it, and will vote
against the amendment.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BERGLAND).

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that there
is no real controversy on the proposi-
tion that there is a real need for in-
creased production of food in this coun-
try to provide for an adequate food sup-
ply at a reasonable cost to the consumers.
The issue is a controversy over the cotton
section. If that section is eliminated from
the bill, there will be no limitation on
payments; there will be no restrictions on
the lease and sale agreements; and there
will be an increase of 5 million acres of
allotted acreage to cotton production, in-
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creasing base acreage from 11 million to
16 million acres of production.

The loan rate will be 41152 cents per
pound.

1 urge the support of the amendment
that we may proceed and the House can
work its will on a food program for the
people of America. That is the problem
today. It will not jeopardize the produc-
tion of cotton. It will increase the pro-
duction of cotton in the future.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think it very im-
portant that the House understand what
will be accomplished by this very, very
drastic amendment. It certainly should
not be slipped through with very little
discussion or awareness of just what
it will accomplish. After I have made my
small effort to try to illuminate the
situation, Members, of course, will vote
as they wish. But it does seem to me
that the true effect of this amendment
has not yet been shown, and Mem-
bers should have a better understanding
of what the amendment will accom-
plish before they vote.

The gentleman from Minnesota has
said that by three decisive votes last
week this House has shown that it de-
finitely does not wish to enact any cotton
legislation. I would respectfully disagree
with my good friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota, and say that I read those
three votes as showing the determination
of the House, that there should be an
end to any special deals for big cotton.
There was no action taken in those three
votes against the small cotton farmer or
the medium-sized cotton farmer. The
$20,000 limitation and the strict lan-
guage plugging up the loopholes of sell-
ing and leasing and subdividing allot-
ments will have an impaet only on the
large cotton producers. The amendment
now offered will strike the entire cotton
section from the bill and destroy the
good work accomplished last week, by
nullifying both the Findley and Conte
amendments.

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

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

Mr. BERGLAND. I think there is mis-
understanding about the implications of
the so-called Findley Amendment deal-
ing with the sale, lease, and transfer
of cotton allotments. There are some
Members among us who have a notion
that this was some kind of a scheme
cooked up in 1970 designed only to al-
low the supercorporate fat cats a chance
to make the payment limits. I remind the
gentleman that this cotton provision was
put into law in 1965. In the South and
Southeastern regions of this country we
had literally thousands of small share-
crop tenant farmers on 20 acres of land
with a mule and 4 acres in cotton, and
there was no way they could compete—
this mechanized society. Under the terms
of this provision of law those people can
pool those allotments, and out of this
some will have allotments large enough
so they mechanize and stay in business.

Mr. MAYNE. It seems to me to be clear
that the language in the present law
which permits the sale and rental leas-
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ing of allotments has been widely used
by gigantic cotton corporations to evade
the clear infent of most Members of the
Congress. The Department of Agriculture
has interpreted this language to continue
annual payments of hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars to single farming units
even, I believe, running up into payments
of more than a million dollars to some
individual corporations.

If the House wants to abandon the
strong position that it has taken to finally
put teeth into limitations against big
cotton interests it should vote for this
amendment, but if the House really
means that it wants to have payments
of not more than $20,000 per farm unit
and wants to plug the loopholes which
now exist, permitting large cotton pro-
ducers to sell, lease and otherwise sub-
divide their allotments, then I think we
should take a very questionable view of
this amendment. The practical effect of
this amendment is to junk all of the
progress that was made on three decisive
votes last week and to have no cotton
section in the bill whatsoever. This
would remove the language removing tne
loopholes and also remove the $20,000
per person limitation from the bill. Zook-
ing a little farther down the road we
should also anticipate that its passage
would also enable the House and con-
ferees to accept the very liberal Senate
version of the cotton section ant: foist it
upon the House. If that is what the
Members of the House wish to do I think
they should clearly understand that is
what they are doing, that this is an at-
tempt to reverse the momentum of the
very decisive votes against big cotton
interests in the House last week., Per-
haps the House has completely changed
its view and wants to undo that work, but
I think we should clearly understand that
is what we are doing if we vote for this
amendment. I will vote against the
amendment because I have not changed
my mind and still think we need a $20,-
000 per person limitation with teeth ‘n
it.

The offering of this amendment after
the weekend recess makes clear why our
consideration of this vitally important
farm bill was so abruptly interrupted
last Thursday, July 12. It is obvious that
the spokesmen for Big Cotton wanted to
break the strong momentum running
against them in three decisive votes last
week. They wanted time to regroup their
forces, form a coalition, and come up
with some device to reinstate loopholes
for Big Cotton. This amendment is the
legislative vehicle they have selected to
accomplish that purpose and it should
be defeated.

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

Mr MAYNE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman will also agree that this
end run by big cotton would also have
the effect of putting back $10 million a
year to Cotton, Ine., a provision that this
House on two separate record votes by
a large margin has voted to prohibit.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. MAYNE. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding that what they are trying
to do, after postponing this bill for the
weekend to try fto arrive at some gim-
mick to do away with the amendments
we adopted here in the House last week,
is to knock out the complete cotton sec-
tion of the bill. Then they will go to con-
ference and accept the Senate version
which has the $10 million subsidy for
Cotton, Ine., and reopens all the same
old loopholes that allow the big cor-
porate farmers fto get around the
$20,000 payment limitation. By this ma-
neuver, they have unraveled everything
the House accomplished last Tuesday
and Wednesday to cut out the worst
abuses of our subsidy program.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. BERGLAND),

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes 49,
noes 42.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded voite was ordered.

The vote proceeded to be taken by elec-
tronic device.

The CHAIRMAN (during the progress
of the vote by electronic device). The
Chair desires to announce to the Mem-
bers that the electronic device is nof
working. This vote will be repeated by a
recorded vote with clerks.

The vote was taken by clerks, and
there were—ayes 207, noes 190, not vot-
ing 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 338]

AYES—207
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Davls, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood

Abdnor
Albert
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Arends

Aspin

Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bergland
Bevill

Blaggl

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

Byron

Holifield
Hungate
Ichord
Jarman
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Eastenmeier
Eazen
Eetchum
Eluczynski
Kuykendall
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Flowers Lujan
Foley MecCollister
Ford, Gerald R. McCormack
Ford, McKay
William D. McSpadden
Fountain Madden
Frey Madigan
Fulton Mahon
Fugqua Mann
Gaydos Martin, Nebr.
Gettys Mathias, Calif,
Giaimo Mathis, Ga.
Ginn Matsunaga
Goldwater Meeds

Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Clark
Clausen,
Don H,
Clay
Cochran
Collins, Ill.
Collins, Tex,
Conlan
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.

Gonzalez
Gray
Gubser
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Hawkins
Hays
Henderson
Hillis

Melcher
Metcalfe
Milford

Mills, Ark.
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Murphy, 111,
Myers
Natcher
Nichols




Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, N.X.,

Rose
Rostenkowski
Roush

Abzug

Adams

Anderson,
Cal

Anderson, 111,
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Bafalis
Bennett
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Bray
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Cleveland
Cohen
Collier
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski

du Pont
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Findley
Fish
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Froehlich
Gibbons
Gilman
Goodling

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk
Bkubitz
Slack
Spence
Btaggers
Stark

Steed
Stelger, Aria.
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
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Wright
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, 8.0.
Young, Tex,
Zablockl

Thompson, N.J. Zwach

Thornton
NOES—190

Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gude

Guyer
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha

Pritchard
Quie
Ralilsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers

. Roneallo, N.Y.

Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Hicks
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Karth
Keating
King
Koch
Kyros
Latta
Lent
Long, Md.
McClory
MecCloskey
McDade
McEwen
Macdonald
Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Mezvinsky
Michel
Miller
Minish
Mitehell, Md.
Moakley
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Moss
Nedzi
Nelsen
Owens
Peyser
Pike
Podell
Powell, Ohlo

Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rousselot
Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shoup
Shuster
Smith, Towa
Bmith, N.X.
Snyder
Btanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V,
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Studds
Sullivan
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif,
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Waldie
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Widnall
wig
Williams
Wryatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Zion

NOT VOTING—37

Addabbo
Bell
Blatnik
Boland
Burke, Fla.
Chisholm
Conyers
Danielson
Digegs
Dorn

Edwards, Ala.
Fisher

Flynt

Fraser

Gross

Hanna

Hébert
Helstoski

Holt

Johnson, Callf.

Kemp
Landgrebe
Landrum
Lott

McPall
McEinney
Mailliard
Morgan
Murphy, N.Y.
Pepper

Pettis Stuckey
Reid

Talcott
Sandman Towell, Nev.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. DENHOLM

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. DEnHOLM: strike all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That this Act shall be cited as “The Na~
tiﬂo'f?l Nutrition, Food and Fiber Act of
1973".

Wilson, Bob

TITLE I—DEFINITIONS
FARM FAMILY UNIT

Sec. 201. (a) Any person as defined by law,
including a spouse and issue, head of a
household, widow or widower that derives
one-half or more of his or her earned annual
gross income from the actual production and
sales of food and fiber.

(b) Any person as defined by law, including
a spouse and issue, that derives one-half or
more of his or her annual gross income from
the ownership of land used in the production
of food and fiber under a leasehold, share-
crop, or tenancy agreement with a producer,
but not to exceed an annual sum in the ag-
gregate in excess of one-half of the computed
annual aggregate total of a qualified farm
family unit, as a producer or producers as
defined in subsection (a) of section 201 and
notwithstanding any number of such land-
lord-tenant relationships the owner or own-
ers of any such land use in the production of
food and fiber shall not participate in the
aggregate benefits in excess of $27,600 per an~
num as provided for a separate farm family
unit producer defined in subsection (a) here-
of,

GROSS ANNUAL SALES

Sec. 202, (a) The combined gross cash
receipts first received for feed grains and
wheat produced by a farm family unit in any
calendar year or for such other approved 12-
month accounting period, including the gross
cash receipts plus the cost of production pay-
ments,

(b) The gross annual sales shall con-
stitute the combined amount of gross re-
ceipts from sales of feed grains and wheat
actually produced plus the cost of produc-
tion payments.

COST OF PRODUCTION PAYMENTS

(¢) The computed difference between the
national welghted average market price
received by producers and not less than 90
per centum of the cost of production.

CARRYBACK OPTION

Sec. 203.(a) The farm family unit as de-
fined in subsection (a) and (b) of section
201 of this title may exercise the option of
applying sales against the limits of gross
annual sales for any next preceding 24-
month period that commodity cash recelpts
plus cost of production payments were less
than the allowable annual aggregate total of
$27,600 for any one calendar year or such
other approved 12-month accounting period
and such carry-back shall be first applied to
the oldest accounting period at the current

compound rate or rates in determining the
limits thereof;

CARRY FORWARD OPTION

(b) The farm family unit as defined In
subsection (a) or (b) of section 201 of this
title may exercise the option of applying sales
against the limits of gross annual sales for
any next succeeding 36-month period: Pro-
vided, That the computation of gross annual
sales is first applied to the next succeeding
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calendar year, or such other approved 12-
month accounting period, and the then
computed rate or rates of the gross annual
sales shall be computed at current prices re-
ceived plus cost of production payments not
to exceed In the aggregate a sum total of
$27,600 per annum.
TITLE III—-COST-OF-PRODUCTION
PAYMENTS

Bec. 801. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provisions of law, any farm family unit that
markets feed grains and wheat shall receive
cost of production payments directly from
the Government not less often than semi-
annually, equal to the difference between
the national welghted average market price
recelved by farmers for feed grains and
wheat sold and not less than 90 percent of
the cost of production on the first $27,5600
of current gross annual sales marketed In
any one 12-month accounting period.

(b) Gross annual sales in excess of $27,600
for any 12-month period by a farm family
unit shall not be eligible for cost of produc-
tion payment unless applied and computed
as provided in subsections (a) and (b) of
section 302 of this title.

Bec. 302. (a) Any farm family unit may
exercise the option of applying sales against
the limits of gross annual sales for any next
preceding 24-month period that feed grains
and wheat cash receipts plus cost of produc-
tion payments were less than the allowable
annual aggregate total of 27,600 for any
one calendar year or such other approved
12-month accounting perlod and such carry-
back shall be first applied to the oldest
accounting period at the current computed
rate or rates in determining the limits
thereof.

(b) Any farm family unit may exercise
the option of carrying forward sales of feed
grain and wheat against the limits of gross
annual sales for any next succeeding 36-
month period: Provided, That the computa-
tion of gross annual sales is first applied to
the next succeeding calendar year, or such
other approved 12-month accounting period
and the gross annual sales shall be com-
puted at current prices received plus cost
of production payments not to exceed in
the aggregate the sum total of $27,600 per
annum in such acceptable accounting pe-
riod of time,

(e) The gross annual sales limitation per
farm family unit shall be adjusted not less
often than annually with the rate of de-
crease or increase in the cost of production
index to reflect prices pald by farmers for
production items, including interest, taxes
and wage rates.

TITLE IV—ADJUSTMENT PROVISIONS

AUTHORIZED

Sec. 401, (a) Notwithstanding any other
provisions of law, the Secretary of the United
States Department of Agriculture finds that
if the production of feed grains or wheat
produced in any calendar year is excessive
in relation to available market outlets and
desirable strategic reserves, he may require
as a condition precedent to cost-of-produc-
tion payments, that each qualified farm
family unit shall restrict the acreage of those
crops in excess of market demand to not
less than 756 percentum of the average acre-
age planted or harvested in the immediate
past three years. An acreage of cropland
equal to that diverted from such production
shall be set aside and used only for approved
conservation, grazing, recreational, and wild-
life purposes upon the condition of approved
practices of husbandry as may be prescribed
by the Secretary and for a compensatory pay-
ment equal to the net average income of
all acres in production of the farm family
unit,

Sec. 402, In any year in which the Secre-
tary informs producers that an increase in
acreage planted to any crop is needed to
maintain adequate market supplies and re-
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build carryover stocks to more desirable
levels, the minimum cost-of-production pay-
ments shall be increased by not more than
25 per centum on any such commodity over
the level specified in section 301 of title III
of this Act.
TITLE V—DAIRY FROGRAM

The Agricultural Act of 1970 is amended

as follows:
Mirk MARKETING ORDERS

Section 201 is amended by—

(A) amending section 201(e) by striking
out “1973” and inserting “1977", and by
striking out *“1976" and inserting ‘19807,
and

(B) adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

ﬁ(J.’,'r The Agricultural Adjustment Act as
reenacted and amended by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended, is further amended by:

(1) striking the period at the end of sub-
section 8c¢(17) and adding in lieu thereof
the following: *: Provided further, That if
one-third or more of the producers as de-
fined in a milk order apply in writing for a
hearing on a proposed amendment of such
order, the Secretary shall call such a hear-
ing if the proposed amendment is one that
may legally be made to such order. Sub-
section (12) of this section shall not be con-
strued to permit any cooperative to act for
its members In an application for a hearing
under the foregoing proviso and nothing in
such proviso shall be construed to preclude
the Secretary from calling an amendment
hearing as provided in subsection (3) of this
section., The Secretary shall not be required
to call a hearing on any proposed amend-
ment to an order in response to an applica-
tion for a hearing on such proposed amend-
ment if the application requesting the hear-
ing is received by the Secretary within ninety
days after the date on which the Secretary
has announced his decision on a previously

proposed amendment to such order and the
two proposed amendments are essentially the
same.’

“(2) inserting after the phrase ‘pure and

wholesome milk’ in section 8e(18) the

phrase ‘to meet current needs and further to

assure a level of farm income adequate to

maintain productive capacity sufficient to

meet anticipated future needs'.”

MiLE PRICE SUPPORT, BUTTERFAT PRICE SUFPORT
SUSPENSION

Section 202 is amended by—

(A) striking the introductory clause which
precedes subsection (a);

{B) effective April 1, 1974, inserting in
subsection (b) before the period at the end
of the first sentence in the quotation the
following: “of pure and wholesome milk to
meet current needs, reflect changes in the
cost of production, and assure a level of farm
income adequate to maintain productive ca-
pacity sufficient to meet anticipated future
needs'; and

(C) inserting in subsection (b) in the first
sentence “80 per centum” in lieu of “75 per
centum”,

VETERANS HOSPITALS

Section 203 is amended by striking out
¥19073” and inserting “1977".

Dammy INDEMNITY PROGRAM

Section 204 is amended by—

(A) striking out “1973” and inserting
“1977”; and

(B) striking subsection (b) and substitut-
ing therefor the following:

“(b) Section 1 of said Act is amended to
read as follows:

“SegctioN 1. The Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized to make indemnity payments
for milk or cows producing such milk at a
fair market value, to dairy farmers who have
been directed since January 1, 1964 (but only
since the date of enactment of the National
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Nutrition, Food and Fiber Act of 1973 in the
case of indemnity payments not authorized
prior to such date of enactment), to remove
their milk, and to indemnity payments for
dairy products at fair market value to manu-
facturers of dairy products who have been di-
rected since the date of enactment of the
Agricultural Act of 1970 to remove thelr dairy
products from commercial markets because
of residues of chemicals registered and ap-
proved for use by the Federal Government at
the time of such use. Any indemnity payment
to any farmer shall continue until he has
been reinstalled and is again allowed to dis-
pose of his milk on commercial markets." "

Title II is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“Damry IMPORT LICENSES

“Sec. 205, Section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act (7 U.8.C. 624) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:

“‘(g) The President is authorized to pro-
vide that dairy products may be imported
only by or for the account of a person or
firm to whom a license has been issued by
the Secretary of Agriculture. In issuing a
license for dairy products not currently be-
ing imported but sought to be imported un-
der this section during any period after the
enactment of the National Nutrition, Food
and Fiber Act of 1973, the Secretary shall
make licenses available for a 30-day period
before issuing licenses to other applicants to
domestic producers anc processor who agree
to import such dairy products. For purposes
of this subsection, dalry products include (1)
all forms of milk and dairy products, butter-
fat, milk solids-not-fat, and any combina-
tion or mixture thereof; (2) any article, com-
pound, or mixture containing 5 per centum
or more of butterfat, or milk solids-not-fat,
or any combinations of the two; and (3)
lactose and other derlvatives of milk, butter-
fat, or milk solids-not-fat, if imported com=-
mercially for any. food use. Dalry products
do not include (1) industrial casein, indus-
trial caseinates, or any other industrial prod-
ucts, not to be used in any form for any
food use, or an ingredient of food; or (2) arti-
cles not normally considered to be dalry prod-
ucts, such as candy, bakery goods, and other
similar articles: Provided, That dairy prod-
ucts in any form, in any such article are not
commercially extractable or capable of be-
ing used commercially as a replacement or
substitute for such ingredients in the manu-
facture of any food product.’

“PrRODUCER HANDLERS

“Sec, 206. The legal status of producer
handlers of milk under the provisions of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as reenacted
and amended by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, shall be
the same subsequent to the adoption of the
amendments made by the National Nutrition,
Food and Fiber Act of 1973.

TITLE VI—WOOL PROGRAM

The Agricultural Act of 1970 is amended as
follows:

Section 301 is amended by—

(A) striking out “1973" each place it oc-
curs and inserting “1977”, and by striking
out the word “three” each place it occurs;
and

(B) adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

*(6) Strike out the first sentence of section
708 and insert the following: ‘The Secretary
of Agriculture is authorized to enter into
agreements with, or to approve agreements
entered into between, marketing coopera-
tives, trade associations, or others engaged or
whose members are engaged in the handling
of wool, mohair, sheep, or goats or the prod-
ucts thereof, for the purpose of developing
and conducting on a national, State, or re-
gional basis advertising and sales promotion
programs, and programs for the develop-
ment and dissemination of information on
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product quality, production management
and marketing improvement, for wool, mo-
hair, sheep, or goats or the products thereof.
Advertising and sales promotion programs
may be conducted outside of the United
States for the purpose of maintaining and
expanding foreign markets and uses for mo-
hair or goats or the products thereof pro-
duced in the United States.’.”
TITLE VII—FPUBLIC LAW 480

The Agricultural Act of 1970 is amended as
follows:

Title VII is amended—

(A) by striking out “1973" and inserting
“1977" In section 701; and

(B) by adding a new section 703 as follows:

“Sec. T03. Title IV of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“‘Sgc.411. No agricultural commeodities
shall be sold until title I or title IIT or do-
nated under title II of this Act to North
Vietnam, unless by an Act of Congress
enacted subsequent to July 1, 1973, assist-
ance to North Vietnam is specifically
authorized.™

TITLE VIII—MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS

The Agricultural Act of 1970 is amended as

follows:

TERMINATION OF WHEAT CERTIFICATE PROGRAM

Section 402 is amended by inserting “(a)”
after the section designation and adding the
following at the end of the section:

“({b) (A) Section 379b of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 (which provides for
a wheat marketing certificate program) is
hereby terminated.

REPEAL OF PROCESSOR CERTIFICATE
REQUIREMENT

Section 403 is amended by inserting “(a)”

after the section designation and by insert-
ing at the end thereof the following:
. “(b) Sections 379d, 370e, 379f, 379g, 879h,
3791, and 379) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938 (which deal with marketing
certificate requirements for processors and
exporters) shall not be applicable to wheat
processed or exported after July 1, 1973; and
section 379g is amended by adding the fol-
lowing new subsection (c):

*(¢) The Secretary is authorized to take
such action as he determines to be necessary
to facilitate the transition from the certifi-
cate program provided for under section 370d
to a program under which no certificates are
required. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, such authority shall include, but
shall not be limited to the authority to ex-
empt all or a portion of wheat or food prod-
ucts made therefrom in the channels of trade
on July 1, 1973, from the marketing restric-
tions (b) of section 379d, or to sell certifi-
cates to persons owning such wheat or food
products made therefrom at such price and
under terms and conditions as the Secretary
may determine. Any such certificate shall be
issued by the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion. Nothing herein shall authorize the Sec-
retary to require certificates on wheat proc-
essed after June 30, 1973."."

REDUCTION IN WHEAT STORED To Avoip PEN-
ALTY

Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1970
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “Notwithstanding the foregoing,
the Secretary may authorize release of wheat
stored by a producer under section 379c¢c(b)
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended, prior to the 1971 crop, whenever
he determines such release will not signifi-
cantly affect market prices for wheat. As a
condition of release, the Secretary may re-
quire a refund of such portion of the value
of certificates received in the crop year the
excess wheat was produced as he deems ap-
propriate considering the period of time the
excess wheat has been in storage and the
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need to provide fair and equitable treatment

among all wheat program participants.”.

APPLICATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL ACT oF 1949
Sectlon 408 is amended by striking out

“1971, 1872, and 1973" and inserting 1971

through 1977".

CoMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION SALES PRICE

RESTRICTIONS

Section 409 is amended by striking out
“1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting 1971
through 1977".

SET-ASIDE ON SuMMER FALLOW FARMS

Section 410 is amended by striking out
1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971
through 1977".

CoTTON INSECT ERADICATION

Title VI is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“Sec. 611. Section 104 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add-
ing a new subsection (d) as follows:

“*‘(d) In order to reduce cotton produc-
tion costs, to prevent the movement of
certain cotton plant insects to areas mnot
now infected, and to enhance the quality of
the environment, the Secretary is authorized
and directed to carry out programs to de-
stroy and eliminate cotton boll weevils in
infested areas of the United States as pro-
vided herein and to carry out similar pro-
grams with respect to pink bollworms or any
other major cotton insect if the Secretary
determines that methods and systems have
been developed to the point that success in
eradication of such insects is assured. The
Secretary shall carry out the eradication pro-
grams authorized by this subsection through
the Commodity Credit Corporation. In carry-
ing out insect eradication projects, the Sec-
retary shall utilize the technical and related
services of appropriate Federal, State, pri-
vate agencies, and cotton organizations. Pro-
ducers and landowners in an eradication zone,
as established by the Secretary, and who are
receiving benefits from any program admin-
istered by the United States Department of
Agriculture, shall, as a condition of receiving
or continuing any such benefits, participate
in and cooperate with the eradication proj-
ect, as specified in regulations of the Sec-
€ y
“‘The Secretary may issue such regula-
tions as he deems necessary to enforce the
provisions of this section with repect to
achieving the compliance of producer and
landowners who are not receiving benefits
from any program administered by the
United States Department of Agriculture.
Any person who knowingly violates any such
regulation promulgated by the Secretary un-
der this subsection may be assessed a civil
penalty of not to exceed $5,000 for each of-
fense. No civil penalty shall be assessed unless
the person shall have been given notice and
opportunity for a hearing on such charge in
the county, parish, or incorporated city of
the residence of the person charged. In de-
termining the amount of the penalty the
Secretary shall consider the appropriateness
of such penalty to the size of the business of
the person charged, the effect on the person’s
ability to continue in business, and the
gravity of the violation. Where special meas-
ures deemed essential to achievement of
the eradication objective are taken by the
project and result in a loss of production and
income to the producer, the Secretary shall
provide reasonable and equitable indemni-
fication from funds available for the proj-
ect, and also provide for appropriate pro-
tection of the allotment, acreage history,
and average yield for the farm. The cost of
the program in each eradication zone shall
be determined, and cotton producers in the
zone shall be required to pay up to one-half
thereof, with the exact share in each zone
area to be specified by the Secretary upon
his finding that such share is reasonable and
equitable based on population levels of the
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target insect and the degree of control meas-
ures normally required. Each producer’s pro
rata share shall be deducted from his cotton
payment under this Act or otherwise col-
lected, as provided in regulations of the
Secretary. Insofar as practicable, cotton pro-
ducers and other persons engaged in cotton
production in the eradication zone shall be
employed to participate in the work of the
project in such zone. Funding of the program
shall be terminated at such time as the
SBecretary determines and reports to the Con-
gress that complete eradication of the in-
sects for which programs are undertaken
pursuant to this subsection has been accom-
plished. Funds in custody of agencies carry-
ing out the program shall, upon termination
of such program, be accounted for the Sec-
retary for appropriate disposition.

“‘The Secretary is authorized to cooperate
with the Government of Mexico in carrying
out operations or measures in Mexico which
he deems necessary and feasible to prevent
the movement into the United States from
Mexico of any insects eradicated under the
provisions of this subsection. The measure
and character of cooperation carried out un-
der this subsection on the part of the United
States and on the part of the Government of
Mexico, including the expenditure or use
of funds made available by the BSecretary
under this subsection, shall be such as may
be prescribed by the Secretary. Arrangements
for the cooperation authorized by this sub-
section shall be made through and in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State. There
are hereby authorized to be appropriated to
the Commodity Credit Corporation such sums
as the Congress may from time to time de-
termine to be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this subsection.".”

Sectlon 374(a) of the Agriculture Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby
amended by adding the following new sen-
tence: “Where cotton is planted in skiprow
patterns, the same rules that were in effect
for the 1971 through 1973 crops for classify-
ing the acreage planted to cotton and the
area skipped shall also apply to the 1974
through 1977 crops.”

Title VIII is amended as follows:

BEEKEEPER INDEMNITIES

(A) SBection 804 is amended by striking out
“December 31, 1873” and inserting “Decem-
ber 31, 1977".

ExPORT SALES REPORTING

(B) By adding the following new sections:

“‘Sec. BOT. All exporters of wheat and wheat
flour, feed grains, oil seeds, cotton and prod-
ucts thereof, and other commodities the
Secretary may designate produced in the
United States shall report to the Secretary of
Agriculture, on a weekly basis, the following
information regarding any contract for ex-
port sales entered Into or subsequently modi-
fled in any manner during the reporting
period: (a) type, class, and quantity of the
commodity sought to be exported, (b) the
marketing year of shipment, (¢) destination,
if known. Individual reports shall remain
confidential but shall be compiled by the
Secretary and published in compilation form
each week following the week of reporting.
All exporters of agricultural commodities
produced in the United States shall upon re-
quest of the Secretary of Agriculture imme-
diately report to the Secretary any informa-
tion with respect to export sales of agricul-
tural commodities and at such times as he
may request. Any person (or corporation)
who knowingly fails to report export sales
pursuant to the requirements of this sec-
tion shall be fined not more than $25,000 or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both.
The Secretary may suspend the requirement
for publishing data with respect to any com-
modity or type or class thereof during any
period in which he determines that there is
a domestic supply of such commeodity sub-
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stantially In excess of the quantity needed
to meet domestic requirements, and that
total supplies of such commodity In the ex-
porting countries are estimated to be in sur-
plus, and that anticipated exports will not
result in excessive drain on domestic sup-
plies, and that to require the reports to be
made will unduly hamper export sales. Such
suspension shall not remain in effect for
more than sixty days unless extended by the
Becretary. Extensions of such suspension, if
any, shall alsc be limited to sixty days each
and shall be promulgated If the Secretary
determines that the circumstances at the
time of the commencement of any extension
meet the conditions described herein.

“WHEAT AND FEED GRAINS RESEARCH

"“Sec. 808. In order to reduce fertilizer and
herbicide wusages in excess of production
needs, to develop wheat and feed grain
varieties more susceptible to complete fer-
tilizer utilization, to improve the resistance
of wheat and feed grain plants to disease and
enhance their conservation and environmen-
tal qualities, the Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized and directed to carry out regional
and national research programs.

“In carrying out such research, the Secre-
tary shall utilize the technical and related
services of the appropriate Federal, State,
and private agencies.

“There is authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this section, but not more
than $1,000,000 in any fiscal year.”

“EMERGENCY RESERVE

“Sec. 809. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall under the provisions of this Act estab-
lish, maintain, and dispose of a separate re-
serve of inventories of wheat, feed grains,
and soybeans for the purpose of alleviating
distress caused by a natural disaster.

“Such reserve Inventories shall include
such quantities of grain that the Becretary
deems needed to provide for the alleviation
of distress as the result of a natural disaster.

*“{b) The Becretary shall acquire such
commeodities through the Commodity Credit
Corporation.

“(e¢) Except when a state of emergency
has been proclalmed by the President or by
concurrent resolution of Congress declaring
that such reserves should be disposed of, the
Becretary shall not offer any commodity in
the reserve for sale or disposition.

“(d) The Secretary is also authorized to
dispose of such commodities only for (1) use
in relieving distress (a) in any State, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, or the
Virgin Islands and (b) in connection with
any major disaster determined by the Presi-
dent to warrant assistance by the Federal
Government under Public Law 875, Eighty-
first Congress, as amended (42 U.B.C. 1855 et
seq.), or (2) for use in connection with a
state of civil defense emergency as pro-
claimed by the President or by concurrent
resolution of the Congress in accordance
with the provisions of the Federal Civil De-
fense Act of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App.
2251-2297).

“(e) The Secretary may sell at an equivalent
price, allowing for the customary location
and grade price differentials, substantially
equivalent quantities in different locations
or warehouses to the extent needed to prop-
erly handle, rotate, distribute, and locate
such reserve.

“(f) The Secretary may usc the Commaodity
Credit Corporation to the extent feasible to
fulfill the purposes of this Act; and to the
maximum extent practicable consistent with
the fulfillment of the purposes of this Act
and the effective and efficient administration
of this Act shall utilize the usual and cus-
tomary channels, facilities, and arrange-
ments of trade and commerce,

“{g) The Secretary may lssue such rules
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and regulations as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this Act.

“{h) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
to ecarry out the purposes of this Act.

“IMPORTED COMMODITIES

“Sec. 810. Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of this Act, the Secretary shall en-
courage the production of any crop of which
the United States is a net importer and for
which a price support program Is not in
effect by permitting the planting of such
crop on set-aside acreage and with no reduc-
tion in the rate of payment for the com-
modity."

CONSOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT
ACT AMENDMENTS

The Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act is amended as follows:

{a) Section 306(a) of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“(A) The Secretary, under such reasonable
rules and conditions as he shall establish,
shall make grants to eligible volunteer fire
departments for up to 50 per centum of the
cost of firefighting equipment needed by
such departments but which such depart-
ments are unable to purchase through the
resources otherwise available to them, and
for the cost of the training necessary to en-
able such departments to use such equip-
ment efficiently.

“(B) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘eligible volunteer fire department’
means any established volunteer fire depart-
ment in a rural town, village, or unincor-
porated area where the population is less
than two thousand but greater than two
hundred, as reasonably determined by the
Secretary."

(b) Bection 310B(d) of subtitle A of such
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following:

“(4) No grant or loan authorized to bhe
made under this section, section 304, or sec-

tion 312 shall require or be subject to the
prior approval of any officer, employee, or
agency of any State.”

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS

The Rural Development Act of 1972 is
amended as follows:

(a) Section 401 of such Act is amended by
substituting the words “fire” and “fires” for
the words “wildfire”” and “wildfires"”, respec-
tively, wherever such words appear.

(b) Section 404 of such Act iz amended
to read as follows:

“Sec, 404. APPROPRIATIONS.—There is au-
thorized to be appropriated to carry out the
provisions of this title $7,000,000 for each of
three consecutive fiscal years beginning with
the fiseal year for which funds are first ap-
propriated and obligated by the Secretary
of Agriculture carrying out this title.”

TITLE IX—FOOD STAMPS

The Food Stamp Act of 1964, as amended,
is amended—

(a) by inserting after the sentence which
would be added to subsection (e) of section
3, effective January, 1, 1974, by section 411
of the Act of Ocfober 30, 1972, the following:
“Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
households in which members are included
in a federally aided public assistance pro-
gram pursuant to title XVI of the Soclal
Security Act shall be eligible to participate
in the food stamp program or the program
of distribution of federally donated foods if
they satisfy the eligibllity criteria applied
to other households.”

(b) That (a) the second sentence of sec-
tion 3(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1964
(7 U.S.C. 2012(e)) is amended—

(1) by striking out “or''; and

(2) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: “, or (3) any nar-
cotics addict or alcohollc who lives under the
supervision of a private nonprofit organiza-
tion or institution for the purpose of regular
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participation in a drug or alcoholic treat-
ment and rehabilitation program.”

(c) Section 3 of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“(n) The term ‘drug addiction or alcoholic
treatment and rehabilitation program’ means
any drug addiction or alcoholic treatment
and rehabilitation program conducted by a
private nonprofit organization or institution
which is certified by the State agency or
agencies designated by the Governor as re-
sponsible for the administration of the
State’s programs for alcoholics and drug ad-
dicts purusant to Public Law 51-616 ‘Com-
prehensive Aleohol Abuse and Alecohol Pre-
vention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act’
and Public Law 92-256 ‘Drug Abuse Office
and Treatment Act of 1972' as providing
treatment that can lead to the rehabilitation
of drug addicts or alcoholies.”

(d) Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“{d) The Secretary shall establish uniform
national standards of eligibility for house-
holds described in section 3(e)(3) of this
Act.”

(e) Section 5(c) of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2014(c)) Is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following: “For
the purposes of this section, the term ‘able-
bodied adult person’ shall not include any
narcotics addict or alcoholic who regularly
participates, as a resident or nonresident, in
any drug addiction or alcoholic treatment
and rehabilitation program.”

(f) Section 10 of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (T U.B.C. 2019) is amended by inserting
at the end thereof the following mew sub-
section:

“({1) Bubject to such terms and conditions
as may be prescribed by the Secretary in the
regulations purusant to this Act, members
of an eligible household who are narcotics
addicts or alcoholics and regularly partici-
pate in a drug addiction or alecoholic treat-
ment and rehabilitation program may use
coupons issued to them to purchase food pre-
pared for or served to them during the course
of such program by a private nonprofit or-
ganization or institution which meets re-
quirements (1), (2), and (3) of subsection
(h) above. Meals served pursuant to this
subsection shall be deemed ‘food' for the
purposes of this Act.”

(g) By striking the second sentence of
section 5(b) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“The standards established by the Secre-
tary, at a minimum, shall prescribe the
amounts of household income and other fi-
nancial resources, including both Mquid and
nonliguid assets to be used as a criteria of
eligibility. The maximum allowable resources
including both liguid and the equity in non-
liquid assets, of all members of each house-
hold shall not exceed $1,500 for each house-
hold, except, for households including two
or more persons age sixty or over the re-
sources shall not exceed $3,000: Provided,
That the home, one automobile, household
goods and clothing, life Insurance policies
with a face value of $10,000 or less, owned by
persons 60 years of age or older; the tools
of a tradesman or the machinery of a farmer;
total resources of a roomer or boarder, or of
a member of the household (other than the
head of the household or spouse) who has
a commitment to contribute only a portion
of his income to pay for services including
food and lodging; and Indian lands held
jointly with the tribe, or land that can be
sold only with the approval of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, shall be excluded in de-
termining the value of the the financial
resources,”

(h) By adding at the end of section 6(a)
the following new sentence: “Such certifica-
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tion shall be made prior to the issuance of
any focd stamps under this program: Pro-
vided, however, That in the event of a nat-
ural disaster some or all of the requirements
for certification may be waived by the Sec-
retary.”

{i) By adding at the end of subsection (h)
of section 10, the following: “Subject to such
terms and conditions as may be prescribed
by the Secretary, in the regulations issued
pursuant to this Act, members of an eligible
household who are sixty years of age or over
or elderly persons and their spouses may also
use coupons issued to them to purchase
meals prepared by senior cltizens’ centers,
apartment buildings occupied primarily by
elderly persons, any public or nonprofit pri-
vate school which prepares meals especially
for elderly persons, any public or private eat-
ing establishment which prepares meals espe-
cially for elderly persons during special hours,
and any other establlshment approved for
such purpose by the Secretary.”

(§) By striking out “June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1973" in the first sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 16, and substituting
“June 30, 1972, through June 30, 1977".

(k) Section 3(b) of the Food Stamp Act
of 1964 (7 U.B.C. 2012(b)) is amended by
inserting after “tobacco,” the following:
“such food and food products as may be de-
termined by the Secretary to be of low or
insignificant nutritional value,”.

(1) By adding at the end of subsection (b)
of section 3 the following: “It shall also in-
clude seeds and plants for use in gardens to
produce food for the personal consumption
of the eligible household.”

(m) Section 3(f) of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012(f) ) is amended by strik-
ing the second sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof the following new sentence: "It shall
also mean a political subdivision or a private
nonprofit organization or institution that
meets the requirements of sections 10(h) or
10(1) of this Act.”

(n) Section 5(b) of such Act is amended
by inserting after the third sentence thereof
the following: “No person who has reached
his elghteenth birthday and who is a student
at an institution of higher learning shall be
eligible to participate in the food stamp pro-
gram established pursuant to the provisions
of this Act: Provided, That such ineligibility
shall not apply to any member of a house~-
hold that is otherwise eligible for or is par-
ticipating in the food stamp program—nor
shall it apply to married persons with one
or more children and who are otherwise eli-
gible.”

“TITLE X—RURAL ENVIRONMENTAL

CONSERVATION

“8rc. 1001, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary shall carry out
the purposes specified in clauses (1), (2), (3),
(4), and (6) of section 7(a) of the Soil Con-
servation and Domesiic Allotment Aect, as
amended, section 16(B) of the Great Plains
Aect, and in the Water Bank Act (16 U.S.C.
1301 et seq.) by entering into contracts of
three, five, ten, or twenty-five years with,
and at the option of, eligible owners and oper-
ators of land as determined by the Secretary
and having such control as the Secretary de-
termines to be needed on the farms, ranches,
wetlands, forests, or other lands covered
thereby. In addition, the Secretary is hereby
authorized to purchase perpetual easements
to promote sald purposes of this Act, includ-
ing the sound use and management of flood
plains, shore lands, and aguatic areas of the
Nation. Such contracts shall be designed to
asslst farm, ranch, wetland, and nonindus-
trial private forest owners and operators, or
other owners or operators, to make, in orderly
progreasion over a period of years, such
changes, if any, as are needed to effectuate
any of the purposes specified in clauses (1),
(2), (8), (4), and (6) of section 7(a) of the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as amended; sectlon 16(B) of the Great
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Plains Act; the Water Bank Act (168 U.S.C.
1301 et seq.); in enlarging fish and wildlife
and recreation sources; improving the level
of management of nonindustrial private for-
est lands; and in providing long-term wildlife
and upland game cover. In carrying out the
provisions of this title, due regard shall be
given to the maintenance of a continuing and
stable supply of agricultural commodities and
forest products adequate to meet consumer
demand at prices fair to both producers and
consumers.

“Sec. 1002. Eligible landowners and opera-
tors for contracts under this title shall fur-
nish to the Secretary a plan of farming oper-
ations or land use which incorporate such
practices and principles as may be determined
by him to be practicable and which outlines a
schedule of proposed changes, if any, in crop-
ping systems or land use and of the conserva-
tion measures which are to be carried out on
the farm, ranch, wetland, forests, or other
land during the contract period to protect
the farm, ranch, wetland, forests or other
land and surrounding areas, its wildlife, and
nearby populace and communities from ero-
slon, deterioration, pollution by natural and
manmade causes or to insure an adequate
supply of timber and related forest products,
Baid plans may also, in important migratory
waterfowl nesting and breeding areas which
are identified in a conservation plan devel-
oped in cooperation with a soll and water
conservation district in which the lands are
located, and under such rules and regulations
as the Secretary may provide, include a
schedule of proposed changes, if any, to con-
serve surface waters and preserve and im-
prove habitat for migratory waterfowl and
other wildlife resources and improve subsur-
face moisture, including, subject to the pro-
visions of section 1001 of this title, the reduc-
tion of areas of new land coming into pro-
duction, the enhancement of the natural
beauty of the landscape, and the promotion of
comprehensive and total water management
study.

“Sec. 1003, (a) Approved conservation plans
of eligible landowners and operators devel-
oped in cooperation with the soil and water
conservation district or the State forester or
other appropriate State official in which their
lands are situated shall form a basis for con-
tracts under this title. Under the contract the
landowner or operator shall agree—

“(1) to effectuate the plan for his farm,
ranch, forest, wetland, or other land sub-
stantially in accordance with the schedule
outlined therein;

“(2) to forfeit all rights to further pay-
ments or grants under the contract and re-
fund to the United States all payments or
grants received thereunder upon his viola-
tion of the contract at any stage during the
time he has control of the land if the Sec-
retary, after considering the recommenda-
tions of the Soll and Water Conservation Dis-
trict Board, or the State forester or other
appropriate official in a contract entered in-
to under the provisions of section 1009 of this
title, determines that such violation is of
such a nature as to warrant termination of
the contract, or to make refunds or accept
such payment adjustments as the SBecretary
may deem appropriate If he determines that
the violation by the owner or operator does
not warrant termination of the contract;

“(3) upon transfer of his right and interest
in the farm, ranch, forest, wetland, or other
land during the contract period to forfeit all
rights to further payments or grants under
the contract and refund to the United States
all payments or grants recelved thereunder
unless the transferee of any such land agrees
with the Secretary to assume all obligations
of the contract;

“(4) not to adopt any practice specified by
the Secretary in the contract as a practice
which would tend to defeat the purposes
of the contract;

“(5) to comply with all applicable Federal,
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State, or local laws, and regulations, includ-
ing those governing environmental protec-
tion and noxious weed abatement; and

“{6) to such additional provisions as the
Becretary determines are desirable and in-
cludes in the contract to effectuate the pur-
poses of the program or to facilitate the
practical administration of the program:
Provided, That all contracts entered into to
effectuate the purposes of the Water Bank
Act for wetlands shall contain the further
agreement of the owner or operator that he
shall not drain, burn, fill or otherwise destroy
the wetland character of such areas, nor use
such areas for agricultural purposes: And
provided further, That contracts entered in-
to for the protection of wetlands to effectuate
the purposes of the Water Bank Act may in-
clude wetlands covered by Federal or State
government easement which permits agri-
cultural use, together with such adjacent
areas as determined desirable by the Secre-
tary.

“(b) In return for such agreement by the
landowner or operator the Secretary shall
agree to make payments in appropriate cir-
cumstances for the use of land maintained
for conservetion purposes as set forth in this
title, and share the cost of carrying out those
conservation practices and measures set forth
in the contract for which he determines that
cost-sharing is appropriate and in the public
interest. The portion of such cost (including
labor) to be shared shall be that part which
the Secretary determines is necessary and
appropriate to effectuate the physical in-
stallation of the conservation practices and
measures under the contract, but, in the
case of a contract not entered into under
an advertising and bid procedure under the
provisions of section 1000(d) of this title, not
less than 60 per centum or more than 75
per centum of the actual costs incurred by
the owner or operator.

“{e¢) The Secretary may terminate any
contract with a landowner or operator by
mutual agreement with the owner or opera-
tor if the Secretary determines that such
termination would be in the public interest,
and may agree to such modification of con-
tracts previously entered into as he may
determine to be desirable to carry out the
purposes of the program or facilitate the
practical administration thereof or to ac-
complish equitable treatment with respect
to other similar conservation, land use, or
commodity programs administered by the
Secretary.

“SECc. 1004. The Secretary 1s authorized
to make available to eligible owners and op-
erators conservation materials including
seeds, seed inoculants, soil conditioning ma-
terials, trees, plants, and, if he determines
it is appropriate to the purposes of this title,
fertilizer and liming materials.

“Sec. 1005. (a) Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of any other title, the Secretary may
establish multiyear set-aside contracts for
a perlod not to extend beyond the 1977 crop.
Producers agreeing to a multiyear set-aside
agreement shall be required to devote this
acreage to vegetative cover capable of main-
taining itself throughout such period to pro-
vide soil protection, water quality enhance-
ment, wildlife production, and natural
beauty. Grazing of livestock under this sec-
tion shall be prohibited. Producers entering
into agreements under this section shall also
agree to comply with all applicable State and
local law and regulation governing noxious
weed control.

“(b) The Secretary shall provide cost-
sharing incentives to farm operators for such
cover establishment, whenever a multiyear
contract is entered into on all or a portion
of the set-aside acreage.

“SEc. 1006. The Secretary shall issue such
regulations as he determines necessary to
carry out the provisions of this title. The
total acreage placed under agreements which
result in their retirement from production in
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any county or local community shall in addi-
tion to the limitations elsewhere in this title
be limited to a percentage of the total eli-
glible acreage in such county or local com-
munity which the BSecretary determines
would not adversely affect the economy of
the county or local community. In deter-
mining such percentage the Secretary shall
glve appropriate consideration to the pro-
ductivity o’ the acreage being retired, if any,
as compared to the average productivity of
eligible acreage in such county or local com-
munity which the BSecretary determines
would not adversely affect the economy of
the county or local community.

“Sec. 1007. (a) The Secretary of Agricul-
ture shall appoint an advisory board in each
State to advise the State committee of that
State (established under section 8(b) of the
Soll Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act) regarding the types of conservation
measures that should be approved to effec-
tuate the purposes of this title, The Secre-
tary shall appoint at least six Individuals to
the advisory boards of each State who are
especlally qualified by reason of education,
training, and experience in the flelds of agri-
culture, soil, water, wildlife, fish, and forest
management. Said appointed members shall
include, but not be limited to, the State soil
conservationist, the State forester, the State
administrator of the water quality programs,
and the State wildlife administrator or their
designees: Provided, That such board shall
limit its advice to the State committees to
the types of conservation measures that
should be approved affecting the water bank
program; the authorization to purchase per-
petual easements to promote the purposes of
this title, as described in section 1001 of this
title; the providing of long-term upland
game cover; and the establishment and man-
agement of approved practices on multi-year
set-aside contracts as provided in section
1005 of this title.

“(b) The Secretary of Agriculture, through
the establishment of a national advisory
board to be named in consultation with the
Becretary of the Interlor, shall seek the ad-
vice and assistance of the appropriate offi-
clals of the several States in developing the
programs under this title, especially in de-
veloping guidelines for (1) providing tech-
nical assistance for wildlife habitat improve-
ment practices, (2) evaluating effects on sur-
rounding areas, (3) considering aesthetic
values, (4) checking compliance by coopera-
tors, and (5) carrying out programs of wild-
life management authorized under this title:
Provided, That such board shall limit its ad-
vice to subjects which cover the types of con-
servation measures that should be approved
regarding the water bank program; the au-
thorization to purchase perpetual easements
to promote the purposes of this Act, as de-
scribed in section 1001 of this title; the pro-
viding of long-term upland game cover; and
the establishment and management of ap-
proved practices on multiyear set-aside con-
tracts as provided in section 1005 of this title.

“Sgc. 1008, In carrying out the programs
authorized under sections 1001 through 1008
of this title, the Secretary shall, in addition
to appropriate coordination with other in-
terested Federal, State, and local agencies,
utilize the services of local, county, and State
committees established under section 8 of the
BSoll Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as amended. The Secretary i1s also au-
thorized to utilize the facilities and services
of the Commodity Credit Corporation in dis-
charging his functions and responsibilities
under this program. The Secretary shall also
utilize the technical services of the Soll Con-
servation Service, the Forest Service, State
forestry organizations, soil and water con-
servation districts, and other State, and Fed-
eral agencies, as appropriate, in development
and installation of approved conservation
plans under this title.

“Sec. 1009, (a) In furtherance of the pur-
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poses of this title, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture is authorized and directed to develop
and carry out a pilot forestry incentives pro-
gram to encourage the development, manage-
ment, and protection of nonindustrial pri-
vate forest lands. The purposes of such a pro-
gram shall be to encourage landowners to
apply practices whi¢h will provide for the
afforestation of suitable open lands and re-
forestation of cutover and other nonstocked
and understocked forest lands and intensive
multiple-purpose management and protec-
tion of forest resources so as to provide for
production of timber and related benefits.

“(b) For the purposes of this section, the
termm “‘nonindustrial private forest lands’
means lands capable of producing crops of
industrial wood and owned by any private
individual, group, association, corporation,
or other legal entity. Such term does not
include private entities which regularly en-
gage in the business of manufacturing forest
products or providing public utilities services
of any type, or the subsidiaries of such
entities.

“(¢) The Secretary shall consult with the
State forester or other appropriate official of
the respective States in the conduct of the
forestry incentives program under this sec-
tion, and Federal assistance shall be ex-
tended in accordance with section 1003(b) of
this title. The Secretary shall for the pur-
poses of this section distribute funds avail-
able for cost sharing among and within the
States only after assessing the public benefit
incident thereto, and after giving appropriate
consideration to the number and acreage of
commercial forest lands, number of eligible
ownerships in the State, and counties to be
served by such cost sharing; the potential
productivity of such lands; and the need for
reforestation, timber stand improvement, or
other forestry investments on such land. No
forest incentives contract shall be approved
under this section on a tract greater than
five hundred acres, unless the Secretary finds
that significant public benefit will be in-
cident to such approval.

“{d) The Secretary may, if he determines
that such action will contribute to the effec-
tive and equitable administration of the pro-
gram established by this section, use an ad-
vertising and bld procedure in determining
the lands in any area to be covered by
agreements.

“{e) In implementing the program under
this section, the Secretary will cause it to be
coordinated with other related programs in
such a manner as to encourage the utiliza-
tion of private agencies, firms, and individ-
uals furnishing services and materials
needed in the application of practices in-
cluded in the forestry incentives improve-
ment program, The Secretary shall periodi-
cally report to the appropriate congressional
committees of the progress and conduct of
the program established under this section.

*Sec. 1010. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated annually such sums as may
be necessary to carry out the provisions of
this title. The programs, contracts, and au-
thority authorized under this title shall be in
addition to, and not in substitution of, other
programs in such areas authorized by this or
any other title or Act, and shall not expire
with the termination of any other title or
Act: Provided, That not more than $25,000,-
000 annually shall be authorized to be appro-
priated for the programs authorized under
section 1009 of this Act.”

Sec. 2, (a) Notwithstanding section 8(c)
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 (29 US.C. 6564(c)) or any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall provide, without regard to the require-
ments of chapter 5, title 5, United States
Code, for an emergency temporary standard
prohibiting agricultural workers from enter-
ing areas where crops are produced or grown
(such emergency standard to take immediate
effect upon publication in the Federal Regis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ter) if he defermines (1) that such agricul-
tural workers are exposed to grave danger
from exposure to pesticlde chemicals, as de-
fined in section 201(q) eof the Federal Food,
Drug and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321(q)),
and (2) that such emergency standards is
necessary to protect such agricultural work-
ers from such danger.

(b) Buch temporary standard shall be
effective until superseded by a standard pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Agriculture by
rule, no later than six months after publica-
tlon of such temporary standard.

(c) As of the date of enactment of the Na-
tional Nutrition, Food and Fiber Act of 1973,
the regulations issued by the Secretary of La-
bor under section 6(c) of the Occupational
Bafety and Health Act of 1970, which appear
on pages 10715-10717 of number 83 of volume
38 of the Federal Register of May 1, 1973,
shall be null and void with respect to agri-
cultural workers.

Sec. 3. Section 301 of the Act of August 14,
194€ (Public Law 79-733), as amended (7
U.S.C. 1628), is hereby repealed.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, in the
interest of time I will explain briefly what
this amendment does. Substantially, it
does not change that portion of the com-
mittee bill that does not relate to corn
feed grains and wheat.

It does relate to the feed grain con-
cept in providing a basic payment for
the difference between the national
weighted average prices received by
farmers on feed grains and wheat—and
not less than 90 percent of the cost of
production of corn feed grains and
wheat.

In discussing the price differential
payment to producers, it is important to
recognize the target prices set forth in
the Senate bill. The Senate set the target
price for corn at $1.53 and $2.28 for
wheat. The target price level set by the
House Committee on Agriculture is $1.38
for corn and $2.05 for wheat. It is in-
teresting that based upon the cost of pro-
duction at not less than 90 percent of
the cost of production—and that is 10
percent less than the cost of production,
the price for wheat would be $1.97 and
the price for corn would be $1.53.

I was amazed that the corn price level
would be that high when based on 90
percent of the cost of production. I sus-
pect it is because of the value of the land
where corn is grown. Much of the corn
is produced in TIowa, Illinois, and Indiana,
and the cost of land factor increases the
cost of production per unit thereof.

The figures cited are based upon the
Statistical Reporting Service in the U.S.
Department of Agriculture as of June 15,
1973. 1 am proposing that the farmers
and producers be paid not less than 90
percent of the cost of production of corn,
feed grains, and wheat. Also, that the
price float in the market so that we do
not increase the cost of feed to dairy,
poultry, and livestock feeders, because
that is the source of the protein meats
essential to satisfy consumer demand.

The target prices in the Senate bill
are a guaranteed support price, and it
will influence, to a certain extent, the
cost of feed grains to red meat producers.
Further, any attempt to freeze the retail
and wholesale price level of meats results
in a direct cost-price squeeze that di-
rectly affects adversely the supply all
:i.long the line of production to consump-

on.
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It is very important in these times
when there is an ever increasing demand
for more and more production of food
that we provide a stability of income to
the producers without inereasing the cost
of living to the consumers.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield? :

Mr. DENHOLM. T yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. CaArRLES H.
WiILsON).

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man tell me whether this matter was
considered in committee?

Mr. DENHOLM. No, it was not. In
fact, there were no other amendments
or alternatives considered in the eom-
mittee—the full Committee on Agricul-
ture and I have always thought it would
have been better to have done so.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, it makes it very
difficult for many of us here to be con-
fronted with this deluge of amendments
which seem to be coming to us on this
particular bill. We were under the im-
pression—at least this particular Mem-
ber was—that there was a bill that with
the exception of trying to work out
something that would make it more
agreeable to the administration, that the
Committee on Agriculture had worked
out and we were not going to have to
argue the bill on the floor the way we
EisiuaUy do with the Banking Committee

i A

It is a very difficult thing for us to try
to decide what to do on many of these
amendments. I am sorry that this is
happening today and for part of last
week.

Mr. DENHOLM. It is to be regretted
and this Member concurs that our com-
mittee may have errored in rushing
this bill to the floor. We have not been
able to ascertain what is acceptable to
the administration.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Why do we not pass the House
bill and work out the differences in con-
ference rather than trying to adopt some
Senate version in the House?

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly agree with the gentleman from
California. However, we have not had
the benefit of the cooperation of the ad-
ministration as to what is acceptable to
them.

I am proposing a $27,500 farm family
unit payment limit, which cuts the pres-
ent $55,000 limit in half, and places em-
phasis on a positive form of procedure
for the benefit of bona fide farm family
producers and compensates “people” for
performance and production on a base
amount of gross annual sales up to $27,-
500 per annum without production con-
trols and price supports—and the price
of all the commodities is free to float ac-
cording to supply and demand.

In other words, the payment is on the
gross annual sales of any producer equal
to the difference between the national
weighted average price and not less than
90 percent of the cost of production. As
long as the current prices prevail there
would be no cost to Government. If the
price on any commodity was less than 90
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percent of the cost of production a pay-
ment would be made for that computed
difference on each unit of production up
to $27,500 of gross annual sales per farm
family unit. In addition, I have pro-
posed a 2-year carryback and a 3-year
carryforward provision against the $27,-
500 per annum base to provide the pro-
ducers an opportunity to insure against
the hazards of production and the ele-
ments that adversely affect the industry.
It would also provide for over- or under-
production in any one year. Each pro-
ducer would be free to exercise an inde-
pendent business judgment in the
management of his own affairs—he
would not be limited or restricted
adversely.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned to
have to come to the well of the House
to oppose my good friend from South
Dakota (Mr. DenmoLm) but neither I
nor any other Member, so far as I
know, on the Committee on Agricul-
ture or in this Committee of the
Whole, has had an opportunity to ex-
amine this substitute bill. It contains,
obviously, many sections we cannot even
adequately discuss because we have not
had an opportunity to examine them.

The Denholm substitute would do one
thing, apparently; it would raise the tar-
get prices for feed grains in certain parts
of the country.

The Agriculture Committee has had
some disagreement with the administra-
tion as to what the target prices should
be. We had some disagreement with the
Senate version. We selected target prices
about midway between the Senate and
the administration figures. They are
moderate; $2.05 for wheat, $1.38 for corn,
and 38 cents for cotton.

If we interject an entirely new scheme
here as a result of adopting the amend-
ment of the gentleman from South Da-
kota, and provide a minimum of 90 per-
cent of the production cost, as a mini-
mum alternative to the target prices, the
gentleman tells us we will at least raise
the target prices on feed grains to $1.53
in the Midwest.

The theory that we ought to keep the
target prices above whatever is the most
expensive area of the country in produe-
tion costs, is open to the most serious
question. One of the advantages of the
present farm program is that it encour-
ages production in the most efficient
areas. It is not designed to gear payments
to the least efficient or the most costly
producers.

I can say with confidence that the ad-
ministration is more opposed to this ap-
proach than it is to the House target
prices. Under the circumstances, I believe
it would only confuse deliberation on this
bill to accept the substitute. None of us
has had sufficient opportunity to exam-
ine the substitute, The most obvious fea-
ture of the substitute, that of raising tar-
get prices, is unwise. Therefore, I hope
we will reject the substitute and move on
with the bill.

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from South Dakota.
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Mr. DENHOLM. The statistics I gave
were from the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture Statistical Reporting Service,
based on national figures, I say to my
friend from Washington.

I did say I was surprised to see the per-
centage of the cost of production for corn
is $1.53 a bushel. I do not believe we
should ask people to produce more and
take less for it.

Mr. FOLEY. We are producing a
bumper crop in corn this year, of almost
6 billion bushels as presently estimated.
We are producing a record wheat crop. I
do not believe we need to adopt this kind
of a formula you suggest in order to ob-
tain large production. If we accept the
committee target prices I believe we will
have a powerful instrument to stimulate
production.

Again I urge the members of the com-
mittee to reject the substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
South Dakota (Mr. DENHOLM).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that noes appeared
to have it.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chaisman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DU PONT

Mr, puy PONT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. pv PonT: On
page 38 on line 20, insert a new section, 808,
and renumber the following sections accord-
ingly, to read:

“Sec. 808. The Secretary shall, within sixty
(60) days from the enactment of this Act,
submit to the Congress a detailed report
indicating what steps are being taken to
implemef the recommendations of the
Controller General of the United States in
his report to the Congress dated July 9,
1973, entitled "“Russian Wheat Sales and
Weaknesses in Agriculture’s Management of
Wheat Export Subsidy Program (B 176943)."

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Poace) will state his point
of order.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment as offered is not germane
to anything in the bill now before us. The
bill simply amends the existing farm
law, the act of 1970, and by this amend-
ment the gentleman attempts to add a
provision that does not relate to the act
of 1970 in any way.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. pu PonT) desire to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. pu PONT. I would like to be heard,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe the
point of order should lie, because the
paragraph 807 in the bill which we are
considering is entitled “Export Sales Re-
porting” and, in fact, deals exactly with
one of the items within the GAO report
concerning the sale to the Soviet Union.

Since by the bill we are considering
the very items that my amendment also
relates to, I would argue that it is rele-
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vant and the point of order should not
be sustained.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. NaTcHER). The
Chair is ready to rule. This amendment,
as offered by the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. pu PonT), is offered to that
portion of the bill pertaining to the re-
porting of export sales and proposes to
add another new section to the 1970 aet
which is amended by this section of the
bill. And while it would place a new duty
on the Secretary of Agriculture, the
Chair notes that throughout the pending
section there are additional duties pro-
vided for.

The Chair is of the opinion that the
amendment is germane and the point of
order is overruled.

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Chairman, this is
a very simple and straightforward
amendment. It is one that some Mem-
bers can vote for who have been unable
to vote in favor of any other amendment
offered to this particular bill.

What it does is require the Secretary of
Agriculture to report back to the Con-
gress within 60 days upon how he pro-
poses to implement the recommendations
o fthe GAO in its report on the wheat
sales to the Soviet Union.

Now, the Committee will recall that a
week ago today, on Monday, the GAO
issued a very substantial report on the
sales, and in that report they made some
dozen recommendations for improving
and changing the grain export program.

All this amendment does is to make
sure that that report will not go the way
of most reports submitted to the Con-
gress and gather dust on the shelf.

Mr. Chairman, it requires the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to go to work on the
report, to study it, and to report back to
the Congress as to what he plans to do
to implement his suggestions. It does not
say that he must adopt all the sugges-
tions; it simply says that he has to re-
view them and make recommendations
and report back to us on what his inten-
tions are. It costs nothing; it is good
administrative procedure; it puts some
horsepower back in the legislative
branch of the Government.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Delaware (Mr. opu PoNT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes 43,
noes 3.

So the amendment was agreed to.

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. BURLISON of
Missouri: On page 39, immediately after line
8, insert the following new section:

“SOYBEAN RESEARCH

“Sec. 809. The Secretary of Agriculfure is
authorized and directed to carry out re-
glonal and national research programs for
the purpose of increasing the production per
unit of soybeans,

“In carrying out such research, the Secre-
tary shall utilize the technical and related

services of the appropriate Federal, State,
and private agencies.

Mr.
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“There is authorized to be appropriated
not more than $500,000 in any fiscal year to
carry out this section.”

Redesignate the following sections accord-
ingly.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, as we notcd on Thursday in
a discussion of another amendment, the
scarcity of soybeans in this country has
made it necessary for the President to
declare an embargo on the export of our
present supplies. We also noted at that
time the tremendous escalation in the
price of soybeans on our domestic mar-
ket. We do not need to go into further
discussion as to why those things are
happening. I believe we explored and dis-
cussed it sufficiently last Thursday.

What this amendment seeks to do is
to give the same atiention to soybeans
in the way of research as we give to feed
grains, cotton, and wheat.

The situation is that in spite of the
fact that we are spending more money
on the other crops for research, the soy-
bean is the commodity in which we have
the greatest need and have gotten the
least progress over the years in the way
of increasing production.

Let me cite an example. In the last 22
years the percentage of increase for
sugar beets has been 39 percent, hay, 51
percent; tobacco, 63 percent; cotton, 77
percent; wheat, 78 percent; rice, 94 per-
cent; corn 132-percent increase in pro-
duction per acre; peanuts, 135 percent;
and grain sorghum, 258 percent. Com-
pared with all of these commodities soy-
beans have increased only 35 percent
in production per acre in the last 22
years. This is the slightest increase of
any of the major commodities,

On that point I would like to refer
very briefly to an article written by John
Schnittker, former Under Secretary of
Agriculture, just a couple of months ago.
I might preface it by saying that I do
not agree with many of the things Mr.
Schnittker writes, but here is one with
which I do—

The demand for soybeans is expanding
more rapldly than any other U.S. agricul-
tural product. Soybean yields, however, have
increased only very slowly, since there have
been no major scientific breakthroughs in
soybean breeding. Corn yields, on the other
hand, have continued to rise at a rapid rate
averaging nearly 2 bushels per acre per year.

Mr. Chairman, soybeans are the com-
modity which overshadows all others in
their need for increased production and
an increased supply for this Nation and
the world. It seems to me we need to
devote some attention to research in this
area. In this bill on the Senate side $1
million was put in for research for feed
grains and wheat and $10 million for cot-
ton. In the committee bill we are dis-
cussing now $500,000 is put in for re-
search for wheat and feed grains.

I think that my amendment is a very
conservative one, and a very reasonable
one, by authorizing $500,000 for research
on this most needed commodity so we
can increase production per acre and al-
leviate the problems that we have in
world trade and domestic supply in this
country.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
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the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BURLISON).

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out to my good friend, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BuURLI-
son) that in talking about the remark-
able record of increased soybean produc-
tion in the last 20 years that the gentle-
man referred only to yields. For example,
this year in the report released by the
Department of Agriculture on July 10,
it shows that as of July first projected
production is 24 percent above last sea-
son’s production. I believe the record will
show that in the last 20 years soybean
production has more than doubled, and
I think, from an article that I read yes-
terday, it has tripled in the last 20 years.

So it seems to me that the need to
spend $500,000 for this purpose of soy-
bean research to increase production is
not shown.

I believe, and I could be mistaken on
this, but I believe we considered this in
the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Grains very carefully, and it was con-
cluded in the subcommittee and the full
committee that it should be rejected.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAYNE. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, Does not the gentleman from
Iowa agree that there is an embargo
which has been placed by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture on the exporting of
soybeans from this country?

Mr. MAYNE. Yes; this is a step which
I opposed, and regret very much. I am
glad that it has been at least partially
lifted so that 50 percent of the 92 million
bushels of soybeans that were contracted
to move out of the country in July and
August will still be permitted to be ex-
ported.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, Would not the
gentleman from Iowa agree that an em-
bargo on soybeans while wheat, feed
grains, and cotton are still permitted to
move in the world markets, is an indi-
cation of the great shortage and the
great need for soybeans, more than with
any other commodity ?

Mr. MAYNE. I would say to the gentle-
man from Missouri that the fact we are
increasing production 24 percent this
year shows that American agriculture is
responding in a very adequate manner to
this challenge.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. If my
good friend, the gentleman from Iowa,
will yield once more, Would the gentle-
man agree that just within recent weeks
we saw a price of $12 a bushel for soy-
beans?

Mr. MAYNE. Not within recent weeks,
but I believe more than a month ago or
more the price reached that level,

Mr, BURLISON of Missouri. Would not
the gentleman agree there is a far great-
er price on the domestic market for soy-
beans in relation to wheat, feed grains,
and cotton?

Mr. MAYNE. Yes.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. If the
gentleman will yield still further, Mr.
Chairman, it seems to me that the gen-
tleman from Iowa has spoken eloguently
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for the need for a greater amount of

funding for experimentation in research

in soybeans, so that we may increase
production per acre and thus give more
income to farmers and lower prices for

CcoNsumers.

Mr. MAYNE. I want to assure my good
friend, the gentleman from Missouri,
that that was not my intention.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, might I say to the gen-
tlemen from Missouri that there is not a
need for this amendment. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has adequate author-
ity, and all that is necessary to do is go
before the subcommittee chaired by the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr, Wair-
TEN) in the Committee on Appropria-
tions, meeting with the Department of
Agriculture to get the necessary money.

Furthermore, it is my understanding
that extensive research is now going on
in many of the land grant colleges
throughout the country, and probably in
some other institutions. In any event
this does not seem to me fo be a necessary
amendment, and I recommend a vote
against it.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE
OF TEXAS FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MRE. BURLISON OF MISSOURI
Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I

offer a substitute amendment for the

amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr.
Price of Texas for the amendment offered
by Mr, BurLison of Missourl: Page 39, im-

mediate after line 8, insert the following new
section:
“SOYBEAN RESEARCH

“Sec. 809. The Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized and directed to carry out regional
and national research programs for the pur-
pose of a cost study of increasing the pro-
duction and increase per unit of soybeans,
grain sorghum, corn.

“In carrying out such research, the Secre-
tary shall utilize the technical and related
services of the appropriate Federal, State,
and private agencies.

“There is authorized to be appropriated
not more than $500,000 in any fiscal year to
carry out this section.

Redesignate the following sections accord-
ingly. ;

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
will not take long. We discussed this in
committee about trying to determine the
cost of production of the various grains
that fall under this bill. There is too
much misunderstanding and misinfor-
mation, in my opinion, in trying to spend
millions of dollars upon a farm program
when we do not actually know the cost
of production of these various grains
mentioned. I just feel that if the De-
partment of Agriculture can coordinate
its efforts with all of our land-grant col-
leges and research stations that are al-
ready working together trying to come
up with an actual cost of production for
the food and fiber of this country, it
would certainly benefit all Members of
Congress as well as the Department of
Agriculture, But for each of us who has
no idea what it costs to produce a bushel
of corn or a bushel of soybeans, I think
it is imperative that we find out actually
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what the cost of these products are to-
day to give us a sounder understanding
of what this cost will be to the American
taxpayer.

Mr, BURLISON of Missouri. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I believe that this substitute
amendment has really little relevance to
my amendment. In this amendment that
the gentleman from Texas offers, a vari-
ety of commodities; grain sorghum, and
corn are already covered in the bill.
Grain sorghum and corn are given
$500,000 for research in this bill and
$1,000,000 in the Senate version.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. There is not the
actual cost of production in the bill.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, my amendment goes to the
full realm of research to increase the
production of soybeans per unit, per acre.
That is what we need. The amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas does
not really speak to that problem. I urge
its defeat.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I should like to
ask the gentleman if he is not interested
in what the cost of the production of
the soybean product is?

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, I am primarily interested in
additional research to increase the pro-
duction of soybeans per acre. That is
what we need. What the gentleman is
asking for is really superfluous, really,
to what we are after and what we need.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I do not feel it
is superfluous when I want to find out
what it costs to produce the increase in
grain production the gentleman refers
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Price) for
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missourli (Mr. BURLISON).

The substitute amendment was re-
jected.

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

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, CONTE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoNTE: Page
87, strike out lines 5 through 7.

Page 37, line 9, strike out “(B).”

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I really
feel upset about the passage of the Berg-
land amendment. I think many in the
Chamber did not understand it. They
felt they were wiping out cotton and this
was a good idea. What they did not real-
ize was that by the Bergland amendment
we undid everything we had done.

I see the chairman of the committee
smiling. It was a great victory for the
boys in the Cotton Belt but certainly it
was a defeat for the taxpayers and the
consumers of this country.

‘We may have lost the skirmish but we
have not lost the battle. We will watch
this bill and when it comes back we can
instruct the conferees. There are a great
many things we can do. It was a bad

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

amendment and it was a bad day for the
taxpayers and consumers of this country.

Mr. Chairman, I have offered an
amendment to end the sweetest farm
subsidy of them all—the beekeepers in-
demnity program, This Federal giveaway
should set my colleagues off buzzing, if
it does not make them break out in hives.

My waxing rhetorically would be very
funny if it were not for the taxpayers who
are getting stung.

Under the beekeepers indemnity pro-
gram, we are paying beekeepers for dead
bees. Worse yet, we are paying for dead
bees that are allegedly killed by pesticide
programs approved by the Federal Gov-
ermment.

To collect under this program, a bee-
keeper from an area where pesticide
spraying has been conducted goes to his
local ASCS office and tells the agent how
many hives of dead bees he has. Then he
collects $15 for each hive.

In the past, the Federal Government
paid without checking up on these
claims, It did not determine if the bees
died from pesticides—or from old age,
arthritis or too much high living. What is
more the Department of Agriculture took
no action against those people who use
pesticides in such a way as to cause mas-
sive bee deaths.

As was brought out last year in an ap-
propriations subcommittee hearing, a
person can fly over bee colonies laying
down pesticides, and, regardless of his
liability, the Federal Government will
routinely go ahead and pay for the losses.

I ask my colleagues to forbear from
saying that I am making too much of a
small thing. Look at the size of the claims
submitted under the beekeeper indem-
nity program and you will get a taste of
what a honey of a deal Congress has
created. If Congress were to continue
this program, it would lay itself bare to
the stinging indictment of taxpayers that
it has, may I say, bees in its bonnet.

Last year, over $6 million in this honey
money was ladled out to bereaved bee-
keepers., The queen bee of all recipients
in 1972 was Stover Apiaries in Mayhew,
Miss. This beekeeper waxed the taxpay-
ers for $457,000. At 15 bucks a hive, that’s
a lot of dead bees.

The all-time champion keeper of dead
bees is Jim's Valley Apiaries of Sunny-
side, Wash. Jim has submitted claims for
over $1,725,000 over the past 6 years.
‘With all the piles of dead bees Jim must
have, I cannot imagine how the sunshine
still penetrates into his valley.

According to the claims Jim has sub-
mitted for the past 6 years, he has lost a
minimum of 13,085 hives from pesticide
activity each year for the past 6 years.
If I were the administrator of this pro-
gram, I think that by now I would be a
little suspicious.

I cannot bear the thought that our
Federal Government seeks to protect our
bees by dipping its paw into the Federal
nest of honey money to pay a huge
bounty for their tiny corpses. This illus-
trates how, once it has taken wing, A
Federal program can become sticky after
it has jelled.

I trust my colleagues will forgive me if
my honey-laden words seem to be drip-
ping with sarcasm. But I believe that
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this Federal program is misdirected. It
should try to protect the bees. Live bees
pollinate crops. But under current Fed-
eral law, dead bees pollinate private
pockethooks.

I urge my colleagues to take the stinger
out by passing this amendment to end
the beekeeper indemnity program.

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I find it
rather embarrassing to have to get up
here repeatedly to talk about these
amendments, which obviously are either
introduced by an abundance of ignor-
ance or maliciously. I do not know just
what the gentleman has in mind. He, of
course, put on a performance which
probably would be a pretty good attrac-
tion on some vaudeville stage, but as to
facts which the gentleman undertook
to give the Members, they were com-
pletely missing.

Of course, he talks about “dead” bees
and talks about the “honey” and seeks
to make puns about the character of the
business, but the honey business is a
serious and an important business. It is
not as important, however, as the polli-
nation business of beekeepers. If the
Members are interested in basic agricul-
ture, they are interested in maintaining
a method of pollinating a great many
of our crops. I do not know that with
all of the fancy words the gentleman
had, that he is familiar with the fact
that bees are the great pollinating agents
in this country, and that if we eliminate
our bees, we will eliminate a large num-
ber of important crops in this country,
particularly in the field of fruits and
vegetables.

We must have this pollination, and
the only way we can have it is to have
bees, and the only way we can keep the
bees is to protect them from the poisons
that destroy them.

The present law simply provides that
we will make compensation for those
bees that are killed by poisons approved
by the U.S. Government. If someone goes
out and puts out lead arsenic or some-
thing of that kind in violation of the
regulations, the beekeeper cannot re-
cover anything for that. It is only where
the U.S. Government has approved the
injury he sustained. That is the only
time he can recover anything.

He has not been recovering the
amounts the gentleman is suggesting. I
have the figures here of what has been
paid out. We have paid out, not $6 mil-
lion, but $2,914,000. We did not pay any
one gentleman, as he suggests, over a
million dollars. There is not a State in
the Union where they paid as much as
$1 million in any State.

What he said was, of course, not that
we paid. He simply wanted the Members
to get the impression that we paid some-
body a million dollars. Actually, what he
said was that somebody put in a claim for
a million dollars. Of course, he told us
that the Department of Agriculture was
not carrying out the law and that the
Department of Agriculture was extremely
negligent in its responsibilities and was
not doing a good job.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yleld to the gentleman
from California (Mr, TEAGUE).
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Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, in this case I will have to leave my
friend from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE).
I agree with the chairman of the com-~
mittee in his opposition to the amend-
ment for the very good reasons which he
has stated.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California. I suggest
that all of us, instead of being taken in
with some vaudeville language, could give
some real consideration of the basic facts
of agriculture, which are that we must
have pollinating agents. One of those pol-
linating agents we have got to have is the
bee. Therefore, we must maintain the bee
business.

Of course, it is dead bees that we pay
for, not live bees. There is no reason for
the Government to pay for live bees. I
hope the Members vote down this rather
unnecessary amendment,.

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

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, VANIK

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I ofer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Vanmkc: Page 6,
line 3, after the period, insert Provided, how-
ever, That such licenses shal' not be sold,
transferred or assigned.”

Mr., VANIK. Mr, Chairman, this
amendment would simply prohibit those
in the dairy business who get import
licenses from trading them and develop-
ing a right in the license.

- It seems to me we went through this
whole eycle with the oil import licenses.
Import permits became merchantable.
They were sold, were transferred, and
became of value.

It seems to me as we embark on this
kind of a program we ought to insist
that the licenses should not be sold,
should not be transferred, should not be
assigned. In other words, the license
should be available only to the person or
individual to whom issued.

I hope the committee will accept the
amendment.

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

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

Mr. POAGE. Of course, I cannot accept
the amendment on behalf of the com-
mittee, but from what the gentleman has
said about it I see no objection to the
amendment.

I should like to point out that these li-
censes are given to this special group of
producers for only 30 days. We are not
trying to set up something here whereby
somebody can sell something.

So far as I am concerned, I am per-
fectly willing to accept the gentleman’s
amendment, with the understanding that
we will support it unless we find that
it has other implications.

Mr. VANIK. That is the only purpose I
have. I want to prevent the development
of a property right.

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

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the gentleman
from California.
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Mr. TEAGUE of California. I am in the
same position as the gertleman from
Texas (Mr. Poace). I have no personal
objection to the amendment. I have not
discussed it with the other members of
the committee, but I myself have no
objection.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I hope the
Committee will adopt the amendment.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FROEHLICH

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FROEHLICH: On
page 41 after line 10, insert the following:

EMERGENCY SUPPLY OF AGRICULTURE PRODUCTS

Sec. 811(a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall, under the provisions of this Act, assist
farmers, processors, and distributors in ob-
taining such prices for agricultural products
that an orderly, adequate and steady supply
of such products will exist for the consumers
of this nation,

(b) The Presldent shall make appropriate
adjustments in the maximum price which
may be charged under the provisions of Ex-
ecutive Order 11723 (dated June 13, 1973)
or any subsequent Executive Order for any
agricultural products (at any point in the
distribution chain) as to which the Secretary
of Agriculture certifies to the President that
the supply of the product will be reduced
to unacceptably low levels as a result of the
freeze or subsequent modification thereof
and that alternative means for increasing
the supply are not available.

(c) Under this section, the term “agricul-

“tural products” shall include meat, poultry,

vegetables, fruits and all other agriculture
commodities.

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, the

.purpose of the bill, H.R. 8860, is “to ex-

tend and amend the Agricultural Act of
1970 for the purpose of assuring con-
sumers of plentiful supplies of food and
fiber at reasonable prices.”

I emphasize the words “plentiful sup-
plies.”

This particular amendment I have of-
fered would require an adjustment in the
price for any agricultural product when
the Secretary of Agriculture determines
that the current price freeze or future
price controls will produce a shortage of
that product and there is no alternative
means for increasing the supply.

We are facing in this country today, I
believe, one of the most critical periods
in the modern history of our country so
far as food supplies are concerned.

Mr, Chairman, we have seen in the
poultry business those who have gotten
out of the business by killing their chicks
and by dumping their eggs which were in
process. One poultry distributor in my
district closed his doors last week Friday
noon. He distributed 10 million pounds
of poultry to northeastern Wisconsin
and upper Michigan, He is unable to buy
a product and sell it at a profit or at a
break-even point. The chickens that he
can buy for redistribution cost him more
than he can sell them for.

The retail grocers and small butcher-
shops which he served in northeastern
Wisconsin and northern Michigan are
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this week without poultry on their
shelves.

Mr. Chairman, my district also covers
a county that grows many -cherries.
Cherry production this year is down con-
siderably, 105 million pounds less than
last year in national cherry production.
In Door County where they produced 9
million pounds last year, they are down
to 6 million pounds. These producers are
considering leaving those cherries on the
trees, or they were until last Friday,
when the cooperatives that buy the
cherries and process them determined
that they were going to pay 10 cents
above what they could pay under the
freeze in hopes that they will be able to
raise their price when it comes to sell
those cherries. So they are going to be
picked. But those processors are now in
danger of losing up to 8 cents a pound
unless there is an adjustment in the price
freeze. Until Friday it looked as though
there were going to be no cherries picked
in Door County.

We all know the story about beef. We
have talked about it; we have heard
other speakers who have debated this
bill speak about it. There has been clos-
ing after closing after closing of slaugh-
terhouses. Here is just a partial list of
some of the closings:

Hartford, Conn.; Missouri; Omaha,
Nebr.; Quincy, Fla.; Omaha, Nebr.;
Council Bluffs, Iowa; Harlan, Iowa;
Florence Ala.; Owensboro, Ky.; Balti-
more, Md.; Scranton, Pa.; Utica, N.Y.;
Elizabeth, N.J.; Wichita, Kans.; Chi-
cago, Ill.; Cozad, Nebr.; Sterling, Colo.;
Independence, Towa; Vinton, Iowa; West
Union, Iowa; Philadelphia, Pa.; York,
Pa.; Lebanon, Pa.; Bridgeport, Conn:;

-Philadelphia, Pa.; Detroit, Mich.; Little

Rock, Ark.; Essex Corner, Vi.; Detroit,
Mich.; Cushing, Okla.; Okmulgee, Okla.;
Pine Bluff, Ark.; and Omaha, Nebr. .

There are others which have been
closed sinece this list was compiled.

Mr. Chairman, in my district one of
the largest packers east of the Missis-
sippi laid off 15 percent of his employees
and put off indefinitely a $6-milllon ex-
pansion that would have doubled his
work force of 600 in the State of Wiscon-
sin because of the effects of the price
freeze on agriculture.

It is not just the 60-day freeze we are
talking about; it is the freeze that took
effect on March 29.

Mr, Chairman, this amendment ad-
dresses itself also to continuing price
and economic controls that will lead to
critical shortages in this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. FROEHLICH)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FroEH-
LicH was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, in
closing I would like to say that we must
put upon the Secretary of Agriculture
the responsibility to watch critically the
supply of food and fiber. When any fac-
tor, particularly our economic controls,
force a critical shortage which will lead
people in this country to stand in line
for food and which will lead to the ra-
tioning of food, then it is incumbent upon
the Secretary to tell the President and
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it is incumbent upon the President to ad-
just the policy.

Mr. Chairman, that is what this
amendment addresses itself to. I trust
the amendment will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. FROEHLICH),

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENTE OFFERED BY MR, VANIK

Mr. VANIK. Mr, Chairman, I offer
several amendments, and I ask unani-
mous consent that they may be consid-
ered en bloc.

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. VaNix: Page
11, strike out lines 1 and 2 and redesignate
the following clauses accordingly, and on
page 13, line 14, strike out “(less imports)™,
and on page 13, line 15, strike out “and for
export”.

And on page 23, line 17, strike out “(less”,
on line 18, strike out “imports)”, and on
line 19, strike out “"and for export”.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, the
amendments that I have offered and
which have just been read en bloc are
directed, one to the wheat section, and
the other to the feed grains section of the
bill.

The purpose of the amendments is to
limit the taxpayer support of acreage
allotments to that part of production
designed for domestic use.

I believe that we must provide induce-
ments and encouragement for the pro-
duction of food and feed grains and
essential fibers for domestic needs. But
agriculture is now a mature industry,
and I do not think that taxpayers sub-
sidies should be used to provide for pay-
ments for that part of production which
is designed for the export market. We
do not have this kind of a program for
automobiles or for machine tools or other
things. It seems to me, if we are going
to develop a viable program of designing
our domestic agricultural program to
provide food and fibers for the American
people and if they are going to support
it, they should not be called upon to sup-
port by taxpayer support that part of
it that goes to the export program.

Mr. BERGLAND. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. VANIK. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BERGLAND. I would be curious to
Enow if the gentleman’s amendment only
goes to the export subsidies that have
been used.

Mr. VANIK. No. It applies to the
limitations on acreage allotments. To
that part of it.

Mr. BERGLAND. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. VANIK. Because of the high tar-
get prices proposed by this bill, we could
be jeopardizing our advantage in agri-
cultural exports. In other words, by
minimizing the cost of this bill to the
taxpayer we can expect that there will
be every effort to curtail production
through acreage set-asides. This will in-
crease prices not only for American con-
sumers but for foreigners, and therefore
our commodities will be less used. For-
eign nations wlil buy their wheat and
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feed grains from others before they buy
ours. The solution is to provide support
to insure production for domestic con-
sumption. Those farmers who want to
enter the export trade to sell to foreign
markets should do so without taxpayer
support and without acreage limitations.

The amendments I have offered simply
seek to limit the system of price and tax-
payer support to domestic needs. By
eliminating the provision for allotments
for anticipated exports we will remove
the taxpayer subsidy for foreign sales and
free the Treasury from being subject to
weather conditions in Russia, China,
India, Australia, and the rest of the
world. The taxpayers of the United States
and our Treasury should be liable only
for our domestic needs. We must not go
into the business of subsidizing export
sales to the entire world.

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is per-
haps well intended, but its effect will be
to prevent farmers from cooperation in
the wheat programs entirely. The gentle-
man’s amendment does not touch loans,
it refers to the allotment under the act
and to target prices.

The price of wheat today is substan-
tially above the target price, this has been
the case for many months. Wheat has
been selling for as much as $3 a bushel.
The present law that we want to suspend
by passing this bill, guarantees the wheat
producer for the domestic portion of the
crop, the price of $3.40 a bushel. Thatisa
much higher sum than the target price
of $2.05 set by this bill. It is in the in-
terest of the country and the consumer
to produce a large amount of wheat and
feed grains for both domestic needs and
support. We realize $11 billion a year in
favorable balance of payments as the re-
sult of agricultural exports. Much of
that is due to our grain production.

To shrink the allotment a wheat pro-
ducer can plant is simply not in our best
national interest. Any cooperator who
would stay in such a program would have
a substantially reduced allotment. Is this
a time to reduce allotments? The many
who would leave the program would be
able to plant whatever they wanted to
plant.

Furthermore the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Vanik) is not going to save the
Treasury any money because, as far as
the Department of Agriculture or any-
body can foresee, there will be no pay-
ments made to the wheat growers in the
next year or two. Only a disastrous, com-
pletely unexpected and improbable drop
in the price of wheat could change the
situation.

Wiih all due respect to my good friend,
the gentleman from Ohio, we are dis-
cussing a highly complicated, technical
area and I regret to say that the gentle-
man is to some extent shooting from the
hip.

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I am rather confused
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by the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio. Three-quarters of this
year's wheat crop will be exported. Just
about half of the soybean crop will be
exported. One-fourth of our feed grains
will be exported. In total this represents
between $12 and $13 billion that will
come back into the American economy.

If the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio were adopted, would
we be in the position where we would
not be able to produce and sell grains
overseas for dollars so desperately needed
to help solve our balance of payments
problem.

Mr. FOLEY. As I understand the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Vanix) is that he be-
lieves his amendment would satisfy the
needed production for domestic use in
our country, some 535 million bushels.
And save costs in operating the program.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. ForLeEy) is correct. I
relate to the acreage allotment. But I
do wish to point out that the $11 to $12
billion in export sales that are supposed
to have done so much with respect to
our balance of payments cost the con-
sumers of America an additional $20 bil-
lion. So it would seem to me it is not a
very good bargain. It has not worked out
very well.

Mr. FOLEY. I will advise the gentle-
man from Ohio that no export subsidy
has been registered since last August.
The export subsidy program has been
suspended for the foreseeable future. The
target prices set in this bill are so far
below the current market prices that this
government is unlikely to make any pay-
ments to cooperators or nobody else for
the next 2 years. The only effect that
this amendment could have would be
either to reduce the amount of wheat
planted by a cooperator or encourage
him to leave the program.

How is it in the interest of the con-
sumer, how is it in the interest of the
country, and how is it in the interest
of export sales to reduce the wheat al-
lotment? Each Member who appears in
the well says we want production. Yet
this is an amendment that would have
only one effect, and that would be almost
surely to reduce production.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, Vanix).

The amendments were rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FiINpLEY: On
page 5, strike lines 14 through 25, and on
page 6, strike lines 1 through 19; and

Page 6, line 21, change “Sec. 206” to “Sec.
205."”.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, farm
programs over the years have contained
some very novel items. In fact, they have
contained what I would term to be out-
rageous items, but this surely can be clas-
sified as the worst outrage of all. I invite
the Members’ attention to the language
that begins on line 19 of page 5:

The President is authorized to provide that
dairy products may be imported only by or
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for the account of a person or firm to whom
a license has been issued by the Secretary
of Agriculture.

Then, listen to the next sentence:

In issuing a license for dairy products not
currently being imported but sought to be
imported under this section during any pe-
Secretary shall make licenses available for a
thirty-day period before issuing licenses to
other applicants to domestic producers and
riod after the enactment of the Agriculture
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973, the
processes. * * *

I do not think ever in history has leg-
islation of this nature been brought forth
seriously for the consideration of this
body. I surely hope not.

My fear is not so much that this lan-
guage will be acted upon by the man who
is now Secretary of Agriculture, and,
frankly, the saving grace lies in that first
sentence that, “The President is author-
ized.” He may or may not provide this
licensing system. Nevertheless, it pro-
vides that if he does establish a licens-
ing system, then he shall make licenses
available ahead of any other applicants
to the processors and the producers of
dairy products. That is like putting the
fox in charge of the chicken coop. It is
like letting General Motors or Ford Mo-
tor Co. be in complete charge of how
many Volkswagens or how many Toyotas
or how many Datsuns are to be im-
ported into this country, and on what
terms.

As I say, I really do not think our Sec-
retary of Agriculture would be so unwise
as to utilize the licensing authority em-
bodied in this bill, but it would be a ter-
rible mistake if by putting this into legis-
lation it should become the precedent for
other similar measures on import con-
trol—and who knows who will be Secre-
tary of Agriculture in the future? He
might actually use this authority.

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I do not
think the gentleman could possibly be
more right. This strikes out competition.
It is an unfair view. I certainly support
the gentleman’s amendment. I have hope
that the chairman—but I have not dis-
cussed it with him—will see it in the
same light.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman
from California,

I will add the existing law does give the
President the power to regulate the level
of imports, but the regulation is in his
hands, not in the hands of the dairy co-
operatives—the producers and the proc-
essors—who are already a bit muscle-
bound and at times arrogant. I do not
think it is good policy for us to open the
way for these interests to be put in
charge of the level of dairy importation
or the conditions under which these im-
ports might enter the country.

One of the very few tools that exists
now in the hands of the President to pro-
tect the interests of the consumer in
the question of dairy supplies and prices
is the authority to regulate the level of
imports. This language is a poor addi-
fion to that Presidential authority, and I
urge support of my amendment.
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Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s yielding.

Having opposed the gentleman from
Illinois on his earlier amendment on the
level of price support for dairy products,
I must say I am a little bit torn when
it gets to this question. From my per-
spective, we do face a very serious prob-
lem in what has happened in the last 6
or 7 months in dairy imports. I am dis-
turbed, frankly, that the walls have come
down to the extent which they have come
in terms of allowing new imports to come
into this country and, therefore, even
further jeopardizing the assurance the
dairy farmer has in terms of production
of milk.

But I think the gentleman from Illinois
on balance is correct in his analysis of
the mischief in the provision in the com-
mittee bill.

However, I think it is fine if we at some
point decided we wanted a system of li-
censing, if that were the decision that
was to be made, but to do it in the man-
ner this provision does it seems to me
would not be in the longrun interest of
the dairy farmer or of those who eat the
good dairy products. Therefore, I support
the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Tllinois, is a most persunasive legislator
Mr. Chairman, much more so than I. He
is a member of the Dairy and Poultry
Subcommittee, of which I am chairman,
and he has made a good member. We do
have our disagreements, however, on
some portions of the legislation which
has been proposed. The majority of the
committee felt and the full committee
that the dairy import licenses section
as we have written it is as it should be,
the President being authorized to pro-
vide that dairy products be imported
with the accountable office or firm to
whom the license has been issued by the
Secretary of Agriculture.

I have faith in the Secretary of Agri-
culture and believe he knows who is
best fitted to be given licenses. It seems
to me that the argument that has been
put forth here is not valid, because whe
knows better than the domestic pro-
ducers and processors who agree to im-
port such products. We feel that some-
one who is professional in this business
should be more able to accept these
licenses and to be given these licenses
than anyone else.

For this reason I oppose the amend-
ment offered by my good friend, the
gentleman from Illinois, and ask that
the amendment be voted down.

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

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. Mr, Chairman, is it not
a fact that this bill from the other body
contains a provision for discretion on
the part of the President up to 2 per-
cent? Is that not correct?
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Mr. JONES of Tennessee. That is cor-
rect, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. POAGE. And that in an effort to
try to get a bill that would receive sup-
port of the administration, of which
the gentleman from Illinois is a part, in
an effort to get the support of the ad-
ministration we felt that we should give
a larger degree of leeway to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, and we gave that
larger degree of leeway the Secretary
asked for. Then in order to see that
these producers and producers’ organiza-
tions were not destroyed by nonproduc-
ing organizations, the Swiss organiza-
tions and Dutch organizations and for-
eign organizations as well as American,
in order to see that they were not de-
stroyed we simply said that during the
first 30 days under which we gave pref-
erence to these people who are in the
business of producing milk, they would
agree to bring it in. We did not say they
should get the license and not bring in
the milk. We said they must agree to
bring in the milk and only for 30 days
would they have the preference and they
would bring it in with a preference pro-
vision. We adopted the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio
which I think was proper which said
they could not speculate on these
licenses.

The only thing it does is it says the
American producer rather than the in-
ternational or foreign corporations and
for the first 30 days they will have
enough to meet their requirements, be-
cause anyone who is in the dairy manu-
facturing business needs imports, and
that was the purpose of the whole thing.
But we do not put the limitations on
for weeks. In an effort to be fair to Amer-
jcan producers we tried to insure the
American producers would be able to
bring in everything they needed, Is that
not correct?

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. POAGE. We did that in an effort
to have a provision to which most people
interested in agriculture would not ob-
ject, but of course there are those who
find objection to almost anything our
committee does.

They feel that it is somehow helpful
on agricultural matters to come out here
and delay things and try to affect the
passage of legislation brought out by
the committee. I think, after all, we
have taken pretty good care of the con-
sumer.

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

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VANIK

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Vanix: Page 32,
immediately after line 22, insert the follow-
ing new paragraph:

(24) Section 610 is amended by Inserting
“{a)" immediately after “Sec. 610.” and by
inserting at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(b) In carrying out its powers and duties
under the Commodity Credit Corporation
Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714 et seq.) the Com-
modity Credit Corporation may not make or
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provide for payments of export subsidies or
similar payments to exporters of commod-
ities.,”
Redesignate the following paragraphs ac-
cordingly.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, am I not correct that this amend-
ment comes within the section which was
stricken from the hill?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
California is correct. It comes within the
provisions of the bill that have been
stricken.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. VANIK, Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Chairman, would the
amendment be in order as an amendment
to the Commodity Credit Act? That was
my intention.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not in
a position to pass on that matter at this
time. But the amendment does go to the
portion of text which has been stricken
and is not in order in the form offered.

Mr. VANIK, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to offer this amendment to H.R. 8860
to prohibit the use of taxpayer subsidies
for the sale of agricultural goods in for-
eign markets.

I realize that this entire section deal-
ing with the cotton program has been
amended and counter-amended. But in
the original bill—as reported by the com-
mittee—this is the one part of the legis-
lation which refers to the authority of
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
provide massive taxpayer subsidies for
the export of our agricultural goods.

Specifically, the basic authority of the
CCC provides that the Corporation can—

Remove and dispose of or aid in the re-
moval or disposition of surplus agricultural
commodities,

Export or cause to be exported, or ald in
the development of foreign markets for, agri-
cultural commodities.

I believe that we must provide induce-
ments and encouragement for the pro-
duction of food and feed grains and es-
sential fibers for our domestic needs. But
agriculture is now a mature industry, and
I do not think that taxpayer subsidies
should be used to provide for payments
for that part of production which is de-
signed for the export market.

The CCC’s export subsidy program has
been subject to particular abuse—and
these subsidies must end.

On July 9, the General Accounting
Office issued a detailed study of last
year’'s grain sales to the Soviet Union.

The GAO'’s study was primarily critical
of the failure of the Department of Agri-
culture to adequately predict and warn
American farmers of the pending mas-
sive Soviet wheat purchases.

Hopefully, the reporting requirements
provided in the committee’s bill will pre-
vent a repeat of last year's disaster.

But the GAO was also highly critical
of the operation of the export subsidy
prograim.

To quote from one newspaper account:

The assurances of subsidies, the report
said, put grain traders in a position to offer
lower prices to the Soviet Union than would
otherwise have been possible,
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There is reason to believe, the report said,
that Russian needs would have dictated pur-
chases of significant quantities even with
higher prices. It said that Agriculture will
pay over $300 million in subsidies on Russian
and other sales, although there were pros-
pects that these sales could have been made
with reduced subsidies if the department had
responded more rapidly to the available in-
formation.

Apparently the report has recommend-
ed that the Agriculture Department re-
view the wheat export subsidy program—
which has been suspended at the present
time—'‘and predicate its reinstatement
on a meaningful justification for its ex-
istence.”

There were obviously some gains from
the Soviet wheat deal. But the costs have
outweighed the losses. Our colleague from
Georgia, Mr. BLACKBURN, presented testi-
mony to the Ways and Means Committee
in which he added up all the costs of the
Soviet wheat deal—transportation tie-
ups, higher bread taxes, higher feed grain
prices and therefore higher meat prices.
He estimated that over a 9 month period,
the cost of this “deal” to America was
about $3.2 billion.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that
there is any justification for the continu-
ation of this program.

First, if American agriculture is so effi-
cient—as everyone keeps telling us it is
then it should not need expert assistance.

Second, in recent years, as our trade
situation has become more uncertain, we
have complained about foreigners subsi-
dizing exports to the United States. This

_is a practice which we want to stop. Yet

it is unrealistic to ask others to stop when
we continue to make such massive sub-
sidies ourselves.

Third, the world wheat and feed grain
situation appears to be very tight and is
expected to continue so for some time.
All too often, the American selling price
for wheat is the world price for wheat.

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture
Brunthaver analyzed the world wheat
situation in a speech this June in Okla-
homa:

Something similar is happening in the
world's wheat markets, The outlook is for
record world wheat production-—and con-
tinued strong prices. In spite of an expected
slight drop in import demand, wheat output
wlill barely cover needs, and the world’'s wheat
stocks are the lowest they've been in 20 years.
With feed grain demand booming too, wheat
prices are expected to hold near the recent
strong levels.

Stocks in the major exporting countries on
June 30 will probably be less than 30 million
metric tons. This compares with almost 69
million tons three years ago. The last time
stocks were this low was in 1952, at a time
when world wheat trade was less than half
what it is now.

World wheat production is expected to be
10 percent higher this year, at 330 million
metric tons. Nearly all of the increase will
come from the major exporting countries and
Russia. Russia, of course, will be recovering
from its exceptionally poor 1972 crop. Soviet
production should be up by at least 10 mil-
lion tons. The United States wheat output
will be up by 6 million tons we think, and
the combined output of Canada and Australia
will be up some 8 million tons. Elsewhere,
however, we look for less production. The
wheat crops look smaller in West Europe,
East Europe and the Middle East.

There are two reasons why production out-
side the major exporting countries is not
expected to increase next year. First, many
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of them had above-normal years in 1972,
Second, most of these importing countries
have already been holding wheat prices above
world market levels—and thelr farmers aren't
seeing any price increase for their wheat.

Another factor in both the exporting and
importing nations is that prices and incen-
tives for feed grains, oilseeds and even forage
for livestock have increased—and limited the
shifting of additional land into wheat that
might otherwise have occurred.

Here's how we see the world wheat market:
Russia will probably need less wheat im-
ports. On the other hand, the Middle East
and Japan will need more. Several Asian
countries took more wheat last year because
of poor rice crops, and the world rice supply
is very tight again this year.

In all, we expect total world imports of 63
million tons, That is somewhat less than
the 69 million tons imported last year. Can-
ada, despite a much larger crop, will have
much lower stocks to draw on and will prob-
ably not maintain this year’s export level.
Australia, meanwhile, will increase its ex-
ports ofisetting Canada. Elsewhere we look
for small declines offsetting small increases.

We estimate U.S. wheat exports at 950 mil-
lion bushels this year, compared with 1150
million last year. With production estimated
at 48 million tons, and the somewhat smaller
export total, we may add a few bushels to
our very low wheat carryover this year.

Let me also emphasize that there are sev-
eral factors that could have sharp impacts
on the market for wheat and other grains . . .
and we don’t yet know how to weigh them.
For example, we don't know how much wheat
and corn Russia may want to buy. The Rus-
slans themselves don't know how much
they'll produce this year yet, and we don't
know how much they're using or how much

‘they may want to build their stocks.

We don't know if Mainland China will be
in the market for grain this year—though we

-know their weather has been far from lideal.

We don't know how much protein meal

f will be available to the world’s llvestock feed-

ers this year, The Peruvians have halted fish-
ing again, and there may not be much fish-
meal,

It is entirely possible, too, that the food
situation in Asia may worsen, increasing
their import needs.

Canada has had a dry season so far. Some
recent rains have helped but they don’t have
the moisture to produce a full crop yet by any
means.

Finally, we don't even know when our Corn
Belt farmers will be able to start planting,
or how many acres of crops they'll get
planted. This could have a big effect on the
market for grains later this year and mnext.

I think it is a startling thing to be able
to say that the world’s wheat crop is going to
jump 10 percent—and that wheat prices
are holding strong.

That's how we see it, though.

The market will probably take a billion
bushels more corn this year than it took
just 4 years ago—and take the extra grain
at strong prices.

Soybeans are in such tight supply that I
heard an elevator in Indiana is offering farm-
ers $8.10 a bushel for any soybeans they have
lying around and the elevator will come and
pick them up!

The United Nation's Food and Agri-
culture Organization recently released a
report on the world food situation. The
report warned that—

The new and dangerous decline in world
cereal stocks calls for a new international
initiative to ensure at all times a minimum
level of world food security.

‘The world has drifted into this time of
danger because there is, up to this moment,
no acceptance by the international com-
munity, in any meaningful sense, of the
concept of a minimum safe level of basic food
stocks for the world as a whole. It has been
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possible to do without such a concept as
long as the world could rely confidently on
surplus stocks in North America. But these
have now disappeared. [Emphasis added]

In short, Mr. Chairman, there is no
need at this time for the Department to
reinstitute the export subsidy program.

We should wait to see what the world
market conditions are this year and in
the coming year. We should wait to see
how the Department improves its in-
ternal operations. If export subsidies are
needed in the future, they should be con-
sidered in the future, as part of an over-
all legislative examination of our trade
and export policies.

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

I wonder if the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture
would respond to a question?

On page 16 of the report there are
some statements which seem inconsis-
tent to me with respect to the wool pro-
gram. For example, in the second para-
graph under “Wool Program,” it says:

Payments are based on the percentage
needed to bring the average return (price
recelved on mohair sales plus payments)
received by all producers up to the support
level.

Then, on down in the fifth paragraph
it says:

Prices have been higher than in 1971 and
the payment rate will be lower than last
year.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to go on
down to the next to last paragraph in
which it says:

Under this method, the producer who

gets a better market price for his wool also
gets a higher support payment.

That seems inconsistent with the other
language I just read and with provisions
of the law.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I think
there is an error there. I think that the
words should not be “higher support pay-
ments.” I think that that is one of those
errors which we so often encounter. The
words clearly should be “higher total
payments.”

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. POAGE

Mr. POAGE, Mr, Chairman, I offer
amendments along exactly the line of
technical corrections, We have here
about 20 technical amendments, all of
them of exactly the same nature, and I
would ask unanimous consent that they
may be considered en bloc.

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. POAGE:

Page 6, line 2, insert “make” after the words
“and to”.

Page 8, line 5, after the words “section 107"
insert the words “of the Agricultural Act of
1949, as it appears therein,”.

Page 13, line 3, strike out “Agriculture” and
insert “Agricultural”,

Page 16, line 3, after the word “topography”
add the following “, and in addition, in fhe
case of conserving use acreages, to such other
factors as he deems necessary in order to
establish a fair and equitable conserving use
acreage for the farm."”.

Page 20, lines 16 and 17, strike out “which
precedes the first colon” and insert “through
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the first colon and section 105(a) of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1949, as it appears therein,"”.

Page 23, line 25, after the word “allot-
ments'” insert “shall be established on the
basis of the feed grain allotments™.

Page 25, line 6, strike out “bases” and insert
“allotments”.

Page 25, line 22, strike out “feed grain or
soybean".

Page 26, line T, strike out “(1)".

Page 26, line 9, after the word “to” insert
“(1)7

Page 26, lines 2022, strike out “inserting a
period after the word ‘topography’ in the first
sentence of paragraph (2) and striking out
the balance of such sentence”.

Page 28, line 5, after the word “‘beans,” in-
sert “triticale, oats, and rye,"”.

Page 30, line 19, strike out *the” and insert
“any”.

Page 30, line 24, strike out “(a)” and insert
gy,

Page 31, line 10, strike out “farmer” and
insert “farm”.

Page 32, line 4, strike out “1975" and insert
“197T".

Page 34, line 2, strike out “section” and
insert “subsection”.

Page 36, line b5, after the word “State.” in-
sert the following new sentence: “The Com-
modity Credit Corporation shall not make
any expenditures for carrying out the pur-
poses of this subsection unless the Corpora-
tion has received funds to cover such ex-
penditures from appropriations made to carry
out the purposes of this subsection.”

Page 36, line 9, after '(25)" insert ‘“Title
VI is further amended by adding the fol-
lowing new section: Section 612.”

Page 3, line 9, strike out “Agriculture” and
insert “Agricultural”,

Page 38, line 16, after the word “shall”
insert “only".

Page 40, line 19, strike out “Act” and in-
sert “section”.

Page 40, line 20, strike out “Act"” and in-
sert “section”.

Page 40, line 21, strike out “Act"” and
insert “section”,

Page 40, line 25, strike out “Aect” and
insert “section™.

Page 41, line 3, strike out “Act” and insert
"Sect-iﬂn".

Page 41, line 18, strike out “(B)" and insert
“(b) ™.

Page 41, line 18, strike out “the Great
Plains” and insert *“such”.

Page 42, line 1, strike out “Act” and insert
“Title”.

Page 42, line 10, strike out “(B)" and Insert
- (b) IF-

Page 42, lines 10 and 11, strike out “the
Great Plains” and insert "such”,

Mr. POAGE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, these are all technical amend-
ments without any changes of a substan-
tial nature. I ask unanimous consent that
the amendments be considered as read
and printed in the Recorbp.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr, TEAGUE of California. I am fa-
miliar with the fact that these are tech-
nical amendments, and I am perfectly
willing to accept them.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, POAGE).

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last worc
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Mr. Chairman, I should like to address
a question to the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Livestock and Grains, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
ForLey) with respect to section 808 in the
bill.

Section 808 provides for wheat and
feed grains research.

Mr. FOLEY. Yes.

Mr. SEBELIUS. The report, on page
36, reflects the subject. The language
talks about fertilizer and pesticide uses.
I believe we had a conversation in the
subcommittee, but did not have one in
the full committee, on the subject of
residues of fungicides and pesticides and
the need for research in the marketing
field as to how to deal with those resi-
dues,

I should like to ask the gentleman
a question, to make legislative history,
as to whether it was the intent of the
committee that in the research such res-
idues of fungicides and pesticides would
also be included.

Mr. FOLEY. Yes. The marketing re-
search was within the purpose, as an-
nounced by the Subcommittee on Live-
stock and Grains,

The gentleman is correct.

Mr. SEBELIUS. I thank the gentle-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. (a) Notwithstanding section 6(c) of
the Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 (29 U.S.C. 6564(c)) or any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of Agriculture shall
provide, without regard to the requirements
of chapter b, title 5, United States Code, for
an emergency temporary standard prohibit-
ing agricultural workers from entering areas
where crops are produced or grown (such
emergency standard to take immedlate effect
upon publication in the Federal Reglster) if
he determines (1) that such agricultural
workers are exposed to grave danger from ex-
posure to pesticide chemicals, as defined in
section 201(q) of the Federal Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act (21 US.C. 821(q)), and (2)
that such emergency standard is necessary
to protect such agricultural workers from
such danger.

(b) Such temporary standard shall be ef-
fective until superseded by a standard pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Agriculture by
rule, no later than six months after publica-
tion of such temporary standard.

(c) As of the date of enactment of the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973, the regulations issued by the Secretary
of Labor under section 6(c) of the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970, which
appear on pages 10715-10717 of number 83 of
volume 38 of the Federal Register of May 1,
19873, shall be null and void with respect to
agricultural workers.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, BERGLAND

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BErGLAND: Page
53, line 3, strike out section 2 of the bill, HR.
8860, in its entirety, and renumber the fol-
lowing sections accordingly.

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would strike section 2, deal-
ing with the transfer of the administra-
tion of OSHA as it has to do with pesti-
cides from the Department of Labor to
the Department of Agriculture. While
that section is technically germane it is
my judgment it is not relevant to a farm
bill.
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On the first day of May the Depart-
ment of Labor issued temporary stand-
ards limiting reentry to fields that had
been treated by a deadly family of poi-
sons known as organophosphates.

Mr. Chairman, this is a nerve gas.
Heavy doses will kill and light doses of
this compound will show up in such
symptoms as flu, blurred vision, vomiting,
nausea, and so forth.

Those temporary standards were to be
effective on the 18th day of June, the
worst possible time in my judgment, in
that these pesticides are used in the fruit
growing and the tobacco growing indus-
tries and the planters of these crops had
the growing of these crops underway.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the Labor
Department should have proposed these
temporary standards last December, so
there would have been time to consider
them, but instead they were to be put
into effect on the 18th day of June. The
Committee on Agriculture moved to set
aside those temporary standards and
transfer the administration of OSHA
from the Department of Labor to the
Department of Agriculture. Our commit-
tee acted in the heat of passion. It was
in my judgment an unwise amendment,
but it was the only means by which a
majority of the members of our commit-
tee could react and indicate to the Labor
Department their displeasure at the way
this matter had been handled.

On the 15th day of June the Depart-
ment of Labor set aside those temporary
standards and rendered them null and
void. On the 21st day of June the Labor
Department introduced some new tem-
porary standards reducing the number
of chemicals that were to be prohibited
from 21, the number that was in the
original order, down to 12, and reducing
the re-entry days to two. Last week the
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals set aside
even those temporary standards.

Mr. Chairman, it has been said that
the Department of Agriculture has no
responsibility in these kinds of matters,
but, in fact, they do have a representa-
tive on the OSHA Standards Boards. The
Department of Agriculture is counseled
as these standards are developed.

Our committee held no hearings on
this matter; we had no testimony from
the Department of Agriculture, from the
Department of Labor, or from anyone
else. We have no idea on the implications
of this amendment. We do not know how
or if the Department of Agriculture could
run it, in fact.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the amend-
ment be adopted.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

Eighty-eight Members are present, not
a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll.

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

names:
[Roll No. 339]

Breaux
Burke, Fla.
Butler
Chisholm

Clark
Conyers
Danielson
Diges

Addabbo
Bell
Blatnik
Boland
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Dingell

Dorn
Edwards, Ala.
Evins, Tenn,
Fisher
Froehlich
Gross

Hanna
Hébert

Johnson, Callf. Morgan
Kemp Murphy, N.Y.
King O’'Nelll
Kuykendall Pepper
Landgrebe Pettis
Landrum Reid
McFall Stokes
McKinney Talcott
Madden Taylor, Mo.
Helstoski Mailliard ‘Wilson, Bob
Holifleld Mills, Ark.

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, and finding itself without
a quorum, he had directed the roll to be
called, when 389 Members responded to
their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BERGLAND) . I never
thought I would see the day I would come
into the well of this House to oppose an
amendment offered by a member of the
Committee on Agriculture, to capitulate
to the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Education and Labor over the regulations
for usage of pesticides, because the
knowledge and the expertise on this sub-
ject rests in the Department of Agricul-
ture, and has been there for years.

My friend on the committee wants to
leave the farmers of this country, the
food producers, under the thumb and
Jurisdiction of the Labor Department as
it relates to the use of pesticides, instead
of the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, let me say
as the author of this section of the bill
which my colleague seeks to strike, that
I am as firmly committed as anyone to
the protectior. of farmworkers from po-
tential dangers associated with farming
operations. And so I believe, as does
every member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, there is no room for debate on
that point at all.

But on the point raised by my col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. BErcLAND) in a “Dear Colleague”
letter that went out to all the members
about the expert advice being used by
the Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration for establishing such pro-
tective standards, there is ample room
and substantial need for clarification.

On May 1, 1973, OSHA published in
the Federal Register a set of emergency
temporary standards for the protection
of workers from exposure to highly toxic
pesticides. Without belaboring the spe-
cifics of these technical regulations, I
believe the pertinent point to make here
is that the chairman of OSHA’s Special
Adyvisory Subcommittee on Pesticides re-
signed in protest against the regula-
tions and stated in his letter of resigna-
tion as follows:

The Subcommittee on Pesticides was un-
animous in its recommendation that no
emergency existed and that there was no
Justification for emergency standards.

The chairman of the advisory subcom-
mittee was Dr, F. S. Arant, of Auburn
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University, one of the leading authorities
in the Nation in the field of pesticides. In
his letter of resignation, Dr. Arant goes
on to challenge in great detail the pub-
lished regulations, which he character-
izes alternately as “laughable,” “un-
workable,” “ambiguous,” and “potential-
ly disastrous” and would work “unneces-
sary hardships on employer and em-
ployee."”

Dr. Arant goes on to state that his
subcommittee could find no proof of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare’s estimate that 800 persons are
killed and another 80,000 injured each
year with pesticides. The subcommittee
found instead that there were relatively
few deaths associated with pesticides
and that the vast majority of those
occurred primarily from persons drink-
ing the chemical through accident or
suicide.

In the conclusion of his letter, Dr.
Arant writes, and again I quote:

It is obvious from the above discussion
that many recommendations of the Aclvisory
Committee have been totally ignored in the
standard issued. It is also obvious that the
advice of the SBubcomittee is not valued high-
1y by the Department of Labor.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the safe-
guarding of farm workers from potential
dangers from pesticide exposure is too
important a task to be left to an agency
that rejects the advice of its own experts
and which is so seemingly devoid of any
sense of realism or any working knowl-
edge of farming operations.

The fact that the regulations were es-
tablished on an emergency basis, despite
the absence of any emergency, is proof
enough that OSHA has engaged in
nothing less than a power grab.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MrizeLn) has expired.

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

Mr, MIZELL. For all of these reasons,
I believe—and the majority of the Agri-
culture Committee has concurred in this
belief not once but twice—that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is far more capable
of establishing intelligent standards that
will meet the crucial test of adequate
protection and at the same time allow
for the continued economical production
of food and fiber in this country.

OSHA'’s regulations by the estimate of
the Library of Congress’ senior agricul-
tural specialist would cost the agricul-
tural industry about $50 million a year,
and in my opinion that is a very conserv-
ative estimate. That is far too high a
price to pay for a set of standards that
are unneeded and unworkable. The cost
to farm laborers themselves who are
denied work unnecessarily under the
terms of these provisions, would be great
indeed.

The Secretary of Agriculture has the
expertise available to him to establish
workable standards if it is proven that
they are in fact needed.

As my colleagues know, the price of
food is high enough already, and I see
very little sense in imposing a substantial
additional burden on the cost of farm
production through a set of standards
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whose very reason for existence has been
called into serious question by the Na-
tion’s leading experts.

I strongly urge my colleagues to heed
the advice of these experts.

Mr. SYMMS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I yield to my friend from
Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I, too, wish to associate myself with
the gentleman’s remarks and join him
in asking our colleagues in the House
and members of the committee to vote
down this amendment.

Mr., MIZELL. I thank the gentleman.

I now yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I, too, am
opposed to the amendment and would
like to point out that it was very care-
fully considered in the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture. The amendment was
adopted by an overwhelming vote, 25
voting in favor of it with 2 present, and
it should not be canceled.

Mr. MIZELL, I thank my distinguished
friend.

Mr. YOUNG of South Carolina. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of South Carolina. I
would like to associate myself with the
remarks of the distinguished gentleman
from North Carolina and commend him
on the presentation he has made.

I am delighted that he would take the
time of the House to explain fully what
is going on in the amendment.

Mr. ABDNOR. Will- the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. ABDNOR. I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from North Caro-
lina for his remarks and associate my-
self with his statement and point out
that Dr. Wayne L. Berndt of the South
Dakota University Extension Pesticide
Division wrote me about this very thing
and pointed out what you said about the
chairman of the advisory commission
resigning and urged me to do what I can
to help keep this clause in the bill giving
the Department of Agriculture the right
to have control over the use of these
pesticides.

Mr. DICKINSON. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, MIZELL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. DICKINSON. I was wondering
about something. Recently I have gotten
a good bit of mail relative to some stand-
ards which were promulgated that pro-
hibited children from going into a field
for a certain time after the use of certain
pesticides. I understand that it varies
from crop to crop. But I wondered who
promulgated these standards and are
they in fact workable.

Mr. MIZELL. In response to the gentle-
man’s question, OSHA is the agency
which implemented those standards and
completely ignored the advice of the ex-
perts who said no emergency existed and
they were totally unneeded at this time,
but they were still imposed.

Mr. DICKINSON. I understand Dr.
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Arant is one of the outstanding experts
in the field, and I understand he resigned
because of the unnecessary and un-
reasonable regulations OSHA had im-
posed on the agricultural industry. Is
there any hope to expect things will be
any different if the Secretary of Agricul-
ture should undertake the oversight and
promulgation of such rules?

Mr. MIZELL. I think the very fact that
Dr. Arant resigned in protest against
these regulations is an indication that
the experts in this field would certainly
recommend something far different from
OSHA.

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. BERGLAND. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BERGLAND. There is no Member
of this House for whom I have greater
respect either as a baseball player or
legislator, but I am sure the gentleman
did not intend to leave the impression
that these organophosphorus chemicals
were somehow harmless. I am sure he is
aware that in North Carolina 22 workers
in tobacco were poisoned by malathion
and in California 24 were poisoned using
parathion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has once again expired.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. MIzZELL) .

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, so that I
might respond to the statement made by
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. Chairman, I have here a letter to
Secretary John Stender from the Chair-
man of the Advisory Committee to OSHA
in which he says:

The subcommittee was unable to find a
single authentic record of a fatality resulting
from a person entering or working a field
treated with a pesticide.

He went on to say:

A survey of pesticide safety specialists at
all Land-Grant Universities revealed that no
problems had arisen from workmen enter-
ing pesticide treated fields in a majority of
the States, and only minor problems in
others.

This clearly answers the question of
the gentleman from Minnesota.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. MizELL),
a question. I did not hear the answer to
the question that was posed a few mo-
ments ago from the other side of the
aisle.

I believe the question was: “What
change do you think would be brought
about by transferring OSHA’s enforce-
ment to the Secretary of Agriculture?
How would that change differ from what
it is now?”

I do not believe the gentleman an-
swered that question. I believe it was the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Dickin-
soN), who asked the question originally.
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Would the gentleman from North
Carolina answer the question again?
What does the gentleman expect will
happen that will be different after the
transfer of this function to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture?

Mr. MIZELL. If the gentleman will
yield, we certainly transfer the author-
ity to set the emergency regulations back
to the Secretary of Agriculture where the
expertise in this field is located at this
point.

And the very fact that the chairman
of the Advisory Committee, who is a well-
known specialist in this field——

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. That is not
the question. The question is, what does
the gentleman expect would happen that
would be different? The gentleman has
not answered that question. The gentle-
man is talking about some speculation
here. But the gentleman specifically, in
his amendment, not only authorizes the
suspension of temporary standards, but
provided further that there shall be no
standards until such time as the Depart-
ment of Agriculture promulgates stand-
ards.

What is it that the gentleman expects
will happen when this new authority is
moved to the Department of Agricul-
ture? Why not leave this responsibility
in the one agency of the Government
that deals with occupational safety for
all other employees in the United States?

Mr. MIZELL. If the gentleman will
yield further, the gentleman did not let
me finish. I stated in my statement a mo-
ment ago, and I think this is looking to
the point that the gentleman is now mak-
ing, and that is that the expertise in this
field is in the Department of Agriculture.
The experts state, first of all, that there
is no emergency existing. And the only
way that——

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. The gentle-
man is speaking on my time and, with
all due respect to the gentleman from
North Dakota, I have asked the gentle-
man the question. Is it that the gentle-
man cannot answer the question, or is it
that the gentleman does not want to an-
swer the question?

Mr. MIZELL. Please give me a chance
to respond. I made the statement a mo-
ment ago——

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. My question
is, What would be different by having the
administration of occupational safety of
only farm workers moved to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture? What does the gen-
tleman expect it to do?

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

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I will yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania as soon
as the gentleman from North Carolina
answers my question.

Mr. MIZELL. The authority is clearly
in the Secretary of Agriculture where
there is the expertise in this field. This
is what I would like to do: I do not know
what set of standards he will set, but I
believe that whatever steps the Secretary
considers are necessary if an emergency
does exist, then he can set the standards.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. The gentle-
man is telling me what the Secretary can
do. I can read the bill. I want to know
exactly what the difference would be. The
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gentleman in the well claims eredit for
writing this section of the bill. What does
the gentleman from North Carolina ex-
pect would happen that would be differ-
ent with the Secretary of Agriculture
handling this enforcement? Would the
gentleman please answer that question?

The standards affect the working con-
ditions of farm employees working with
pesticides. What does the gentleman ex-
pect would be different if the Secretary
of Agriculture were to handle this?

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Dickinson) asked that question, and
the gentleman from North Carolina ap-
parently refused to answer the question.
I have asked the gentleman from North
Carolina three times, and the gentleman
will not tell me.

It is not the truth that the gentleman
expects the Secretary of Agriculture to
throw the ballzame in this matter of
safety standards for agricultural em-
ployees?

Mr., MIZELL. If the gentleman will
yield further, I think the gentleman
would rather listen to himself than to
listen to me at this point.

Mr, WILLIAM D. FORD. Will the gen-
tleman answer the question? What does
he expect the Department of Agricul-
ture to do with this authority?

Mr, MIZELL, I think the Secretary
would have the authority, if he says there
is an emergency, to set standards and
regulations. In other words, they would
be set by the experts in the field who
completely rebelled against the regula-
tions that OSHA was trying to impose.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. How would
they change them, and change them to
what?

Mr, MIZELL. I would leave that to the
discretion of the experts.

Mr, WILLIAM D. FORD. Is the gen-
tleman from North Carolina saying that
the gentleman trusts the administration’s
Secretary of Agriculture, but does not
trust the administration’s Secretary of
Labor?

Mr., MIZELL. I think it is obvious at
this point from the fact that we have a
decision from the Fifth Circuit Court of
Appeals that has stayed the order that
was implemented by OSHA,

All my amendment does——

Mr., WILLIAM D. FORD. What assur-
ance do we have that the same experts
hired by one member of the Nixon Cabi-
net will not be hired by another member
of the Nixon Cabinet?

Mr. MIZELL. I think this is an area
where the experts should haxe jurisdic-
tion in this field. We have a perfect
example of what can happen when they
not only do not have any expertise in
this fleld but when they ignore it.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Has the
gentleman been assured in advance that
there have been different experts se-
lected by the Departmen® of Agriculture?
He is asking us to vote on this amend-
ment on the ground that something dif-
ferent will happen, but he is reluctant
to tell us what is going to be different.

Mr. MIZELL. I certainly have no ad-

vance information from the Secretary
of Agriculture. I think that if we are
going to impose some hardships and
some regulations on the food producers
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In this country, it should be done by
experts in the field.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man. I have no further time.

Mr, Chairman, I should just like to call
the Members' attention to the fact that
what is being attempted here. With
reference to the occupational safety and
health law, we will have this very un-
usual situation where standards gov-
erning only one particular type of occu-
pational hazard affecting only one par-
ticular kind of employee in the country
would be administered by an entirely
different agency of the Federal Govern-
ment than that already promulgating
and administering such standards for all
other employees and industries in the
country.

There is no need and no justification
for the transfer of this authority from
the Department of Labor to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

The Occupational Safety and Health
Act, enacted by Congress less than 3 years
ago, was intended to cover farmworkers
fully. As of this date, the Labor Depart-
ment has still not demonstrated that it
has completed the job of protecting the
farmworker. But to transfer its authority
to earry out the task of protecting farm-
workers from death and illness from
pesticide poisoning at this time, would
merely delay the process even further.
It simply makes no sense to do this when
the Labor Department has been working
all this time to develop expertise in this
area.

Congress intended to give the Labor
Department the authority to protect all
workers. If it wanted to decentralize this
authority we would have delegated the
authority to promulgate standards for
small businesses to the Small Business
Administration, the authority to promul-
gate standards for larger corporations to
the Department of Commerce, and the
authority to regulate pesticides to the
Agriculture Department. But we did not.
We centralized the authority to issue oc-
cupational safety and health regulations
in the Department of Labor, and the
gentleman from North Carolina has
demonstrated no justification whatso-
ever for his amendment which transfers
the authority in this one specific area to
the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, agricultural labor is
one of the most dangerous of all indus-
tries. Recent studies indicate that the in-
jury rate for agricultural employees ex-
ceeds that of all other major occupa-
tional groups with the exception of coal
miners and construction workers. Farm-
workers are injured or killed at a rate of
67 per 100,000 workers, while the aver-
age in all other industries is 18 per
100,000 workers. Although the national
agricultural work force accounted for
only 4.5 percent of the national total
work force, it accounted for nearly 10
percent of the disabling work injuries
and 17 percent of the job-related fatali-
ties.

The Labor Department has been
charged with the responsibility of pro-
tecting farmworkers, and although it has
not accomplished this goal, its work in
this area has at least begun. To transfer
the responsibility at this time is to man-
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afford.

Mr, Chairman, I urge my colleagues
from both sides of the aisle to vote
against transferring this authority to the
Agriculture Department by voting in
favor of the Bergland amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, certainly, every think-
ing and responsible person agrees that we
must provide the maximum reasonable
protection for the safety and health of all
workers in this country, regardless of
whom their employers may be.

In attempting to reach this end, how-
ever, and particularly with respect to the
OSHA legislation, the 91st Congress en-
acted a law which now—3 years later—
is, in the agricultural area at least, being
administered as if complex problems can
be handled with simplistic, overgeneral-
ized solutions.

The fundamental fact, in this instance,
is that representatives of the Depart-
ment of Labor have mistakenly assumed
that farmers, who are hiring temporary
employees—many of whom have lim-
ited education and suffer from language
barriers—can be treated in the same
manner as large corporations, with fixed
facilities, who hire more highly edu-
cated and better trained, permanent em-
ployees. This is causing undue and un-
necessary hardship on small family
farmers, and the possible loss of work
by the men and women the Congress in-
tended in 1970 to protect.

Add to this the arrogance with which
representatives of the Department of
Labor have treated and threatened to
treat the farmers, and one finds a situa-
tion in which the Federal Government
or at least the Department of Labor is
looked upon as nothing less than the
enemy of the average small farmer at-
tempting to make a living. I do not for
a moment suggest that this Congress
should relax reasonable standards for
safety for any employee, when those
standards have been established after
reasonable deliberations by personnel
who understand the situation. But this
is the crux of the problem we face. It
is quite obvious to me that representa-
tives of the Department of Labor have
not demonstrated an understanding of
how to work with the members of the
agricultural community in my State in
providing responsible safety programs
under the law. I suggest that safety and
health requirements for agricultural em-
ployees can be more responsibly formu-
lated and administered by represent-
atives of the Department of Agriculture
who have come, through a lifetime of
experience, to understand the difference
between managing a family farm on the
one hand, and a large industrial or man-
ufacturing plant on the other.

What we all want is optimum protec-
tion for all employees with respect to
their health and their physical safety
on the job, but a responsible approach
to this goal requires a realistic attitude
toward the facts involved. The health
and safety of agricultural workers can
be better protected, in this instance, if
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the laws are administered by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture rather than by the
Department of Labor. What is missing
in the Department of Labor, but present
in the Department of Agriculture, is cn
understanding of the economic and man-
agerial problems of the small farmer. In
our desire to protect the workers, we
should not allow ourselves to blindly
overlook either the problems of the small
farmer or the employment stability of
the farmworkers. I urge you to defeat
this amendment.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, let us understand at the
outset that the controversy that sur-
rounds the provision in the committee bill
does not really deal with the issue of pes-
ticides and their application. The con-
troversy involves the decision of the De-
partment of Labor to promulgate under
section 6(c) of the Occupational Safety
and Health Act a temporary emergency
standard under the provisions of that
act. I think that judgment was wrong. I
think it was a serious mistake for the
Department of Labor to issue an emer-
gency standard, and I think what has
happened since that decision was made
in the early part of May is that by and
large almost everybody in the field of
agriculture and in labor recognizes that
the initial decision of the Department of
Labor was not correct. There was no
emergency.

The facts on which they based their
decision were wrong.

What has happened since then? And
why do I very strongly support the Berg-
land amendment? What has happened is
that on the 26th of June the Department
of Labor released on amended version of
their temporary standard. That amended
version, among other things, reduced the
number of regulated pesticides from 21
to 12, It reduced a number of the reentry
times. It modified the types of personal
protective equipraent required of farm-
workers, and it limited requirements of
the standard where the employee has
“substantial contact” with the pesticide-
treated crop.

All of those basic changes that were
made in the initially promulgated tem-
porary emergency standard, it seems to
me, go a long way, frankly, in terms of
substantially responding to the very
legitimate concerns that have been ex-
pressed by those in the field of peaches,
apples, and all of the other crops that
were affected by the initial standard.

What the Department of Labor has
done, having made that initial mistake,
in large measure is to correct the error of
the way that they undertook this stand-
ard. But what we now find ourselves
with is a provision in the agriculture bill,
and what does it do? It does very
simply, a rather unique thing. It, first
of all, voids the standard, both modified
and original.

Then what does it do? It says that any
further promulgation of standard will
not be made by the Department of Labor
but will be made by the Department of
Agriculture.

Where does that leave us? It leaves us
in the position, if this amendment is
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not agreed to, of having the Depart-
ment of Labor carry out all other re-
sponsibilities under the Occupational
Safety and Health Act, and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture setting standards
for one particular set of problems in
the pesticide field. This kind of split ad-
ministration, it seems to me, is totally
wrong and works to the disadvantage
both of the farmer and of the farm-
worker.

A step in that direction would com-
pound an already difficult problem. It
does not solve the very real fact of life
that some pesticides used in agriculture
are harmful. This does not solve the
initial decision made by the Department
of Labor in the long run of having made
the mistake of having issued a temporary
emergency standard. Thus it seems to
me this committee ought to undertake
to attempt to resolve this problem in
a far more effective fashion and adopt
the Bergland amendment to allow the
Department of Labor as it has done al-
ready to modify the provisions, to under-
take the section 6(b) work, it has already
started public hearings across the coun-
try, to recognize that the Department of
Labor because of the court order has
already stayed the effective date of July
13 any compliance on inspection of farm
use of pesticides.

The Department of Labor’s Safety
Health Administration last Friday be-
cause of the action in Louisiana, are
staying any further work on the farms.
Thus it seems to me this committee
would be well advised not to compound
the difficulties that the amendment
started by the Senator from South Caro-
lina in the other body would cover, and
with all due respect for the man who
does such a good job, with respect to the
decision of the Mizell amendment, I hope
the Bergland amendment is adopted and
then the House will keep up the pressure
on the Department of Labor to do the
job properly, but we should not take that
authority away. It would be a serious
mistake.

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment. I think we
have blown this up out of all propor-
tion. I cannot believe it is of the impor-
tance that has been attached to it but I
do think what we must bear in mind is
that while all of us have a tendency to
want to see those agencies with which
we are most closely associated have con-
trol, it does not always mean they are
absolutely perfect and everybody else is
absolutely wrong.

I do not know just where a great many
of the interested parties stand on this
matter. I had understood up until today
that the Department of Agriculture felt
the Bergland amendment was a per-
fectly sound approach. I had understood
that the administration had decided they
wanted to keep these programs in the
agencies that are presently administer-
ing them.

I had personally felt that I had more
experience with the Department of Agri-
culture and thought that it possibly
would do a better job. I had also ob-
served in the Department of Labor what
I know was a very poor job of setting
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standards—in fact one of the worst I
had ever seen—and I had thought that
the Department of Agriculture could im-
prove upon that.

But I do understand now that the ad-
ministration feels it is better to keep the
funectioning of the different agencies as
they are at the present time. Since they
have the responsibility I think that those
who have the responsibility probably
ought to accept that responsibility, and
maybe this discussion will point out to
the Department of Labor just how far
off they are from anything that is prac-
tical and they will try to get back to a
practical position.

I do know that those who have felt
the Department of Labor should admin-
ister this program have not changed their
position nor have they fragmented over
the matter as those of the other view-
point have.

It seems to me we had better there-
fore forgo our natural prejudice in fa-
vor of the Department of Agriculture,
those of us on the committee who nat-
urally are favorable that way, and may-
be we ought to forgo that and seek to
achieve that which could be sound ad-
ministration if the Department of Labor
will exercise a degree of judgment and a
degree of practicality. I, therefore, expect
to vote for the Bergland amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, ordinarily I would not
take the floor to participate in a discus-
sion of an amendment of this nature ex-
cept that I happen to have a good many
constituents who are good apple grow-
ers, and they have been very concerned
about the action taken by the Depart-
ment of Labor. In addition, a number of
Members of the House on both sides of
the aisle were concerned about the rather
precipitous action taken by the Depart-
ment of Labor when it issued its first or-
der and it was printed in the Federal
Register. A number of Members on both
sides of the aisle have asked me on two
occasions to sign a joint letter to the
President complaining of the action taken
by the Department of Labor. I signed the
first one and did not sign the second one.

Mr. Chairman, let me indicate some
personal views, if I might. I think the
Department of Labor was completely
wrong factually in their justification for
the issuance of a temporary emergency
standard. The hook upon which they
hung their hat, the so-called 800
deaths, was never justified. They pulled
it out of the air of some Senate hear-
ing and never made any independent
investigation as to the credibility of that
statement by a witness before that com-
mittee. That was the full grounds upon
which they made their original finding.
They ought to learn a lesson and do a
little better homework.

I think they were wrong in promul-
gating temporary emergency standards
which, in effect, precluded individuals
from coming in and making a presenta-
tion so that all parties could be heard
and an opportunity for review could have
been given.

I believe under those circumstances a
far better result would have been the
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conclusion of this rather tragic story or
circumstance.

After this mistake was made—and it
was a serious mistake—I had communi-
cations with the Secretary of Labor, Pete
Brennan, and after listening to the story
that I gave him and the information that
came to him from other sources in a
meeting we had, the Department of
Labor revised its original order. They
modified it as to reentry requirements;
they modified it as to protective equip-
ment and modified it as to certain pesti-
cides.

They did determine, however, that on
a date certain these standards would go
into effect that had been modified, but
they then agreed that there should be
hearings held throughout the country so
that a permanent standard might be
established. It is my understanding that
they have established four places
throughout the United States for hear-
ings. Unfortunately, they ignore several
very vital areas where there should be
hearings, in my opinion.

In a matter of this consequence, where
people are so vitally affected in so many
areas, the Department of Labor would
have been well advised to have more than
four places for hearings, and would have
been well advised to give people a better
opportunity to testify without an undue
burden on them of time or money.

Perhaps that can be modified. I hope
it will be.

In the interim, lawsuits have been ini-
tiated, first against the original order
but continued against the subsequent or
modified order.

On July 10, 1973, the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit in New
Orleans stayed the July 13 effective date
of the amended emergency temporary
standard which was published in the
Federal Register on June 29.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GERALD R.
Forp was allowed to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
the court's stay of the order is to remain
in effect pending judicial review of the
standard or until otherwise ordered by
the court.

What this means is that there will be
no standards that will be effective, in
all likelihood, in 1973.

I believe the court was on good ground
in taking the action that it did. I hope the
action of the court will convince the De-
partment of Labor that it made a mistake
in the first instance and that when it
goes into court for temporary emergency
standards it should have a better factual
justification for what it did.

Now we come to the question of wheth-
er in this bill we should, in effect, remove
jurisdiction from the Department of
Labor and transfer it to the Department
of Agriculture. I have mixed emotions
about this. Frankly, I have not made up
my mind how I am going to vote.

I believe it is bad to fragment the con-
trol of occupational health and safety
regulations and enforcement. Most of
us, in my judgment, would rather have
this kind of an operation in one depart-
ment. At least I would.
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On the otrer hand, the action taken
by the Department of Labor in this par-
ticular case was pretty badly done, pretty
sloppy. If they do not have a better bat-
ting average in the future then we ought
to fragment it, and the sooner the better.

I wish to commend the Secretary of
Labor for interjecting himself into the
situation and getting a modification of
the original order. The Secretary of La-
bor has written me dated July 10, 1973,
urging my opposition to section 2 of
H.R. 8860, the portion referring to
OSHA. I will put the letter in the record
after we leave the Committee of the
Whole.

I also have a communication from Mr.
Benjamin L. Brown, Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Legislative Affairs, dated July
6, urging my opposition to this provision
in the bill now before us.

I also have a communication from As-
sistant Secretary of Labor, John Stender,
in effect urging my opposition to this pro-
vision, but he included something I be-
lieve is of broader nature and something
that ought to be put in the record.

And I will later. But I would like to
read to the Members some guidelines
that Assistant Secretary of Labor Sten-
der has issued, dated July 2. If these are
implemented accurately and properly, I
believe we can look upon OSHA as being
better managed now than it was in the
past. I am quoting from Mr. Stender’s
memorandum for Assistant Regional Di-
rectors in field compliance staffs. I am
quoting from the third paragraph:

I am not asking you to play a numbers
game. I am not assigning a weekly or annual
inspection quota for each compliance officer
and industrial hygienist, because as a long-
time union man I am opposed to a plecework
operation.

I am, however, asking each of you, using
your own good judgment, to think about
programming your time during the week
50 you can spend as much time as possible
conducting inspections and related activity.
Your good judgment and logic is a necessary
ingredient to produclng a safe work plsce.
In my public appearances I have stated that
we want to be practical in our professional
approach to job safety.

I urge you to be practical and not to nit-
pick.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr, GErALD R.
Forp was allowed to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr,
Chairman, will the distinguished minor-
ity leader yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Wyoming.

Mr, RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to compliment
the minority leader on his remarks, and
I know we all hope that the act is being
better administered now. It could not be
much worse than it was.

I compliment the minority leader on
his commendable work, and I appreciate
the gentleman's remarks.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, let me compliment the Secretary of
Labor for personally getting involved in
this controversy. I think his actions are
responsible for the modified order,

I also believe Secretary Stender, after
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taking a look at the situation, does rec-
ognize that perhaps a mistake was made
at the outset, and I compliment him on
what I think is a better approach to the
compliance problem and the inspection
problem of OSHA.

Quite frankly, I wish the problem had
not arisen. But it is on our doorstep.

Mr. Chairman, I had mixed emotions,
and I am going to wait and see, after
we have a little more debate. If we could
reprimand labor or the people who made
the mistake in the first instance and
leave the compliance and the inspection
in their hands in the future, and hope-
fully they would do a better job, I would
support the Bergland amendment. But if
there is a repetition of the kind of prob-
lem we face or did face, then in my
opinion the Bergland amendment should
be defeated.

Mr. Chairman, the material I referred
to earlier is as follows:

JULY 11, 1973.
Hon. Gerarp R. Forp,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESsMAN Forp: Because of your
strong interest in the fleld of work place
safety and health, I am sending to you a
recent memorandum directed to our field
compliance officers.

The Williams Stelger Act of 1970 2(b)
states In part as a Congressional purpose,
". . . to assure as far as possible every work-
ing man and woman in the nation safe and
healthful working conditions. .. .”

It is my purpose and the challenge of all
of us in OSHA to carry out the mandate in
the Act in a professional manner applying
the safety standards in a practical way so as
to assure a safe and healthful work place
for all employees.

With all best wishes,

Sincerely,
JOHN H. STENDER,
Assistant Secretary of Labor.
U.S. DEPARTMENT oF LaABOR, OcCU-
PATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., July 2, 1973.
Memorandum for: Assistant Regional Direc-
tors and Field Compliance Staff,

I am very pleased about the increased level
of inspection activity during the last few
months, It is my belief that the success of
the Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1870 lies in making both employees and em-
ployers conscious of the Act and stimulating
them to comply with our standards through
their own efforts.

Although our emphasis will be on making
more Inspections to stimulate compliance,
we cannot do this at the expense of the
quality of our inspections. Inspections, and
possible self-compliance, can eliminate the
hazards that exist in the workplaces of
America. Reducing fatalities, injuries, and
illnesses In the workplaces will be the real
test for OSHA and the final gauge of our
success or lack of it.

I am not asking you to play a “numbers”
game. I am not assigning a weekly or annual
inspection quota for each Compliance Officer
and Industrial Hygienist because, as a long-
time union man, I am opposed to a “plece-
work” operation. I am, however, asking this
of each of you: using your own good judg-
ment, think about programming your time
during the week so you spend as much time
as possible conducting inspection and re-
lated activities. Your good jJudgment and
logic Is a necessary ingredient to producing
a safe workplace. In my public appearances,
I have stated that we want to be practical in
our professional approach to job safety. I
urge you to be practical and not to nitpick.
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Thank you for your past efforts. I feel
confident that your dedication to our pro-
gram will insure our future success.

JouN H. STENDER,
Assistant Secretary of Labor.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1973.
Hon, Gezarp R. Forp,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CoNGRESSMAN Forp: This letter is In
opposition to section 2 of HR. 8860, the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973. This section would transfer to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the authority to
promulgate occupational safety and health
standards relating to pesticides.

Con, has placed the general responsi-
bllity for safeguarding the safety and health
of the Nation's employees in the hands of the
Secretary of Labor giving the Department of
Labor broad coverage over all employers. To
place this portion of the Secretary of Labor's
authority in the Department of Agriculture
would be unwise and impractical. The pro-
posed provisions would have the counter-
productive effect of placing one group of em-
ployees, and with respect to only a certain
group of hazards, under the authority of an-
other Federal agency—creating confusion,
distortions of the carefully worked out statu-
tory scheme, and possible gaps in coverage.

This section would have the effect of nulli-
fying the BSecretary of Labor's emergency
temporary standards as to the use of pesti-
cides in farm employment. On the basis of
additional information which the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration has
received, it amended the emergency pesti-
cide standard on the ground that the original
standard was broader than necessary to pro-
tect farm workers, The emergency standards
will remain in effect for six months, during
which time public hearings in different parts
of the country are to be conducted before
permanent standards are issued. In view of
these facts, the enactment of the proposed
amendment would be premature and would
disrupt the prescribed procedures under the
Occupational Safety and Health Act.

For these reasons, I urge that section 2 of
H.R., 8860 not be enacted.

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that it has no objection to the presen-
tation of this report from the standpoint of
the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
PETER J. BRENNAN,
Seeretary of Labor.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., July 6, 1973.

Dear ConcrEssManN: This letter is in fur-
ther regard to your recent expression of con-
cern over the emergency standards protect-
ing workers from pesticide exposure. As you
were informed in June, the original stand-
ard was suspended in answer to Congressional
complaints of its rigidity. We have issued a
revised standard on the basis of new evi-
dence which we feel will satisfy your con-
cern in this matter.

On Tuesday, July 10, an amendment to
H.R. 8860, the 1974 Agriculture Act, will be
considered in the matter of pesticide con-
trols, This provision would do great harm to
the OSHA law by fragmenting the enforce-
ment powers of the Secretary of Labor. Reg-
ulation of pesticide safety standards would
be given to the Department of Agriculture
which represents, as it were, the manage-
ment side of the agriculture industry, We
consider this a deliberate attempt to weaken
the protection given to farm workers under
the OSHA and, in effect, designate farm la-
borers as separate and distinct from other
workers. The suspension and revision of the
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emergency standards in June indicated the
Department of Labor's willingness to admin-
ister OBHA in a reasonable manner. We be-
lieve we have demonstrated a willingness to
respond to the best judgments of Congress in
the enforcement of the Act. I hope you will
consider this when the amendment is
brought up on Tuesday, July 10.
Thanking you very much for your con-
sideration, I am,
Sincerely,
BEnJaMIN L., Brown,
Deputy Under Secretary
for Legislative Affairs.

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

Mr. Chairman, in answer to the one
question the minority leader just raised, I
do not believe in giving a man a second
chance if he makes irresponsible state-
ments. The minority leader was talking
about Mr. Stender, who was responsible
for this directive.

Mr. Stender made the irresponsible
statement that 800 people died as a direct
result of pesticides, and he also said
80,000 people became ill. There is not
anybody who can prove that statement.

Mr. Chairman, I personally asked Mr,
Stender to prove that statement. He re-
fused to do it. He refused to answer my
letter. I do not think a man of that type
deserves a second chance.

‘Why transfer this from Labor to Agri-
culture? I wanted to refer that question
to the minority leader, and he refused to
yield to me.

I want this directive enforced by the
rule of reason rather than by the rule
of emotion, and this was strictly an
emotional reason that came out of Labor.

I should also like to reply to what the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. BERG-
raND) said. The gentleman talked about
a few people being killed by the use of
pesticides in the tobacco fields, and the
gentleman is correct, but he did not tell
the whole story.

They did not happen to be workers
who were working in that field but hap-
pened to be a few children who wandered
in and were playing in the field that had
been sprayed with parathion.

If you use parathion properly, it is not
dangerous. Personally I have used many
hundreds of pounds of parathion, and I
am still able to sit up and eat three meals
a day.

Mr. HORTON. Will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

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

I agree with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. I think the difficulties that we
have encountered in OSHA with respect
to these regulations regarding the use of
pesticides is something that is charac-
teristic of OSHA and the way in which it
has been managed.

Last year I sat and served on the
Select Committee on Small Business. We
had several hearings on the problems of
small businessmen and the difficulties
they were having with regulations. At
that time the Department of Labor ac-
knowledged they had been somewhat
hasty in the regulations they laid down.

I think this has very serious conse-
quences, The regulations they laid down
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on an emergency basis put a great deal of
difficulty on people raising apples in my
district. They had a very difficult time
trying to get across the problems they
would have in complying with these
regulations.

I think if this is transferred over to the
Department of Agriculture, there will be
people who are more aware of what the
problems are and will not be so quickly
moved but will be more certain to give
people time and opportunity to be heard
than they have had in this instance.

Mr, MIZELL. Will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MIZELL) .

Mr. MIZELL. I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania for yielding.

: g&s always, he has done an outstanding
ob.

You know, I am a little surprised at
the chairman of my committee. After
serving with him for these past 414
years I never thought I would see the
day when he would be willing to
leave the farmer out in left field. That
seems to be the case with my distin-
guished minority leader.

Yesterday Nolan Ryan threw a no-
hitter at the Detroit Tigers, and that is
nothing to what the apple pickers will
experience if we do not get this out of
the hands of OSHA and into the hands
of the Department of Agriculture where
it should be.

I will say to the Members of the House
that a great mistake has been made.
The mistake was made in declaring an
emergency. They have never revoked
that position, and they still say an emer-
gency exists, but the experts say it does
not exist.

The regulations are not called for be-
cause an emergency does not exist, but
at the same time OSHA is imposing a
$560 million cost on the food producers
of this country, and the consumer will
have to pay the bill.

I would say any regulation prohibiting
a farmer from going into a field and
working is not doing him a favor. He is
not bringing home any bacon, if he isn't
working.

These regulations were wrong then,
they are wrong now, so, for Heaven's
sake, let us not let them be wrong for
eternity. Let us defeat the amendment.
Put the responsibility with the Secretary
of Agriculture.

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not take the 5
minutes, but I want to say to my col-
leagues in this chamber that I am in
opposition to this amendment.

‘What the gentleman from North Caro-
lina said is absolutely true. I was in the
Champlain Valley and in Lake Ontario,
two of the great apple areas in my
district. I have talked to physicians in
the area as wei, and I said “Tell me
about the deaths that resulted from these
sprays.” I have had no cases mentioned
to me.

A score of people are out of work be-
cause of OSHA. I hope they are as right
in that case as they can be, but I am not
at all sure they are.
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At the same time, Mr., Chairman, an
entire industry in my district is threat-
ened. Unlike the apple growers and the
other fruit farmers, and all of the others
banded together, this happens to be a
pecular industry in my district that may
exist in only one other district in the
country, so we cannot elicit much sup-
port. But I hope this agricultural part
is transferred out of the Department of
Labor, because the way it overreacted,
and that it be put in a place where there
is an understanding of those who pro-
duce the food and fiber for America, and
that is the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McEWEN. I yield tu the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr, WYLIE. Of course, none of us like
the arbitrary manner in which the De-
partment of Labor acted initially in this
area. But, I wonder about the advisability
of putting this kind of control under the
Department of Agriculture. I feel a little
bit like the minority leader when the
gentleman from Michigan said that he
was not sure how he would vote. May I
ask if there was any consideration given
during the deliberations of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture of placing this con-
trol under the Environmental Protection
Agency which was created for just such
purpose?

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

Mr, McEWEN, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. To the

best of my recollection no consideration
whatsoever was given to such a proposal,

and if it had been offered I do not believe
it would have been accepted.

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MCEWEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, no
consideration was given to the transfer-
ring of this program to the Department
of Agriculture until we were in the mark-
up session, and not one bit of testimony
was received in support of the proposi-
tion.

Mr., WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask would the gentleman who offered the
amendment consider placing this con-
trol under the Environmental Protection
Agency?

Mr. BERGLAND, If the gentleman will
yield, I think it should stay in the De-
partment of Labor where they have the
training and the expertise. They know
how to run it with the advice and consent
of the Department of Agriculture. Let us
not set up another agency to duplicate
what another one is doing.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, if I have
any time remaining, let me say to the
gentleman from Minnesota that it
should not come as any surprise when the
gentleman from North Carolina offered
his amendment, because there are still a
lot of apple-knockers around this Cham-
ber who were pretty darned upset with
OSHA.

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

The question was taken;
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and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr, BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by clerks, and
there were—ayes 221, noes 177, not vot-
ing 36, as follows:

Abzug
Adams
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, 111,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Casey, Tex.

- Clark

Clay
Cohen
Collins, 111,
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo,
Fascell
Flood
Ford,
William D,
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso

Abdnor
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalls

[Roll No. 340]
AYES—221
Gray
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Hicks
Hillis
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Keating
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCloskey
MecDade
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Til.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
Owens
Passman
Patman
Patten
Perkins
Peyser
Pike
Poage

NOES—177

Baker

Beard
Blackburn
Bowen

Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley

Podell

Preyer

Price, I11.
Pritchard
Quie
Railsback
Rangel
Rarick

Rees

Reuss

Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe
Roncalio, Wyo.
Ronecallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roybal

Ryan

St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shriver

Sikes

Sisk

Slack

Smith, Towa

-Staggers

Stanton,
J. Willilam
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Teague, Tex,
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H,,
Calif,
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, T,
Zablocki

Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.,
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
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Randall
Regula
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Rogers
Rose

Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shuster
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Stratton
Symington
Symms
Taylor, N.C
Teague, Calif,
Thomson, Wis,
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware

White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Winn
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, S.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison; Mo,
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W. Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Eshleman
Findley
Fish
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frey
Froehlich
Gettys
Gilman
Ginn
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer

Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Henderson
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa,
Kazen
Eetchum
Kuykendall
Latta
Lent
McClory
MeCollister
McCormack
McEwen
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr,
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Miller
Minshall, Ohto
Mitchell, N.Y,
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Nelsen
O’Brien
Parris
Pickle
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Quillen

NOT VOTING—36

Gross Mailliard
Hanna Morgan
Hébert Murphy, N.Y,
Helstoski O'Neill
Johnson, Calif. Pepper
EKemp Pettis

King Reld
Landgrebe Stokes

Lott Talcott
Lujan Taylor, Mo.
Fisher MeFall Treen
Goldwater McKinney Wilson, Bob

Mr. MONTGOMERY changed his vote
from “aye” to “no.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, there is
one feature to the Agriculture and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 1973 for which I
would like to commend the committee
and its distinguished chairman. This is
the provision which provides for the
termination of the 75 cents per bushel
certificate tax on wheat which the miller
pays in processing wheat into flour, the
so-called bread tax, which is passed on
from the miller to the baker to the con-
sumer, This highly regressive tax, which
it is estimated has increased the cost
of bread by 2 cents a loaf, has long out-
served its purpose and has become an un-
necessary burden upon the American con-
sumer. When Congress first enacted the
wheat certificate program in the early
1960’s, the purpose of the wheat certifi-
cate tax was to insure that processors
would pay at least $2 per bushel. With the

Addabbo

Bell

Blatnik
Boland
Burke, Fla.
Chisholm
Conyers
Danlelson
Edwards, Ala.
Evins, Tenn.
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present market price of wheat, it is un-
just and, indeed, absurd to continue to
charge an excise tax that must be ab-
sorbed by the American consumer. As my
colleagues well know, the cost of flour
has skyrocketed in recent months largely
because of U.S. foreign sales of wheat to
the Soviet Union. The increase has
brought with it exorbitant food costs. Re-
peal of the bread tax will help to bring
down the cost of bread on the super-
market shelves.

Several weeks ago, the Senate voted
77 to 12 on an amendment to repeal the
unjust bread tax. It is to our committee’s
credit that it has seen fit to include this
provision in the bill before us today. I
would like to commend the committee’s
work in this area and advise the Mem-
bers of my full support for repeal of the
wheat certificate tax.

Mr. Chairman, there is another re-
lated issue which I would like to raise in
connection with the Agriculture and
Consumer Protection Act of 1973. This is
the matter of U.S. foreign sales of food
products, in particular feed grains which
influence the supply and cost of virtually
every basic foodstuff, such as we have
witnessed in the past year. For several
weeks in March, I sponsored hearings in
New York along with a number of col-
leagues from the metropolitan area to
consider questions relating to the fre-
mendous price rises in the cost of food
since January. One clear fact that
emerged was the direct relationship be-
tween the Russian wheat deal and the
impending China grain deals, other grain
exports, and the rise in prices of bread,
meat, poultry, and dairy products.

Now the General Accounting Office has
released its report corroborating this re-
lationship and further indicating that
the United States-Soviet wheat deal was
one of the most mishandled and misrep-
resented export deals in the history of
this Nation. Not only has the Russian
deal resulted in significantly higher food
costs to the detriment of the American
consumer, but it has necessitated massive
export subsidies to the tune of over $300
million, which comes out of the American
taxpayer's pocket, GAO has also con-
firmed that American farmers were hurt
by the deal, not receiving from the ad-
ministration the information or assist-
ance needed to make sound marketing
decisions. Consequently, many farmers
sold their wheat before their normal time
at prices far lower than could have been
gotten had they known the implications
of the Soviet agreement.

The General Accounting Office has
made several recommendations as to how
we can prevent future economic damage
like that which was created by the Rus-
sian wheat deal. It is essential that the
Congress give serious consideration to
these recommendations, to the need for
establishing a mechanism whereby it will
be informed of all the economic ramifica~
tions and implications of export deals be-
fore they take place, and to require the
administration to set forth complete data
concerning the benefits of an anticipated
export agreement as compared with the
impact of such agreement upon the do-
mestic economy.
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Mr. Chairman, this Congress must also
insure that future food export deals are
not going to be financed at fhe expense
of the American taxpayer. Because of
the Russian deal, the American people
were shortchanged to the tune of $300
million in grain subsidies, $400 million in
transportation subsidies, $750 million
that the Commodity Credit Corporation
needed to finance the deal, and increased
food costs on top of it all. Mr. Chairman,
I was dismayed that the amendment of-
fered early in the week to the bill before
us, which would have prohibited the use
of Commodity Credit Corporation funds
to finance any future sale of wheat or
feed grains to the Soviet Union or the
People’s Republic of China, failed to pass
the House. I felt that this amendment
was a needed and welcome step in the
right direction to prevent the continua-
tion of the misguided policies which
characterized the first Russian wheat
deal and which placed such a burden on
the American people. I am dismayed
that, when even now there is talk of ne-
gotiating a similar wheat deal to cover
the coming grain season, the House did
not act to protect the interests of the
American taxpayer.

Mr. Chairman, the 1973 agriculture
bill does not include a mechanism or de-
vice to prevent the kind of economic
damage that occurred as a result of the
Russian wheat deal. I, along with sev-
eral other Members, have introduced
separate legislation to prohibit these
kinds of export deals whenever they
would have severe detrimental effects on
domestic food supplies and costs; but it
seems to me that the House has missed an
opportunity, through legislation we are
considering now, to provide built-in safe-
guards in the handling of any future for-
eign food sales that are going to be fi-
nanced by the American people.

Mr. Chairman, this is one very grave
shortecoming in the 1973 farm bill. I am
concerned, too, that the present bill pro-
vides no real alternative to farm policies
which have proved costly to the con-
sumer and not helpful to the small
farmer. Although this bill is a gesture
toward curtailing the farm subsidy pro-
gram, we have not done what in my
mind would have been a real service to
both the American people and the
American farmer, that is, seek to develop
a means by which we could eliminate
the folly of farm subsidies altogether.
It makes no sense to me that with the
rapidly rising cost of food, we should
continue to encourage farmers with
large cash subsidies not to grow crops.

The farm subsidy program was once
a viable source of raising and later main-
taining farm prices so that the average
farmer could do more than eke out a
living; but this is no longer the case;
the farm subsidy program has outserved
its purposc. Presently, farm subsidies
are received by a very small percentage
of farmers, and oftentimes, it is these
farmers who need the subsidies the least.
The average and small farmers receive
very little benefit from the program and
would be better served by a revamping
of the subsidies program. Yet, each year
we perpetuate the waste and drain on
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the American taxpayer created by the
farm subsidy program by not consider-
ing this revamping.

In short, Mr. Chairman, while there
are features of this bill which I support,
such as the elimination of the bread tax,
I find myself again faced with another
omnibus bill which lacks provisions es-
sential to the economic security of this
Nation and contains elements which
continue to place a burden on the Ameri-
can taxpayer. The concept of target
pricing with the built-in escalator
clause, which it is estimated will add an
extra $2 to $4 hillion in additional costs
over a 4-year period, seems to me a poor
compromise and not a productive substi-
tute for the old concept of price sup-
ports. It means that the farmer will still
be getting a major part of his income out
of the Public Treasury, and it means
that the American taxpayer will con-
tinue to subsidize the farmer without
getting any real assurance of adequate
food supplies at reasonable costs.

Mr. Chairman, as long as we continue
to base our farm policies on a penaliza-
tion of the American taxpayer and con-
sumer, it is difficult for me to believe we
are enacting legislation in the best inter-
ests of the country. While I would like
to see certain of the provisions in the
1973 farm bill put into law, I feel that
the positive features of this legislation
are overridden by the negative elements,
and I eannot support its passage.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 3. Section 301 of the Act of August 14,
1948 (Public Law 7T0-733), as amended (7
U.S.C. 1628), is hereby repealed.

FOOD BTAMPS

Sec. 4. The Food Stamp Act of 1964, as
amended, is amended—

(&) by inserting after the sentence which
would be added to subsection (e) of section
3, effective January 1, 1974, by section 411
of the Act of October 30, 1072, the following:
“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, households in which members are in-
cluded in a federally alded public assistance
program pursuant to title XVI of the So-
clal Security Act shall be eligible to par-
ticipate in the food stamp program or the
program of distribution of federally donated
foods if they satisfy the eligibility criteria
applied to other households.”

(b) That (a) the second sentence of sec-
tion 3(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1964
(7 UB.C. 2012(e)) is amended—

(1) by striking out “or"; and

(2) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: *“, or (3) any
narcotics addict or alcoholic who lives under
the supervision of a private nonprofit or-
ganization or institution for the purpose
of regular participation in a drug or alco-
holic treatment and rehabilitation program.”

(c) Section 3 of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following mew sub-
section:

“(a) The term ‘drug addiction or alcoholic
treatment and rehabilitation program’ means
any drug addiction or alcoholic treatment
and rehabilitation program conducted by a
private nonprofit organization or institution
which is certified by the State agency or
agencies designated by the Governor as re-
sponsible for the administration of the State's
programs for alcoholics and drug addicts pur-
suant to Public Law 81-616 ‘Comprehensive
Aleoholic Abuse and Alcohol Prevention,
Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act' and Pub-
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lic Law 92-265 ‘Drug Abuse Office and Treat-
ment Act of 1072’ as providing treatment that
can lead to the rehabllitation of drug addicts
or alcoholics.”

(d) Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“{d) The Secretary shall establish uniform
national standards of eligibility for house-
holds described in section 3(e)(3) of this
Act.”

(e) Section 5(c) of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.8.C. 2014(¢) ) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following: “For the
purposes of this section, the term ‘able-
bodied adult person' shall not include any
narcotics addict or aleoholic who regularly
participates, as a resident or nonresident, in
any drug addiction or alcoholic treatment
and rehabilitation program.”

(f) Sectlon 10 of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.8.C. 2019) is amended by inserting
at the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion:

**{1) Subject to such terms and conditions
as may be prescribed by the Secretary in the
regulations pursuant to this Act, members of
an eligible household who are narcotics ad-
dicts or alcoholics and regularly participate
in a drug addiction or alcoholic treatment
and rehabilitation program may use coupons
issued to them to purchase food prepared for
or served to them during the course of such
program by a private nonprofit organization
or institution which meets requirements (1)
(2), and (3) of subsection (h) above. Meals
served pursuant to this subsection shall be
deemed ‘food’ for the purposes of this Act.”

(g) By striking the second sentence of
section 5(b) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“The standards established by the Secre-
tary, at a minimum, shall prescribe the
amounts of household income and other fi-
nancial resources, including both liquid and
nonliquid assets to be used as a criteria of
eligibility. The maximum allowable resources,
including both liguid and the equity in non-
liguid assets, of all members of each house-
hold shall not exceed $1,500 for each house-
hold, except, for households including two
or more persons age sixty or over the re-
sources shall not exceed $3,000: Provided,
That the home, one automobile, household
goods and clothing; the tools of a trades-
man or the machinery of a farmer; total re-
sources of a roomer or boarder, or of & mem-
ber of the household (other than the head of
the household or spouse) who has a commit-
ment to contribute only a portion of his in-
come to pay for services including food and
lodging; and Indian lands held jointly with
the tribe, or land that can be sold only with
the approval of the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
shall be excluded in determining the value of
the other financial resources.”

(h) By adding at the end of section 6(a)
the following new sentence: “Such certifica-
tion shall be made prior to the issuance of
any food stamps under this program: Pro-
vided, however, That in the event of a nat-
ural disaster some or all of the requirements
for certification may be waived by the Sec-
retary.”

(1) By adding at the end of subsection (h)
of section 10, the following: “Subject to such
terms and conditions as may be prescribed
by the Secretary, in the regulations issued
pursuant to this Act, members of an eligible
household who are sixty years of age or over
or elderly persons and their spouses may also
use coupons issued to them to purchase
meals prepared by senior citizens' centers,
apartment buildings occupied primarily by
elderly persons, any public or nonprofit pri-
vate school which prepares meals especially
for elderly persons, any public or private
eating establishment which prepares meals
especially for elderly persons during special
hours, and any other establishment approved
for such purpose by the Secretary.”

(J) By striking out “June 30, 1972, and
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June 30, 1973"” in the first sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 16, and substituting
“June 30, 1972, through June 30, 1977"

(k) Section 3(b) of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012(b)) 1s amended by in-
serting after "‘tobacco,” the following: “such
food and food products as may be determined
by the Secretary to be of low or insignificant
nutritional value,”.

(1) By adding at the end of subsection (b)
of section 3 the following: “It shall also in-
clude seeds and plants for use in gardens to
produce food for the personal consumption
of the eligible household.”

(m) Section 3 (f) of the Food Stamp Act of
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012(f) ) is amended by strik-
ing the second sentence and inserting in lleu
thereof the following new sentence: "It shall
also mean a political subdivision or a private
nonprofit organization or institution that
meets the requirements of sections 10(h) or
10(i) of this Act.”

(n) SBection 65(b) of such Act is amended
by inserting after the third sentence thereof
the following: “No person who has reached
his eighteenth birthday and who is a student
at an institution of higher learning shall be
eligible to participate in the food stamp pro-
gram established pursuant to the provisions
of this Act: Provided, That such ineligibility
shall not apply to any member of a household
that is otherwise eligible for or is participat-
ing in the food stamp program—nor shall it
apply to married persons with one or more
children and who are otherwise eligible.”

Mr. POAGE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
this section be considered as read, print-
ed in the Recorp, and open to amend-
ment at any point.

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

There was no objection,

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 Committee,
having had under consideration the hill
(H.R. 8860) to extend and amend the
Agricultural Act of 1970 for the purpose
of assuring consumers of plentiful sup-
plies of food and fiber at reasonable
prices, had come to no resolution thereon.

A NATION'S LOSS IN THE DEATH OF
CARROLL NOBLE

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-
tend his remarks, and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, Wyoming has lost one of her
favorite sons with the passing away of
Mr. Carroll R. Noble. Carroll was deeply
imbedded with a strong sense of convic-
tion to preserve and maintain all that
is beautiful in Wyoming. While his
thoughts were not always congruent with
those who wished to forsake nature for
progress, his singular personality en-
abled him to persevere where lesser men
would have dropped along the wayside.
Carroll’s ability to achieve his conserva-
tionist goals was not marred by overag-
gressiveness but rather complemented by
an insatiable gift of giving to others of
himself and asking for nothing in return.

Carroll was well rounded in all re-
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spects. He ranched the same land on
which he was born over 70 years ago
of homesteader parents near Cora, Wyo.
As a cattleman he conducted himself
with the skill and care handed down from
his frontier heritage. He was an accom-
plished horseman in a land where horses
are a way of life. His humanitarian and
civic interests predicated his involvement
on hospital boards and numerous com-
munity activities. But it was his career
as a conservationist, sparked by his love
for natural beauty, for which he will be
most remembered.

He was instrumental in organizing the
Wyoming Outdoor Coordinating Council
to unite conservation efforts in the State
and was a director of the council at the
time of his death. Carroll was Wyoming's
delegate to the National Wildlife Fed-
eration for 8 years and regional director
for 13 years. He served for many years
on the advisory board for the Pinedale
Bureau of Land Management in addition
to the State and national BLM boards.
He was also a member of the Bridger
National Forest Advisory Council. Car-
roll’s efforts were recognized nationally
in 1971 when he was named .. recipient of
the American Motors Conservation
Award.

Carroll Noble will not be forgotten. Al-
though his reassuring physical presence
is lost to us, his spirit which he instilled
in the individuals and organizations with
whom he associated remains for the
propserity of Wyoming and the Nation.

JOE W. ANDERSON RETIRES

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

Mr. STEED. Mr, Speaker, one of Okla-
homa's outstanding public servants, our
friend Joe W. Anderson, has retired ef-
fective June 30 as Director of the Vet-
erans’ Administration Regional Office at
Muskogee. He held this position for more
than 7 years and earlier in other capa-
cities gave fine service to Oklahoma vet-
erans.

Only recently he received the distin-
guished career service award from the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, Mr.
Donald E. Johnson,

Our entire congressional delegation ex-
pressed its thanks for the inspiring work
Joe Anderson has done in a letter to him
which follows:

HovUuseE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1973.
Mr. JoE W. ANDERSON,
Hugo, Okla.

DeArR JoE: For more than seven years as
Manager of the Regional Office of the Vet-
erans Administration at Muskogee, and for
many years previously in prior capacities,
you have given unstinting superior service to
the veterans of our state,

The dedication and good will you have
brought to the task has been reflected in the
high standards and courtesy so consistently
shown by vou and your staff.

The many awards presented to you by the
veterans organizations shows their high
evalaution of our work, In addition you have
found the time to take part in many ecivic
activities.

It is altogether fitting that the Admin-
istrator of Veterans Affairs presented you
with the Distinguished Service Career Award.

You are the kind of person who makes the
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ideal of public service a living one, On be-
half of the people of Oklahoma as well as
ourselves as individuals we want to thank
you for your splendid contribution to the
general welfare. We wish for you many re-
warding years ahead.
With kindest personal regards, we are,
Sincerely yours,
Henry L. Bellmon, USS, Carl Albert, M.C.,
Tom Steed, M.C., Dewey F. Bartlett,
USS, John Jarman, M.C., Happy Camp,
M.C., James R. Jones, M.C, and Clem
MeSpadden, M.C.

Joe spent some 2 years on Capitol Hill
in the period 1957-59 when he served as
administrative assistant to Mr. ALBERT,
who was then majority whip of the
House.

He now goes back to his hometown of
Hugo, Okla., where we all wish him every
happiness.

ABORTION AND LIBERALIZED
ABORTION LAWS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

MazzoL1). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maryland
is recognized for 60

(Mr., HOGAN)
minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have re-
quested time today to discuss an issue
of overriding importance to the Nation.
The issue is abortion.

For many years now we have heard
debate on the State and local levels re-
garding abortion. There has been a
strong push in some States for liberalized
abortion laws, but there have been
equally vigorous efforts made to retain
or strengthen laws protecting the lives
of the unborn.

New York State is a good example of
what has been happening during the past
few years. In 1970 the New York State
Legislature passed a very liberal abor-
tion law. After only 2 years the legisla-
ture reversed itself and repealed the lib-
eralized law only to have it vetoed by
Gov. Nelson Rockefeller.

In the 1972 election two Stafes held
referendums on whether not to liberalize
their abortion laws. In both North Da-
kota and Michigan the voters over-
whelming rejected the liberalized abor-
tion laws. The results of the referendums
on liberalized abortiton laws were as fol-
lows: Michigan, yes, 39 percent, no 61
percent; and North Dakota, yes, 23 per-
cent, no 76.5 percent.

So, in retrospect we see that, despite
the strong efforts made by proabortion
groups across the country and despite
the wide publicity given to so-called lib-
eralized attitudes toward abortion, the
pendulum was clearly swinging the other
way—against liberalized abortion laws.
My own State of Maryland refused, on a
number of occasions, to make it easier to
get an abortion.

On January 22, 1973, the Supreme
Court ignored what the voters had been
seying, ignored the rights of States to
regulate abortion, ignored the scientific
facts and created a new “right to pri-
vacy” and held that unborn babies can
be destroyed up until the moment of
birth in every State of the Union.

Many are under the misconception
that the court decision allows abortion
only during the early stages of preg-
nancy. The decision is far more sweep-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ing than that. Let us take a look at ex-
actly what the court decision says:

During the first 3 months of preg-
nancy, the State may neither prohibit
nor regulate abortion. It is “left to the
medical judgment of the pregnant wom-
an's attending physician.” In other
words, the woman and her physician for
no reason whatsoever, can decide to de-
stroy the unborn child.

From the end of the first 3 months to
viability—“viability is usually placed at
about 7 months or 28 weeks, but often
occurs as early as 24 weeks—the State
may not prohibit abortion but may “reg-
ulate the abortion procedure in ways
that are reasonably related to maternal
health.” No consideration is given to the
health of the unborn child, only to the
mother. i

“For the stage subsequent to viability,”
the State may regulate and even pro-
scribe, abortion “except where it is nec-
essary, in appropriate medical judgment,
for the preservation of the or health
of the mother.” The health of the mother
includes, “psychological as well as phy-
sical well being,” and “the medical judg-
ment may be exercised in the light of
all factors—physical, emotional, psycho-
logical, familial, and the woman’s age—
relevant to the well-being” of the
mother. In other words if, a day before
normal birth a woman decides that her
“emotional” or “psychological” well-
being would be impaired by the birth
of the child, the child can be destroyed.

In other words, during the first 6
months of pregnancy there are no re-
strictions whatsoever on the perform-
ance of abortions, only minor regulations
that can be established by the States as
to the procedures that can be used, and
during the last 3-month period the de-
cision leaves so many doors open that
any woman who wants an abortion will
be able to get one.

I was badly shaken by the Supreme
Court decision in January. I have been
fighting abortion for some time because
I cannot accept that it can be right—
that it can be legal—to end one human
life for the convenience of another hu-
man being. I wish every Member of Con-
gress would take the time to see photo-
graphs of what the unborn child, the
so-called fetus, looks like. Seeing the per-
fectly formed human features no one
can logically challenge the obvious fact
that this is a human being. It can be
nothing else. So when we talk of abor-
tion we should weigh the rights of this
other human being as well as the rights
of the mother. The Supreme Court did
not do this.

On January 30 I introduced a consti-
tuitional amendment, House Joint Reso-
lution 261, which would overturn the
Supreme Court’s decision on abortion.
It is a simple amendment that would
guarantee the right to life of the unborn
child “from the moment of conception.”

My amendment also addresses itself to
the frightening trend that antilife forces
are now pushing for euthanasia in the
same way in which they pushed for abor-
tion a few years ago. Therefore, section
2 of my constitutional amendment says:

Neither the United States nor any State
shall deprive any human being of life on
account of illness, age, or incapacity.
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Since the introduction of my consti-
tutional amendment, my office has been
flooded with letters and phone calls from
all over the Nation, from people who were
as upset as I was about the Supreme
Court’s abortion decision. They wanted
to express their support for a constitu-
tional amendment to overturn the Su-
preme Court’'s decision. To date I have
received over 7,000 letters regarding my
constitutional amendment and, of that
number, only about 500 of them have
been in opposition to the amendment.

It is also noteworthy that since the
Supreme Court decision in January, 11
States, the House of Representatives of
Montana, and the Senate of West Vir-
ginia have passed memorial resolutions
urging the Congress to enact a consti-
tutional amendment to overrule the
Court's abortion decision.

The 3tates of Maine, Minnesota, Okla-
homa, Utah, and West Virginia, Idaho,
Louisiana, Maryland, Montana, Ne-
braska, New Jersey, North Dakota and
South Dakota ask Congress to adopt an
amendment to the Constitution to pro-
tect the unborn.

Certainly, for such a significant num-
ber of States to have already responded,
it should clearly indicate to Congress
that the people of the United States ex-
pect Congress to face up to this issue and
do something about it.

More than 32 Members of the House
have sponsored constitutional amend-
ments on the question of abortion in the
House and eight Members of the other
body have also sponsored constitutional
amendments.

On four separate occasions the House
has had the opportunity to vote on
amendments to bills that relate to the
question of abortion, On May 31, the
House approved by a vote of 354 to 8 the
Roncallo amendment to the biomedical
research bill prohibiting the experimen-
tation on live human fetuses, or more ac-
curately on live babies because the child
is no longer a fetus after it is alive out-
side the mother’s body. On June 22, a
similar amendment to the National Seci-
ence Foundation bill was adopted by a
vote of 288 to 73. On June 21, I offered
an amendment to the Legal Services
Corporation Act which was adopted by
a vote of 301 to 68 as amended by the
Froehlich amendment, accepted by a
vote of 316 to 53. These provisions pro-
hibited legal assistance from the Legal
Services Corporation in connection with
abortions.

With this overwhelming evidence of
the great interest of the public in the
issue of abortion, and with clear evidence
that the House is willing to act, one would
logically expect that hearings would be
held by the House Judiciary Committee
on antiabortion measures and that some
measure would be quickly proceeding
through committee so that the House
could vote on some type of prolife pro-
posal in the near future.

The fact is that my amendment and
the others offered thus far, are still pend-
ing before the Subcommittee on Civil
Rights and Constitutional Rights of the
Judiciary Committee with no hearings
yvet scheduled and no indication that the
committee is inclined to take any action.

The rules of the House provide a rem-
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edy for a situation such as this, the dis-
charge petition. So, on July 10, I filed
with the Clerk a discharge petition that
would relieve the commitiee of juris-
diction over House Joint Resolution 261
and bring it to the House floor for a vote.

I have followed the orderly procedures
of the House so that this legislation could
be considered in the customary manner.

And, if it were not literally a matter of
life and death, I would still be waiting
most patiently for hearings and con-
sideration by the committee in the nor-
mal course of legislative events. But be-
cause thousands upon thousands of lives
are being destroyed every day we delay, I
have no choice but to take any action I
can to enable the Congress to act as
quickly as possible.

I hope that 218 of my colleagues will
join me in signing this discharge petition
which is at the desk so we can vote one
way or the other on my constitutional
amendment. Unless we get 218 signatures
on that discharge petition, we will not be
afforded the opportunity to vote one way
or the other on that constitutional
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, 116 years ago the U.S.
Supreme Court handed down another in-
famous decision also by a lopsided major-
ity, a decision of which we, as Americans,
have been deeply ashamed ever since.
That was the Dred Scott decision which
declared that all Americans were equal
under the law unless they were black and
were born in slavery. One human being
had the legal right to own another hu-
man being. Slavery was declared to be
constitutional because of the Dred Scott
decision.

Now we have gone even further than
that. If it was shocking to think that one
human being could own another, what is
it to say that one human being can kill
another with impunity? That is where we
are today with the Supreme Court deci-
sion on abortion. What value will the Su-
preme Court uphold if it cannot uphold
the value of human life itself?

I think that every Member of the
House of Representatives has the respon-
sibility to see that this decision is over-
turned. I invite every Member to take a
close look at the questions raised by the
court decision, and I urge them to make
every effort to insure consideration of
remedial legislation by the House. I also
urge them to look at the color pictures of
what an unborn baby looks like, and then
I urge them to sign my discharge peti-
tion so that we can erase this sad chapter
from American history.

Mr. ZWACH, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOGAN. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr., ZWACH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and want to associate my-
self with his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, on February 1, 1973, I
introduced House Joint Resolution 284
into the House of Representatives, one
day after my distinguished colleague
and friend Larry Hogan introduced his
House Joint Resolution 261. The two bills
are identical except that my bill states
that:

Neither the United States nor any State
shall deprive any human being, from con-
ception, of life without due process of law;
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nor deny to any human being, from concep-
tion, within its jurisdiction, the equal pro-
tection of the laws,

House Joint Resolution 261 uses the
phraseology “from the moment of con-
ception.” While the definition of con-
ception differs in the two bills, the in-
tent is the same—to stop the feticide of
our unborn citizens.

I was shocked at the January 22 rul-
Ing of the Supreme Court legalizing
abortions during the first 6 months of
pregnancy. I believe this decision is bad
logic, bad law, and very bad morals.

This decision, which strikes down the
laws of 31 States and will require the
rewriting of the laws of all the States
except Alaska, Hawaili, New York, and
Washington, to conform to the decision,
cannot be allowed to stand.

The Court only a few months earlier
revoked the death penalty for kidnapers,
rapists, and murderers, and then it im-
posed it on living, unborn babies. This is
one of the most brazen displays of raw
judicial power in our Nation's history.
How can the Court say that at one cer-
tain month of its fetal life an unborn
human has no rights, not even the right
to life, and the very next month it has
those rights.

This decision could open up an era of
self-worship and selfishness never in-
tended under our guarantee of life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness. We
would be following in the footsteps of
Sodom and Gomorrah.

If we are allowed today to kill the un-
born, it will be but a small step to kill
the infirm, the aged, or those of unsound
mind.

As we all know the legislative process
proceeds slowly. But the efforts of the
“pro-life” Member have paid off in a
number of cases during this session.

The so-called conscience clause,
which was included in the Health Pro-
grams Extension, has become Public Law
93-45. As a cosponsor of this legislation,
I am extremely glad to know that a phy-
sician or other health care personnel
cannot be discriminated against because
he or she refused to perform or assist in
a sterilization or abortion operation on
the grounds of moral convictions or re-
ligious beliefs. If we are going to allow
abortions, we certainly cannot punish
those who do not wish to take part in
them in any way, shape, or form. If we
are going to stress individual rights, we
must stress them for everyone, not just
a particular group.

Through the efforts of the distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr.
Rowcarro) and others, the House has
added provisions to the biomedical re-
search bill on May 31 and the National
Science Foundation appropriations au-
thorization on June 22 to prohibit funds
for research on human living fetuses.

As a cosponsor of this legislation, I was
glad to see favorable action by the House
to guard against the ghoulish practice
of using a live, human fetus for a guinea
pie.

On June 21 the House passed a Legal
Services Corporation bill. Through the
efforts of the distinguished Member from
Maryland legal assistance would not be
provided in litigation seeking to compel
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the performance of nontherapeutic
abortions contrary to the religious beliefs
of an individual or institution under the
legal services corporation.

I believe the approval of these bills
indicates congressional feeling against
feticide.

On May 8, the legislature of my home
State of Minnesota passed a resolution
memorializing - the Congress of the
United States to propose a constitutional
amendment offering and protecting the
value of human life. The resolution fol-
lows. It supports my amendment:

H.F. No. 479—REesoLuTION No. 5
A resolution memorializing the Congress of
the United States to propose & constitu-
tlonal amendment affirming and protecting
the value of human life

Whereas, the United States Supreme Court
has recently put on the United States Con-
stitution a construction that i1s contradie-
tory to the convictions of the people of the
United States about the value of human
life; now, herefore,

Be it resolved, by the Legislature of the
State of Minnesota that the Congress of the
United States should speedily propose to the
states for their ratification an amendment
to the United States Constitution substan-
tially in the following form:

“Article ——

SecTioN 1. No, person shall be deprived of
life, liberty, or property, from conception
until natural death without due process of
law, nor denied the equal protection of the
laws; provided that this article shall not
prevent medical operations necessary to save
the life of a mother.

Sec. 2. The Congress and the several states
shall have concurrent power to enforce this
article by appropriate legislation.”

Be it further resolved, that the Secretary
of State of the State of Minnesota transmit
coples of this resolution to the Speaker of
the United States House of Representatives,
the president of the United States Senate, the
chalrmen of the Judiclary Committees of the
United States House of Representatives and
Senate and the Minnesofa Representatives
and Senators in Congress.

Mr. Speaker, it passed Minnesota
House 98 to 21 and it passed Minnesota
Senate 51 to 12.

I have received thousands of letters
and petitions in support of my pro-life
amendment.

Numerous other States have passed
similar resolutions calling on Congress
to act on a constitutional amendment.
For years the Congress has bypassed
the feticide issue, passing it off as a
“State matter.” The time has come for
the Congress to move in this area. We
have the legislation introduced, now we
need hearings, committee approval, and
floor action. The time is now.

In 1776, our forefathers said,

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they are
endowed by their creator with certaln un-
alienable rights, that among these are Life,
Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness. . . ,

The unborn child, as a mempber of our
human society, must have all of these
inalienable rights. To take the ilfe of an
unborn is to deny life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness to one who Is un-
able to yet fight for his own well being.
We cannot take these rights away.

Life is a gift that keeps on giving.
Only God has the right to say when it
should start and when it should end.
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Mr, Speaker, I would like to include
in my remarks, the following article on
“The Abortion Culture” by Nick Thim-
mesch in the July 9 issue of Newsweek.

THE ABORTION CULTURE
(By Nick Thimmesch)

A journalist often gets caught up in events
flaring into instant print and broadcast—a
Watergate, feverish inflation, a fretful fuel
crisis. We grab at these, try to make some
sense out of it all and soon turn to what's
next. Occasionally we come on to something
that strikes the core and won't go away. For
me, it has been the question of the value
of human life—a question embracing abor-
tion, letting the newborn dle, euthanasia
and the creeping utilitarian ethic in medicine
that impinges on human dignity. It's all rem-
iniscent of the “what is useful Is good”
philosophy of German medicine in the '30s—
a utilitarianism that sent 275,000 '"‘un-
worthy"” Germans to death and helped bring
on the Hitler slaughter of millions of human
beings a few years later.

Now super-abortionists and others who
relish monkeying around with human life
cry that this is scare stuff inspired by hys-
terical Catholics waving picket signs. Not so.
There is growing concern among Protestant
and Jewish thinkers abount “right to life"
and the abortion-binge mentality.

Fetal life has become cheap. There were an
estimated 1,340,000 legal and illegal abortions
in the U.S. last year. There were a whopping
540,245 abortions in New York City in a 30-
month period under the liberalized state
abortion law. The abortion culture is upon
us. In one operating room, surgeons labor to
save a 2l-week-old baby; in the next, sur-
geons destroy, by abortion, another child,
who can also be reckoned to be 21 weeks old.
Where is the healing?

PLASTIC BAGS

Look beyond the political arguments and
see the fetus and what doctors do to it. An
unborn baby's heartbeat begins between the
18th and 25th day; braln waves can be de-
tected at seven weeks; at nine to ten weeks,
the unborn squint, swallow and make a fist.
Look at the marvelous photographs and see
human life, Should these little human be-
ings be killed unless it is to save the mother’'s
life?

Other photos show this human life abort-
ed, dropped onto surgical gauze or into plas-
tic-bagged garbage pails. Take that human
life by suction abortion and the body is torn
apart, becoming a jumble of tiny arms and
legs. In a D and O abortion, an instrument
slices the body to pieces. Salt polsoning at
nineteen weeks? The saline solution burns
away the outer layer of the baby's skin. The
ultimate is the hysterotomy (Caesarean sec-
tion) abortion. As an operation, it can save
mother and child; as an abortion it kills
the child. Often, this baby fights for its life,
breathes, moves and even cries. To see this,
or the pictures of a plastic-bagged garbage
can full of dead babies, well, it makes be-
llevers in right-to-life.

It's unfair to write this way, cry the super-
abortionists, or to show the horrible photos.
But Buchewald and Dachau looked terrible,
too. Abortions are always grisly tragedies.
This truth must be restated at a time when
medical administrators chatter about “cost-
benefit analysis” factors in deciding who lives
and who dies.

THE “GOOD DEATH"

The utilitarian ethic is also common in
the arguments of euthanasia advocates at
work In six state legislatures. Their euphe-
misms drip like honey (should I say,
cyanide?) just as they did in Germany—
“death with dignity,” the “good death.”
Their legal arguments fog the mind. Their
mentality shakes me. One doctor, discussing
the suicide-prone, wrote: “In such instances,
positive euthanasia—a nice, smooth anes-
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thetic to terminate life—appears preferable
to suicide.” Dr. Russell Sackett, author of
the “Death With Dignity” bill in Florida,
said: “Florida has 1,500 mentally ill patients,
90 per cent of whom should be allowed to
die.” The German utilitarians had concluded
the same when they led the first group of
mental patients to the gas chamber at the
Sonnestein Psychiatric Hospital in 1839, It
bothers me that eugenicists in Germany
organized the mass destruction of mental pa-
tients, and in the United States pro-abor-
tionists now also serve in pro-euthanasia or-
ganizations. Sorry, but I see a pattern.

Utilitarianism isn't all abortion or eutha-
nasia. Utllitarians ran the experiment in
which syphilitic black men died through lack
of penicillin. There are also experiments on
free-clinic patients, students, the institu-
tionalized. Senate hearings revealed that two
experimental birth-control drugs were used
on the “vulnerable” for purposes other than
those approved by the Food and Drug Admin-
istration.

This monkeying around with people is
relentless. Some medics would like to sterilize
institutionalized people from here to break-
fast. Psychosurgery is performed on hun-
dreds of Americans annually, not to correct
organic brain damage, but to alter their be-
havior. This chancy procedure, a first cousin
of the now discredited prefrontal lobotomy
that turned 50,000 into human vegetables,
is performed on unruly children and violence-
prone prisoners.

Experimenters produce life outside the
womb—combining sperm and ovum—and
dispose of the human zygotes by pouring the
solution down the sink drain. Recently
scientists debated guidelines for experiment-
ing with the live human fetus as an organ,
like, say, a kidney. Dr. Andre Hellegers of
Georgetown University pointed out that
fetuses have their own organs and cannot be
considered organs themselves. How does one
get consent from a live fetus? he asked. Or
even from its donors—the parents who au-
thorized the abortion?

Once fetal experimentation is sanctioner,
are children to be next? Farfetched? No. In
the New England Journal of Medicine, Dr.
Franz Ingelfinger recently advocated remov-
ing the World Medical Association’s absolute
ban on experimenting with children and
mental incompetents.

We can brake the tendencies of techno-
cratic-minded doctors and administrators
coldly concerned with “cost-benefit analysis."
There was no such brake in Germany. After
the first killings at Sonnestein, respected
German doctors, not Nazi officials, killed 275,-
000 patients in the name of euthanasia. Many
were curable. Eventually the doomed “unde-
sirables” included epileptics, mental defec-
tives, World War I amputees, children with
“badly modeled ears” and “bed wetters.”

UTILITARIAN ETHIC

The worst barbarisms often have small be-
ginnings, The logical extension of this utili-
tarian ethic was the mass exterminations in
slave-labor camps. In “A Sign for Cain,” Dr.
Frederic Wertham tells how death-dealing
technicians from German state hospitals
(and thelr equipment) were moved to the
camps in 1942 to begin the big job.

Could the “what is useful is good” men-
tality lead to such horror in the U.S8.? Not so
long as I am allowed to write like this—
which German journalists couldn't. Not so
long as right-to-life Americans can dispute—
which Germans couldn’t. The extremes of the
utilitarian mentality rampaging today
through medicine, the drug industry and
government will be checked by our press,
lawmakers and doctors, lawyers and clergy-
men holding to the traditional ethic. The
Germans weren’t blessed that way.

(Mr. ZWACH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. HOGAN. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota not only for his con-
tribution today but for his staunch help
in this fight in defense of life.

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yeld?

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr.
RONCALLO) .

Mr. RONCALLO of New York, Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing and I wish to compliment my good
friend and colleague, the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOGAN),
for taking this special order on behalf of
those who seem to have no one else to
speak in their behalf.

The Supreme Court decision to permit
abortion on demand has given added im-
petus to segments of our society which
hold human life as a cheap commodity,
available for disposal if it is unwanted
or somehow differs from an ill-defined
norm. This demeaning, strictly prag-
matic approach to life as a direct result
of the Supreme Court decision can be
measured. For example, at a recent meet-
ing of the American Medical Association,
Dr. Joseph P. Donnelly noted that there
were more abortions last year in New
York City than live births. Over one and
a third million young American lives
were ended by abortion in 1972.

‘Who can speak for these young lives,
if not we in the Congress? Certainly not
their mothers who were free to refrain
from conception but refuse to take ad-
vantage of available alternatives to abor-
tion which would allow the life they nur-
ture in their womb to develop into a con-
tributing member of society. Certainly
not the medical profession, which has of
late abjured its Hippocratic Oath to pro-
tect life and has transformed the phys-
ician into a technician performing at the
whim of his adult patients.

As an Episcopal priest, the Reverend
Charles Patrick Carroll, so correctly told
the AMA’s Conference on Medicine and
Religion:

Medicine right now is without an ethic.
The moment that you do what the patient
demands, you open yourself to do what the
state demands. If you can take life so glibly
in the first two trimesters, what is to prevent
you, please tell me, from taking it at any
point in the spectrum?

No; it remains for us to speak for these
unwanted lives and to extend to them
the equal protection of our laws. The
Constitution, and especially its amend-
ments, were designed to protect the mi-
nority from the adverse actions of the
majority. Until recently, the vast major-
ity of the American people never guessed
that one minority was left out. I still do
not feel that an amendment such as I
have introduced should have been neces-
sary, but the Supreme Court’s misinter-
pretation makes it imperative.

The abortion culture that has grown
in the United States since the Supreme
Court decision extends far beyond the
abortion issue itself. All human life is
being threatened by this pragmatic ap-
proach to research and medicine. In
their never-ending quest for data, re-
gardless of its significance, regardless of
its availability through other means, re-
searchers are filling their journals and
computers without consideration for the
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humanity of their unwitting subjects. By
setting up knowledge as a god, under the
pretext of saving future lives, they are
rejecting the spark of God in the al-
ready-existing lives they are sacrificing
at their altar.

Doctors are aborting babies on de-
mand, researchers are taking many of
these human lives and performing the
most bizarre experiments on them while
a heart still beats in their tiny breasts.
Others withhold penicillin from a group
of black men suffering from syphilis so
that the effects of this mind-erippling
killer can be studied in detail. The re-
tarded are given hepatitis to see why
others have become infected. Now eu-
thanasia once again rears its ugly head
in our midst.

These people obviously cannot give
their own informed consent, nor can it
be given by others to the harm of the
subject involved. As far back as 1944, in
Prince against Massachusetts, a Federal
Court held that:

Parents may be free to become martyrs
themselves, but it does not follow that they
are free to make martyrs out of their chil-
dren,

Even at NIH, which has wittingly or
unwittingly funded live fetus research, a
few voices for sanity are heard. Dr. Don-
ald T. Chalkley of that institution told
the American Federation for Clinical
Research that:

A parent has no right to give consent for
the involvement of his child in an activity
not for the benefit of that child, No legal
guardian, no person standing in loco par-
entis, has that right.

He noted fhat if harm came to the
child, the parent would be an ‘“accessory
before the fact.”

Research on live human fetuses, which
so demeaningly compounds the evils of
abortion, has been of particular interest
to me. Here we have the classic case: the
subject cannot speak for itself and the
mother cannot properly give consent be-
cause she already is on record as unin-
terested or hostile to the welfare of the
child in her womb, Since the subject has
lived an independent existence, albeit
fleeting, its estate could possibly under-
take an action for wrongful death, but
there is no one to bring suit.

The answer, therefore, must be found
in legislation which I have introduced
with dozens of cosponsors to protect
these lives by banning the use of appro-
priated funds for live fetus research and
making such research a Federal crime.

Much of the so-called knowledge ob-
tained from these experiments does not
significantly have application for the
good of mankind. It is merely knowledge
for its own sake. In most cases where it
is valuable, tissue or organs can be taken
after the heart has stopped beating and
life has ended of its own accord. In
other cases, the knowledge can be ob-
tained through experimental therapeu-
tic procedures where the possible benefits
to the subject outweigh the risks. In still
other cases, lower primates, such as the
rhesus monkeys, can be used as physio-
logically analogous to humans. If none of
these possibilities exist, then I say the
human race can wait for such knowledge
until one does. The integrity of a single
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existing human life is more important to
the well-being of mankind than any col-
lection of research data.

The researchers say that the fetus will
die in any case. So will we all, Mr.
Speaker, so will we all. The only differ-
ence between that fetus and us in this
Chamber today is that we are bigger and
more powerful. Might does not always
make right. In this case, it most assuredly
does a grievous wrong.

The House can correct this wrong by
letting the States have a chance to ratify
the proposed constitutional amendment
on abortion, by passing the fetal research
bills and by dealing promptly with the
remaining areas of experimentation
other human subjects, nonconsentual
sterilization and, if necessary, eutha-
nasia.

I would like to call the attention of
my colleagues to an article which I will
place in the Recorp at the end of these
remarks. The article, by Nick Thimmesch
of Newsday, is an articulate analysis of
the broad spectrum of antilife activities
in the United States today and what is
being done to stop them.

The article ends, as will I, with a quote
from the laie Albert Schweitzer, a Prot-
estant whose thoughts are respected by
people of all religious persuasions:

If & man loses reverence for any part of
life, he will lose his reverence for all life,

[From Newsday, July 8, 1973]
A WipEr “REVERENCE FoR LIFg"
(By Nick Thimmesch)

‘What's going on with the Right-to-Life
organization, the movement that had a win-
ning record in state legislatures, only to be
stopped by January's U.S. Supreme Court

ruling on abortion? The high court’s sweep-

ing decision was that legal personhood
doesn’t exist until a child is born, thus giv-
ing a woman the ultimate right to abort.
The Right-to-Lifers called it a “Day of In-
famy,” but from the display of earnestness
and the record turnout at their recent na-
tional convention in Detroit, they show no
sign of quitting their crusade.

That convention, in fact, reflected not only
the vigor and determination of the move-
ment, but a broader-based membership, a
wider scope on the ‘value of human life”
and indications of maturity going beyond
political action. Abortion remains their key
concern, but workshops dealt with euthana-
sia, Increasing experimentation with prison-
ers, students and institutionalized patients;
development of human life outside the
womb; research with live fetuses and the
trend toward utilitarian ethics in medicine.

There is growing realization that *Right
to Life' should not be thought of as a
Catholle issue or organization, thus leaving
it vulnerable to accusations that it is a
bunch of hysterical Catholics brandishing
picket signs and doing Rome’s unholy work.

Indeed, the principal speaker at the De-
troit convention was Sen. Mark Hatfleld (R-
Ore.) a Baptist; the invocation was pro-
nounced by the Rev. Carl Berrmann, a Lu-
theran pastor, and the keynoter was Dr.
Mildred Jefferson, a prominent black surgeon,
who is a Methodist. Moreover, prominent
Jewish thinkers, like Northwestern Law
School Prof. Victor Rosenblum, were re-
cruited, with the reminder that it was utili-
tarian German medicine that led to the Nazi
death camps.

Similarly, there Is an effort to get more
black leaders interested. The Right-to-Lifers
argue that it is black people whom abortion-
ists want to remove, and it is black people
who often wind up as those experimented
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with in medical clinics and institutions.
Dick Gregory is against abortion. Duke Ell-
ington is a member of Right-to-Life. And in
Chicago the Rev. Jesse Jackson calls abor-
tion “a form of genocide practiced against
blacks” and condemns “the moral emptiness
and aloofness that comes when protecting
human life is not considered sacred.”

The Right-to-Lifers are now pushing the
“Human Life Amendment"” propsed by Sen.
James Buckley (R-N.Y.) and Sen. Hatfleld
that would specify that the word “person”
in the Constitution shall apply to all human
beings, including the unborn. It is signifi-
cant that all the senators who cosponsored
the amendment are Protestants except one,
Dewey Bartlett (R-Okla.) (a Catholic). The
others are Harold Hughes (D-Iowa), Wallace
Bennett (R-Utah), Milton Young (R-N.D.)
and Carl Curtis (R-Neb.). Equally significant
is that the most symbolic Catholic in the
Senate, Edward KEennedy (D-Mass.) was
hardly solicited to cosponsor, and although
firmly against abortion, hasn't put his name
on the bill.

One of the more interesting sheaves of
literature avallable at the convention was
the “Practical Politics Kit,” distributed by
the Celebrate Life Committees of Hunting-
ton, LI. The prime advice is how to pres-
sure the “pragmatic politician, the legislator
who cares little about the idealistic gues-
tions involved” and whose concern is re-
election. Right-to-Lifers are advised that he
will keep “hot” legislative proposals, like
anti-abortion, bottled up in committee, and
that the task is to convince him “that it is
more inconvenient to avold a vote than to
have one.”

Since the "pragmatic politician"” doesn't
like opposition in a primary, the kit declares,
a pro-life candidate can make a deal with
him to get the bill out of committee in re-
turn for withdrawing from the primary. The
candidate must never disclose the deal, says
the practical kit, and there is the comment:
“It all sounds terribly cold-blooded, doesn’t
it? And it is.”

Besides such political maneuvering, tlie
pro-lifers are encouraged to write letters to
the editor, keep pressure on local politiclans,
get on radio and television talk shows, and
work for the constitutional amendment, An-
other area that adherents are asked to. ex-
plore is that of hospital and health insur-
ance. They are urged to ask Blue Cross and
Blue Shield executives to enact group plans
for “conscientious objectors to abortion,” or
to ask employers to “substitute a medical
need now not covered, such as eyeglasses or
dental work, for abortion coverage.” If that
doesn’'t work, then pro-lifers are urged to
work to make sure that insurance programs
are as generous to patients, married and un-
married, who have full-term pregnancies as
they are to women having abortions.

Pro-lifers are increasingly aware of the
euthanasia movement, and moves to pass
euthanasia legislation. In Oregon, a negative
euthanasia bill, labeled “Death with Dig-
nity,” authorizes a person to direct his phy-
siclan to stop “maintenance medical treat-
ment” if he has a “terminal illness.” The bill
also allows “other people” to issue the order
if the patient is incapacitated, thus bringing
an action, possibly against his will. But
“maintenance medical treatment"” could in-
clude food and water, and “terminal illness"
is considered dangerously vague. “Other peo-
ple” could include the state, and that raises
the guestion of what could go on in state
hospitals with hopeless cases. It Is reminis-
cent of Germany of the "30s.

- Oregon also considers a posifive eutha-
nasia bill permitting a physiclan or a nurse,
acting on & physician’s orders, to induce
death painlessly for the “qualified patient,”
who must be of voting age and certified by
two physicians as appearing “to be suffering
from an Irremediable condition,” physleal or
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mental, Loophole: physicians and nurses are
exonerated from “any offense” if they act in
“good falth” on such a request. Worse loop-
hole: “The Department of Human Resources
shall make regulations under this Act for
determining classes of persons [my empha-
sis] who may or may not sign a declaration
by way of attestation.” Thus a legal guard-
ian could grin and declare for a legally in-
competent person, and compulsory eutha-
nasia could result.

If this is scary, so are the thoughts of
some euthanasia advocates. Dr. Robert H.
Willlams of Seattle says the extremely sul-
cide-prone should have ‘“positive euthana-
sia—a nice, smooth anesthetic to terminate
life—appears preferable to suicide.” Dr. Wal-
ter Sackett, who introduced a "Death With
Dignity” bill in Florida, has said, “Florida
has 1,500 mentally retarded and mentally ill
patients, 90 per cent of whom should be al-
lowed to die.” Both the Oregon and Florida
bills were stopped this year. There are eutha-
nasia proposals in four other state legisla-
tures.

This is called utllitarianism, the ethic that
prevailed in German medicine in the '20s
and '30s. There are signs of it now in the
U.8. The withholding of penicillin from
syphilitic prisoners, as part of an experiment,
is & well known outrage. Recent Senate hear-
ings revealed that experimental birth control
drugs “DES” and Dope-Provera, were used
on students, free-clinie and institutionalized
patlents for purposes other than those ap-
proved by the Food and Drug administration.
Then there’s psychosurgery, an operation
performed annually on hundreds of Amer-
icans, not to correct organic brain damage,
but to alter human behavior, often on vio-
lence-prone prisoners and sometimes on dis-
ruptive children,

One form of experimentation under severe
criticism by pro-lifers is that with the live,
human fetus. They ask, how do you get con-
sent from a fetus or even from its donors—
the parents who didn’t want the fetus in the
first place? On May 31, 1973, an amendment
to the bio-medical research bill by Rep, An-
gelo R. Roncallo (R-New York) prohibiting
research on a living fetus “outside the womb
of its mother and alive with a beating heart,”
was passed overwhelmingly by the House. In
Minnesota, pro-lifers got a bill through this
session forbidding experimentation with, or
sale of, live human fetuses.

The fetus is where it starts, argue the pro-
lifers, and once it can be tampered with,
other life is fair game for experimentation.
In the prestigious New England Journal of
Medicine, it recently was advocated that the
World Medical Association’s absolute ban on
experimentation with children and mental
incompetents be removed and a broadly based
system of experimentation be devised. Again,
this is reminiscent of Germany.

Taunted by the U.S. Supreme Court ruling,
and challenged by the widening scope of in-
volvement, the Right-to-Life movement
seems as vigorous as ever. Attendance at this
year's Detroit convention was three times
what it was a year ago. More than 1,000 are
expected to attend the Northeast Regional
Convention in Syracuse this October. A new
national headquarters office is being opened
in Washington, And, according to President-
Elect Edward J. Golden of Troy, $100,000 will
be raised for the organization this year
through sale of Right-to-Life bracelets, The
tax-exempt educational branch of Right-to-
Life is “Americans United for Life,” a group
appealing to the intelligentsia.

Right-to-Life also works with Alternatives
to Abortion Ine. and its Pro-Life Emergency
Services. This group provides counseling for
pregnant women, helping them find mater-
nity homes or ways of having their babies
{(including financial aid), and maintains a
worldwide diréctory of emergency pregnancy
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services. There is also a National Youth Pro-
Life Coalition working on the Buckley-Hat-
field amendment. This group has a folk=
singer, Barbara Breuer-Sipple, out on the
road to give meetings greater appeal.

As Americans face the complicated ques-
tions about medieal decisions that are made
from conception right on through life, peo=-
ple in the Right-to-Life movement are chal-
lenged to provide intelligent, responsible and
credible answers, Beyond this, they can in-
voke the wisdom of history and philosophers,
including Albert Schweitzer, the Protestant
humanitarian, who wrote: “If a man loses
reverence for any part of life, he will lose his
reverence for all life.”

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois,

Mr. O'BRIEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

(Mr. O'BRIEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, the issue
of abortion is not receiving adequate at-
tention and I am concerned. A number
of constitutional amendments have been
proposed to correct the adverse effects
of the Supreme Court ruling in Roe
against Wade, a ruling which severely
limits the State’s ability to restrict or
regulate the practice of abortion.

Despite widespread public support for
congressional action, the subcommittee
of the House Judiciary Committee which
is responsible for these resolutions has
not even scheduled hearings.

I do not believe in abortion. As a mem-
ber of the Illinois General Assembly, I
opposed any attempt to weaken the
State's antiabortion statutes. I person-
ally favor and support a nationwide pro-
hibition of abortion such as that pro-
posed by our distinguished colleague
from Maryland, the Honorable LARRY
Hoagan.

However, I recognize that there are
Members of Congress who are reluctant
to vote for a ban on abortion in the
United States. Therefore, I have intro-
duced an alternative to the “right-to-
life” approach which would simply re-
turn to the States the power to regulate
or limit abortion practices.

This alternative should have appeal
not only to those who oppose abortion,
but also to those who, though favoring
liberalized abortion practices, believe
that the Supreme Court in their decision,
overstepped the legitimate bounds of
their authority and preempted legisla-
tive decisions.

But my purpose today is not to discuss
the moral issues precipitated by the
Court’s decision, nor to dwell on the po-
litical advantages of the various ap-
proaches toward correcting that mis-
taken position.

To those of my colleagues who have
not given the Supreme Court’s decision
in the Roe case a great deal of thought, I
recommend a Yale Law Journal article
entitled, “The Wages of Crying Wolf: A
Comment on Roe v. Wade.” This article,
written by John Hart Ely, professor of
law at the Yale University Law School,
and incidentally, a proponent of abortion,
contains a most perceptive and scholarly

23999

analysis of the Supreme Court'’s abortion
ruling.

The Roe decision creates a superpro-
tected right to an abortion which, in
Professor Ely’s words, “lacks even color-
able support in the constitutional text,
history, or any other appropriate source
of constitutional doctrine.”

To create such a superright is simply
bad constitutional law as Professor Ely's
article so ably demonstrates. Even if the
majority of citizens agreed that the Roe
decision represented social progress, it
would remain bad constitutional law.

The truth, of course, is that a major-
ity of the Nation’s citizenry oppose the
easy abortion practices which the Roe de-
cision mandates. To a great many Amer-
icans, the ruling is worse than just bad
constitutional law. It is an abomination.

‘Whether the Supreme Court will even-
tually recognize the error of its ways and
reconsider their holding in Roe, I can
only hope. Certainly critical academic
comment such as Professor Ely’s will be
most helpful in promoting such a re-
consideration.

With respect to whether the Congress
of the United States will act to protect
the life of unborn millions, however, 1
can do more than hope. I can urge and
continue to press with every legislative
device at my disposal for a prompt
remedy of unconscionable situation
which the Supreme Court’s ruling has
created. Whether the Congress acts in
the manner suggested by Mr. Hocan to
guarantee the “right-to-life” nationwide
or simply to restore decisionmaking au-
thority in the area of abortion to the
States, seems to me less important than
that the Congress act and act promptly.

Mr. HOGAN. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois. He makes the point very
well that so many lawyers are distressed
with the legality of the decision of the
Supreme Court itself. It is on a founda-
tion of sand, even legally.

I thank the gentleman for his con-
tribution and his support.

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

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr, SANDMAN. Mr., Speaker, I am
very happy to join my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, in this endeavor.
I may say that this is the first time in
my life as a legislator of more than 18
vears that I have chosen to take the at-
titude of amending the Constitution
because I have such a strong disagree-
ment with the decision of the Highest
Court. I do not subscribe to that but in
this case I fear the subject matter is so
important that action should be taken
and it must be taken immediately, Of
course the only way it can be corrected
is as suggested by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. Speaker, I insert the following
statement of support for Mr. HoGaNn's ef-
forts to move House Joint Resolution 261.

The resolution is now in the Judiciary
Committee but it is to me, literally, a
matter of life or death that we lend our
support to a discharge petition and act
on the floor swiftly.

The resolution, in effect, would nullify
the Supreme Court's ruling for abortion




24000

on demand. This ruling must not be al-
lowed to stand. The lives of countless un-
born are at stake,

Normally constitutional amendments
take years to ratify, but I sincerely be-
lieve there is no other course at this time,
I do not expect the Court to change its
stand. Therefore, we must act for them in
concert with the several States.

H.J. REs. 659
Joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States guar-
anteeing the right to life to the unborn,
the ill, the aged, or the incapacitated

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep~
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the follow-
ing article is proposed as an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, which
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as
a part of the Constitution only if ratified
by the legislatures of three-fourths of the
several States within seven years from the
date of Its submission by the Congress:

““ARTICLE —

“Secrron 1. Neither the United States nor
any State shall deprive any human being,
from the moment of conception, of life with-
out due process of law; nor deny to any
human being, from the moment of con-
ception, within its jurisdiction, the equal
protection of the laws.

“SEeC. 2. Neither the United States nor any
State shall deprive any human being of life
on account of illness, age, or incapacity.

“Sec. 3. Congress and the several States
shall have the power to enforce this article
by appropriate legislation.”

Mr. HOGAN. I thank the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey for his con-
tribution. He is absolutely correct. I op-
posed the process of the constitutional
amendment myself until the Supreme
Court handed down its decision. This left
us with no recourse but to proceed by
gihat. route of amending the Constitu-

on.

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

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend the gentleman for
the outstanding leadership he is pro-
viding in this area.

As one member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee I want to say I am displeased
with the action of the subcommittee that
seems disinclined to discuss and to have
public hearings on this issue. I have re-
quested of the subcommittee chairman
both on the floor and by written request,
of him and members of the subcommit-
tee, to bring this matter to public hear-
Ings so that the people of this Nation
can speak fo the issue. There is wide-
spread support for either amending the
Constitution or of finding a legislative
way around that decision. To sit on it is
just not in accord with the democratic
process.

I want the gentleman from Maryland
to know I will aid him in every effort to
bring this mattér to hearing or discus-
sion on this floor and I commend him for
his continued interest in this matter.

Mr. HOGAN. I thank the gentleman
for his support and contribution to this
matter today.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?
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Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the Repre-
sentative from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr, Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Of course I differ from the gentleman
entirely. I rise to object to your interpre-
tation of the Constitution and the Su-
preme Court decision. It is very inter-
esting, gentlemen, that the subject mat-
ter of that decision happened to be the
women in this country. It is very inter-
esting, gentlemen, that the remarks made
here in this discussion reflect a view that
one does not have to recognize the funda-
mental constitutional right of privacy
of a woman over her body and over her
decisions. I find it very interesting indeed
that a few men of this body find that
they object to the Supreme Court deci-
sion on that ground, It is almost as
though they find it inconceivable that
there could be such a finding that there
is such a right.

The fact is that the courts have been
moving in the direction of finding, cor-
rectly, that matters concerning sex,
family, and marriage are indeed matters
of privacy and matters to be determined
by the parties involved. This right of
privacy has the protection of the 1st
and 9th amendments and cannot be leg-
islated against under the 14th and 5th
amendments.

Much argument is being made here
that there is no right of privacy—that
in fact this right was sort of made up by
the Supreme Court to cover abortion.
This is legal and constitutional nonsense.
In Roe against Wade, the Court said:

The Constitution does not explicitly men-
tion any right of privacy. In a line of de-
cisions, however, going back perhaps as far
as Union Pacific R. Co. v. Botsford, 141 US.
250, 251 (1891), the Court has recognized that
a right of personal privacy, or a guarantee of
certain areas or zones of privacy, does ex-
ist under the Constitution. In varying con-
texts the Court or individual Justices have
indeed found at least the roots of that right
in the First Amendment, Stanley v. Georgia,
394 U.S. 557, 664 (1969); in the Fourth and
Fifth Amendments, Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S.
1, 8-9 (1968), Katz v. United States, 389 U S.
347, 3560 (1967), Boyd v. United States, 116
U.S. 616 (1886), see Olmstead v. United
States, 277 U.S. 438, 478 (1928) Brandeis, J.,
dissenting); in the penumbras of the Bill
of Rights, Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S.
479, 484485 (19656); in the Ninth Amend-
ment, id,, at 486 (Goldberg, J., concurring);
or in the concept of liberty guaranteed by the
first section of the Fourteenth Amendment,
see Meyer v, Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390, 399
(1923). These decisions make it clear that
only personal rights that can be deemed
“fundamental” or “implicit in the concept of
ordered liberty,” Palko v. Connecticut, 302
U.8. 319, 3256 (1937), are included In this
guarantee of personal privacy. They also
make it clear that the right has some exten-
slon to activities relating to marriage, Loving
v. Virginig, 388 U S. 1, 12 (1967) procreation,
Skinner v. Oklahoma, 316 U.S, 535, 541-542
(1842), contraception, Eisensiadt v. Baird,
405 U.S. 438, 453454 (1972); id., at 460, 463
465 (WHITE, J., concurring), family relation-
ships, Prince v. Massachusetis, 321 U.S, 158,
166 (1944), and child rearing and education,
Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U.S, 510, 535
(1925), Meyer v, Nebraska, supra.

And the Court went on to hold:
This right of privacy, whether it be

founded in the Fourteenth Amendment's
concept of pefsonal liberty and restrictions
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upon state action, as we feel it is, or, as the
District Court determined, in the Ninth
Amendment’s reservation of rights to the
people, is broad enough to encompass a
woman’s decision whether or not to ter-
minate her pregnancy.

I am not going to spend a great deal
of this special order that has been taken
by the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HocGaN) to argue over other matters here.

I also find it very interesting that the
gentlemen who spoke here for a constitu-
tional amendment just said they always
oppose constitutional amendments ex-
cept in this instance.

Either the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. Hocan) or one of the other Mem-
bers who participated in this special
order indicated that more than 1.3 mil-
lion abortions took place in 1972. Indeed
yves, 1.3 million abortions and probably
more took place in 1972 and I would
venture to say that they have taken place
in that number for many years before
and will continue to take place in that
number for many years to come. There
is a great deal of hypocrisy in this House
on the part of those who act as though
they did not know this prior to the deci-
sion; and who would like to hear no more
of it; and would further like to ban abor-
tions by legislating against them. The
fact of the matter is that abortions do
take place and will take place.

The Supreme Court decision, by elimi-
nating abortions from the criminal stat-
utes, will now make it possible for abor-
tions to be performed under safe medical
conditions and not in the back alleys of
the past which have crippled and taken
the lives of many women.

Are we in this House going to over-
turn a decision of the Supreme Court of
the United States which recognizes a
fundamental right, and that is that a
woman has a right to determine what
happens to her own destiny and her own
body ?

You are entitled to your personal re-
ligious and moral views but they are ir-
relevant to this Supreme Court decision.

For example, one has a right to free
speech. I am sure the Members will rec-
ognize that. They may not like what
one is saying when one is expressing
that right of free speech. But if it is a
valid exercise of free speech one can-
not interfere with that right. Your rem-
edy is to have the free choice not to
listen.

The same thing goes with the subject
of abortion. You cannot choose whether
or not you want an abortion because
you all happen to be men. But there are
women in this country who may choose
not to have abortions, and indeed that
is their right. Nothing in this decision
coerces abortion. But those who object
to abortion have no right to prevent
others from exercising their valid con-
stitutional right to have an abortion.
Their remedy is to have the free choice
not to have an abortion.

Mr. Speaker, I think this issue is a
matter which might be discussed out in
the community, but it should not be a
matter which takes the time of this body
when the Supreme Court has acted, at
long last, to protect what is an impor-
tant existing constitutional right.
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Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is paradoxical that the representative
from New York (Ms. Aszuc) cited in
argument for her case a number of
“‘amendments’ to the Constitution. That
is why there is a provision available to
amend the Constitution, so that the peo-
ple can express their will and thereby
change, amend, the Constitution. For
her to recite certain amendments to the
Constitution as arguments for her point
of view and then say we should not take
the time of this body to debate what the
Supreme Court has done seems patently
ridiculous to me. This would deny us the
right to even amend the Constitution.
We want to amend it as soon as possible
to assure the right to life of unborn
children.

Prior to January 22, there was no such
thing recognized under the Constitution
as a “right to privacy.” The only right
to privacy that was ever invested in the
law was one statutorily given by States
and it related only to advertising and
commercial exploitation of one's name
or picture. There was never a right of
privacy under the Constitution until the
Supreme Court created one out of the
thin air on January 22.

What we are proposing to do is amend
the Constitution to return to the pre-
January 22 constitutional interpretation,
which says that the unborn child, as
a human being, has certain rights and
certainly has a right to live. This right to
his life supersedes the convenience of
his mother. That is basically what we are
talking about.

We are trying to put on a human
scale the inconvenience of the mother
aganst the very life of the baby. I say,
on that kind of scale inconvenience has
to come second to life.

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

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. Ryan).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair
would advise persons in the gallery that
they are here as the guests of the House
of Representatives. Accordingly, they
will show neither approval nor disap-
proval of any actions taken on the floor,
or will be subject themselves to appro-
priate dismissal from the Chamber.

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Maryland for yielding to
me,

I would only like to insert myself
into this colloquy for a particular pur-
pose. I am not so sure that I am that
much in favor of the constitutional rem-
edy as a remedy for a difficult problem,
but I would like to respond to the re-
marks of the gentlewoman from New
York by pointing to a distinction I think
she failed to make in the course of her
remarks.

We talk about the fact that because
men are men and cannot have children
they therefore cannot have sympathy
with the right of a woman to control her
own body. Since all of us began at some
point in time in the womb of some
woman, our mother, I believe we can be-
gin with a common viewpoint.

The fact is that nature has endowed
women with a particular set of organs
different from those of men. We learned
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this in school. From that time the prob-
lem gets worse, because from then on
somehow the child becomes, while it is
in the womb, simply a kind of append-
age to the woman, in the viewpoint of
too many women in this country, espe-
cially those who are opposed to some
kind of regulation of the manner in
which abortions are performed.

I have listened for years to those who
classify themselves as liberal, among
whom I consider imyself one, but I have
been puzzled for years, because they
seem to be in favor of the abolition of
capital punishment, which is the taking
of life, yet they are in favor of abortion,
which is the taking of life.

What bothers me further, in the case
of capital punishment it is the taking of
life for a particular reason so defined
by a particular State wherein the offense
occurs. In the taking of the life of the
unborn child, I believe that no one says
seriously any more the child has not
reached bare existence, or birth, is not
a child, or is not somehow human, yet
in the taking of the life of the unborn
child the argument is simply that the
mother has property, as if it were some
kind of a real property to be taken or
dismissed as the mother chooses.

I should like to insert here, as the
father of five children, at this point, the
fact that while my wife had those five
children, believe me, I insist on the right
of every male in this country who has
any concern about his children, to say
that those children also belong to him,
were fathered by him, and that he has
as much right as the woman does to de-
termine the fate of the child in the
womb.

Last year as a member of the Califor-
nia State Legislature I was able to get
a law passed by that body which, for
the first time, I am told, in American law
cites a principle which is new.

In matters of child abuse in California
from that time on, and now, when there
is any kind of an action taken in court
in which the accused child abuser—that
is usually the parent—is prosecuted by
the State, by the district attorney, they
will allow the accused to have a defense
attorney, for this is an adversary pro-
ceeding, which is usual in any proceeding
in court today when it is a eriminal mat-
ter, but now, in the State of California,
at any hearing like that, at any proceed-
ing like that, there is a third attorney
who must be present, and it is a require-
ment of the court, and that attorney is
appointed by the court to represent the
interest of the child.

I would suggest here, in this discussion
and dialog about abortion, if there is
going to be a law which allows for abor-
tion, as the Supreme Court said there
may be, and if we are to have some kind
of a constitutional limitation to bring
it back to where it was, that may not be
quite the total answer yet, because the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. As-
zuc) does have a point when she says we
should stop the criminal abortions that
take place in the back alleys and so on,
which are totally forbidden.

But within this framework I believe
it is possible to set up a procedure which
allows, either under the Constitution or
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otherwise, for a proceeding which will
allow that child, unborn, unspeaking
and unrecognized, apparently, some kind
of a right to be heard, and in any kind of
abortion hearing they should include at
least someone who speaks for the life
of that child, for that person, for that
adult, for that human being who may
never be born simply because of the con-
venience of the mother, whose claim it
is sl:e owns the child until it is born.

I reject that argument, that concept,
mostly because, as I say, we all began
that way. I would hate to see the number
of people who might otherwise not ap-
pear and not have an opportunity to
breathe on this Earth, simply because
of the convenience of a mother, in an
argument too simplistic about whether
or not there should be an abortion.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man makes a very interesting point. This
is one of the tragedies of the Supreme
Court decision, that the rights of the
unborn child are totally ignored as if
this human being did not exist. And ob-
viously it does exist, and the mother who
does not want it, does not want it to
exist. The reason that she wants the
“pregnancy to be terminated,” to use the
euphemism that proabortionists use, is
that she does not want to have a baby.
So, it is obvious and inherent in the situ-
ation itself that it is a “baby” that she
does not want to have, not some other
“thing.” The gentleman makes an ex-
cellent point that that baby has legal
rights that are now being ignored as a
result of the Supreme Court decision.

Now, the gentlewoman from New York
talks about back-alley abortions and the
results from them, The abortion men-
tality and the elimination of restrictions
on abortion now have created more
deaths through abortion than we ever
had through the so-called back-alley
abortions, because now there are more
of them being performed. And she will
find to her surprise that among the
7,000 letters which I indicated I had re-
ceived, the overwhelming majority of
them came from women who abhor the
Supreme Court decision as much as I do.

Mr. Speaker, it is paradoxical that a
woman who possesses this ability to help
create a child should treat it so wantonly
and would so callously destroy the life
ghlch she is privileged to carry within

er.

I think it is a tragedy that the Supreme
Court, too, ignored all of our legal his-
tory. From the beginning of our legal
history, the unborn child had certain
legal rights which the legal system pro-
tected.

The child in the womb could inherit.
If a father left a will which said that “I
leave my estate to my children at the
time of my death,” a child in the womb
not yet born inherited equally with the
other born children. A child in the womb
who was injured had the right to bring
suit in tort for injury done to him be-
fore birth. He had the right to have a
guardian appointed to bring suit against
his father for support. He had a whole
spectrum of human rights which were
callously thrown out the window by the
Supreme Court on January 22 when the
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most basic human right of all, the right
to life itself, was destroyed.

At the same time, the Supreme Court
created out of thin air the right to pri-
vacy, the right of privacy to allow a
woman to say, ‘I can do anything with
my body that I want.”

Mr. Speaker, that is a fallacy. None of
us have a right to do with our body what
we want. We do not have the right to
inject drugs into our body; we do not
have the right to use our body for prosti-
tution; we do not have the right to take
a part of our body, our fist, and slam it
into another’s face, because it interferes
with the rights of another human being.
And that is all we are talking about in
opposing abortion, the rights of another
human being.

A woman cannot exercise her rights
in such a way that she interferes with
the rights of that other human being, the
unborn child.

That is all we are talking about. We
want to restore the human scale where
this precious life is given some recogni-
tion, some value in the eyes of the law
so it is not cast aside on some phony
“right to privacy” that was just invented
last January.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to commend our distinguished col-
league, Mr. Hocan of Maryland, upon his
eloquent statement on behalf of House
Joint Resolution 261 and to associate
myself with his stance on the major is-
sue of abortion.

This most delicate of problems raises
many profound questions. No one can
gainsay the anguish of an unwanted
pregnancy nor reject the rightful in-
sistence of women for equality in what
remains our male-dominated culture.

But, when all is said and done, I be-
lieve that, as the U.N., Declaration on
Human Rights stated, the right of life
is the most fundamental right and hence
abortion must not be removed from the
context of law nor left to the realm of
conscience and private decision.

To those who believe as I do that from
the moment of conception a new biologi-
cal entity exists, must also believe that
abortion, in the words of the Rabbinical
Alliance of America, ““is not a private,
personal matter in which the law should
not interfere.” The logical question en-
sues: if one is free to end life at its
beginning, is one not free to eliminate
the sick or aged or those deemed unfit
in one way or another? The horror of
the eugenics of the Third Reich is but
a step away once the reverence for the
value of life is torn asunder.

Citizens of all religious persuasions—
or none—who hold to reverence for the
value of life are profoundly disturbed at
the Supreme Court’s interpretation of life
as decreed in its abortion ruling. The
Judeo-Christian tradition is affronted by
the Court’s decision, and I believe that
the people of the United States through
their chosen representatives have the
right to be heard on a matter of vital im-
portance to our future as a nation.

There are many problems of great
moment before us, but none can take
precedence over the paramount issue of
the protection of human life. I hope that
the House Judiciary Committee will re-
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spond to entreaties made by me and
many of our colleagues and will promptly
convene hearings on House Joint Reso-
lution 473 and related measures.

The case for the right of life was co-
gently set forth in the following state-
ment “Choose Life” by New Jersey’s
Catholic Bishops. I commend it to our
colleagues’ attention in their study of
this moral problem that affects all our
people and transcends a particular theo-
logical approach:

CHoosE LiFe

To: The Catholic Community of New Jersey
and to all of Our Fellow Citizens of the
State,

From: New Jersey’'s Catholic Bishops.

Once again it becomes necessary for us to
address ourselves to the problem of the pro-
tection of human life.

Recently, the State Study Commission on
Abortion concluded its work. Unfortunately,
the results of this study are under a shadow.
Four of the nine Commission members felt
it necessary to issue dissenting opinions from
the report written by the Commission chair-
man, and at least one other member was
never present at any of the three public
hearings where testimony was gathered. We,
too, must conscientiously dissent from the
chairman’s report, which attempts to solve
many of soclety’s problems at the expense of
unborn human life.

This controversy is raging not only in New
Jersey but throughout the country. In recent
months, the pressure has shifted from limited
changes in the law to a determined drive for
abortion on demand.

We speak today as religlous leaders, not to
our Catholic community of faith and wor-
ship alone but to all of our fellow citizens.
The question of abortion is a moral problem
transcending a particular theological ap-
proach. We have been heartened by the sup-
port of many leaders of other religious per-
suasions. In particular we commend the ef-
forts of those clergymen and laity, of all
religious persuasions and of none, who have
formed the State Right to Life Committee.
We invite the cooperation of all to recognize
and eliminate the danger of the erosion of
respect for human life that proposed bills
may sanction for our State.

We are saddened by those who accuse us of
being insensitive to human problems, even
some who have been our allies in the fight
against poverty and discrimination, and for
the improvement of the quality of life in our
society.

Certainly, the Catholic people have dem-~
onstrated their concern for human needs;
among many manifestations of this, we note
the hospitals, guidance clinics, homes for the
elderly and homes for unwed mothers which
have been built by their financial contribu-
tions, often at great personal sacrifice.

Now, Catholics must assume their respon-
sibility to involve themselves in the abortion
issue, which will have such a profound and
long-range effect upon our society and our
family life.

It is, indeed, the very matter of life which
iz at stake. Medical sclence has informed
us that at the moment of conception, there
comes into being a unique human life in the
microscopically tiny egg cell. Contalned in
this cell is the blueprint for the development
of the whole human person, factors which
will influence the temperament, physique,
eye, hair and skin color, and even Intellec-
tual capacity. This cell’s tissue composition
is distinet from its mother’s tissue and
would be rejected from her body were it
not to be enclosed in the amniotic sac.

The unborn child's civil rights have in-
creasingly been recognized by the law. We
recall, in particular, that case in which the
mother was forced by the courts agalnst her
religlous convictions to have a blood trans-
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fusion to maintain her baby’s life. Likewise,
the unborn child's rights of inheritance and
medical or economic support, his right to
recover damages for injury suffered in the
womb are affirmed by the courts. In short,
the law has cast itself In the role of safe-
guarding the rights of the unborn.

How much more important it is that the
law continue to protect that most basic right
of life itself—ihe right upon which all oth-
ers are based!

As religious leaders, we are involved daily
with people in situations of distress. We rec-
ognize the complex difficulties facing so
many women and families, But abortion not
only falls to solve the underlying causes: it
raises even deeper problems, We are haunted
by the wide spectrum of possibilities opened
by an acceptance of easy abortion, Once we
sanction, for the sake of expedience, the
taking of an innocent human life at its
beginnings, how can we logically protect hu-
man life at any other point, once that life
becomes a burden?

Law is an educator. If it allows the destruc-
tion of unwanted life, it unavoidably teach-
es that life is cheap.

We are willing and anxious to cooperate on
positive programs to help erase the demand
for abortion. There is great need for
thorough education of all our citizens to as-
sist them in marriage, family life and re-
sponsible sexual behavior. We urge, also, co-
operative efforts in such problems as racial
discrimination, economic hardship, birth de-
fects, treatment and education of the handi-
capped, and increased mental health and
counseling facilities.

Our prayer and our plea is that all men of
good will in this state will join us In seeking
these solutions, and will reject that most
destructive recourse, the killing of innocent
human life in the womb,

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
I commend the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. Hocan), for taking this spe-
cial order to provide a forum for the dis-
cussion of this issue. I also commend
him for his leadership in calling atten-
tion to the implication of trends in evi-
dence toward virtually unrestricted
abortion and the elimination of legal
safeguards to protect the unborn child.

One of Idaho's ablest and most re-
spected physicians, Dr. James J. Cough-
lin, of Boise, has presented a most
thoughtful and intelligent analysis of
the abortion issue. In order to bring Dr.
Coughlin’s observations and views to the
attention of my colleagues and the pub-
lic, I include the text of a paper on abor-
tion prepared earlier this year as part
of my remarks:

ABORTION
(By Dr. James J. Coughlin)

Abortion is defined as the act of bringing
forth young prematurely or before maturity.
It may be spontaneous and is then called
a miscarriage. Or it may be Induced and is
then classified as therapeutic or criminal. At
the present time we have a law in this state
allowing abortion to save the life of the
mother, or therapeutic abortion. Criminal
abortion 15 one not sanctioned by the law
and therefore illegal or criminal.

No discussion of abortion would be com-
plete without some information about the
fetus, First let us ask in what way the ovum,
or female egg, and the sperm, or male egg,
differ from the fertilized ovum. The essen-
tial difference is that an ovum or a sperm
will inevitably die unless they are combined
together in the process of fertilization, while
the fertilized egg will automatically develop
unless untoward events occur. The first defi-
nition of 1life, then, could be the ability to
reproduce oneself, and this the fertilized
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egg has while the individual sperm and
ovum do not.

This fertilized ovam now has a totally new
genetic package which is individual alone
to this fertilized ovum, It contains the hered-
itary characteristics of both the father and
mother, one half from each, which are
carried in the genetic thread of life, DNA.

Following fertilization which occurs in the
Fallopian tube, cell division starts, one cell
dividing into two, two into four, four into
eight, this going on for about a week. Then
{mplantation in the uterine wall occcurs. At
14 days the name is changed from zygote to
embryo. At 3 to 4 weeks the heart is pump-
ing. At 6 weeks all organs are present. At
8 weeks the length is 3 centimeters or slight-
1y larger than 1 inch, and now its name
changes from embryo to fetus which means
unborn offspring. At 10 weeks spontaneous
movements occur, and at 12 weeks the
length is about 3 inches. Between 12 and
16 weeks quickening or life may be felt. At
16 weeks the fetus is 7 inches in length.
At 20 weeks the fetal heart may be heard,
the length is 10 inches, and the name
changes from abortus to premature infant
if birth occurs. Between 20 and 28 weeks,
if birth occurs, 10% survive. At 28 weeks
the fetus will weigh slightly over 2 pounds,
the age of legal viability. However in the
next decade, with the new approaches al-
ready showing up such as DNA synthesis,
test tube incubation, intra uterine trans-
fusions, chromosomal manipulations, arti-
ficial placentas, and more to come, the sur-
vivability age may be greatly shortened. It
was recently stated that the 20 week sur-
vivability standard is about as sacred as the
4 minute mile. And at 40 weeks birth oc-
CUIs.

Back to abortion. Fifteen states have
amended their statutes relative to abortion
in the last three years. Three states, New

York, Alaska, and Hawali, have removed vir-
tually all restrictions, and the performance

of an abortion in those states is a matter to
be decided by the woman and her physician.

The Legislative Council Committee on
Criminal Code Revision of Idaho has
studied three proposals for liberalization of
Idaho's Abortion Law. Meetings were held in
Boise and Pocatello. The committee received
21 letters favoring some degree of liberaliza-
tion and 1669 letters opposed to any liberal-
ization of the law.

After study, this committee has recom-
mended clarification of the law rather than
liberalization. Under the proposed new
statute, an abortion would be allowed if
“there is a reasonable medical certainty that
continuation of the pregnancy would gravely
impair the health of the mother.” (No men-
tion is made if this health is physical alone
or also mental.)

Forcible rape and incest resulting in preg-
nancy are grounds for therapeutic abortion
up to the 12th week of the pregnancy. The
rape and incest must be reported to the coun-
ty prosecuting attorney and a request for
action against the alleged rapist made. This
law would require the procedure be per-
formed in a hospital following consultation
and authorization from a three doctor board
of the hospital.

Let us consider the maternal health issue.
Dr. Denis Cavanaugh, professor and chair-
man of the department of Obstetrics and
Gynecology at St. Louis University School
of Medicine, a Jesuit school and my alma
mater, stated that there is a place for thera-
peutic abortion and that there is no doubt
that it may be necessary to kill a fetus to
save the life of the mother. (This gets into
Theology which we are not discussing, how-
ever there are Catholic theologians who
would support Dr. Cavanaugh in his prem-
ise.)

Now after stating that such a need may
arise, he stated that he was director of the
obstetrical service at St. Louls City hospital,
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& 1,000 bed hospital, For a comparison, St.
Alphonsus and St. Lukes Hospitals of Boise
are each approximately 150 beds. I served
there during my orthopedic training. This
hospital served the underprivileged and
would be expected to have a high maternal
mortality rate. Yet between July 1, 1966 and
July 1, 1968 there were over 5,000 deliverles
without a single maternal death and during
this period only 1 therapeutic abortion was
considered necessary to save the life of the
mother. It would appear that liberalization
claimants have overemphasized the ma-
ternal health issue.

Mental health which is substituted for se-
vere mental illness leaves many loopholes.
In California in the first year with a new
liberalized abortion law, 889 of the thera-
peutic abortions were for mental reasons and
5% were for organic disease. It is obvious
that serlous mental illness is not 17 times
as common among pregnant women as seri-
ous physical illness. So we conclude that
the mental health clause is abused in ac-
credited hospitals.

Incidentally, in regard to the commonly
quoted “suicide threat’”, the actual suicide
rate is 4 times as high in the general fe-
male population as it is in the pregnant
woman population.

Rape and incest, two emotion laden ques-
tions, must be mentioned, but the real in-
frequency of these and also the difficulty
in proving it should not occasion new laws.
They were omitted from the English law be-
cause of the legal difficulties of obtaining
proof. Cases of this type if immediately re-
ported can be handled with a dilatation and
curretage removing the lining of the empty
womb and preventing implantation if a preg-
nancy were to occur. This would nullify a
need for later abortion and also would help
in the apprehension of the criminal.

German measles or Rubella in the first
three months of pregnancy may cause birth
defects. These may range from minimal to
severe. Proponents of liberalization state
that 8569 of women having german measles
in the first frimester will have defective
babies. A study of the last Rubella epidemic
in Indiana shows a figure of 14%. 280 such
pregancies had 43 bables with defects, and
these ranged from minimal to severe. Should
the 280 pregnancies be aborted with 137 of
them being normal to remove the 43 defec-
tive, and these 43 ranging from minimal to
severe.

Also rubella vaccine will be in full use
before the next rubella epidemic, eradicating
this disease as polio was removed from the
scene. Remember, rubella is by far the most
common cause of fetal abnormalities at this
time. The proponents are well informed peo-
ple who know that this indication will dis-
appear with the vaccine, but they selectively
forget it because it weakens their case.

The so called humane provision regarding
birth defects could well result in a sig-
nificant change in our moral and legal
philosophy. If it is alright to remove life
because of birth defects, then life may be
removed for other reasons. After all, as con-
cerns the deformed child, there is nothing
therapeutic. He is dead. So this could be
more aptly called “Fetal Euthanasia™, And
where do we go from there? In England,
those who were pushing for a liberalized
abortion law 4 years ago are now legislating
for euthanasia. A Euthanasia bill was de-
feated in the House of Lords by only a vote
of 61 to 40 in 1969.

Criminal abortions: Its incidence is
thought to be one and a quarter million
yearly with 8000 deaths occurring. Now
criminal or illegal or back alley abortions
are not scheduled in a hospital surgery, and
the abortionist doesn’'t report his case series
in a medical journal, so there is no way of
determining the numbers. The figure of
8000 deaths yearly however is open to argu-
ment. This figure was first quoted by a Dr.
Taussig of St. Louis in 1936 and it has been

24003

quoted and requoted. Using the state of
Missourl figures over a recent 7 year period,
there were 4 to 5 deaths yearly from all types
of abortion. Assuming all were criminal,
which they weren't, we would arrive at 225
criminal abortion deaths per year in the
United States. The state of Minnesota hag
figures on deaths from criminal abortions
between 1850 and 1966. They list a total of 21
and this would give us the figure of 60 deaths
per year in the United States from criminal
abortion. Take your pick, 60 or 225, but either
way it's a far cry from the 8000 criminal
abortion deaths that liberalization propo-
nents claim.

As for population control, I say control it
by not begetting life with the means at one's
disposal that his conscience dictates. This is
far better than transmitting life and then
destroying it. One aspect of the abortion is-
sue that has been given great attention by
theologians is whether or not the fetus has
a soul. This particular guestion has a long
history of debate behind it with various pos-
sible solutions expressed. As a doctor I do
not feel either gualified or willing to make
any real statement about this. With a great
deal of relief, I can leave that question to the
theologians.

Instead, I prefer to think of the fertilized
ovum as transmitted life from the parents,
with the potential capacity to live and de-
velop through the stages of birth, growth
and development, adulthood, old age and
death.

It seems to me that at the crux of the
abortion issue is what the Declaration of
Independence calls “the inalienable right of
life.” Life is the right of every citizen. Gov=-
ernments are instituted to preserve this
right. A profession, such as medicine, is
dedicated to saving life. Seen in this light,
abortion can not be relegated to the “merely
religious” sphere of life.

I must confess that I have had problems
the past few years with the Church’'s views
on abortion. It seemed to me that the
Church was trying to force its bellefs on the
rest of the publie. I have long been an advo-
cate of toleration of other people's beliefs, as
long as they did not hurt the public at large.
However, after a great deal of study on the
matter, I now see abortion in most cases as &
basic invasion of the human right to life,
and as such, it far transcends a mere re-
ligious preference. What the world needs now
is not only love, but toleration for opposing
beliefs. But toleration must be governed by
moderation, for complete toleration would
result in anarchy; as one writer put it “in
that condition human life would be nasty,
brutish and short.”

The maternal health issue is undoubtedly
over-stressed. However, if a fetal life is to
be taken, it would be far better to do it to
save a life than just to spare the mother’s
inconvenience or embarrassment.

For the sake of the common good, there-
fore, I feel that abortion, and especially
abortion on demand, based on pseudo justi-
fications of physical and mental disturb-
ances, thwarts the basic principle of preser-
vation of life and especially of indefensible
life, and as such cannot be tolerated.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am ex-
tremely pleased that this body has set
aside some time today for discussion of
the abortion question. Abortion is an
emotional issue, a moral issue, and cer-
tainly a legislative issue. Debate on this
topic has intensified during recent years
while our social, moral, and cultural
standards have been in a state of rapid
transition. The Supreme Court decision
earlier this year, which had the prac-
tical effect of striking down most State
abortion statutes, has brought this de-
bate to the forefront.

Many of the speeches today have dealt
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with the morality of this issue and the
legislative alternatives available to Con-
gress. Any remarks of mine on these as-
pects of the gquestion would be super-
fluous. I would, however, like to concen-
trate my remarks on one facet of the
jssue which I feel has not received enough
attention.

We, as legislators, have an obligation
to look far down the road to defermine
the long-run effects of our actions. We
must consider the total consequences of
legislation, administrative policies, and
even judicial decisions on the institutions
and values of our Nation.

Most of us will agree that the proper
functioning of our society is dependent
in great part upon the family structure.
It is the best framework within which
to rear children and infuse them with a
sense of morality, responsibility, and dis-
eipline. This task will never be success-
fully transferred to any other institu-
tion.

‘What will be the effect of unrestricted
abortions upon the family structure and
our value system? I do not pretend to
have a power of clairvoyance which
would allow me to answer this question;
but I do feel that this is a legitimate
question which should be considered dur-
ing our discussion of this issue.

Our legal and moral codes have al-
ways maintained that members of our
society must assume responsibility for
their actions. In my opinion, many of
our problems today stem from the failure
wf individuals to accept this responsibil-
ity. There is a growing utilitarian philos-
ophy which stresses the ends above the
means; which glorifies the “easy way
out” rather than facing up to problems.
I think that we must be wary that we
do not contribute to the perpetuation of
this theory which condones the evasion
rather than the assumption of responsi-
bility.

I hope that we will fully consider these
factors during our deliberation of this
issue.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join my colleague from Maryland
in supporting congressional action on
his constitutional amendment to guar-
antee the right to life to the unborn, the
ill, the aged, and the incapacitated.

In my view, the Supreme Court deci-
sion poses one of the most serious prob-
lems that can confront a Member of Con-
gress, and that is whether or not it is
necessary to amend our Constitution. I
am loath to constantly amend the Con-
stitution for matters which are transi-
tional in nature; I do not have such a
problem in this case. The basic right to
life has been challenged by the decision
of the Court. The nature of this issue
will not change with the passage of time.
I can find no other alternative to remedy
this situation than the constitutional
amendment.

The Supreme Court did not determine
the central issue, and that is when does
human life begin. As we consider this
issue, in determining what legislative
course to take, we cannot make the same
mistake. It is a difficult task, but one
that is essential to any meaningful an-
swer to this question. We as representa-
tives of the people cannot shy away from
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a question merely because it is contro-
versial or difficult.

Modern science in the last decade has
brought us a spectrum of knowledge
about fertilization and early development
that we only guessed at previously in his-
tory. In a book written by Dr, and Mrs.
J. C. Wilke they discuss the scientific
data on the beginning of human life.

Dr. and Mrs. Wilke point out that we
now know that the sperm contributes 50
percent and that the egg contributes 50
percent of the new life. The sperm con-
tains the genetic code of the father, and
has no life or continuing function beyond
the sole goal of its existence, that is, fer-
tilization. The ovum contains the genetic
code of the mother and is unquestionably
part of her body. It has no other function
than to be fertilized and, if it is not, it
will die.

‘When, however, at fertilization, the 23
chromosomes from the sperm join the
23 chromosomes from the ovum, a new
being is created. Never before in the his-
tory of the world nor ever again will a
being identical to this one exist. Thisis a
unique being, containing within itself a
genetic package, completely programed
for and actively moving toward adult
human existence. It has, by any stand-
ard, a life of its own and in no way is
part of the mother or the father.

At first the medical profession calls
this new, unique being a fertilized ovum
and soon thereafter a zygote. Nothing
will be added to this being the moment of
fertilization and its ultimate death as an
old person. It is all there in toto at the
moment of conception, merely not fully
developed.

Today we stand on the threshold of
deciding whether or not we tolerate a
new morality where the guarantees of
the Declaration of Independence, the
14th amendment to the Constitution,
and the previous traditions of our Judeo-
Christian heritage do not apply to all
human life.

When, for example, the Court states
that the unborn are not recognized by
the law as “persons in the whole sense,”
and when, further, it uses as a precondi-
tion for legal protection the test whether
one has the capability of meaningful life,
one begins to question what the logical
next step will be to this type of logic.

In a recent article that appeared in
Newsweek magazine guest columnist
Nick Timmesch wrote of the “Abortion
Binge Mentality.”

He pointed out that—

Fetal life has become cheap. There were
an estimated 1,340,000 legal and illegal abor-
tions in the U.S. last year. There were a
whopping 540,245 abortions In New York
City in a 30-month period under the liberal-
ized state abortion law. The abortion culture
is upon us, In one operating room, surgeons
labor to save a 21-week-old baby; in the next
surgeons destroy, by abortion, another child,
who can also be reckoned to be 21 weeks old.
‘Where is the healing?

There are people of conscience around
the country who are standing up to this
senseless taking of life; but groups who
have the abortion mentality are seeing
to it that we have abortions in each and
every hospital across America.

Lawsuits have already begun in nine
States to compel hospitals to perform
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abortions. There have already been deci-
sions handed down in Massachusetts and
New Jersey. In Green Bay, Wisc., a doc-
tor has brought suit against a private
Methodist institution to allow him to
perform abortions there.

In my district, the Cinecinnati En-
quirer had an article quoting the execu-
tive director of the Cincinnati chapter
of the American Civil Liberties Union as
saying that she was preparing letters to
General, Bethesda North, Jewish, Prov-
idence, Our Lady of Mercy, and St.
George hospitals to find out what their
abortion policies are and whether they
have changed with the Supreme Court
decision.

The ACLU spokesman stated that if
the hospitals had restrictive policies on
abortion that are not in line with the
Supreme Court decision that they would
be liable for a suit.

It now seems that the same people
who were working for liberalized abor-
tion laws are now the same ones who
are taking the hospitals to court to force
the institution to perform abortions and
are the leaders of efforts for sterilization
and euthanasia.

We were all shocked and outraged by
the sterilization of the young black girls
in Alabama recently; yet with the direc-
tion that the “new morality” is leading
us I do not see how the proponents of
abortion are surprised at this because it
is the outgrowth of the same type of logic
that was expressed in the Supreme Court
decision.

The antilife thinking that was in the
Supreme Court was seen earlier in the
recommendations of the Commission on
Population Growth and the American
Future. This report used basically the
same language as the Court decision in
stating that abortion laws should allow
all abortions “on request” for it was a
decision to be reached between patient
and doctor. This report, which was hailed
by the supporters of abortion, had similar
language representing the same philos-
ophy, on the question of sterilization.
The report stated that:

All restrictions on access to voluntary con-
traceptive sterilization be eliminated so that
the decision be made solely by physician and
patient.

In the Population Commission report
and in the court decisions the attitude
toward human age is characterized by
the question of usefulness. The court re-
fuses to decide if human life is real but
it is willing to decide that life before 6
months in the womb is not useful. This
utilitarian ethic is also common in the
arguments of euthanasia advocates at
work in six State legislatures.

In Florida, Dr. Russell Sackett, author
of the “death with dignity” bill, has
stated that—

Florida has 1,500 mentally retarded and

mentally ill patients, 90% of whom should
be allowed to die.

The Supreme Court decision allows for
the killing of the developing child in the
womb of the mother; the Florida bill al-
lows the killing of the mentally ill.

‘What we have witnessed with the
cases of sterilization in Alabama, with
the Supreme Court decision on abortion,
and with the increased discussion of
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euthanasia is the Federal Government
determining who shall have the right to
life and the right to give life and who
shall not have these rights.

This new view of the role of Govern-
ment, granting the right to life, is so
repugnant to what this Nation has al-
ways stood for that it demands urgent
congressional action. At this point in
time I can think of no action less than
a constitutional amendment to achieve
the goal. In this debate we are deter-
mining the role Government should play
in the right to life, and we must act
quickly—we must pass a constitutional
amendment, It is my hope that the Ju-
diciary Committee will consider the dif-
ferent bills that have been introduced
so that the language we adopt will be the
most effective and to the point.

If the Judiciary Committee continues
to fail to act, then there will be no alter-
native than immediate consideration on
the floor of the House. For this reason
I have signed the discharge petition,
hoping that it brings about the quick
action that is needed.

Mr. ZABL.OCKI. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend my colleague, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. Hocan) for
arranging this special order on the ques-
tion of abortion. It is with a deep sense
of concern that I join him and others in
emphasizing man’s basic right to life,
especially the right to life of the unborn.

The Declaration of Independence of
the United States of America, the sign-
ing of which we celebrated just a few
days ago, continues to be one of man's
finest statements 197 years after it was
written. This document reaffirms the

central truths of the American tradi-
tion:

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain un-
alienable rights, that among these are
Life ...

The right to life. This most basic of
all rights is a priceless heritage. It is a
fundamental tenet of our system that the
state protect each of our lives until nat-
ural death occurs.

Yet, on January 22 of this year, the
Supreme Court, in striking down the laws
of Texas and Georgia regulating abor-
tion, has made a mockery of the right
to life provision in the Declaration of In-
dependence. It has failed to offer the pro-
tection of the laws to this God-given and
most basic human right. As a result of
this improvident Court decision on abor-
tion, the fundamental right to life is be-
ing neglected and can now be legally de-
nied to many potential members of our
society.

The critical point of whether the de-
veloping child has human life was treated
very casually in the Court holding. It
took note that there is evidence that hu-
man life begins at conception, but
added:

We need not resolve the difficult guestion
of when life begins. When those trained in
the respective discipilnes of medicine, philos-
ophy, and theology are unable to arrive at
any consensus, the judiciary is not in a posi-
tion to speculate as to the answers.

The Court has not only speculated but
decreed the answers by establishing defi-
nite standards and criteria with regard
to what kind of fetuses may have their
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lives extinguished and what kind may be
given the right to live. The decision
stated that in the first three months of
pregnancy, an abortion decision must be
left entirely to the woman’s desire and
her doctor’s medical judgment.

No State law may intervene. The
mother and the doctor are thus put in
the position of selecting and judging the
fate or justice that may come out of a
life.

In the second 3-month period
States may legislate to insure that medi-
cally safe abortion procedures are used
but may not stop abortions. In the final
3 months of pregnancy the State may act
to protect the rights of the unborn but
still may not halt an abortion judged
medically necessary to preserve the “life
or health” of the mother. The majority
of judges held that:

Maternity or additional offspring may force
upon the woman a distressful life and future.
Psychological harm may be imminent. Men-
tal and physical health may be taxed by child
care.

Justice White disagreed with such a
reconstruction of wvalues which would
make the worth of a potential human
being dependent upon being wanted by
its mother. In his dissenting opinion he
argued:

At the heart of this controversy are those
recurring pregnancles that pose no danger
whatsoever to the life or health of the
mother but are nevertheless unwanted for
any one or more of a variety of reasons—
convenience, family planning, economics,
dislike of children, the embarrassment of il-
legitimacy, ete.

Certainly, as in most cases when there
are differences of opinion, various con-
clusions result. Some believe that if hu-
man life exists in the fetus, it has an in-
alienable right to continue to live—a
right which cannot be sacrificed for any-
one's convenience. Others apparently be-
lieve that this right to personhood and
life is dispensable under certain condi-
tions or in certain circumstances. Unfor-
tunately, justifications of abortion as a
backup contraception, a woman's inher-
ent right, a population stabilizer, and a
postconceptive family planning and so-
ciological therapy are finding increasing
acceptance among an apathetic public.

I am greatly distressed with this
downward thrust in the interpretation
of American laws protecting the sanctity
of life. It is already clear that the new
legal arrangement could lead fo excesses
and abuses never intended or foreseen by
the proponents of the decision. There
is reason to fear that the Court’'s deci-
sion already implies that only “persons
in the whole sense” are protected by the
Constitution and that in the future the
mentally deficient infant, the retarded
child, the adolescent imbecile, and the
senile could be describe as less than per-
sons “in the whole sense” and “lacking
the capability of meaningful life.” Just
a few short weeks ago a New York physi-
cian was indicted for injecting a lethal
dose of potassium chloride into the veins
of a bH9-year-old cancer patient. This
incident, in turn, prompted a statement
by Dr. Malcolm C. Todd, president-elect
of the American Medical Association,
which stated that mercy killings may be
justified in cases of “uncorrectable ill-
nesses” such as cancer or strokes where
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the continuation of “intravenous feed-
ings and blood transfusions are just pro-
longing the agony of the individual” and
the expense to the family. In Washing-
ton, Dr. Walter H. Judd, retiring chair-
man of the judicial council of the
American Medical Association, said
that—

There is no use keeping an individual alive
as a vegetable . . . The profession neverthe-
less believes it is up to the judgment of the
individual physician.

A new issue at stake in the controversy
is the rights and freedoms of those in-
dividuals who in conscience cannot
participate in the destruction of human
life. This includes doctors, nurses, hos-
pitals, laboratory technicians, and others
connected with the clinical practice. One
must wonder whether a society which
can so readily accept the destruction of
unborn fetuses will permit those with
conscientious objections to refrain from
abortion procedures without jeopardy to
their professional positions. Recently, a
bill has been introduced into the Wiscon-
sin Legislature which would make it
mandatory for any doctor to perform an
abortion on request under pain of losing
his medical license.

In an effort to reverse the Court hold-
ing and to restore respect for the life
of the unborn in our society, several
Members of Congress and I have intro-
duced legislation to provide for a con-
stitutional amendment which would
insure that due process and equal pro-
tection are afforded to an individual
from the moment of conception. Since
the introduction of legislation for a con-
stitutional amendment, thousands of
individuals and groups from all over the
country have written to me in support
of the proposal. Undoubtedly, there are
millions of Americans who have not
communicated to Members of Congress
who share the deep sense of concern in
this matter.

Certainly, the issue of abortion is an
urgent and complex matter requiring
a thoughtful balance of moral, social,
and personal values. The January 22
decision of the Supreme Court regard-
ing abortion and the various legislative
proposals in Congress should be
thoroughly reviewed. Therefore, I would
like to reiterate my request of June 21
to the Judiciary Committee that public
hearings on this most important matter
be initiated at the earliest possible date.

Fear of this issue is unworthy of o
Federal representative of the people. We
must summon the courage and face the
stubborn facts of our times. The Supreme
Court has given to the Nation its inter-
pretation of “meaningful life.” The Con-
gress, amidst the increasing number of
decisions being made about abortion,
euthanasia, genetic experiments, ovum
transplants, back and forth, must exert
itself to protect the right to life of any
human, born or unborn. We cannot go
contrary to this most important moral,
human, and American ideal.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the subject of my
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special order today and to inelude ex-
traneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

THE NORTHEAST RAIL TANGLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HasTINGS) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, the rail-
road crisis in the Northeast, involving
six bankrupt carriers and several other
lines on the brink of bankruptey is epit-
omized by the fall of the mighty Penn
Central. The PC alone earns 14 percent
of the nation’s rail revenues, but it has
never had a net income on a fully ac-
crued basis since its merger in 1968.
Total losses in calendar 1972 were $198
million, despite revenues of $1.8 billion.

Mismanagement, scandal, and general
incompetence have been major factors.
Noted examples are: an illegal attempt
by PC execufives to organize their own
airline; executives speculating in stocks
of PC-controlled companies; railroad
investment funds drained by ill-con-
ceived diversification; hopelessly inade-
quate planning for the 1968 merger; and
imaginative accounting to disguise the
extent of the problems which led to the
1970 bankruptcy. PC even lost $4 million
to a fast-talking “investor” from Liech-
tenstein.

Takeover by court-appointed trustees
in 1970, together with the importation of
a new president from the money-making
and innovative Southern Railway, have
markedly improved PC’s financial pie-
ture. Total loss for fiscal year 1971—the
first year of bankruptcy—was an awe-
some $305 million, compared to the
latest figure of $198 million for calendar
1972, Nevertheless, long-developing root
causes, which affect railroads through-
out the Northeast region, have finally
caught up with PC. Its troubles are
deeper than past ineptitude.

A number of considerations are basic
to an understanding of the problem. I
will very briefly outline a few of the most
important:

United States rails now handle 40 per-
cent of all intercity freight, a whopping
260-million tons in 1971. Yet, since 1957,
originated tonnage has inereased by only
1 percent nationally. Of the three feder-
ally designated railroad “districts,” the
Southern district has increased origi-
nated tonnage 37 percent, the Western
district has increased 10 percent, and
the Eastern district has declined 21 per-
cent. The growth of light manufacturing
in the East and the growth of the high-
way system have combined to favor
trucking,

Shorter hauls and frequent terminal
operations in the East mean that, while
the Union Pacific in the West gets 1.6-
million net ton-miles per employee per
year, the Southern Railway gets 2 million,
the PC gets only 900,000 ton-miles per
employee. It should be noted that all
these railroads operate under the same
employees wark rules.
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Former dependable revenue sources
have been lost to PC, such as coal ship-
ment. As an example, the use of the high-
sulphur coal which PC used to haul has
drastically declined since 1968, meaning a
loss of $75 million a year in revenues.
That $75 million amounts to nearly 40
percent of last year’s deficit.

Meanwhile, the Norfolk & Western and
the B. & O./C. & O.—both “money ma-
chines” in the Southern district—ecollect
big revenues from hauling low-sulphur
coal out of the Pocahontas fields of West
Virginia. The loss of the high-sulphur
coal market has also greatly affected the
other Northeastern roads.

Penn Central does 80 percent of its
business on 11,000 miles of its 20,000 miles
of track. The dense network of lines built
in the Northeast after the Civil War is
largely redundant today. In Pennsyl-
vania, for example, the PC has 500-miles
tied up in 167 different branch lines—
most less than 10-miles long—whose rev-
enues in each case do not come anywhere
near covering out-of-pocket expenses. In
most cases, trucks could easily pick up
this business.

Overregulation has choked off inno-
vation, even when proposed rate and/or
service changes are clearly in the pub-
lic interest and would not work hard-
ship on competing traffic modes. UCLA
economist George Hilton has demon-
strated that Interstate Commerce Com-
mission overregulation of all transport
modes amounts to maintenance of car-
tels that cost the economy $5 billion a
year. The problem is not so much with
the motivations of the ICC, but rather
with the procedures under which the ICC
must operate.

The track and physical plant are rap-
idly deteriorating throughout the East,
as the six bankrupts defer needed main-
tenance to meet daily expenses. Thus
service is impeded and safety seriously
compromised, compounding the problem
of traffic losses. According to PC’s own
figures, on-time freight delivery is off
sharply, even from the indifferent year
of 1972, Forty percent of shipments in
1 week In 1973 were a day longer in
transit than expected, compared with
24 percent in the same week a year
earlier. The basic reason is that the track
is falling apart.

Deterioration of plant and finanecial
estate is also a constitutional matter for
creditors. The fifth amendment states
that:

No person shall—be deprived of life, 1lib-
erty, or property, without due process of law,

Section 77 of the Bankruptcy Act re-
quires the judge in a railroad bank-
ruptey to determine if creditors’ estates
are being significantly eroded by further
operation of the bankrupt line. If this
is the case, then further operation is an
unconstitutional appropriation of private
property.

On July 3, the Federal judge in the
Penn Central case authorized the trustees
of PC to file a plan of liquidation with
the ICC, as required by law. Because
further operations may now be unconsti-
tutionally damaging to creditors, the
judge requested the ICC to certify an
approved plan of liquidation or partial
abandonment by October 1.
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Should suspension of operations by
PC thus occur, direct damage to affected
shippers and constituents would be in-
calculable, and indirect damages would
be considerable. Transfer of all of PC’s
83-million annual ton-miles to other
rails and to trucks would be impractical,
beyond the fact that the area’s highways
would probably be destroyed as a result,
with obvious impact on taxes. In light
of the present fuel shortages, it is also
worth noting that, while the average
1-ton-mile line-haul by truck expends
3,460 Btu of energy, the average 1-ton
mile line-haul by rail takes 624 Btu.

The danger in hurried congressional
action on the railroad problem is that
first, Congress may pass a bill calling for
an unnecessary degree of intervention
and authorizing far more money than
is required, thus insuring a taxpayer
backlash and a Presidential veto, or sec-
ond, Congress may “paper over” the
underlying cause—taking no action on
revamped regulation for example—thus
insuring another Northeast rail erisis or
a new Midwest crisis.

A large number—I should say an ava-
lanche—of railroad reform bills and for-
mal proposals have been put before Con-
gress. I have extensively studied at least
26 that would impact my constituency
in the southen tier of New York.

All serious bills recognize that the
present Northeast railroad tangle of ex-
cess trackage must be pruned down to a
viable “core’” system to prevent an end-
less drain on the taxpayer, and that
some kind of Federal intervention will
be necessary. The bills differ importantly
on the following key issues: How much
public money should be committed? Who
should decide on the regional rail system
for the Northeast?

What criteria should the designers use
in deciding which tracks should be in-
cluded? That is, should they use a profit-
and-loss basis only, or should they also
consider public service and indirect eco-
nomic costs? Who should own the new
system What mechanism of financing
should be used? And, finally, what kind
of flexibility should be left fo the design-
ers of the new system to provide for joint
use of facilities and main lines, future
alterations, interests of solvent compet-
ing railroads, separate tracks or rights-
of-way for passengers, and new freight
technology.

After studying all the various pro-
posals, I have arrived at the following
judgements:

First, any nationalization—whether
direct or disguised—must be avoided
now and prevented in the future. Na-
tionalization will not solve any of the
fundamental problems.

Second, a special commission or body,
representing all interest groups and the
publie, should be assigned the task of
developing the regional rail plan for the
Northeast, with appropriate input. No
single Federal agency should be given
this power over the economies of the
Northeastern States.

Third, the final plan must be ratified
by both Houses of Congress.

Fourth, the extensive capital funds re-
quired for rehabilitation must come from
the private sector. A 1 inter-
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mediary similar to the Federal National
Mortgage  Association—the familiar
“Fannie Mae"—can serve this purpose,
channeling the actual investment cash
to the railroads from private investors,
not from the Treasury.

Fifth, any Federal program must avoid
putting the solvent rail carriers and other
competing modes at a disadvantage and
thus unfairly jeopardizing their sol-
veney.

Sixth, the rights of labor must be ex-
plicitly protected.

Seventh, any new operating corpora-
tion must be a profitmaking, private
common carrier, generating its own
funds for operations. Outside financial
aid should be limited in scope.

For the above reasons, I am cosponsor-
ing the bill introduced by my colleague
Dick Sxour of Montana, the “North-
east Regional Rail Services Act of 1973."

This bill also answers the serious prob-
lem of how to handle money-losing
branchlines. Extensive subsidization of
these branchlines is unacceptable. The
tax burden on our citizens would be too
great. On the other hand, forcing a rail-
road to maintain money-losing service
means that the railroad will eventually
have to be bailed out by the Government,
and thus the result is identical: a burden
on the taxpayer.

At the same time, many communities
have a clear stake in continued rail serv-
ice. The economy of these communities
would be severely damaged by pre-
emptory abandonment of rail service,
with closing of manufacturing plants
and other businesses which depend on
such service. The loss of jobs would be
major.

Therefore, some kind of shared finan-
cial aid, carefully limited as to amount
and duration, seems to be the best solu-
tion. The bill provides that if States, lo-
cal communities, or regional authorities
agree to put up 30 percent of the amount
necessary to keep a branchline operat-
ing “in the black,” the Federal Govern-
ment can put up 70 percent. The total
amount of Federal money to this pro-
gram in any one-year would be strictly
limited: $50 million. Any subsidy to any
one branchline would last for only 2
years, but could be renewed by reappli-
cation to the Secretary of Transporta-
tion. Thus, if the cost of keeping a
branchline in operation is excessive or
if trucks can easily pick up the business
involved, the branchline may be aban-
doned, pursuant to the local decision
of community or State authorities not
to put up the 30 percent of operating
loss. Even in this case, reasonable no-
tice must occur; the bill provides that
no abandonment can take place until 6
months after the regional rail plan has
been fully reviewed by all parties and
approved by Congress.

There are a sizable number of aban-
donment proposals in New York State,
involving marginal branchlines of the
Penn Central and the Erie Lackawanna,
where studies indicate that abandon-
ment of the lines would have a severe im-
pact on the local economies, A pending
abandonment proposal involving Chau-
tauqua and Cattaraugus Counties pro-
vides a good example: Feed mills—
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which require rail service—would have
to close, manufacturers would have to
cut back operations, and the net effect
would be felt throughout the region. In
addition, there is considerable traffic on
part of the line, so that only a modest
degree of aid would be required for the
railroad to break even. I am sure there
are numerous examples of lines like
these throughout the Nation.

Limited and temporary Federal aid,
on a shared basis with the communities
involved, would appear to be prudent, in
order to avoid far larger indirect eco-
nomic costs.

The Northeast Region Rail Services
Act is a sound, responsible bill, putting
the necessary amount of money in
exactly the right places and by the right
mechanisms. I urge support of this bill.

Thank you.

TOWARD A CURE FOR DIABETES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. STEELE) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. STEELE, Mr. Speaker, for far too
long the public and the Congress have
failed to pay sufficient attention to one
of the most devastating diseases affecting
voung Americans—diabetes. Thus, I am
today introducing legislation to appro-
priate an additional $20 million to com-
bat this dread disease,

There are currently 5 million known
diabetics in this country and an esti-
mated 5 million more are believed to re-
main undetected. This number is growing
each year since diabetes has clearly es-
tablished hereditary factors. In fact, the
annual increase in victims exceeds the
general growth in population.

The physical toll of this crippler—
which is the fifth leading cause of death
in the United States—is taken mainly in
terms of blindness, kidney failure, epi-
dermal ulcers, and, in some cases, ampu-
tation of extremities made necessary by
irreversibly poor circulation.

The current yearly cost of diagnosis
and treatment of diabetes is $415 billion,
and the cost goes higher each year, Yet,
while the costs rise, the Federal Govern-
ment is spending less. The estimated
Federal allocation for programs in dia-
betes for fiscal year 1974 is $7,100,000;
this figure is down from $8,052,000 in fis-
cal year 1970.

There is no excuse for this neglect.
Seldom in the history of medical research
has it been possible to state with rea-
sonable certainty that mankind is on
the verge of a significant breakthrough.
Experts on diabetes have estimated, how-
ever, that a Federal input of $20 mil-
lion could result in the development of
a cure for diabetes within 1 year. Com-
pared to the amount the disease is now
draining from the economy—not to men-
tion the pain and suffering of victims of
the disease—this sum indeed seems neg-
ligible, What better evidence that “an
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of
cure”?

It is not as if diabetes and its treatment
are new to medical science. Last year
marked the fiftieth anniversary of the
discovery of insulin. Yet, while daily self-
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administration of this hormone has
unquestionably meant substantially in-
creased lifespans to vietims of the dis-
ease, research is still basically in the
fledgling stage. Important projects are
currently underway to find out exactly
how insulin is produced and how it does
its vital work. Even more impressive ad-
vances are being made in cell fransplants
and the development of an artificial
pancreas. Four research groups in dif-
ferent geographical areas of the country
are on the brink of a breakthrough
toward a cure for diabetes, along with a
possible breakthrough for supplementing
or replacing the functions of other vital
organs of the body which may have been
destroyed by numerous diseases.

But if we are to realize the fruition of
these possibilities, Congress must provide
the resources to do it. Twenty million
dollars hardly seems exorbitant in order
to spare diabetes victims the progres-
sively deleterious effects of this disease.
That $20 million will also mean adding
years to the lives of diabetics where life
expectancy is now only 17 years after
the age of onset for adults and 28 to 30
years in children.

With the significant strides that have
been made in practically all fields of
medicine—from the successful develop-
ment of pacemakers, kidney transplants,
plastic heart valves, heart transplants,
and the virtual cure of the once great
crippler, polio—surely we can do the
same in the case of diabetes with firm
commitment and comparatively minimal
funding.

As the wealthiest nation in the world,
I believe we can well afford the modest
funds which would enable us to seize this
rare opportunity to conquer one of the
Nation’s most prevalent and most deadly
diseases. It is high time for the Congress
to provide these funds.

ALL-STAR FOOTBALL GAME SPON-
SORED BY CHICAGO TRIBUNE
CHARITIES, INC.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. Youwng) is
recognized for 10 minutes,

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
at the present time in the 10th Illinois
Congressional District, more than 50
young men are in training to play foot-
ball for charity, for the direct benefit
of people less fortunate than themselves.

They are 1972 college all-America
football players. On July 27 in Chicago’s
Soldier Field, they will take part in the
40th annual all-star football game spon-
sored by Chicago Tribune Charities, Inc.
They will play the world professional
champion Miami Dolphins.

This game, as it has for each year
since 1934, will pit the cream of Ameri-
ca's college football teams against the
professional team that has proven itself
to be the best. Through the years, the
all-star game has continued to be one of
the most colorful sports events in the
Nation.

These young men are preparing for
their last game as collegiate stars in
Evanston, Ill. They are using the facili-
ties of Northwestern University and the
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university’s Dyche Stadium, in the 10th
District.

By way of history, the all-star game
was the idea of the late Arch Ward,
sports editor of the Chicago Tribune.
He conceived it at the request of Chi-
cago’s Mayor Edward Kelly to provide
a spectacular sports attraction for the
Chicago World’s Fair in 1934. The pre-
vious year, also at Mayor Kelly's re-
quest, Mr. Ward had organized an all-
star baseball game as a sports highlight
for Chicago’s century of progress expo-
sition.

That first all-star football game sent
college all-Americans under the guid-
ance of Coach Noble Kizer of Purdue
University against the professional prow-
ess of the Chicago Bears, It ended in a
scoreless tie.

I might note that in the second all-
star game in 1935, one of the partici-
pants was an all-American center from
the University of Michigan. Today he is
our distinguished minority leader, Mr.
GeraLD Forp of Michigan.

Since 1933, more than 3 million spec-
tators have watched the game through
the years, and more than 2,000 all-Amer-
jean college players have taken part,
many of them going on to fame as pro-
fessionals.

And during that same time, Chicago
Tribune Charities, Inc.,, has collected
more than $13 million, which has been
distributed to all major charities, re-
gardless of race, creed, or color.

This year's coach is John McKay, who
during the last college season led his
Southern California team through a per-
fect 11-0 schedule. The Miami Dolphins
also were undefeated last year.

Coaches through the years have in-
cluded some of the great names of foot-
ball—Bob Zuppke of Illinois, Bernie Bier-
man of Minnesota, Elmer Leyden and
Frank Leahy of Notre Dame, Gus Dorais
of the Detroit Lions, Bud Wilkinson of
Oklahoma, Otto Graham, Norm Van
Brocklin, Curly Lambeau, and Blanton
Collier.

Chicago Tribune Charities, Inc., is to
be congratulated for the continuing suc-
cess of the all-star game, which, because
of television, now is viewed coast to
coast.

Chicago Tribune Charities, Inc., de-
serves the sincere congratulations of
every Member of the House for the con-
tinuing success of the all-star game,
which now is viewed in many parts of
the world because of television. My con-
gratulations go also to George Strickler,
retired sports editor of the Chicago
Tribune who now serves Chicago Tribune
Charities, Inc. as executive director.

Congratulations also are due the offi-
cers and directors of Chicago Tribune
Charities, Ine., who are: President,
Cooper Rollow, the Chicago Tribune's
present sports editor; vice president,
Edward D, Corboy, vice president of the
Chicago Tribune Co.; treasurer, William
F. Caplice, controller of the newspaper's
parent organization, the Tribune Co.;
secretary, William N. Clark, secretary of
both the Tribune Co. and the Chicago
Tribune Co.; and director Clayton Kirk-
patrick, editor of the Chicago Tribune.

I invite my colleagues in the House to
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scan the list of college players who will
participate in this year's all-star game.
They come from across the Nation.

I also invite my colleagues to join with
me in congratulating each and every one
of these fine athletes—as well as their
coaches—for their efforts on behalf of
others by participating in this game for
charity.

Defensive linemen—Dave Butz of Pur-
due, St. Louis Cardinals; Wallace Cham-
bers of Eastern Eentucky, Chicago
Bears; Rich Glover of Nebraska, New
York Giants; John Grant of Southern
California, Denver Broncos; Greg Marx
of Notre Dame, Atlanta Falcons; John
Matuszak of Tampa, Houston Oilers;
Derland Moore of Oklahoma, New Or-
leans Saints, and Ernest Price of Texas
A. & M., Detroit Lions.

Linebackers—Bruce Bannon of Penn
State, New York Jets; Gail Clark of
Michigan State, Pittsburgh Steelers;
Jim Merlo of Stanford, New Orleans
Saints; Jamie Rotella of Tennessee, Bal-
timore Colts; John Skorupan of Penn
State, Buffalo Bills; Brad Van Pelt of
Michigan State, New York Giants; Gary
Weaver of Fresno State, Oakland Raid-
ers; and Jimmy Youngblood of Ten-
nessee Tech, Los Angeles Rams.

Defensive backs—Joseph Blahak of
Nebraska, Houston Oilers; Cullen Bryant
of Colorado, Los Angeles Rams; Bill Ca-
hill of Washington, New Orleans Saints;
Mike Holmes of Texas Southern, San
Francisco 49ers; Burgess Owens of Mia-
mi of Florida, New York Jets; James
Thomas of Florida State, Pittsburgh
Steelers, and Jackie Wallace of Arizona,
Minnesota Vikings.

Offensive linemen—Pete Adams of
Southern California, Cleveland Browns;
Tom Brahaney of Oklahoma, St. Louis
Cardinals; Dave Brown of Southern
California, Los Angeles Rams; Joe De
Lamielleure of Michigan State, Buifalo
Bills; John Hannah of Alabama, New
England Patriots; Paul Howard of Brig-
ham Young, Denver Broncos; Guy Mor-
ris of Texas Christian, Philadelphia Ea-
gles; Paul Seymour of Michigan, Buffalo
Bills; Jerry Sisemore of Texas, Philadel-
phia Eagles; and Robert Woods of Ten-
nessee State, New York Jets.

Tight ends—Gary Butler of Rice,
Kansas City Chiefs, Mike Creanery of
Notre Dame, Chicago Bears, and
Charles Young of Southern California,
Philadelphia Eagles.

Quarterbacks—Joe Ferguson of Ar-
kansas, Buffalo Bills; and Bert Jones of
Louisiana State, Baltimore Colts.

Running backs—George Amundsen of
Iowa State, Houston Oilers; Otis Arm-
strong of Purdue, Denver Broncos; Sam
Cunningham of Southern California,
New England Patriots; Chuck Foreman
of Miami of Florida, Minnesota Vikings;
Terry Metcalfe of Long Beach State, St.
Louis Cardinals; Bill Olds of Nebraska,
Baltimore Colts; and Greg Pruitt of Ok-
lahoma, Cleveland Browns.

Wide receivers—Issac Curtis of San
Diego State, Cincinnati Bengals; Steve
Holden of Arizona State, Cleveland
Browns; Barry Smith of Florida State,
Green Bay Packers; Darryl Stingley of
Purdue, New England Patriots; and Joe
Wylie of Oklahoma, Oakland Raiders.
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Kicker—Ray Guy of Southern Missis-
sippi, Oakland Raiders.

ABORTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. HANRAHAN) Iis
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HANRAHAN. Mr. Speaker, the
questions being raised in this country
surrounding the legalization of abortion
are complex ones, both judicially and
morally. They are questions of major sig-
nificance to every mother and father, to
every unborn child, and to every human
being.

Many individuals, in struggling to
judge this issue humanely, begin to find
conflict between the moral obligation not
to destroy life, the right of a mother to
choose termination of her own pregnancy
rather than the right of the Supreme
Court to make such a choice, and the de-
sire to protect our world from over-
population.

The full inpact of the recent Supreme
Court decision is just beginning to be
felt. In its two decisions, on January 22,
1973, the Court virtually nullified all ex-
isting State laws concerning abortion.

After reviewing these decisions, I con-
cluded that, given the gravity of the
issues at stake, and the wide variance of
public sentiment, the proper solution is
to restore to the States the power to deal
with the abortion issue.

For this reason, I have cosponsored
House Joint Resolution 537, which would
amend the Constitution so as to guaran-
tee the States the power to enact laws
respecting the life of an unborn child,
from the time of conception.

The proposed constitutional amend-
ment reads:

Nothing in this Constitution shall bar any
State, or the Congress, with regard to any
area over which it is granted the power to
exercise exclusive legislation, from enacting
laws respecting the life of an unborn child
from the time of conception.

This amendment assures that the
people, through their chosen representa-
tives, will have a say in deciding where
to draw the line between the rights of
the mother and the rights of the un-
born child.

Already many States have sought to
regain the power stripped from them by
the recent Court decision. The attorneys
general of States such as Montana, have
declared the existing State laws valid
until specifically struck down by another
court. The Rhode Island Legislature has
passed a bill guaranteeing the 14th
amendment’s equal protection of the laws
to the unborn child.

Still other States such as Maryland
and Virginia have voted down hills which
would have brought the State law into
conformity with the Supreme Court
guidelines.

In Indiana, the legislature has included
amendments—consent of husband, par-
ents or guardians; written consent of
women; 48-hours delay prior to the op-
eration; provisions for 1live birth of
aborted infants—which indicated the
fieople's voice through their representa-

ves.

The Illinois State General Assembly
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has been active in legislating to regulate
the procedural criteria for abortion, since
the Supreme Court has left that question
undecided.

The evidence is strong to indicate the
citizens of this country are not content
to give up their State’s rights to decide
the question for themselves. The consti-
tutional amendment I have cosponsored
would provide an avenue of expression
for the vast numbers of Americans who
believe abortion to be wrong. Many of
these people have been frustrated by
their inability to influence any decision
as to where the line should be drawn be-
tween the rights of the mother and the
rights of the unborn child.

In a recent poll of my district, the pre-
liminary results show a distinct split
among the respondents on the issue of
abortion. How can we, at the Federal
level, possibly hope to pass legislation
reflecting diverse public sentiment? I be-
lieve the States have a right to make
sociological and medical determination
on their own. This is an issue best left to
the people to decide.

ANNIVERSARY OF VILLAGE OF DUN-
DEE IN YATES COUNTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WaLsH) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, on Friday,
July 27, the village of Dundee in Yates
County will celebrate its 125th anniver-
sary. Actually, the history of the village
goes back many years before it was in-
corporated with the name of Dundee.

The long and interesting tale of the
founding of this village and its progress
through the years really began early in
the 19th century and I would like to
share that story with my colleagues.

In 1807, Isaac Starks erected a mill on
Big Stream. This was the first building
in the settlement and so the community
was called Stark’s Mill. For many years
the inhabitants lived chiefly along the
banks of the Big Stream. There was a
store, a tavern, a blacksmith shop, the
sawmill, and an ashery.

In 1812, Griffin Hazard built the first
grist mill on Big Stream and about the
same year, John Starkey and Clayton
Semans started another store.

An east-west road, now Union and
Seneca Streets, was cleared of trees and
opened in 1813, the same year the first
framehouse was built. The settlement
became Harpendings Corners, a barren
place with stumps in the streets filled
with piles of lumber, shingles, and staves.
Cows, pigs, and geese ran at large.

There were no shade trees, no church-
es, no sidewalks, no lawyers, no stages,
and no livery. Long rows of rail fences
lined the few dirt roads which passed
for streets. Indians were numerous in the
vicinity and came to the settlement to
make salt.

The year 1820 was a milestone for the
settlement. The old red schoolhouse, also
used for religious purpose, was con-
structed. It was torn down in 1845. The
first preaching was by old Mr. Parker,
one of the Friends. He was known to
remark:
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If his preaching wasn’t very good, it wasn't
very dear either, as he charged nothing for
his services.

In 1824, the Reading Masonic Lodge
was established.

One year later, Samuel Harpending
became the first postmaster and weekly
mail delivery was started. It lasted until
1838.

The early 1830’s were boom years for
the settlement. Samuel Huston started
the boom when he built a store on the
corner of Union and Water streets. There
were 26 mills on Big Stream and Rock
Stream. At this time also, the Baptist,
Methodist, Presbyterian, and Free
Churches were organized.

In 1832, the old red schoolhouse, used
by John Starkey as a store, was moved
from its location—where the Fred Hunt
residence now is on Main Street—given
a lean-to addition and relocated where
the Presbyterian church now stands. It
was used on Sundays for church and
rented out weekdays as a school.

The village got its present name in
1833. It was renamed Dundee after the
old hymn tune of the same name, writ-
ten by James Gifford, an old-fashioned
singing school teacher. When Gifford left
Dundee he established the communities
of Elgin and Dundee, Ill.

Nehamiah Reples became the post-
master in 1838 and dispensed the semi-
weekly mail deliveries from his kitchen.

In 1839, a count was taken and it was
reported that nine establishments sold
intoxicating beverages.

The office of postmaster changed
hands in 1843. Edward Hoogland, a prac-
ticing attorney in Dundee, got the job
by being “honored with the confidence
of his friends and neighbors, as well as
with the assistance of an extensive fam-
ily influence.” The Record, a newspaper,
was “projected” by G. J. Booth of Elmira.
It was printed in a shop over the post-
office. Postmaster Hoogland rendered
every assistance he could and purchased
the Record in 1848 “faithfully dissemi-
nating local intelligence without fear or
favor.”—1848 was an historic year for
Dundee, for in that year the settlement
was incorporated as a village with 250
voters present.

Something new made its first appear-
ance in Dundee the following year. What
was then called a bowling saloon was
opened. No boys without parents and no
betting or gambling were allowed. Also,
the Methodist Church on Union Street
was bought by three gentlemen and
moved to Spring Street where it became
Dundee Academy.

By 1850, it was becoming obvious that
Dundee was becoming a boom town.
There were seven dry goods stores, four
grocery and oyster shops, a bookstore,
a drug and paint store, three tailors, two
carriage makers, five blacksmiths, a tan-
nery, a fulling mill and cloth factory, a
millwright, an insurance agent and sur-
veyor, a sash and blind factory, four
milliner shops, a cooper shop, one cough
syrup manufactory, three livery stables
and stage proprietors, two brick yards,
five sawmills, two salt manufactories, six
plow factories, two chair and cabinet
makers, two iron foundries, two saddle
and harness makers, two pattern and
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machine shops, two boot and shoe stores,
three tailoresses and three taverns.

The Dundee Union Agricultural So-
ciety, forerunner of the Dundee Fair As-
sociation, was organized in 1855. That
same year, the Dundee Academy was in-
corporated by the New York State Board
of Regents.

Just 1-year later, the first bank in the
village, Raplee's Banking and Exchange
Bank, opened its doors in a building on
Seneca Street. That was the forerunner
of the Dundee State Bank.

The years 1859, 1860 and 1861 were
tragic ones for the village. First, the east
side of Main Street burned down in a
fire that did $25,000 damage. In 1860,
Main Street West burned in a spectacu-
lar $60,000 fire. At the time, the village
had a population of 732. Finally, in 1861,
the worst fire in the history of Dundee
destroyed 40 buildings, the main portion
of the business section. Damage was esti-
mated at $76,000 and there were no
places of business left after this con-
flagration. As a result, the merchants of
the village built rough board shanties,
100 feet long, where they conducted busi-
ness-as-usual until permanent buildings
could be constructed.

Dundee saw its second banking house
open in 1868 operated by L. J. Wilkin.
This later became the Dundee National
Bank.

Ten years later the Dundee Observer
brought out its first issue and has been
in continuous publication from that date
to this, And the first train ran on the
Fall Brook Railroad line.

The Dundee Preparatory School was
built in 1879 on Upper Water Street with
Professor Kline at the helm.

In 1880, the first Catholic Church in
Dundee was organized with 125 mem-
bers. Services were held once every 3
weeks.

The Casino, a building where various
amusements, plays, programs, and re-
vivals were held, was in full swing in
1885. About the same time, evaporated
black raspberries were a big business,
with seven large and five small evapo-
rators unable to supply the demand.
Evaporated berries were sold at 27%
cents per pound. Under odds and ends
for the year 1885, George Ardrey killed
and sold to the Harpending House, a
turkey weighing 35 pounds. The guests
at the hostelry pronounced it very tender
and of excellent flavor. Three hotels were
in full operation in the village. The new
street-lamp lighter was Mr. Gannon.
Also about this time, J. J, O'Brien formed
a partnership with C. J, Watson in a
produce business. For many years they
dealt in black raspberries as well as other
farm produce.

In 1887, the Dundee Preparatory
School burned. As a result, the brick
high school on Harpending Avenue was
built in 1888 and became the Dundee
Free High School in 1891. Also, as a re-
sult of the fire, villagers ratified the ac-
tion of a committee to purchase a hook
and ladder truck for village use and to
organize a hook and ladder company. At
a later meeting in the Coliseum, charter
members elected to the G. P. L. Hook
and Ladder Co. were; H. V. L, Jones, E.
M. Horton, C. S. Hoyt, J. H. Knapp,
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Clayton Bigelow, Philo Rogers, E. M.
Sawyer, H. I. Young, E. Vreeland and
Clayton Howell. The firehouse was on
Hollister Street and housed the Comet
and Red Rover hand pumpers., The old
Comet met an ignominious end, in a few
years, when it was converted to the pro-
saic job of street repair.

Yet another fire in 1890 burned down
the fair house necessitating a one day
delay in the fair. But as a tribute to the
spirit of the residents of the village, tents
were set up and a record crowd of 4,000
attended on the first day.

In 1892, the brick schoolhouse on Sen-
eca Street was built and put into use.

Dundee had its last severe fire in 1894
when the Presbyterian Church and sev-
eral business blocks were destroyed in a
blaze that also killed one person.

The Fourth of July celebration in 1896
almost became a tragedy when a cannon
being fired burst and hurled large pieces
of iron a great distance. Fortunately no
one was hurt. The iron was cast in 1876
at the Dundee Foundry. That same year,
the first commencement in the new un-
ion school district was held from Dundee
High School. The business community
got a boost when the Dundee Electric
and Lighting Plant was constructed by
Edward L. “Lectric Light” Bailey east of
the railroad tracks. Competition from the
Dundee Observer proved too much for
the publisher of the Dundee Record who
decided to move all his equipment to
Corning.

At the turn of the century, three
chemical hand pumpers were purchased
for the fire company. At the time, they
were manually hauled by drag lines.
Also, the first rural mail deliveries were
begun with mail carried in a wooden
box, 12 by 6 inches with dividing parti-
tions, thus separating the mail. On the
first delivery, there were eight letters,
nine newspapers, and one parcel.

In 1902, Dundee Lodge No. 450, 1.O.O.F.
was organized.

The Dundee Telephone & Telegraph
Co. was established in 1903 with an in-
itial investment of $5,000 and 50 shares
of stock. It began operation in the back
of Gilbert’s Drug Store and remained
there a year when the equipment was
moved upstairs. There they stayed until
1963 when the operation came back
downstairs. Silas Price was an owner and
the first telephone operator. Later opera-
tors were Harry Weeks and Ernest
Sproul. The first female operator was
Mabel Turk, the late Mrs. C. J. Sackett.

The telephone service improved an-
other step in 1904 when toll telephone
lines from the village were inaugurated.

A village tradition, the Letts home
came into existence in 1906 when Mary
Letts left money, her home, and her
household goods for a home for ladies.
An organization to care for the property
was formed with representatives from
the Masonic Lodge, the Baptist, Pres-
byterian, Methodist, and Episcopal
Churches. A representative from the
Catholic Church was added about 1960.
In 1962, an apartment was added to the
House with money left by Nettie Trask.
In that same year, the G. P. L. Hook and
Ladder Co. changed its name to the Dun-
dee Volunteer Fire Department—1908
marked the opening of the Dundee Li-
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brary on Saturday afternoons only. The
library had 290 books in a room over
the National Bank,

The village rang to the sound of a new
fire bell in 1909. It was generally agreed
it sounded better than the old one. That
same year, the horseless carriage made
its debut in Dundee when three gentle-
men purchased and drove from Elmira
three automobiles: one, a 20-horsepower
Ford; one, a 20-horsepower Franklin;
and the third a 10-horsepower Oldsmo-
bile. H. B. and H. C. Harpending regis-
tered and transferred more Berkshire
hogs than any other two breeders in the
United States.

In 1914, the worst winter storm since
the blizzard of 1888 isolated Dundee for
several hours on March 4. Mail and train
service were suspended for several days.

The black raspberry business contin-
ued to grow and in 1916, 1,000 people
were employed in the harvest. Streets
were lighted from dusk to 1 a.m., then
only on nights when the almanac said no
moon would be visible. And for the house-
wives of Dundee, current was supplied
Tuesday mornings for the benefit of
those few who used electric irons.

The Dundee Observer was purchased
by Harry C. Smith who had come to Dun-
dee in 1914 as principal of the high
school.

The village fathers decided that traffic
regulations were needed in 1917. Before
that there were no traffic rules so drivers
could go in either direction on both sides
of the streets and leave their cars any-
where. Also in that year, the Dundee
Chapter of the American Red Cross was
founded.

The library became a “free” Library
in 1918 with a yearly appropriation from
the village of $400. During that same
year, a terrible flu epidemic struck that
closed all public places including the
school, the library, and the theater.
There were no public meetings and all
children were required to stay off the
streets. This regulation was in force 3
weeks. About this time, a Boy Scout
troop was organized with Sam Murdock,
scoutmaster.

In 1921, electric current to the village
became continuous day and night when
a transmission line from Seneca Mills to
Dundee was installed. Power was gen-
erated by water coming through the out-
let at Keuka Lake. And the Beekman
Theatre opened.

About 1923, Dr. C. J. Spencer, a well-
known veterinarian, spurred on by the
death of a friend who had been gored
by a bull, invented a device which he
called Dr. Spencer’s Bull Tamer. In 1925,
he organized a company, Spencer
Brothers Inc., which manufactured the
bull tamer, other cattle devices and stock
medicine sold all over the world.

The year 1925 was a big one for Dun-
dee when the Morton Salt Co. first be-
came interested in mining salt in this
area when they purchashed Severne
Point on Seneca Lake.

On December 23, 1929, Dundee took a
step closer to the modern age when the
new water and sewer systems were
opened for use.

A new industry reared its head in Dun-
dee in 1930 when leases for drilling for
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gas and oil were filed in the Yates County
Clerk’s Office by the Belmont Quadrangle
Drilling Co. In March, they first struck
gas on Hause Hill. The second well was
brought in on the Roy Litteer farm.

Church bells were rung for 10 min-
utes, January 10th in celebration of the
10th anniversary of prohibition; and the
manager of the Beekman Theatre an-
nounced the discontinuation of silent
pictures. Dundee firemen used the new
water system for the first time Septem-
ber 12 when Fred David’s ice house
burned.

In 1931, excitement ran high in the
area over the drilling of gas wells, which
had reached 93 in number—5,000 people
attented a public exhibition of drilling-
in and capping a well one weekend.

Still another industry made its mark
in the area in 1932 and 1933. Wright-
Built Boats on Water Street began
building sailboats of all kinds, including
the well-known K-boat. Then Charles
Wixom started a boat-building business
in his barn on Bigelow Avenue and
adopted the name Dundee Boats for his
small fishing craft. Both of these com-
f;a.ynies sold their boats all over the coun-

In 1935, a torrential rain brought area
floods and destruction. But despite
flooded homes and some washed out
streets, Dundee was spared devastating
damage.

The estate of Ursula Sworts left the
village $5,000 in 1936 “for the purpose of
acquiring, creating, continuing and
maintaining a public park in Dundee or
within 1 mile thereof.”

A berry was named for Dundee in 1937
by New York State because the village
had been so heavily engaged in the rasp-
berry business.

In 1940, a business that would soon
become one of the largest in the Dundee
area was founded. The Dundee Grape
Juice Co. originated when Lewis Kleckler
began pressing and processing grape
juice in the old creamery building on
Hollister Street.

The war years were quiet ones for
Dundee. The post office moved to Main
Street, school boys were excused from
classes to work in the fields, a Girl Seout
troop was organized and in 1942, the na-
tional bank closed ifts doors because of
the death of its president, Pierre Har-
pending, and the loss of several em-
ployees to the war effort.

But in 1949, things began to move again
when the Wolcott family of Elmira pur-
chased Dundee Grape Juice which has
since been renamed Seneca Foods Corp.
It has expanded greatly, now employs
more than 1,500 people and has annual
sales of more than $120 million.

In 1951, an emergency car, a red 1936
Pontiac was purchased by the firemen
and a squad of men was selected to re-
ceive Red Cross training and instruc-
tion. That same year, the Dundee Bible
Church was organized with Sunday eve-
ning services in the Odd Fellows hali.

Radio station WFLR was licensed and
began operation in 1956, the same year
that the Dundee Area United Fund was
organized and held its first fundraising
campaign with Douglas Miles as chair-
man.
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In 1958, the Southern Tier Library
System was inaugurated with the Dun-
dee Free Library as one of the original
libraries in the system.

In the early 1960’s, the new modern
post office opened on Main Street under
the direction of Postmaster Lawrence.

Strayline and the Dundee Telephone
System converted to dial and direct dis-
tance dialing,

The economy of Dundee got another
boost in 1966 with the expansion of the
Morton Salt Co. The company began ex-
ploratory drilling in this area. In 1969,
they began preparations for mining by
sinking two shafts on their property ad-
jacent to Himrod. By 1973, the company
was in full operation and employing 135
people of whom 125 were local.

In 1968, the Grace Episcopal Church
on Seneca Street was given to the town
of Starkey for a town hall by the Har-
pending heirs. The family had originally
given the land to the church in 1884. The
new sewage treatment plant on the
Dundee-Glenora Road was put into oper-
ation.

The fire department continued to grow
in 1969, with the completion of a new
firehouse on Union Street on the site of
the old town hall. The building also
housed the village and police offices.

Under odds and ends for 1971: Tele-
phone operators became a thing of the
past, an elementary wing and a new high
school gymnasium were voted as addi-
tions to the Dundee Central School and
the Dundee Area Historical Society was
formed.

In 1972, Tommy’'s Holiday Camp open-
ed on Main Street under the auspices of
the Yates County Narcotics Guidance
Council for the purpose of giving pre-
ventative education on drugs and for pro-
viding area youth with recreational ac-
tivities.

The Dundee Fire Co. continued its ex-
pansion in 1972 with the purchases of a
new pumper-tanker and a 1968 Cadillac
ambulance. This gave the emergency
squad two ambulances in service. Twelve
of the 16 squad members are certified
medical emergency technicians of the
State of New York.

The village now has a six-man police
force headed by Chief Mortensen. As in
1935, when the village escaped serious
damage from a devastating storm, the
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ravages resulting from Hurricane Agnes
affected Dundee residents only slightly.
But many villagers and civic organiza-
tions were actively involved in relief ef-
forts for the less fortunate in the south-
ern tier. Another example of the spirit of
those who live in Dundee.

Finally in 1973, the community is bus-
ily involved in preparations for the
sesquicentennial celebration, July 22
through 28. The honorary chairman is
Mrs. Lewis Rochester Hanmer, whose
ancestors—the Raplees—came to Yates
County in 1805. General cochairmen: Dr.
Henry M. Lane and Mr. Donald Backer;
treasurer, Mr. Edward Raps; recording
secretary, Mrs, Alma Beard.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (M. Gieeons) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, several
of my colleagues have joined me in re-
introducing legislation that would create
a standing Committee on Energy in the
House of Representatives. Altogether I
have introduced three identical bills on
this subject, House Resolution, 439 in-
troduced on June 13, and House Resolu-
tion 489 and House Resolution 490 intro-
duced yesterday with 29 cosponsors.

Although the need for a comprehensive
energy policy is painfully apparent, we
here in Congress have done very little
to develop such a policy. So far we have
met our many energy problems with a
fragmented, scatter-gun approach, send-
ing energy-related legislation to commit-
tees all over the House, giving ourselves
no opportunity to relate these various
pieces of legislation to an overall energy
picture. I have included two charts at
the end of my remarks to illustrate this
present chaotic state of affairs. The first
one breaks down the number of bills and
resolutions referred to each House com-
mittee as of June 20 this session. As you
can see from the totals at the bottom of
this chart, the 382 energy related bills
and resolutions introduced this session
were distributed among 17 of the 21
standing committees in the House. The
second chart lists the committees which
have dealt with each of several energy
topics during the 92d and 93d Congresses.

CHART NO. 1
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With this kind of duplication of efforts,
and with 17 different committees each
considering a separate subsection of
energy legislation, it is obvious to me
that the input for a coordinated national
energy program is certainly not going to
emerge from this House of Congress.

In the President’s energy message of
June 28, he proposed a reorganization
of the Federal Government which called
for the creation of a new Federal depart-
ment and an Energy Policy Office within
the Executive Office. In giving his rea-
sons for the proposed change, the Presi-
dent remarked that—

The acquisition, distribution, and conser-
vation of energy resources have become in-
creasingly complex and lncreasmgly critical
to the functioning of our economy and our
soclety.

It is lJaudable that the President recog-
nizes that the times demand direction in
the formation of the U.S. energy policy,
but what are we in Congress to do in the
meantime? We cannot become content
to simply answer “Yes” or “No” to energy
policy suggestions from the executive
branch, supplying none of the initiative
or leadership ourselves. On the contrary,
in an area so “critical to the functioning
of our economy and our society,” the di-
rection should come from Congress, the
arm of the Federal Government most
available to the American people.

A House Committee on Energy would
give us a forum through which we could
effectively deal with our short- and long-
term energy needs. My bill calls for a
legislative committee which would review
all energy related bills for the explicit
purpose of developing and maintaining
on a permanent basis a coordinated ener-
gy policy for the United States. In cases
where existing committees already have
jurisdiction in certain types of energy
legislation, the Committee on Energy will
have concurrent jurisdiction. While an-
other committee’s scrutiny may be nec-
essary because of the particular nature
of a bill, the bill still must be related to
our other efforts in the energy field if we
are going to have an effectively coordi-
nated program. I believe it is absolutely
foolish not to have a permanent stand-
ing committee that has expertise in this
legislative area of such enormous and
continuing importance.

The charts described above follow:

ENERGY RELATED LEGISLATION, INTRODUCED IN THE 93D CONGRESS, IST SESSION—THROUGH JUNE 20, 1973

House
joint
resolutions

House

Committees to which referred bills

House
concurrent
resolutions

House
resolutions

» Agriculture___..._..
, Armed Services..
. Atomic Energy________
Banking and Currency.
Education and Labor__
, Foreign Affairs_ ...
, Government Operations__
, Interior and Insular Affairs
9, Interstate and Foreign Commerce
10; Judiciary. - s .o e e

Committees to which referred

House House
House joint  concurrent
bills  resoluti resoluti

, Merchant Marine and Fisheries...___.
. Post Office and Civil Service_.._

, Public W

M EGRREEC S AT AT ]
, Science and Astronautics
. Ways and Means_________
, House Administration_ __

Total __

Note: Total number of bills and resolutions, 382,

House COMMITTEES INVOLVED IN ENERGY
IssUES

(A list of energy-related topics dealt with
in legislation, hearings, and reports by
committees of the House of Representa-
tives during the 92d and 93d Congresses)

Subject and committees listed
Coal: Education and Labor; Interior and
Insular Affairs; Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce; Public Works; Ways and Means.
Geothermal: Interior and Insular Affairs.
Natural Gas: Interior and Insular Affairs;

Interstate and Forelgn Commerce; Merchant
Marine and Fisheries; Ways and Means,
Nuclear: Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy; Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
Petroleum: Banking and Currency; Foreign
Affairs; Government Operations; Interior and
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Insular Affairs; Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce; Joint Economic Committee; Judici-
ary; Merchant Marine and Fisheries; Ways
and Means.

Solar: Sclence and Astronautics.

Water Power: Interior and Insular Affairs;
Public Works.

Electric Power and Utilities: Agriculture;
Appropriations; Interior and Insular Affairs;
Interstate and Foreign Commerce; FPublic
Works; Science and Astronauties.

Conservation, Comprehensive, and for
Overview: Banking and Currency; Foreign
Affairs; Government Operations; Interior and
Insular Affairs; Public Works; Science and
Astronautics.

Energy Organization: Foreign Affairs; Gov-
ernment Operations; Interior and Insular
Affairs; Interstate and Foreign Commerce;
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy; Rules;
Science and Astronautics; Ways and Means.

Environmental Frotection Aspects: In-
terior and Insular Affairs; Merchant Marine
and Fisheries; Public Works; Science and
Astronautics.

Research and Development: Government
Operations; Interior and Insular Affairs; In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce; Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, Science and Astronau-
tics; Ways and Means,

SOME COMMENTS ON THE TRADE
REFORM ACT OF 1973—H.R. 6767

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr, Speaker, very
soon we will be discussing the Trade Re-
form Aect of 1973 (H.R. 6767). In fact, it
is imperative that we provide our U.S.
negotiators at the forthcoming GATT
talks, to be held in Tokyo and begin-
ning in September this year, with a very
specific set of guidelines within which
they can operate and horse trade with
our major trading partners.

The context within which these inter-
national trade negotiations will take
place is of the utmost importance in the
light of our vicious balance-of-payments
problem, our increasing trade deficits,
our inability to compete successfully on
world markets without repeated devalua-
tions, our seeming cost spiral for all in-
dustrial foods, our obvious tendency to
allow our multinational corporations to
dictate our future economic relations
overseas, the apparent unwillingness of
our trading partners to extend to us a
helping, or rather accommodating, hand
in trade despite the billions we have
pumped into their economies to re-
habilitate their war-ravaged economies,
and, finally, our makeshift policies since
the expiration in 1972 of the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962.

We are living in rather ambiguous
times, especially insofar as our foreign
economic interrelationships are con-
cerned. These economic relationships are
going to be affected by our proposed
trade legislation for some time to come.
‘We are either going to get cooperation in
our negotiations in Tokyo or there is go-
ing to be strong economic nationalism by
which each nation or bloc will be maneu-
vering for advantage.

What I am looking forward to is the
willingness of the GATT partners to es-
tablish rules for fair trade as well as the
setting of new international standards
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for safeguards and balance-of-payments
adjustments.

My purpose in mentioning this so-
called Reform Act in trade matters be-
fore it is called up for debate is to give
notice that no matter how optimistic
we may be in hopes of passing this rather
comprehensive piece of legislation I will
propose many an amendment in line with
the Burke-Hartke trade proposal (H.R.
62) of which I am a cosponsor. Since we
really do not know yet in what form the
House Ways and Means Committee will
submit the administration bill for our
consideration, it would be premature for
me to discuss each title of the bill in de-
tail. Suffice it to say that in the forth-
coming debate I will speak on each of
the various titles in turn; namely:

First. The power to be granted the
President to lower or raise tariffs;

Second. Trade with Communist coun-
tries on the most-favored-nation—
MFN—oprinciple;

Third. Preferential tariff treatment to
imports from developing countries;

Fourth. Nontariff trade barriers;

Fifth. Adjustment assistance to our
workers;

Sixth. Balance-of-payments problems
and new trade actions; and

Seventh. The escape clause.

These seven aspects of forthcoming
trade legislative debate are all impor-
tant to me, for in this instance, I speak
out predominantly on behalf of Ameri-
can labor. This is a cause I express freely
and willingly, for in any discussion on
the new trade bill here on this House
floor, I feel it incumbent on myself to
speak up for the laboring man in my
district and my State. For at stake is
the American living standard, the Na-
tion’s industrial base, its productivity ad-
vance, and job opportunities. On behalf
of labor, I say that a thorough revision
of the U.8., Government’s posture and
policy is required to meet present reali-
ties and be prepared for an abundant
future for all of us.

In 1934 Cordell Hull enunciated a re-
ciprocal trade agreement program, a
trade program noted particularly for the
benefit to accrue to the American labor-
ing man because of increasing produc-
tivity here at home of goods for exports.
Tariffs were to be reduced so as fo in-
crease the international interchange of
goods. Such tariff reductions have been
legislated in 11 renewals of authority
granted to the President since 1934 to
negotiate reciprocal trade concessions
with other nations.

Yet, today, even as we note the fact
we have cut our tariffs more than any
other nation, we are actually experienc-
ing a trade deficit, larger and larger each
successive quarter, with more and more
plant closings and more and more work-
ers affected injuriously by excessive im-
ports of competing products from our
trading partners. Hence the desperate
need for Congress to vote on a trade bill
that is fair to all. The last time both
Houses voted on such a comprehensive
trade bill was when we passed the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962. This has been
our trading blueprint for the last decade.
Under it we negotiated the Kennedy
round of tariff reductions with our
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major trading partners in the supposedly
secure hope that a new period of pros-
perity and reciprocal concessions in in-
ternational trade had arrived.

But this was not to be.

As you all know, the Common Market
and Japan began to increase their non-
tariff trade barriers to our exports, and,
because of our new lowest tariff duties,
applied a concerted effort to overwhelm
our domestic market with textiles, shoes,
electronics, bicycles, cars, and what have
you, without any regard to the disrup-
tion caused to our domestic labor mar-
ket or to our competitive consumer off-
set areas. You are all too familiar with
the closing of hundreds of plants and the
retrenchment of thousands of jobs in all
areas due to these cheaper competitive
imports.

Just note the following:

In 1970 we had a trade surplus of $2.2
billion. By the end of 1971 we had a com-
plete somersault in trade and for the
first time in 83 years we had a trade def-
icit of $2.7 billion. Once the rot began it
accelerated to a deficit of $6.3 billion in
1972. In the figures released for the first
quarter of 1973 imports amounted to
$16.26 billion and exports $15.34 billion
leaving a deficit of $920 million. We are
told that the deficit for March was only
$53 million, denoting a welcome reduc-
tion of the impact onslaught and that
the prognostication for 1973 was a trade
deficit in the nature of only $1.68 billion.
In addition we have been told that these
depressing figures should not be inter-
preted as indicating that a rising and
sustained improvement in our trading
position is underway. We have been ex-
horted to be thankful that a 15.5 percent
export expansion took place in the first
quarter of 1973. My question is why
should we be thankful for a trade deficit
and why should we allow it to continue
because the concessions are all onesided
and we have become the dumping ground
of other countries who are dictating our
trading terms.

One of the major factors of our trade
deficit during the last 2 years has been
the excessive surplus heaped up by Japan
in its trading exchange with the U.S.A.
This exchange has been against our in-
terests because Japan has no raw mate-
rials to export, only highly profitable
manufacturers such as textiles, electron-
ics, steel goods, cars, and other labor-
intensive products, while our exports
have been confined fo feed ~rains, flour,
soya beans, lumber, cotton, and other
raw materials of much lesser value be-
cause of volume,

You and I know that Japanese trade
barriers are rather onerous and that
there has been a very reluctant willing-
ness even to discuss with us such things
as their very stringent import quotas;
tariffs on many of our manufactured
items, far higher than ours; the effective
exclusion of foreign suppliers from Jap-
anese Government procurement—while
clamoring against our “Buy American
Act"—governmental limitations on fi-
nancing arrangements of Japanese im-
porters while helping exporters; and
controls and hindering regulations on
foreign-owned processing and selling fa-
cilities in Japan.
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Last year, as the trend of our trade
deficit became more snd more clear a
concerted effort began in Congress, one
largely engineered and supported whole-
heartedly by AFL-CIO unions for a com-
plete legislative program combining in
one package tax, trade, and investment
controls. This Burke-Hartke bill (H.R.
10914 and S. 2592) or the Foreign Trade
and Investment Act of 1972 of which I
was a cosponsor, became the rallying cry
for a new dynamic trade policy. The same
is now true as once again we have in-
troduced the same bill (H.R. 62), This
bill has occasioned both violent support
and equally vociferous opposition. From
its very contents it was adduced that
large importers and certainly the giant
business enterprises and manufacturers
with subsidiaries abroad would oppose its
enactment. Many liberal groups and in-
ternationalists saw it as disastrous in
content, as inimical to our foreign com-
mitments, as leading to massive retalia-
tion on the part of our trading partners,
as restrictive of our own productive ca-
pacity, as leading to higher prices for
domestic consumer goods, in short, as
being a bad bill worthy of defeat. They
opposed it last year and we expect them
to oppose it even more this year—as evi-
denced by the discussion in the House
Ways and Means Committee hearings.

On the other hand proponents of the
bill, particularly labor unions, submitted
many cogent arguments in its favor in
1972 and favor it even more now, be-
cause—

First. It will curtail injurious imports
to an appreciable extent;

Second. It will put our trade balance

in perspective with our overseas commit-
ments;

Third. It will safeguard American
jobs now being taken over by foreign
production;

Fourth. It will increase our tax reve-

nues from international investment,
patent, and leasing arrangements;

Fifth. It will put a premium on volun-
tary restriction of excessive competitive
imports;

Sixth, It will, only as a last resort, im-
pose quotas as a percentage of a 5-year
period—notably 1965-69;

Seventh. It will create an exemplary
three-man commission, representing gov-
ernment, industry, labor plus consumers,
which will take over all controls on
trade, instead of the present fragmented
structure of responsibilities among agen-
cies; and

Eighth. It will take care of many small
inequities in international trade that
hurt our economy and labor—notably
anvidumping  duties, countervailing
duties, border industry imports, the Buy
American Act, the “American Selling
Price”—ASP—principle, and many other
smaller tariff procedures, presently en-
shrined in law.

I am for a frank discussion of all as-
pects of our current trade and invest-
ment dilemma and in favor of early pas-
sage of a new trade bill. Certainly, many
amendments will have to be made—in
my opinion, in line with the Burke-
Hartke proposal—for exceptions, a larger
spelling-out of our and foreign responsi-
bilities, acceptance of various interna-
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tional commitments, as of GATT, and
the inclusion of the other smaller provi-
sions mentioned before. Many of my col-
leagues here, known as friends of the
American laboring man, are sponsors of
the Burke-Hartke bill. There is a deep
concern for the livelihood and living
standards of our working men and con-
sumers, for job security, hard-won fringe
benefits, for a reduction of unemploy-
ment, for increasing productivity here at
home, and an awareness of “fair” trade
on a reciprocal basis, denied us hitherto.

Now I come to the crux of the whole
trade controversy, namely the support or
not of the new Trade Reform Act of 1973,
or H.R. 6767, the trade proposal sent to
Congress by President Nixon on April 10
and soon to be discussed.

As you know, it has been stated before
that the Burke-Hartke bill has no chance
of passing because of its serious protec-
tionist or quota nature. Yet, because
labor, consumer groups, American indus-
try and many here in Congress itself—
among whom I include myself—have ex-
pressed deep concern over our current
trading posture, the present administra-
tion held extensive conversations with
all the various groups concerned before
finally coming up with this new, but care-
fully orchestrated bill. Hopefully they
have put something in the bill for every-
one, hoping thereby to get the authority
to negotiate on behalf of all. This is the
bill that Congress is supposed to pass by
the end of August so as to get the GATT
ball rolling.

The GATT nations are going to begin a
new round of tariff negotiations—prob-
ably the Nixon round—in Tokyo in Sep-
tember 1973. All indications point to the
fact that our major trading partners,
particularly the new Common Market of
nine members and Japan, will not bar-
gain realistically about tariff and non-
tariff reductions unless they are con-
vinced that the U.S. bargainers can de-
liver, namely that Congress will not re-
scind or fail to act on what our trade
negotiators promise in the shape of tariff
cuts, concessions, or elimination of our
nontariff barriers, They know we will be
tough. Europeans point to the fact that
we undertook to eliminate the “American
Selling Price"’—ASP—principle on chem-
ical and dye imports and in response
would cut their tariffs on our chemicals
by 30 percent. Since Congress did not
eliminate ASP, the Europeans have not
instituted their tariff cuts either and are
still smoldering over it.

There are certain very powerful im-
peratives that will guide me in deciding
what to do on the administration’s new
trade bill. These are:

First. We must export more—not only
agricultural raw products but manufac-
tured items to the industrialized as well
as the lesser developed nations;

Second. We will have to restrict exces-
sive and injurious imports, particularly
if certain nations direct an unfairly
large percentage of their exports to our
markets without offsetting concessions.
Here I insist that the Burke-Hartke im-
port quota principle be discussed;

Third. Nontariff hindrances to our ex-
ports must be eliminated or at the very

24013

least, be drastically reduced in line with
our concessions;

Fourth. Production by our multina-
tional corporations overseas must be re-
directed to third markets. Their produc-
tion should be prohibited as exports to
our market. Why create jobs overseas at
the expense of our laboring men here?
There are strong claims that our multi-
national corporations create jobs here
and abroad for Americans. All I know is
that excessive imports are reducing our
laboring force activity engaged in pro-
duction and that the more production
takes place overseas, to that extent ad-
justment assistance increases here;

Fifth, Much more adequate adjust-
ment relief must be available than here-
tofore to our domestic industry and labor
injured by excessive imports. Under the
administration bill assistance to workers
will be more easily given, but none to in-
dustry. Yet if the industry closes, the
workers will suffer. I would prefer the
Burke-Hartke procedures to help both
industry and labor, but under more
equitable conditions; and

Sixth. If Congress gives the President
the flexible authority to raise or lower
tariffs, even institute quotas, tax our
multinationals, tax repatriated profits,
and extend most-favored-nation treat-
ment to the Communist-bloc countries,
I would certainly want very specific
safeguards.

What intrigues me about the new
trade posture is the fact that so many
features of the Burke-Hartke bill have
been taken over and reworded in the
new administration trade bill. But I will
have more to say on the various topics.

Much more comprehensive than in any
previous trade bill is the President's re-
quest for delegated authority to control,
restrict, or enhance trade in the national
interest. Congress is being asked to abdi-
cate much of its authority of veto, of
supervision, of advice, of control, of
exacting responsibility, and so forth, to
an administration that has not spelled
out very accurately what it intends do-
ing with the authority it requests. Here
we must be very careful as to how the
President is to use the new power.

Certainly many amendments will have
to be offered; many of the provisions
must be conditional so that concessions
to other nations may be restricted or
withdrawn unless they are reciprocal.

Amongst others I would like to see a
proviso that the AFL-CIO set up a
watchdog committee to check periodical-
ly whether any of our industries or labor
unions are being hurt by excessive or
low-cost imports. A specific “trigger"”
mechanism must be allowed for, so that
when this trigger is tripped, labor can
automatically demand quotas, tariffs, or
other remedies within a specified period
of time and not wait till the damage is
irreparable.

On the congressional side I would cer-
tainly like to see a Joint Oversight Com-
mittee to check all trade concessions and
whether they are beneficial to us when
applied. This restraining hand by the
elected representatives will assure dis-
cretion on the part of the administra-
tion and safeguard our national interest.
This will also eliminate undue pressure
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by special interests on the President’s
trade office.

Some may think this latter proviso is
unduly harsh, but let it be known that
in the final analysis we in Congress must
be responsive to the wishes of our elec-
torate, and, also that there is as much
brains and discretion in Congress as in a
group of bureaucrats concerned with the
national interest.

DECENNIAL CENSUS FIGURES AND
THE APPORTIONMENT OF STATE
LEGISLATURES

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, today I
have introduced legislation which would
require the Bureau of Census, in tabu-
lating the total population of each State
during each decennial census, to make
each State’s tabulation according to a
plan and form approved by the Governor
of that State.

The Bureau currently breaks down its
census figures for a State into what are
called enumeration districts. These dis-
tricts often do not coincide with political
subdivisions in a State which are used
as a means of apportioning the State
legislature, The end result is that many
States are not provided, by the decen-
nial census, with precinct population fig-
ures with which to apportion the legisla-
ture.

The bill I have introduced today would
solve this problem. It would allow the
Governor of a State to approve a plan to
be followed by the Census Bureau where-
by the precincts of each county in the
State would be tabulated for population
in the decennial census. This plan would
be submitted at least 2 years prior to the
census date.

The following is the text of this bill:

HR. 9290
A bill to amend title 13, United States Code,

to provide for the transmittal to each of
the several States, in accordance with a
plan and form approved by the Governor
thereof, of the tabulation of total popula-
tion of that State obtained in each de-
cennial census and required for the ap-
portionment of the legislative bodies of
that State

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Slates of
America in Congress assembled, That section
141 of title 13. United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsections

“(c) The tabulation of total population
by State as required for the apportionment
of the legislative bodies of each State shall
be completed within eight months after the
census date and reported to the President
of the United States for transmittal to the
Governor of the State concerned.

“(d) The tabulation of total population by
State for the apportionment of the legisla-
tive bodies of each State shall be made and
reported by the Secretary in accordance with
a plan and form approved by the Governor
of the State being tabulated and reported.
Such plan and form shall be submitted to
the Secretary not later than two years be-
fore the census date. The respective form
for reporting such tabulation need not be
uniform.”,
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ENERGY CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. THORNTOR) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr., THORNTON. Mr, Speaker, on
April 19, I made a speech in this Chamber
in which I outlined the gravity of the
energy crisis which our Nation faces.
This was, as you may recall, the same
day on which the President said there
was no “energy crisis” and that volun-
tary reductions in energy consumption
would be adequate to solve our Nation’s
problems.

Since that date an ever-increasing
stream of letters has been received in
my office from individuals who are per-
sonally affected by shortages of petro-
leum products including shortages in
fuels which are needed for agricultural
productivity.

We may call it a “crisis,” a “crunch”
or, merely a “shortage of fuels,” but the
juggling of labels no longer can hide the
serious threat which shortages of sup-
plies pose for us today.

At present, the United States is in-
creasing its consumption of oil and gas
at a rate of 4.6 percent per year. At the
same time, our Nation’s production of
these fuels is actually diminishing at a
rate of nearly 3 percent per year.

Statistics such as these show all too
well that we cannot afford to minimize
the danger of gasoline and oil deficits in
a society as fuel dependent as ours. Nor
can we afford the luxury of postponing
action to meet this challenge on long, as
well as short range terms.

The long term challenge is to develop
alternate sources of energy before we
run out of the oil, gas, and coal which
now provide 95 percent of all our energy
requirements. It is essential that we ac-
celerate our efforts because it will re-
auire a tremendous expenditure of fossil
fuel energy to develop and bring on the
line nuclear, solar, geothermal, and other
alternate sources, and a world that has
exhausted its present energy sources will
simply not be able to support the tech-
nology and massive effort required to
construct such alternate sources.

But of more immediate concern are
the shortages which we are experiencing
today, and which will grow more severe
during the next 3 years.

This short-term problem, while fore-
shadowing the day when resource short-
ages may hobble our efforts, is not so
much a shortage of resources as it is the
reflection of failure of our institutions
to correctly apprehend and take needed
action before a crisis develops.

There are today sufficient worldwide
energy sources to meet our needs, but
our ability to make these energy sources
available for use—pipelines, tankers,
new wells—are inadequate. As Michigan
Public Service Commissioner William R.
Ralls stated in testimony before a joint
subcommittee meeting on July 10—

Today there is in reality a shortage of
deliverable resources, resources that have
been developed to the point where we can
use them as fuels.

Several factors have combined in
causing the present crises, but the root
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of the causes has been an institutional
failure. Our institutions of government,
of production, and of commerce have
marched to this brink, still confident of
inexhaustible resources, and continu-
ing to promote the attitude that the
more energy we produce and consume,
the better the quality of our lives.

If we are to correct our mistaken ac-
tions we must first realize that our
energy sources are limited and that we
must develop programs of energy con-
servation as a substitute for the waste-
ful and environmentally degrading poli-
cies of ever increasing energy use and
waste.

Presently, according to Elmer F. Ben-
nett, Deputy Director, Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness, only 31 percent of
the oil in the ground is being recovered,
only 30 to 35 percent of the Btu content
of that fuel is convertible into electric
power, and after transmission losses,
only 9 to 10 percent of the original Btu
value of our oil reservoirs is delivered as
usable electric power.

Similar examples of inefficiency and
waste abound. A significant reduction in
such energy waste could completely alle-
viate our current crisis. Reducing waste,
however, is not simply a matter of turn-
ing off a few lights, or otherwise reduc-
ing use of energy consuming devices,
though that may help reduce peak de-
mands and may solve some problems on
a day-by-day basis. Reducing waste to a
significant degree requires additional ex-
penditures, for such things as new tech-
nology to capture waste heat going up
stacks, by substitution of more efficient
engines with better emission character-
isties for those now in general use, and by
developing substitutes for faltering in-
stitutional policies which have led to re-
ductions in exploration for oil and gas,
indecision and inaction toward construe-
tion of refineries, and to unwise efforts
to substitute less efficient energy con-
sumption for more efficient and less
wasteful utilization of our resources.

Our efforts, predicated upon a better
understanding of the exhaustible nature
of our energy sources, must be directed
toward the development of a policy of
wise use and conservation of these re-
sources to improve our environment
while continuing to provide energy which
is essential for employment, transporta-
tion, food, and shelter for the people
of our Nation.

In this perspective, we should next
examine what steps are needed to pro-
vide solutions to our immediate crisis.

The Energy Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics has
been conducting extensive hearings on
many aspects of this problem. As a result
of these hearings, several facts have
emerged.

First, the short-term crisis cannot be
doubted. Our usage of refined petroleum
products—gasoline, fuel oil, and diesel
fuel—is greater than the entire refinery
capacity of plants now in existence in
the United States, and new plants can-
not be completed during the next 2 years
because it takes 2 to 3 years to build a
refinery.

The question follows: How do we make
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up the deficit, or short fall, of petroleum
products? Three methods are available:

First. Import more refined products—
but world refinery capacity is also in-
adequate;

Second. Reconvert plants which have
been switched to burning oil back to coal
burning plants—but this has environ-
mental complications; or

Third. Reduce consumption of oil prod-
ucts—but this calls into question what
priorities shall be established in order to
minimize the effect of such shortages
upon productivity and employment
levels.

Frankly, all these methods will have
to be used and balanced to minimize
dislocations and hardships while other
measures are developed. These steps in-
clude:

First. Immediate commencement of re-
finery construction programs

Second. Acceleration of nuclear plant
construction; and

Third. Early development of means
to bring the North Slope Alaskan oil to
the lower 48 States.

In the longer term we must accelerate
programs of research and development
for such things as: oil shale develop-
ment; coal liquefaction and gasification;
solar energy; geothermal and other di-
lute energy sources; continued develop-
ment of fusion and fast breeder reactor
technology; development of more effi-
cient energy systems for generation of
eleetricity; and continued research and
development of long-term power gen-
eration systems, such as magnetohydro-
dynamic and thermionic conversion.

In the meantime attention must be
given to the question of establishing pri-
orities for use of fuels whenever short-
ages develop which threaten productiv-
ity and employment levels.

In this regard it seems to me that what
is needed is authority to establish end-
use priorities for fuels which are short in
supply. If such priorities can be estab-
lished by voluntary programs under
guidelines which are developed nation-
ally, such programs would be most de-
sirable. This alternative of voluntary
action should be kept open in any legis-
lation which the Congress may enact.

My own concern is that essential in-
dustry, commerce, employment and ag-
ricultural productivity must not suffer as
a result of the shortages which now ex-
ist. I am less concerned with establish-
ing a governmental organization to con-
trol the market process by means of
which petroleum products reach the ul-
timate user than I am with providing
Government leadership to ensure that
those whose use of fuels affects the well
being of our economy be assured of an
adequate supply.

Hindsight is a gift with which we all
are blessed. We have made a serious mis-
take in neglecting our need to encourage
research which would lead to the discov-
ery of new forms of fuel, and a more
serious mistake in continuing to assume
that present energy sources will remain
inexhaustible. This is a costly mistake
but it is one which can be corrected.

By using present fuel supplies more
sparingly, consuming them more effi-
ciently and giving high priority to the
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development of alternative energy sup-
plies, we can hopefully come to grips with
this “ecrisis”—"crunch” or “shortage of
fuels’’—and work to insure that our Na-
tion has adequate fuel supplies for the
decades which lie ahead.

BILLL, TO LIMIT POLITICAL IN-
FLUENCE ON OFFICE OF ATTOR-
NEY GENERAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr., Ropino) is
recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing today legislation designed to
limit political influence on the office of
Attorney General.

Under this legislation, any person who,
in the 2 preceding years, had taken an
active part in managing a Presidential
campaign, would be barred from serving
as Attorney General.

After stepping down as Attorney Gen-
eral, a person would be barred for 2
years from soliciting or receiving con-
tributions for a Presidential campalgn
and from taking an active part in man-
aging that campaign.

The legislation is intended as a safe-
guard, to lessen the chances that political
considerations will shape any of the
policy decisions of the Nation’s chief law
enforcement officer.

Without dwelling on the lurid details
of the disclosures of recent months, I
must say that I found particularly sad-
dening—and revealing—this week’s tes-
timony of former Aftorney General John
Mitchell. His statements demonstrated
that the political influences in the De-
partment of Justice have become too
powerful and must be controlled.

If the Congress does not act to im-
plement such controls, it will only
strengthen the convictions of too many
Americans that the use of law-enforce-
ment facilities for partisan political pur-
poses is the rule rather than the excep-
tion.

In this regard I recall that over a
decade ago when the late President John
F. Eennedy appointed his brother Rob-
ert F. Eennedy as Attorney General,
some members of the bar expressed
doubts about the wisdom of that ap-
pointment because Robert Kennedy’s
appointment came in the wake of his
vigorous performance as campaign man-
ager for his brother. Under the present
administration, a similar policy was pur-
sued with respect to former Attorney
General John Mitchell, who served as a
campaign manager and political fund-
raiser both immediately before and im-
mediately after his tenure as Attorney
General.

In recent years there has been a grow-
ing tendency for our Nation's top law-en-
forcement officers to view themselves as
the Attorney General of the President
and of the President’s political party.
This tendency is a dangerous one.

We in Congress have a responsibility
to take swift and effective steps to re-
move the Department of Justice from
politics—and to remove politics from the
Department of Justice. For clearly the
head of the Justice Department should
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be above politics and, as his title sug-

gests, should view himself as the At-

éot;ney General of the entire United
tes.

NATO: NEITHER OUTMODED NOR
SACROSANCT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER) is
recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I am con-
cerned that the United States view its
role in NATO in the proper perspective.
‘We must be careful not to downplay its
political significance as we reevaluate our
overseas commitments in the post-Viet-
nam era. But we also must not view it as
an organization free of faults. In short,
NATO should be regarded as neither out-
moded nor sacrosanct.

Last week, I had the privilege of ap-
pearing before the Subcommittee on
Europe of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, to discuss NATO. I was appearing
in two capacities—as a member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and as
National Chairman of Americans for
Democratic Action.

At the national convention of Ameri-
cans for Democratic Action, held in May,
a resolution was adopted concerning our
policy in Europe. By a close vote the con-
vention specifically rejected unilateral
withdrawal of U.S. forces in Europe at
this time. I ask that a copy of this resolu-
tion be printed in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

It would be a mistaken conclusion that
ADA is satisfied with the present status
of NATO. ADA shares the concern of
many Americans about the econtinued
presence within NATO of Greece under
an illegal, authoritarian rule. I believe it
is fair to say that our ADA members
would like to eliminate unneeded man-
power in Europe either as a result of
streamlining our forces or through cuts
agreed upon within NATO. But ADA be-
lives that the concept of collective
security through an alliance with demo-
cratic nations is important to protect and
promote the values of individual liberty
and the rule of law. A NATO which is
modernized both in military and political
terms would carry out this objective.

What follows is an elaboration of my
own views on NATO, as presented to the
Subcommittee on Europe last week.

Although I was an early critic of U.S.
policy in Vietnam and do not object to
being described as a “dove” on military
matters, I have concluded that the United
States should not unilaterally withdraw
its troops from Europe.

The military and financial issues fre-
quently raised in the debate over troop
withdrawal are not to me the vital is-
sues. The chief justification for leav-
ing our troops in Europe is, I believe, po-
litical. Retention of the troops is a nec-
essary element to the success of West
German ostpolitik and political-security
negotiations in Europe. A unilateral de-
cision to pull our troops out now would
mean pulling the rug out from under
Chancellor Willy Brandt’s ostpolitik ef-
forts for normalizing West Germany’s re-
lations with Eastern Europe. And, since
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Brandt’s ostpolitik is the forerunner of
our own present détente with the Soviet
Union, I fear that a unilateral with-
drawal of U.S. troops now would en-
danger detente by upsetting the present
balanece in Europe.

I also fear that a unilateral U.S. with-
drawal at this time would unnecessarily
weaken our position in three current ne-
gotiations of the highest importance:
the mutual and balanced force reduc-
tions—the so-called MBFR; the Confer-
ence on European Security and Cooper-
ation—CESC; and the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks—SALT II. Withdrawal
now could also panic the European eco-
nomic community, the nine nations
which finally are forming a workable
nucleus for a united Europe.

In view of this country’s history of fre-
quent over-reaction to international
phenomena, I fear we are about to over-
react once again. This time, the deep
scars from our involvement in Vietnam
may cause an indiscriminate pulling back
just as disillusionment with World War
I led to the tragic isolationism of the
1920's and 1930’s. Such a recoil to our
own borders would compromise the secur-
ity of both Western Europe and the
United States at a time when the pros-
pects for security and political stability
between East and West are perhaps
brighter than ever before. After two
World Wars which started in Europe,
surely we have learned that Europe is
our first line of essential defense. Peace
and prosperity there immediately affect
us.

The Europeans realize this, In numer-
ous talks with European parliamentar-
ians, I have yet to find one of any party
or political persuasion who urges the
United States to take its troops home.

Chancellor Brandt, in discussing the
forthcoming MBFR negotiations in a
signed article in the New York Times
this past April 29, declared:

Withdrawal by the United States would
threaten the substance of the negotiations.

. Indeed, America's presence in Europe
is also a pmrequlsite to the politlca} pres-
ence of the United States at the conference
table in Vienna (MBFR) and Helsinski
(ESC). Without the United States, there
can be no realistic negotiations on European
security and cooperation—a fact which is
now also accepted by the Soviet Union.

A German poll in 1970 found 70 per-
cent of the Bundeswehr soldiers thought
their country, in the absence of U.S.
troops, would be overrun in the event of
aggression from the East. Of the gen-
eral German public, 66 percent were so
persuaded.

Even French President de Gaulle, who
removed his troops from their NATO
commitment and evicted NATO head-
quarters from Paris, nonetheless insisted
that the United States keep its troops
in Europe for his country’s security. His
successor, President Pompidou, con-
cluded his recent meeting with President
Nixon in Iceland by having his spokes-
man cite the “great importance of main-
taining U.S. forces in Europe at their
present level,” France, like all of Western
Europe, is apprehensive that the United
States might deal over its head and make
its own bilateral accommodation with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the Soviet Union. The MBFR discussions,
for example, are viewed with alarm lest
they result in a Soviet-American deal.

There currently are about 310,000 U.S.
Army, Navy, and Air Force contingents
in Western Europe committed to the
NATO defense; about 195,000 of these
are ground forces in West Germany, and
a total of 220,000 ground and air.
Matched against this, West Germany it-
self has a total force of 467,000 of which
315,000 are army. Other allied forces now
in Germany include: 55,000 British, 50,-
000 French—not committed to NATO
defense, 25,000 Belgian, and 3,000 each
from Canada and the Netherlands.

Aside from our own then, the only real
forces in West Germany—whose soil is
the front line and the main cause for
defense concern vis-a-vis the East—are
those of West Germany itself. Should
there then be more West Germans to de-
fend their own land so that the Ameri-
cans can go home? When West Germany
joined the old Western European Union
in 1954, it agreed to limit its military to
12 divisions, just a little over the 467,000
it now has. Its neighbors’ World War II
memories persist. Perhaps Western
Europe could persuade itself to look the
other way at an augmented German
army—because no other country could
fill the breach. But the Soviet Union and
the Warsaw Pact allies, despite ostpoli-
tik, also have grim memories of their
own experiences with Hitler and cen-
turies of warfare with the Germans.

It is more likely that, should the Unit-
ed States withdraw its troops, there
would be no one to step in and fill the
breach. There might be an attempt at
organizing a European nuclear force, but
with Western European unity as tenuous
as it is, chances for success would be
minimal. With U.S. forces withdrawn,
Western Europeans fear Germany may
then revert to its historical role of Mid-
dle European independent perhaps be-
coming the leader of a neutral bloc.
Then, the reasoning goes, ostpolitik no
longer will be good enough for German
security, and any German Chancellor
would feel compelled to make an accom-
modation with the most powerful force
in Europe, the Soviet Union. This could
set into motion the “Finlandization” of
Western Europe, in which all Europe
would beat a path to Moscow for some
form of self-survival accommodation, as
Finland did in order to avoid becoming a
Latvia, Estonia, or Lithuania.

Even if there is little likelihood of
Western Europe itself replacing Ameri-
can troops after a withdrawal, the ques-
tion remains whether or not any replace-
ment would be necessary, given the U.S.
nuclear guarantee.

The Europeans insist that for a nu-
clear backup to be “credible” it must
have conventional forces to employ as
the lesser deterrent if the aggressor
moves in slowly. Former Secretary of
State Dean Rusk used to refer to this as
“wriggle room”—the use of conventional
forces for the first few days after an
attack to provide parlaying time to allow
a settlement before resorting to nuclear
weapons. In the absence of conventional
forces, an enemy might calculate that
the United states, loath to respond with
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nuclears, might be muscle-bound and
unable to respond at all.

An attack on Western Europe seems to
me unlikely with or without the presence
of American troops. But our European
friends, faced with a still uneasy East-
West coexistence on the continent, and
Warsaw Pact forces at their doorstep,
do not feel as confident. A leading Euro-
pean Ambassador in Washington has put
it this way:

We want your troops because we want
your security guarantee.

The implication was that once the
troops were withdrawn, the 7,000 U.S.
nuclear warheads positioned around Eu-
rope might go too. I am attaching a brief
statement by Andre Beaufre, former gen-
eral of the French army, which succinctly
sets forth this European view, which I re-
quest be made part of the REcorp. This
statement appeared last Monday in the
New York Times.

Does this mean U.S. troops are to stay
in Europe indefinitely? Some European
leaders contend that Europe's fate will
always be in the hands of the two super-
powers, and that since one of them, the
Soviet Union, is tied to Surope by geog-
raphy, the other, the United States,
must be present to provide a counterbal-
ance. They also say that Europe, for the
foreseeable future, has no leader of con-
tinental stature so that American lead-
ership, with all its shortcomings, must
coordinate the joint defense.

When Chancellor Brandt was asked by
the press, during his recent Washington
visit, when the U.S. troops could come
home, he replied:

I wouldn't be serious if I mentioned a
specific year . . . How long and how much a
country like the United States is engaged
abroad depends upon . .. the East-West
relations . . . It also will depend wupon
whether or not the U.S. will take care of its
own interests in the very important part of
the world which is called Europe.

I am not so pessimistic. The substan-
tive part of the MBFR talk is set to begin
in Vienna this fall. Observation of recent
Soviet diplomacy and a visit to the Soviet
Union last December gave me hope that
the Kremlin has indeed made a decision
for serious negotiations on troop cut-
backs.

Yet, there is no guarantee that the
MBFR talks will succeed. Chancellor
Brandt thinks it will take 2 years to know
and warns against “any blue-eyed ideal-
ism.” But even if MBFR does fail, it is
not unreasonable to hope for the day,
perhaps 5 or 6 years off, when Brandt,
or some other Chancellor, could feel suf-
ficiently assured of West Germany’s own
security in a more integrated and relaxed
Europe to say that U.S. troops no longer
are necessary. At this stage, however,
timing is to the essence and the present
moment is politically a most inopportune
time for unilateral troop withdrawals.

In stressing that U.S. troops be re-
tained in Europe at this time, I am cer-
tainly not suggesting that we should re-
gard the present organization of NATO
as sanctified. A NATO with troop
strength maintained at the right level to
provide the political stability necessary
for continued easing of East-West ten-
sions in Europe is essential, but what
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kind of NATO do we want beyond one
which satisfies this condition? I believe
NATO must be thoroughly democratic,
militarily rational and internally co-
operative.

I

A democratic NATO would be one
whose member nations actually practice
the democratic way of life that the alli-
ance was founded to defend. They should
be required simply to live up to the ob-
ligations freely accepted when they sub-
scribed to the NATO Charter; namely,
“safeguard the freedom, common heri-
tage, and civilization of their people
founded on the principles of democracy,
individual liberty, and the rule of law”
and “contribute toward the further de-
velopment of peaceful and friendly inter-
national regulations by strengthening
their free institution.”

By no stretch of the imagination is
Greece under its present government
thereby qualified for NATO membership.
The military autocrats who rule that
country openly flaunt democracy and
show contempt for those who question its
authoritarianism. When their allies ex-
press concern about this obvious cor-
ruption of the NATO democratic struc-
ture, the Greek leaders say that their
policies are justified in order to some-
how protect democracy while the alleged
“emergency” exists in the country, but
their actions belie such assurances. Apol-
ogists for the regime, including—to an
extent—the U.S. Government, seem sat-
isfied that the internal situation in
Greece is not really all that bad and that
Greece’s strategic importance makes its
continued participation in NATO essen-
tial. Even if one ignores Greece’s rejec-
tion of demoeracy and accepts the apol-
ogists’ contention, there is now evidence
that the Papadopolous regime has politi-
cized the Greek military organization to
the point that its credibility is in serious
doubt for purposes other than repression
of the citizenry.

There is no justification for full NATO
membership for a country which is both
antidemocratic and incapable of making
a significant and dependable military
contribution to the alliance. Western
Europe has had the good sense to force
Greece out of the Council of Europe; yet
it remains in NATO. Persistent American
patronage of Greece has stifled consid-
erable Europe support for ousting
Greece—a demonstration of the extent
to which our Government is out of step
with European thinking on this subject.
The United States should take the initia-
tive in getting NATO to explore proce-
dures for the suspension of Greece until
parliamentary democracy is restored.
Hopefully, movement toward suspension
might have some constructive effect on
the Greek leaders. But in any event, to-
day’s Greece has no place in NATO.

The membership of Portugal, too,
raises serious questions. It is authori-
tarian and has been since it first joined
NATO, and its effort to defend its Afri-
can territories consumes the major share
of its defense budget. Here again the
United States, with its intimate bilateral
military ties with Portugal, should take
the intiative. And the United States
should abandon its advocacy of Spanish
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membership in NATO, which fortunately
has so far been overruled by a majority
of NATO partners.

The arguments for confining NATO to
democratic governments are buttressed
by an important political fact of life.
Concerned young people in Western Eu-
rope and the United States will never
enthusiastically support NATO unless
they are convinced that it is funda-
mentally an instrument for the defense
of individual liberty. These are con-
scientious people to whom the Iron
Curtain is only a term out of a history
bock, and who play no favorites in de-
nouncing the suppression of human
rights whether from the left or the right.
Traditional anticommunism is at best
irrelevant to them. They expect all gov-
ernments to protect the rights of citi-
zens and are especially suspicious of poli-
ticians who say one thing and do an-
other. With no recollection of the dark
days of the cold war, they look forward
into the future, not backward. A military
alliance with Greece, Portugal, or Spain
is to them as devoid of long-range con-
structive content as one with South Viet-
nam, and as coldly expedient as the cyni-
cal Hitler-Stalin Pact of 1939.

Continued U.S. participation in a
NATO which is actively identified
with the democratic beliefs and tradi-
tions of Americans, Canadians, and Eu-
ropeans would stand in sharp and wel-
come contrast to the past policy of the
United States of unilaterally intervening
in Southeast Asia on behalf of a corrupt
and feudal regime.

I

A militarily rational NATO would be
one in which, from a strategic stand-
point, the right forces were deployed in
the right places. For example, I have
heard arguments from European strate-
gists and politicians in favor of greater
concentration of NATO forces near the
areas of currently significant Soviet
military activity, and greatest likely
threat. This would involve moving some
ground forces from Southern Germany
to the North German plain—a more
likely invasion route from the east.
Soviet naval movements in NATO'’s flank
areas around Norway and in the Medi-
terranean are cited in favor of more
NATO air and sea units in the extreme
north and south, perhaps justifying a
corresponding reduction in ground
forces stationed in Germany.

Good arguments can also be made to
cut out some of the “fat” in American
command and logistical support person-
nel in Europe for the sake of improved
efficiency. I am intrigued to learn that
we have some 134 generals and admirals
there now, a proportionately larger num-
ber than at the height of World War II.
This top-heaviness, I am told, is chronic
among NATO members, creating a mori-
bund military bureaucracy in Brussels
and other command centers.

NATO should collectively work toward
a leaner military presence—one which
is constantly evaluated in the light of
changing military and political condi-
tions. Any reduction in U.S. force levels
resulting from a more hard-headed ap-
praisal would indeed be welcome—and
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the United States should not hesitate to
push vigorously for such a result.
piig

An internally cooperative NATO
would be one in which all members
would not only feel equally benefited by
the alliance, but also equally responsible
for maintaining it—burden sharing, in
other words. I refer specifically to fi-
nancial burden sharing. In order to sus-
tain maximum benefit for all, each ally
has a responsibility to help if the pay-
ments drain is unacceptably high for
any other member. The U.S. contribu-
tion results in a serious balance-of-pay-
ments drain on our economy resulting
from the expenditure of dellars for and
by our forces located in Europe.

It is my conviction that a NATO-wide
cooperative effort is the only fair way
to alleviate the $2 billion deficit in the
net U.S. balance of payments. It is not
enough for NATO members to say that
the problem is a bilateral one between
the United States and West Germany;
although that is where the drain is most
severe, it is every member’s problem as
long as it creates major economic prob-
lems for another member,

The problem must be multilateralized
by establishing some kind of fund to
which all would contribute in order to
compensate those members whose bal-
ance-of-payments deficit increases be-
yond a certain percentage as a direct re-
sult of NATO participation. While there
are plenty of proposals of this type, none
will exist on the part of the Europeans
to implement them.

I have argued here today for avoiding
unilateral cuts in U.S. troop levels in
Europe as an American who believes his
country’s national interest in European
stability and progress is of the highest
order. But gratuitous American concern
is self-defeating if Western Europeans
do not have a corresponding view of
their own interests. The real test of
NATO'’s future viability may come when
the Europeans finally face up to whether
or not the security they themselves re-
gard as necessary for continued détente
is worth digging a little deeper into their
pockets. I believe our Government should
put the question in just those terms. The
American taxpayer, after digging deeply
for a long time, has found two holes in
the bottom of his pocket called dollar
devaluation and balance-of-payments
deficit.

The NATO required for the post-cold
war period must be finely tuned to the
waves of East-West political change,
thoroughly democratic, militarily ra-
tional and internally cooperative. It must
be all these things or history may ulti-
mately view it as a cold war relic which
outlived its usefulness.

I include the following:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT CONVENTION OF
AMERICANS FoR DEMOCRATIC AcCTION, May
1973

EUROPE

The situation in Europe is too complex
to permit simple and complete remedies for
current economie, political and social prob-
lems. However, ADA urges that the United

States demonstrate a determination to find
imaginative and innovative ways to decrease
military tensions and to expand the human
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freedoms necessary to achieve a democratic
world.

More specifically, the main goals of US.
policy in Europe should be (1) promoting
measures to increase polifical confidence and
stability, (2) improving East-West under-
standing through exchange of information
and increased communication between peo-
ples, (3) lowering military tensions and force
levels, and (4) encouraging additional free-
doms for all the peoples of Europe.

Americans for Democratic Action proposes:

1. While the West European nations now
should be asked to assume a larger share in
the manpower and financial costs of their
mutual defense, which should lead to re-
duction in U.S. troops in Europe, the com-
mon goals of Europe and America would be
jeopardized by any weakening of its defense
posture prior to the successful conclusions
of Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions
negotiations.

2, The United States should support Chan-
cellor Willy Brandt’s efforts to eliminate those
tensions which result from mutual Soviet-
German fears. Similarly, we should negoti-
ate to bring about a further reduction of mil-
itary tension through Mutual and Balanced
Force Reductions.

3. In the Helsinki conference on “security
and cooperation,” the United States should
seek to achieve the ending of restrictions on
freedom of movement by all countries,

4, The United States also should join with
its allies to urge inclusion in the conference’s
final declaration language prohibiting by any
signatory country any interference, by armed
forces or other means, in the internal affairs
of any other country.

5. The conference also should adopt a res-
olution urging the free flow of information.

Finally, ADA believes that the restructur-
ing of the Atlantic Alliance on a more equit-
able basis should lead to increased social and
economie cooperation between the United
States and Europe, but warns that differ-
ences among the developed nations of the
alllance should not be resolved at the ex-
pense of the developing countries of the
world.

[From the New York Times, July 9, 1973]
THE DANGER OF SAYING GOODBY
(By Andre Beaufre)

Paris.—Europe Is far from being safe today.
Not because of an imminent or possible mili-
tary aggression from the East, of which no-
body believes at present, but because of the
fading away of the American nuclear protec-
tion, due to nuclear parity with the Soviets
and to SALT agreements. Also, the complete
imbalance of military conventional forces in
Europe, where a tightly integrated Warsaw
Pact has twice as many divisions and planes,
three times more tanks, than a more loosely
united NATO, contributes to this unease.
Moreover, NATO's main pillar, the U.S., seems
to doubt her role for the defense of Europe
and to hesitate to commit to it her con-
siderable tactical nuclear weaponry which
represented in the nineteen-fifties a formid-
able regional deterrence.

This situation is utterly dangerous. It gives
to the East an overwhelming political weight
which may well cause a progressive sliding
of Western Europe under Soviet influence,
where the Communist parties are still strong
and active. It could also allow the US.S.R. to
take advantage of internal difficulties of its
Western neighbors such as Yugoslavia. A
proper military and political balance must be
restored in Europe between East and West
and if possible a stable, mutual deterrence.

This is especially dangerous at a time when
Western Europe is trylng, with great diffi-
culty, to build its unity. The U.S.S.R. wants
to prevent this unity to go further than an
economic construction., External pressures
and internal turmoil may well be combined
to achieve a gradual Finlandization of West-
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ern Europe. This is a danger for the 250 mil-
lion Europeans. Their industrial might, su-
perior to the Soviet's, and their technical
skill, would give the U.S.8.R. a crushing su-
periority over the United States. This is to
be avoided at all costs by bullding up a strong
Europe linked both with the U.S. and the
U.B.8.R. in a proper balance.

American public opinion is not aware of
what is at stake. Frustrated by Vietnam,
shocked by the dollar crisis, she would tend
to reduce drastically the military commit-
ments in Europe, and on minor premises,
she is now willing to open an economic con-
frontation with Europe. Both measures would
help the Soviet policy, at a time when
Europe is still too young and uncoordinated
and very easily divided.

I think that the American interest is pri-
marily to help and protect the building up
of Western Europe, and then—and only
then—to withdraw substantially its military
establishment in Europe. I think that the
American ‘nterest is not to wage an economic
war with the E.E.C., which would certainly
divide the European partners and push some
of them into the Soviet's arms and others
under a U.S. protectorate. It is true that the
recent and considerable economic agreements
between the U.8. and U.S.8.R. constitute a
strong solidarity which might be a new form
of deterrence. But it is a reciprocal deterrence
too, and it is an encouragement for the
Europeans to slide to the East. This en-
couragement would be confirmed by a sub-
stantial U.S. military withdrawal from Eu-
rope which would certainly ruin the Euro-
pean confidence.

It is not true, as it is widely believed in
the U.S., that the American Government
shoulders a major portion of the defense
burden in Europe, Far from it. The U.8. pro-
vides five divisions of more than 60 and the
U.S. military expenditure for Europe is much
less than that of the NATO countries (in-
cluding France). This is the real situation.
That is why there is not much benefit to
expect from a hasty withdrawal.

Of course, that does not mean that ad-
Justments are impossible in the American
force posture in Europe. But one must be
aware that this is a political problem of a
primary importance. More important than
numbers is the way things are done and their
psychological influence on the Europeans and
the Soviets. From this point of view, the stock
of tactical nuclear weapons is paramount,
such as is the American attitude toward
Europe at this critical age, its political union
still in question, and very far from any sig-
nificant might.

Europe is a considerable political and
strategic asset. Do not let some immediate
and secondary problems lead us to Torget
this basic assessment,

THE “PAUL P. RAO US. CUSTOMS
COURT AND FEDERAL OFFICE
BUILDING”

(Mr, ROONEY of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and to
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, it is indeed a pleasure for me to
take the floor this day, for in all my years
in the Congress seldom have I had a more
pleasant task to perform. Today I have
introduced legislation that would change
the name of t»e Federal office building at
1 Federal Plaza in Manhattan, New York
City, to “The Paul P. Rao United States
Customs Court and Federal Office Build-
lng.”

It is indeed right and just, proper and
fitting that we should undertake the task
of naming this modern building for Judge
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Rao for if it had not been for his untiring
efforts this magnificent new building
might never have been built. It is indeed
the hallmark of the man and his life that
he saw the need for such a new structure
and then went about the long and ardu-
ous work needed to see that the building
indeed became a reality.

It was, Mr. Speaker, a pleasure to have
worked closely with Chief Judge Rao in
the many phases that were needed before
the new customs court could be built. For
over two decades we worked closely to-
gether to see that the new building came
into being. Once we had succeeded it was
my great pleasure to have joined with
Chief Judge Rao, the Honorable Tom C.
Clark, the Honorable Warren E. Burger,
His Eminence Terence Cardinal Cooke
and many other distinguished guests in
dedicating this most magnificent of
buildings.

Though however magnificent a build-
ing it is, it is still only stone and mortar.
Its life comes from those who occupy it
and who serve the needs of the people
and the law. Judge Rao, throughout his
life both public and private, has served
his people, his law and his conscience in
a manner that has reflected great re-
spect, credit and pride on himself and
the law he loves so much.

The judge’s love of the law and his
ability to understand it has been well
known to all those who have known him.
His understanding reminds me of the
story of Saint Thomas Moore. When this
great man became Chancellor of Eng-
land, he was counseled by unscrupulous
advisers to arrest several powerful men
who opposed him. When Saint Thomas
questioned on what grounds the arrests
were to be made he was advised that he
did not need any since he was Chancel-
lor. The great man cautioned them that
the law was not unlike the grass and the
trees that held the soil in place even in
times of great storms. The law, he con-
tinued, was there to hold society together
even in time of great turmoil and adver-
sity. If it were not, society could not long
endure. Judge Rao has understood that
role of law in society and has trium-
phantly guarded the statutes so that
when turmoil does come the laws are
rooted firm in the hearts of the people
and society survives and prospers.

For over three decades now the judge
has stood guard over the law, first as an
Assistant U.S. Attorney General and
later as both judge and chief judge of the
U.S. Customs Court. In recognition of
his dedication to both the law of man
and the law of God, he was invested as
a Knight of Malta at Saint Patrick’s Ca-
thedral in 1962. Further recognition came
to him in 1971 when he was awarded an
honorary degree of doctor of laws by
Manhattan College.

Mr. Speaker, the finest testament we
can give to Judge Rao is to place his
name on this building as a lasting sym-
bol of appreciation for a man who has
given so much of himself to the task of
preserving the rule of law in this great
country of ours.

THE MILITARY MAW—PART IV

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to extend her remarks
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at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, as
I have noted for the past 3 days, the
military procurement authorization bill,
H.R. 6722, on which we will be voting
soon, is bloated with fat. There are many
programs contained within this legisla-
tion that are unwise, unwarranted and
even unwanted.

Of particular interest to me today is
the request for $79 million for long lead
construction of two DLG(N) nuclear-
powered guided missile frigates. I do not
believe that the construction of these
vessels is necessary. Indeed, they are a
colossal waste of money. Within the
next 2 years we will have to appropriate
almost one-half billion dollars to com-
plete these frigates.

The two nuclear-powered guided mis-
sile frigates will make a total of 10. What
the Navy does not tell us, however, is
that it will eventually ask for 12 nuclear
powered frigates, four each to protect
our three nuclear carriers. If the CVAN-
70 is built, then the Navy will ask for a
total of 16.

At an average cost of $250 million
each, we are talking here of eventually
committing ourselves to a possible ex-
penditure of $2.2 billion. I am one who
is convinced that the Navy can prosper
and flourish with the 35 frigates it has
or will have. Obviously, these two addi-
tional ships are not vital to our national
defense at this time or in the foreseeable
future.

The request for these two ships came
from Admiral Rickover and was made
at the last moment. In fact, the House
Armed Services Committee, of which I
am a member, witnessed the rare spec-
tacle of factions within the Navy arguing
in public over the merits, and lack of
them, of these two ships.

If we allow this authorization to go
through on such short notice, with such
little debate, with no strong military
justification, and with a total one-half
billion dollar compulsory finished cost,
it will illustrate once more Congress
willingness to prostrate itself before the
Pentagon, no matter how frivolous the
latter’s request.

RENT-A-COW PROGRAM BENEFITS
FARMER

(Mr. ALBERT (at the request of Mr.
SARBANES) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
?eac)onn and to include extraneous mat-

I,

Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, the Ada
Sunday News, Ada, Okla., recently car-
ried a refreshing story by Art Cox con-
cerning the operation of the unique
“rent-a-cow"” program in southeastern
Oklahoma. The result of extensive dedi-
cated effort by the Indian Nations Com-
munity Action Center under the direc-
tion of Mr. Jess Hamilton, this special
program offers the twin advantages of
providing a needed and valuable service
to the underprivileged and at the same
time maintaining an operating profit. To
express my delight with this report of a
truly beneficial and effective Govern-
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ment service, I request the attention of

my colleagues to the following article:

[From the Ada (Okla.) Sunday News, July
1, 1973)

GOVERNMENT RENT-A-Cow PROGRAM GIVES
FARMERS ADDED INCOME
(By Art Cox)

TISHOMINGO.—A government agency show-
ing a profit is about as unlikely as a govern-
ment agency renting cows.

But the Indian Nations Community Ac-
tion Center here is doing both.

The agency, financed by the Office of Eco~-
nomic Opportunity, began its unique rent-
a-cow program three years ago in Johnson
County.

The center rents cows to families in the
$1,000 to £3,000 range, the official poverty
level set by the federal government.

“It's designed as an income supplement
program only,” Jess Hamilton, director of
the center, sald. “Most farm familles work
at another job in rural areas. And it's always
at common labor.

“With this plan, it will produce an addi-
tional income of from $500 to $1,000 a year
for each family. It gives poor families some-
thing they can call their own.”

Farmers can rent the animals for three
years, He is charged $25 for every calf the
cow produces. The bill becomes due either at
weaning time or when a calf weighs 500
pounds.

The fee s collected so the agency can buy
more animals, but Hamilton said payment
can be stretched out over several months, if
the family can't pay the $25 in a lump sum.

Fourteen families in Murray, Garvin,
Atoka, Johnston and Marshall counties are
enrolled in the rent-a-cow program.

Hamilton said his agency places from one
to 10 cows on each farm. The farmer must
provide shelter and feed for the animal, but
that's all it costs him.

The center pays all medical expenses for
the cows. Each animal is checked once a
week for disease. If the cow dies and the
farmer is not at fault, the center takes the
loss,

After a calf is born, the farmer can either
sell, slaughter or keep it to build his own
herd.

Hamilton said the self-help program is on
healthy financial ground now. His agency
owns 84 animals and showns a paper profit
of $10,000.

“We bought them on an average of $204 a
cow and now, you will pay 300 for any type
cow, That leaves us with a profit of about
$10,000,” Hamilton said.

“This is not counting 90 calves born since
the program began.”

Through the years, Hamilton has replaced
10 cows with rent money.

When Hamilton first had the idea early
in 1971 he thought it was so good he ap-
plied for a $500,000 OEO grant. But the OEQ
didn’t see it in the same bright light.

At first the OEO refused the grant entirely,
but Hamilton persisted. Finally, the center
obtained $10,000 through the discretionary
fund of the OEO.

With the $10,000, Hamilton bought 39
animals and started his project in Johnston
County.

He was so successful that the state OEO
came through with another $10,000 in Octo-
ber. Hamilton added another 40 cows.

The center expanded its rent-a-cow idea
to Marshall County in 1972. The addition of
another $4,000 enabled the center to add
Atoka, Garvin and Murray countles in 1973.

The idea is catching fire across the na-
tion, Hamilton said,

In Wisconsin, a pilot program was started
by the OEO office to rent sheep to poverty-
level farmers. Cows are also rented on the
Bureau of Indian Affairs Native American
Training and Educational Farm, near Mc-
Cloud.

“The idea is catching on,” Hamilton said.
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“This way we can help the farmers with-
out giving them welfare. Look at it this
way—this farmer has 40 acres he's not doing
anything with. He can’t afford to buy cattle
to breed them.

“And from 5 to 8 pm. he's not doing
anything anyway. But if he takes part in this
program, he eventually may have a herd of
50 cows or more,” Hamilton said.

One of the first farmers to rent cows from
the agency was Ottis Kinsey, who lives on
a 240-acre farm about five miles outside
Tishomingo.

Kinsey, 55, once worked in the oilfield as
a mechanic. He returned to his farm about
three years ago because of failing health,

In 1871, the agency rented 10 cows to him.

“It's been a lifesaver for me,” he said. “I've
got eight heifers and I've sold four or five
bulls. But without the rented cows . . . it's
just like being caught in the rain. You got
no shelter unless you got some kind of extra
money coming in.

“And I had plenty of years on me, but
no money for cows."”

Kinsey's rented cows will be returned to
the center in six months, to be used by an-
other family.

“Kinsey was fortunate,” sald the center’s
field representative, Bill Buck. "“We're
swamped with applications now. We have
40 or 50 families who would like to get in on
this program, but can't because we don't
have the cows to give them."”

Buck who buys cows for the center, also
advises the farmers on feed and protein for
the cattle.

Hamilton said he doesn't expect any ad-
ditional money to come from OEO in the
future, but he is exploring other revenue
sources.

“I would like to see the program expanded.
We need it. We're serving five counties now,
but not well enough.”

What about the future of the program?

“It will always be here in one way or an-
other,” Hamilton said. “It's done too many
good things to be scrapped.”

STATE DEPARTMENT PROVIDES
MORE INFORMATION ON PIPE-
LINE ISSUE

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

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, on
June 30, I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp two letters from the State De-
partment responding to questions I had
posed about the Canadian position on a
pipeline route across Canada. They ap-
pear on 22649 and 22650.

In the initial letter, the Department
reported that:

Our most recent inquiries and remarks by
Canadian officials glve no cause to change
our view that the Canadian government has
no strong current interest in the construc-
tion of a Mackenzie Valley oil pipeline.

The second letter was a more detailed
discussion of Native claims as they re-
late to a pipeline project.

Now I have received a third letter from
the Department which gives more de-
tailed written responses to questions
which the U.S. Embassy in Ottawa posed
to Canadian officials.

In view of the importance of the pro-
posed trans-Alaska pipeline, I am includ-
ing here the text of the third Depart-
ment letter as well as the questions and

answers they supplied.
The letter and additional material fol-
low:
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., July 7, 1973.

Hon, JouN MELCHER,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands,
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, House of Representalives, Vash-
ington, D.C.

DeaR Mgr. CHAmIRMAN: You will recall that
my letters of June 22 and 27 responded to
your request of Junme 1 that we undertake
renewed discussions with Canadian author-
ities concerning the possible construction
of an oll pipeline from northern Alaska
through Canada. On instructions from the
Department, our Embassy in Ottawa did un-
dertake such discussions and reported on
them to the Department by cable, The Em-
bassy’s cabled report provided the basis for
the views set forth in my letters of June 22
and 27.

In carrying out the Department’s instruc-
tions, the Embassy posed a number of spe-
cific questions to Canadian officials. We have
now recelved from the Embassy detailed
written responses to these questions pre-
pared by the appropriate Canadian officials.
They set forth in more detail matters which
were summarized in my letters to you. I en-
close the text of these Canadian responses
as of possible interest to you. I believe they
bear out our judgment that an oil pipeline
through Canada does not offer an alterna-
tive to the Alaskan route in terms of the
time frame which circumstances require,

We have also just received the text of a
speech made on June 20 by the Canadian
Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources in
which he outlines in some detall the com-
plexity and magnitude of the guestions the
Canadian Government would have to face in
considering a possible Mackenzle Valley oil
pipeline. I believe this latest statement fur-
ther confirms the position we have taken. I
enclose a copy of the text.

Sincerely,
MaRSHALL WRIGHT,
Agsistant Secretary jor Congressional
Relations.

Q. What is the current status of relevant
Canadian environmental studies? What is
the expected date of their completion?

A. The Government’s environmental so-
clal program calls for the publication, as
they become available, of 121 reports on all
phases of environmental and soclal concern
as related to northern pipelines; of these
39 reports have already been published by
Government and an additional 16 by others.
It is expected that the complete material
thus assembled will place the government
in position to adequately assess an applica-
tion for a pipeline by the end of this year.

Industry has indicated that they expect
to file an application for a gas pipeline at
the end of 1973 or shortly thereafter,

Q. What 1s the status of consideration of
native claims? What 1s the expectation as
to time required for their settlement?

A. The Indians of the Mackenzie Valley
are signatories to Treatles 8 and 11, The Gov-
ernment’s obligation under these Treaties
has as yet not been fully met; the Govern-
ment has affirmed that it will meet these
obligations and toward this end has offered
to set aside the necessary lands, However,
recent indications are that the NWT Indian
Brotherhood is preparing to advance claims
over and above that specified by Treaty. In
this respect, the Brotherhood has attempted
to file a caveat to protect lands they deem
to be covered under the Treaties. The matter
is now before the Territorial Courts. The
Government has accordingly presented its
case, alleging that the caveat by its nature
is not registerable, It is expected that the
resolution of this specific issue will take a
number of months. Although the caveat, if
registered, would not apply to mining and
oll rights, it could aflect the granting of a
pipeline right-of-way. At the moment it is
1ot clear how and within what time frame
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this matter could be resolved, should the
problem arise.

In the Yukon Territory no treaties are in
effect. The Government is, however, in the
process of -negotiating native clalms (Indian
and Metis) and indications are that a settle-
ment could possibly be reached there within
the next two years.

Depending on the route chosen, the pipe-
line could pass through areas of the Mac-
kenzie Delta where the Inuit (Eskimos) may
have certain land claims. These have not as
yet been fully defined and the Government
has made avallable funds to the Inuit
Tapirisat for further research.

In summary, indications are that settle-
ment in the Yukon could be achleved within
approximately two years, during which time
the application could be heard and construc-
tion commenced. The situation regarding
the Native Brotherhood in the NWT is not
yet sufficiently clear to allow a precise state-
ment; and considerable research must still
be carried out before Inuit claims become
fully defined and therefore negotiable. It is
the Government’s intention to proceed with
northern development in the best interests
of Canada, as a whole, but at the same time
the Government is determined to ensure the
just settlement of native claims,

Q. What is the Canadian Government's
position likely to be with regard to owner-
ship and control?

A. Speaking on this point in the House of
Commons on May 22nd, 1973, Minister Mac-
donald sald

*“Mr. Speaker, I have indicated that the
objective of the government would be to
give an opportunity to Canadians to acquire
51 per cent ownership In any such pipeline
and the expectation that it would remain
under Canadian control.”

In addition, all interprovineial and inter-
national pipelines are under National Energy
Board control.

Q. When will the Canadian Government
be ready to give active consideration to pro-
posals from the private sector?

A, In respect of a gas pipeline, Minister
Macdonald said on May 23rd, 1973, in the
House of Commons

“Of course, the law has always been there
with regard to the making of an application,
but we have indicated within the past 12
months that we are completing our studies
for the purpose of evaluating such an appli-
cation and that we expect about the end of
this year to be in a position to evaluate any
application that comes forward. For that
reason we have not issued any invitation to
any specific group, but we have indicated
that we are in a position to to deal with such
an application under the law.”

In respect of an oil pipeline the above
statement still applies. However, it should be
noted that the Canadian Government has
not received an application for construction
of such an oil pipeline in the north nor is it
apparent that any company or any group of
companies is preparing to make such an ap-
plication in the near future.

Substantial work has been completed by
Mackenzie Valley Pipe Line Research Limited
and much of this work relates to environ-
mental and social matters. However, there
undoubtedly would be additional work re-
guired by a prospective applicant in respect
of environmental considerations. Additional
work on details of engineering design would
also be required, although these could pro-
ceed concurrently with environmental work.

Q. What would the process of considera-
tion entail (e.g—public hearings and a find-
ing by the National Energy Board prior to
consideration by the Government and Parlia-
ment) and how long a time would it Hkely
require?

A. An application to build an oil pipeline
would be heard by the National Energy Board
which would then make its findings knovmn
to the Government. If the National Energy
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Board rejects the application, no further ac-
tion is required by the Government. However,
if the National Energy Board recommends
approval of the application, the final declsion
must then be made by the Government. There
is no legal requirement to refer to Parliament
either the National Energy Board finding or
the decision of the Government.

Further, the Minister of Indian and North-
ern affairs, the Honourable Jean Chrétien,
has announced that upon receipt of an ap-
plication for a pipeline right-of-way, an In-
quiry will be held under the Territorial Lands
Act with the purpose of assessing the re-
gional socio-economic and environmental im-
plications arising out of the construction and
operation of a major pipeline in the Terri-
tories. These hearings will be held In addi-
tion to those under the National Energy
Board Act described above.

The time required for a National Energy
Board hearing for an oil pipeline {s unknown
at this time, but might take perhaps up to
one and a half years, including time required
to arrange financing. The hearings by the
Department of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development would also be concluded within
that time period.

Q. Are there significant Provincial /Federal
differences which are likely to delay an even-
tual Canadian decision? To what extent
would differences of view between eastern
and western Canadians obstruct or delay
decisions?

A. A northern oil pipeline would be a
“federal work”. As such, the Provincial Gov-
ernments are not legally involved. The Na-
tional Energy Board Act grants to a success-
ful pipeline applicant the right to expro-
priate lands, including Provineial Crown
Lands, if such are necessary to complete the
project.

Q. What is the status of Canadlan govern-
mental conslderation of a possible Mackenzie
Valley gas pipeline?

A. The answers given above gave the status
of the Canadian Government's environ-
mental work in connection with a possible
gas pipeline. It should be noted that under
the Task Force on Northern Oil Development,
six committees have been established and
work has been In progress in most of these
committees for a number of years. The Ad-
visory Committee on Northern Pipeline
Finanecing was established in early 1973 and
results from its considerations should be
avallable by the time an application to build
& gas pipeline could be filed.

Q. Would active Canadian consideration of
a Mackenzie Valley ofl pipeline delay con-
sideration of the prospective application for
a gas pipeline? Are there proponents in Can-
ada of the gas pipeline who oppose encour-
agement of Mackengzie Valley oil pipeline on
these grounds?

A, Canada would likely wish to avoid the
necessity of building both an oil pipeline and
a gas pipeline simultaneously because of the
impacts upon the Canadian economy. If it is
declded to proceed with active consideration
of the Canadian oll pipeline, it is likely that
the question of building a gas pipeline would
be deferred, for reasons of gas supply to such
a pipeline. This is based on the assumption
that some 50 per cent of the gas supply would
be solution gas from the Alaska North Slope.
If an approval to build a Canadlian oil pipe-
line was granted and if the Canadian Gov-
ernment did not wish to have the gas pipeline
bullt simultaneously, it is possible that the
construction of the gas pipeline could be de-
layed by some three years compared with the
decislon to build the Alyeska oil pipeline,

Q. Any other observations deemed
relevant?

A, There are a number of other elements to
the Canadian position in respect to the
northern oil pipeline.

1, Canada does not now have commercial
oil disceveries iIn the north, although the
prospects are rated very high. There could bé
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some 100 to 150 Mbd of natural gas liquids,

if the gas pipeline 1s constracted.

2. The Government guidelines on north-
ern pipelines are clear in stating that Canada
requires that Canadian production have “ac-
cess’’ to such pipelines. Undoubtedly such ac-
cess would be achieved by adding pipeline
capacity rather than “backing out” non-
Canadian supplies. Thus Canada does not re-
quire any fixed percentage of the through-
puts of either a gas pipeline or of an oil
pipeline.

3. There would seem to be no reason why
the United States would need a “treaty' or
agreement with Canada to cover such pipe-
lines which would cross Canadian territory
and carry U.S. supplies to U.S. markets. In
this connection, the Canadian Government
notes that both loops of the Interprovinecial-
Lakehead pipeline system cross the United
States and that throughputs of these loops
are vital to Ontario oil markets. The Mont-
real oil market is entirely dependent on the
Portland-Maine to Montreal pipeline. In ad-
dition, approximately half of the Canadian
gas markets, east of Manitoba, depend on the
Great Lakes pipeline which crosses the
United States. None of these important pipe-
lines, across United States territory is covered
by “treaty” or international agreement.

4, Canada continues to view with alarm
the prospect of large tanker movements into
the Puget Sound area of the Pacific north-
western United States. For that reason, Can-
ada s prepared to consider guaranteeing the
total supply to the Puget Sound area during
the period that a pipeline might be con-
structed through northern Canada. Such a
Canadian guarantee for the Puget Sound
supply would, of course, be limited to the
present refining capacity in that area. The
amount of added Canadian oil required for
this purpose would be relatively small com-
pared to the total Canadian exports to the
United States and would also be relatively
small compared with present Canadian de-
liveries to the Puget Sound area.

5. If Alyeska is built, Canada would find
little attraction in having a second oil pipe-
line built through Canada to serve U.S. Mid-
west markets unless and until sizeable com-
mercial Canadian oll discoveries have been
made in the north. Moreover, Canada is aware
that the economic attraction of looping an
existing TAPS line would undoubtedly mili-
tate against construction of a line through
Canada. Admittedly, other -circumstances
such as markets and security of supply might
make it attractive to build such a second
line through Canada. However, such circum-
stances are undoubtedly present even in re-
spect of the first oil pipeline.

NOTES FOR AN ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE
DoNALD S. MACDONALD, MINISTER OF ENERGY,
MINES, AND RESOURCES, TO THE ANNUAL
MEETING OF THE INDUSTRIAL CONTRACTORS
ASSOCIATION OF CANADA
Mr. CHAIRMAN, HEAD TABLE GUESTS AND As-

SOCIATION MEemBeERs: I particularly welcome
this opportunity to address the annual meet-
ing of the Industrial Contractors’ Association
because of the need for better communica-
tion between your industry and government
on questions related to our national energy
requirements,

I believe that this is the first occasion we
have had to get together and hope that we
can lay the basis for continued discussion
of Canada’s refinery and chemical plant ca-
pacity in the weeks and months ahead.

In the general effort to improve contacts
with industry, perhaps I should mention in
passing the National Advisory Committee on
Petroleum which brings the leaders of that
industry into close, regular contact with me
on a wide range of questions affecting my
department’s role as a coordinator of national
resources policy.

It is particularly gratifying, too, to know
that several representatives of U.S. industry
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are present at this annual meeting because
the debate over energy policies has reached
new levels of concern among the citizens of
both countries.

In the United States, President Nixon has
delivered his message on energy to Congress
and moved to curtail recent increases in gas
prices through Phase 4 of the administra-
tion's measures against inflation,

Here in Canada, I am looking forward to
an informed exchange of views with other
levels of government, industry and the pub-
lic at large based on the analysls of Canada’s
current energy resources and Iindustries
which will be published in the next week or
two. The analysis will provide an in-depth
review of energy in all its forms—hydroelec~
tric, coal, oil and gas as well as nuclear—in
an attempt to delineate the important con-
cerns which inevitably occur at a time when
the country faces a task of investing some
$50 to §70 billion over a decade to keep pace
with industrial and other demands for power.

As a prelude to further discussion of some
of these large energy projects, it might be
useful to spend a few minutes going over the
recent history of government involvement on
the northern pipeline question.

On December 20, 1968, the Minister of
Energy, Mines and Resources announced in
the House of Commons the establishment of
the Task Force on Northern Oll Development
“to bring together all information on the
existing oil situation in the North, on trans-
portation routes that might be used, and to
coordinate all available information, from all
Federal agencies and departments and then
report and make proposals to the govern-
ment.”

The Task Force has reported to Cabinet
on a number of occasions and, in addition,
has issued two important sets of guidelines.
In August, 1970, guidelines were issued set-
ting out certain principles that are to be fol-
lowed in planning, constructing and operat-
ing nothern pipelines. These principles are
concerned with the “corridor” concept; com-
mon or contract carrler stipulations; Parlia-
ment's jurisdiction; the Canadian content in
financing, engineering, construction, owner-
ship, and management; conditions to be met
prior to the issuance of a construction permit
including those relating to the preservation
of the ecology and environment and the
protection of the rights of northern residents;
and finally, requirements as to employment
of northern residents. These guidelines have
remained the basic prineciples for the conduct
of all actlivities concerned with northern
pipelines.

In June of 1972, expanded guidelines were
established, based on the “corridor”, environ-
mental, and social clauses of the 1970 guide-
lines.

We have ahead of us the working out of
some of the financial concepts of a northern
pipeline and, in this connection, I announced
earlier this year the membership of a Na-
tional Advisory Committee on Northern
Pipeline Financing representative of those
in Canada with skills in the operation of the
Canadian and international capital markets.
The Task Force will be the government'’s
vehicle for assessing the findings of this
Committee and developing policy recom-
mendations therefrom. Closely related to
this activity is another Task Force program
assessing the potential of the Canadian
content of labour, materials and services for
a northern pipeline. We expect, in due course,
to prepare a set of guidelines concerned with
financing, ownership and control, and
Canadian content of the total project.

NORTHERN PIPELINE ISSUES AND CONCERNS

There is no need to explain why we have
embarked on such an indepth program of
Task Force research and appralsal. We are
concerned with the planning of the largest

capital investment project ever to be pro-
posed in Canada and it is only natural that
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the proposal is raising some major national
issues. I could illustrate this by merely list-
ing some of the questions being asked by
Canadian citizens who are now actively in-
terested In the concept of a northern pipe-
line.

For instance: can a northern pipeline be
built in such a way as to present no serious
hazards to the delicate Arctic environment?
What about possible harm to wildlife and
fishing resources of the north? What route
would the pipeline follow in the north and
through the provinces? What are the objec-
tives and specifications of a Mackenzie “cor-
ridor”? Will a pipeline really be of benefit
to the native people? How would the pipeline
be financed and controlled—would Canadian
control be assured? Would pipe and equip-
ment manufacturers have ample lead time
and opportunity to supply the materials re-
quired? Would Canadian labour have full
opportunity to participate in construction
and operation? Could the total project have
a negative effect on the Canadian dollar in
international money markets and thereby
on our international trade and, if so, how
could this be prevented? What would be the
regional benefits?

‘Would our oil and gas resources be drained
out too rapidly by export markets and what
about future Canadian requirements for oil
and gas? Do we really need to develop north-
ern gas and a pipeline outlet at this time—
Why not wait until we actually need the gas
for the Canadian markets and until we have
enough Canadian capital within Canada to
finance it? Is the project going to be man-
aged by Canadian personnel and are engi-
neering and consulting firms going to have
opportunities to establish a world reputation
through active association in the project?

These are some of the questions being asked
by a public becoming increasingly involved
in concepts concerned with the proposed de-
velopment. I could list other concerns but I
believe these will illustrate we are presented
with a major national decision to be made.

THE LARGER ENERGY PICTURE IN CANADA

We are concerned with a pipeline project
which would have major implications for the
Canadian economy and for our total energy
situation in this country. I have mentioned
some of the economic and national interests
and concerns as they relate to the construc-
tion of the pipeline. One can also enlarge the
perspective of this project by viewing some
of the implications of opening up a new and
large source of energy and having it available
to the Canadian market,

It is no longer a question of whether we
will find gas in the north, but rather how
much is needed in order to justify the large
investments in pipeline and other facilities
to bring this frontier gas to market.

The advent of large-scale northern gas sup-
ply is, of course, not without its particular
and challenging problems in addition to
those assoclated with getting the gas to mar-
ket under acceptable engineering and envi-
ronmental standards, There is, for instance,
the question of pricing, and the related ques-
tion of the terms and conditions under which
the gas would be exported. There is also the
net eflect of rising export prices from the
points of view of balance of payment benefits
and the costs to consumers of upward pres-
sures on the domestic price for gas. There are
strong regional views within Canada on these
and related matters and the makings of some
serious interprovincial and federal-provineial
jurisdictional and constitutional conflicts,
unless industry and government at all levels
are willing to work constructively towards a
solution of these complex issues.

EXPORT CONTROLS ON OIL AND GASOLINE

As you know, effective March 1, this year,
Cabinet approved amendments to regulations
made under Part VI of the National Energy
Board Act which brought under license the
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export of crude oll and equivalent hydrocar=-
bons but not refined oil products.

The action followed discussions with pro-
vincial ministers and industry and was in
line with the long-established national pol-
iey to export only those quantities of energy
which are clearly surplus to our domestic
requirements.

The past fourteen years have seen rapld
growth in our oil exports, almost all of which
go to the United States, mostly in the form
of refinery raw material. This export growth
made an Iimportant contribution to the
health of the Canadian oil producing indus-
try and to our national prosperity.

Because of the pressures in the U.8. market
by reason of their shortages, levels of export
demand for our oil strained the capacity of
our oll production and transportation sys-
tems and threatened the continuity of sup-
ply of Canadian oil to domestic refiners de-
pendent on such supply.

The continuation of pressure in the US.
market also has shown up in the greatly in-
creased demand, from the north-east U.S. in
particular, for refined Canadian products.

Last Thursday I informed the House of
Commons that effective midnight Friday,
June 15, temporary controls would be im-
posed on the export of motor gasoline and
home-heating types of oils.

This move will ensure that unususal export
demand for these products does nct impair
supplies to Canadian consumers.

Because of the very substantial differences
which exist between American and Canadian
prices, there was no assurance that exports
of these products could be voluntarily lim-
ited at this time.

I also announced a repeal of import re=-
strictions on motor gasoline.

Duration of the temporary perlod for these
export restrictions will be related to improve-
ment in international supplies of refined oil
products and also to the expansion of re-
finery capacity in Eastern Canada.

Traditionally, Eastern Canada has been a
net product importer, though a high rate of
petroleum refinery expansion has enabled
Eastern Canada to move into a position
where it is showing the first signs of becom-
ing a net product exporter. A table appended
to this paper shows that the region of Que-
bec, the Maritimes and Newfoundland actu-
ally had a net export position in January of
some 26 Mb/D for all of 1972, 100 Mb,/D a
year earlier and 163 Mb/D in 1968.

CURRENT REFINING CAPACITY AND CAPITAL
EXPENDITURE BY THE INDUSTRY

I would like to make the following points
about current refining capacity and growth
of the industry in Canada:

1. The refining industry in Canada in-
cluded 40 refineries in 1972 with a total ca-
pacity of approximately 1.7 million barrels
per day. Over the previous ten years it had
grown at the average rate of 43,000 barrels
per day per year, or the equivalent of one big
refinery two to three yvears.

2. Recent growth has been more rapid,
however, and capaclty is estimated o grow
by approximately 700,000 barrels per day over
the period 1970 to 1973; or an average of
about 230,000 barrels per day per year,

3. Capital expenditures for the construc-
tion of Canadian refineries is running at
over $200 million per year over this period.
Capital expenditures in the Canadian refin-

ing industry

[In millions]
1970
1971
1872 (preliminary)
1973 (estimated) . - - TR

4. These expenditures represent a signifi-
cantly higher rate of construction growth
than the U.S. and the world as a whole, rel-
ative to the size of their respective refining
industries,
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5. Recent capital expenditures for the con-
struction of natural gas processing plants in
western Canada and other physical facilities
associated with oil and gas production have
been as follows:

[In millions]

6. Another factor in refinery construction
is the increasing average size of refinerles.
Thus, two large new refineries will be operat-
ing In Edmonton, permitting the shutdown
of smaller uneconomic refineries on the
Prairies.

7. Ontario capacity will grow with a major
new refinery—Texaco's at Nanticoke—as
well as expansion by Shell, Sun Cil and BP,
Additional units for quality improvement
will be added by Gulf and Imperial Oil.

8. In the Athabasca oll sands area of Al-
berta, many new extraction and processing
plants are under study which may offer the
greatest growth prospects for the hydrocar-
bon processing construction industry. Capac-
ity is expected to grow from the present
50,000 barrels per day level to a million bar-
rels per day sometime in the 19880°s. Great
Canadian Oil Sands Ltd's expansion, the
pending Syncrude plant which should be
constructed within the next few years to be
followed by a Shell Oil project to commence
construction in the late '70's are the leading
projects In the Athabasca area. Other proj-
ects are in the planning stage.

9. Construction in the petrochemical in-
dustry has been slow due to past difficulties
in the petrochemical industry and over-
bullding in the early ‘60’s. It now appears
that this phase is coming to an end, and
several major petrochemical plants are under
consideration such as the world-wide ethyl-
ene plants under study for the Sarina and
Edmonton areas. Fertillzer capacity 1s also
being overstretched, and rew ammonia ca-
pacity will be needed.

10. Apart from these developments in
established petrochemical centres, the estab-
lishment of new pertochemical centres, for
example In the Maritimes, is now being dis-
cussed and could lead to future develop-
ments.

11. Yet another growing area, of greater
importance to the U.S., is the construction
of plants for the manufacture of synthetic
fuels from coal or shale. Although no such
plants are presently projected in Canada,
they may be in the future, particularly in
view of Canada's untapped coal resources,
the assurance of a growing energy market,
and the improvements expected from cur-
rent active research in coal processing.

As I told the House last Friday, construc-
tlon plans in Eastern Canada for new re-
finerles may be affected where companies
were considering the processing of off-shore
raw material for export only. It 1s not ex-
pected that the export controls announced
last week would pose any difficulty for
new or existing facilities which were operat-
ing to meet Canadian needs as a first pri-
ority. And I can only remind this audience
that increased refinery capacity in Eastern
Canada is an obvious need at this time In
order to meet our own requirements.

In concluding, I would remind you that
Eastern Canada is necessarily dependent on
the international petroleum economy. Im-
ports of refined products continue to be re-
quired. Particularly in the case of heating
oils, they will not be easy to obtain this
year, but the Govermment expects that Ca-
nadlan oll companies will make every effort
to ensure that we enter the heating season
with adequate inventories.

The expansion of the refining industry in
Eastern Canada ought to proceed much as
expected on the very real need to meet Ca-
nadian requirements for petroleum products
and any export opportunities which might
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arise after full allowance has been made for
the prime needs of Canadian consumers,
The high rate of petroleum refinery ex-
pansion has enabled eastern Canada to move
from the position of a net product importer
to the first signs of becoming a net product
exporter, as shown by the following table:

MARITIMES, QUEBEC AND NEWFOUNDLAND
[Mbil/day]

MBbI/D, maritimes
Quebec and
Newfoundiand

Net product
imports
(exports)

Product
demand

Crude
refined

569
640
635
668
1972 23 708
1973 (January). . ...~
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FOREST SERVICE OPERATION IN
UTAH

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I was elect-
ed to Congress last fall, in part, I think,
because I enunciated the frustration I
sensed on the part of Utahans as they
deal with the Federal bureaucracy. In
many instances Congress has been re-
sponsible for overly insulating the agen-
cies, and even with a clear expression of
congressional intent, we are often unable
to change an administrative action.

A heartening thing has just happened
in my native State. Some time ago the
Forest Service announced an intention
to move its regional headquarters from
Ogden, Utah, to further centralize op-
erations in Denver, Colo. Virtually all
the officials in Utah, and most officials in
the State of Colorado, opposed this move.
The Forest Service itself, apparently, was
in opposition, but they are forced to
support the requirement imposed by
the Office of Management and Budget.
The Utah congressional delegation and
Utah Gov. Calvin Rampton took posi-
tive steps, together with other Congress-
men and Senators involved from other
States similarly affected, to ascertain
whether this shuffling would actually in-
crease the efficiency of the Forest Service
operation and to determmine whether
funds would, in fact, be saved by the
moves.

We were all dismayed at the lack of
any significant proof that either effi-
ciency or funding would be benefited by
this move. Because of various steps the
Utah delegation has taken in making
the ill-founded nature of the proposal
known, the move to consolidate the
Forest Service office has failed. Of par-
ticular effectiveness was my senior col-
league in the House, Congressman GUNN
McEay of Utah’s First District. A mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee,
Congressman McEay was successful in
pursuading his colleagues to attach lan-
guage to the recent Interior appropria-
tions bill providing that no funds might
be used to affectuate that change, Sen-
ator Frank Moss has long been involved
in the discussions and was a forceful ad-
vocate of Utah's interests. The majority
leader of the Senate, Senator Mike
MAaNSFIELD, was also extremely helpful.
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Today, the Secretary of Agriculture
announced that the proposed moves have
been rescinded. It is heartening to see
that when we are stirred up in Congress,
we can effectuate some change in the
agency structure. It has been great to
help strike a blow for the forces of rep-
resentative government.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. O'NEe1LL) :)

Mr. PerpPER, for today, on account of
illness.

Mr. DanieLson, for today, on account
of death in family.

Mr. BraTnIx, for today and July 17, on
account of official business.

Mr. Boranp, for today, on account of
death in family.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEraLp R. Forp) @)

Mr. Gross, for today, on account of
illness.

Mr. Burxe of Florida, for today, on
account of illness in the family.

Mr. TarcorT, for week of July 16, on
account of official business.

Mr, Yares, for July 17, 1973, on ac-
count of illness in family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders

heretofore entered, was granted to:
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MarTIN of North Carolina)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous matter:)
Mr. Hastings, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. TreeN, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Steere, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Younc of Ilineis, for 10 minutes,
today.
Mr. Duncan, for 40 minutes, on July
17.
Mr. WarsH, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. HanramaN, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SarsanNes) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)
Mr. Burge of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.
Mr. Giesons, for 5 minutes, today.
. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.
. Annunzio, for 5 minutes, today.
. RunnerLs, for 5 minutes, today.
. THORNTON, for 5 minutes, today.
. Ropiwo, for 5 minutes, today.
. Fraser, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ALEXANDER, for 15 minutes, on
July 17.
Mr. Bracel, for 5 minutes, on July 18.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
gvise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. SayLor and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Tavror of North Carolina to ex-
tend his remarks prior to the vote on the
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Findley dairy amendment, H.R. 8860, in
the Committee of the Whole, today.

Mr. Teacue of Texas to revise and ex-
tend his remarks on H.R. 3733 today im-
mediately prior to passage of the bill.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MarTIN of North Carolina)
and to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. QuiEk in two instances.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr, STeELE in five instances.

Mr. SEBELIUS.

Mr. KEATING.

Mr. KEmP,

Mr. VEYSEY in two instances.

Mr. NELSEN.

Mr. TrOMSON of Wisconsin.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. SteIcER of Wisconsin.

Mr. Roncarro of New York.

Mr. SARASIN.

Mr. McKINNEY.

Mr. HUEER.

Mr. DICKINSON.

Mr. Roeison of New York.

Mr. FROEHLICH.

Mr. Corrins of Texas in three in-
stances.

Mr. Hupxnot in two instances,

Mr, SAYLOR.

Mr. HANRAHAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Sarsanes) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. DrRIvAN in three instances.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Mr. RarIcK in three instances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances.

Mr. GoNzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. ConyERs in 10 instances.

Mr. BREAUX.

Mr. ADAMS.

Mr. Bracer in five instances.

Mr. YATRON.

Mr. CarNEY of Ohio in three instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in two in-
stances.

Mr, CORMAN.

Mr. JonEes of Tennessee.

Mr. BOLLING.

Mr. BENNETT.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey.

Mr. Winriam D, Forp in two instances.

Mr. RopiNo.

Mr. Long of Louisiana.

Mrs. MINE,

My, CHAPPELL.

Mr. DinceLL in three instances.

Mr. Worrr in five instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON.

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr. MeLcHER, and to include extrane-
ous matter notwithstanding the fact that
it exceeds three pages of the CONGREs-
SIONAL REcORD and is estimated by the
Public Printer to cost $627.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as fol-
lows:

5. 1083. “An act to amend certain provi-
sions of Federal law relating to explosives;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5. 1191. An act to provide financial assist-
ance for a demonstration program for the
prevention, identification, and treatment of
child abuse and neglect, to establish a Na-
tional Center on Child Abuse and Neglect,
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and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

5. 1925. An act to amend section 1(16) of
the Interstate Commerce Act authorizing the
Interstate Commerce Commission to con-
tinue rail transportation services; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

8. 2067. An act relating to congressional
and Supreme Court pages; to the Committee
on Rules.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o’clock and 15 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until Tuesday, July 17,
1973, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1141. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a re-
port covering the quarter ended June 30,
1973, of actual procurement recelpts for
medical stockpile of civil defense emergency
supplies and equipment purposes, pursuant
to section 201(h) of the Federal Civil De-
fense Act of 1950, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1142, A letter from the Chief of Legislative
Affairs, Department of the Navy, transmitting
notice of the proposed donation of a surplus
LH 34 helicopter, serial No. 145717, to the
Bradley Air Museum, Connecticut Aeronau-
tical Historical Association, Hartford, Conn.,
pursuant to 10 U.B8.C. 75645; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

1143. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Becretary of the Interior, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to authorize the es-
tablishment of the Big Thicket National
Biological Reserve in the State of Texas, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

1144, A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice, Department of Justice, transmitting a re-
quest for the withdrawal of a case involving
the suspension of deportation, previously
submitted pursuant to section 244(a) (1) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, as
amended [8 U.S.C. 1254(c) (1) |; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

1145. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a report concerning
the need for engineers on uninspected tow-
ing vessels, pursuant to section 2 of the Tow-
ing Vessel Operator Licensing Act; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

1148, A letter from the Chairman, U.S.
Civil Service Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend cer-
tain provisions of title 5, United States Code,
relating to pay and hours of work of Federal
employees; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service,

1147. A letter from the Acting Admini-
strator, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting a report on thermal
discharge, pursuant to section 104(t) of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments of 1972; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works,

1148. A letter from the Board of Trustees,
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and
Disability Insurance Trust Punds, transmit-
ting the 1973 Annual Report of the Board
of Trustees of the trust fund, pursuant to
section 201(c) of the BSocial Security Act
(H. Doc. No. 93-130); to the Committee on
Ways and Means and ordered to be printed.
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1149. A letter from the Board of Trustees,
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund,
transmitting the 1973 Annual Report of the
Board of Trustees of the trust fund, pursu-
ant to section 1817(b) of the Social Security
Act, as amended (H. Doc. No. 93-128); to
the Committee on Ways and Means and
ordered to be printed.

1150. A letter from the Board of Trustees,
Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance
Trust Fund, transmitting the 1973 An-
nual Report of the Board of Trustees of the
trust fund, pursuant to section 1841(b) of
the Social Security Act, as amended (H. Doc.
No. 93-129); to the Committee on Ways and
Means and ordered to be printed.

1151. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Tariff Act of 1930
to grant additional arrest authority to of-
ficers of the customs service, to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

1152. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, Executive Office of
the President, transmitting a report of budg-
etary reserves as of June 30, 1973, pursuant
to the Federal Impoundment and Informa-
tion Act, as amended; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, H.R. 620. A bill to establish
within the Department of the Interior an
additional Assistant Secretary of the Interlor
for Indian Affairs, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 83-374). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr, HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affair. HR. 5089. A bill to determine
the rights and interests of the Choctaw Na-
tion, the Chickasaw Nation, and the Chero-
kee Nation in and to the bed of the Arkansas
River below the Canadian Fork and to the
eastern boundary of Oklahoma; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 93-375). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 6925, A bill to authorize
the exchange of certain lands between the
Pueblo of Acoma and the Forest Service
(Rept. No. 93-376) . Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 8029. A bill to pro-
vide for the distribution of funds appropri-
ated in satisfaction of certain judgments of
the Indian Claims Commission and the
Court of Claims, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 93-377). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself and Mr, SARAsIN):

H.R, 9278. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities and to provide public financing

for such campalgns; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. ASHLEY :
HR. 9279. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campalgn
activities and to provide public financing for
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such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R. 9280. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities and to provide public financing for
such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. BRASCO (for himself, Mr.
Warpie, Mr. DominicK V. DANIELS,
Mr. CuHArLES H, WiLsox of California,
Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr, HoGan, Mr. HiLLIs,
and Mr, BAFALIS) :

HR. 9281. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, with respect to the retirement
of certain law enforcement and firefighter
personnel, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DOMNIICK V. DANIELS:

H.R. 9282, A bill to provide for improved
labor-management relations in the Federal
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FORSYTHE:

H.R. 9283. A bill to establish an arbitration
board to settle disputes between supervisory
organizations and the U.S. Postal Service;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr.
Dices, Ms. Horrzman, and Mr. Mc-
KINNEY) :

H.R. 9284. A bill to amend the United Na-
tions Participation Act of 1945 to halt the
importation of Rhodesian chrome and to re-
store the United States to its position as a
law-abiding member of the international
community; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 9285. A bill to amend the Account-
ing and Auditing Act of 1950 to provide for
the audit of certain Federal agencies by the
Comptroller General; to the Committee on
Government Operations,

By Mr. HEBERT (for himself and Mr.
BRAY) :

H.R. 9286. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1974 for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels,
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other
weapons, and research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to pre-
scribe the authorized personnel strength for
each active duty component and of the Se-
lected Reserve of each Reserve component of
the Armed Forces, and the military training
student loads, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HOGAN:

HR. 9287. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for expenses incurred by a taxpayer in mak-
ing repairs and improvements to his resi-
dence, and to allow the owner of rental hous-
ing to amortize at an accelerated rate the
cost of rehabilitating or restoring such hous-
ing; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 9288. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to waive the existing
requirement that all medicaid patients be
given free choice in the selection of treat-
ment facilities in cases where the services in-
volved are being effectively provided through
locally operated public health centers, or
where such services may be most effectively
obtained in designated specialized medical
centers; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MILLER:

H.R. 9289, A bill to terminate the authori-
zation of the Salt Creek Dam and Reservoir
project, Ohio; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. RUNNELS:

H.R. 9290. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to provide for the transmittal
to each of the several States, in accordance
with a plan and form approved by the Gov-
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ernor thereof, of the tabulation of total pop-
ulation of that State obtained In each de-
cennial census and required for the appor-
tionment of the legislative bodies of that
State; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service. )

By Mr. STEELMAN:

HER. 9291. A bill to make rules governing
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States in the absence of a declaration of
war by the Congress of the United States or
of a military attack upon the United States;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. STEELMAN (for himself, Mr,
WryLiE, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr, REUSS, Mr.
Hinsuaw, Mr. RANDALL, and Mr,
MACDONALD) :

H.R. 9292. A bill to provide that appoint-
ments to the offices of Director and Deputy
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall be subject to confirmation by
the Senate; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
MurpHY of New York, Mr. GROVER,
Mr. Crarx, Mr, RUPPE, Mr. BOWEN,
Mr, SNYDER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. STEELE,
Mr. KYRoS, Mr. LoTT, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr, TREEN, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. YoUnG
of Alaska, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. METCALFE,
and Mr. GINN).

H.R. 8293, A bill to amend certain laws af-
fecting the Coast Guard; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr, BURKE
of Massachusetts, Mr. CoTTER, Ms.
GrAsso, Mr. Gray, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr,
McCorRMACK, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RaN-
GEL, Mr. Roy, and Mr. STunps) :

H.R. 9294. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities and to provide public financing for
such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. WAGGONNER (for himself, Mr,
HEBERT, Mr., PassMAN, Mr. RARICK,
Mr. BrReaUx, Mr. LonG of Loulsiana,
Mrs. Boces, and Mr. TREEN) :

H.R. 9295. A bill to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands of the United States
to the State of Louisiana for the use of
Louisiana State University; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WHALEN :

HR. 0206. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities and to provide financing for such
campaigns; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. ESCH:

HR. 9207. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 18564 to provide that pre-
parers of income tax returns shall report
certain information to the Internal Revenue
Service, and to prohibit preparation of re-
turns by a person convicted of preparing a
fraudulent return; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HAWKINS:

HR. 9208, A bill to strengthen interstate
reporting and interstate services for parents
of runaway children; to conduct research
on the size of the runaway youth population;
for the establishment, maintenance, and op-
eration of temporary housing and counseling
services for transient youth, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

By Mr. JONES of Tennessee:

H.R.9209. A bill to provide a penalty for
the robbery or attempted robbery of any
narcotic drug from any pharmacy; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'BRIEN:

H.R. 9300. A bill to provide for the conser-
vation, protection, and propagation of specl
or subspecies of fish and wildlife that are
threatened with extinction or likely within
the foreseeable future to become threatened
with extinction, and for other purposes; te
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the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. FRICE of Texas:

HR.9301. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide tax reliel
for homeowners; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R.9302. A bill to amend titles 18 and
28 of the United States Code to establish
certain qualifications for the Office of Attor-
ney General, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROONEY of New York:

H.R. 0303. A bill to name the U.S. Customs
Court and Federal Office Bullding at 1 Federal
Plaza, New York, N.Y.,, the “Paul P. Rao
U.8. Customs Court and Federal Office Build-
ing"; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr, STEELE:

HR. 9304. A bill making an additional
appropriation for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, for the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare for research on the
cause and treatment of diabetes; to the
Committee on Appropriations,

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Ms. BURKE
of California, Mr, DELLENBACK, Mr.
Hosmer, Mr, Owens, Mr, RUNNELS,
and Mr, WonN PaT):

H.R. 9305. A bill to provide for a national
fuels and energy conservation policy, to es-
tablish an Office of Energy Conservation in
the Department of the Interior, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.
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By Mr. CORMAN:

H.J. Res. 663. Joint resolution, a national
education policy; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. HARRINGTON !

H.J. Res. 664. Joint resolution, a national
education policy, to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

276. By the SPEAEER: A memorial of the
Legislature of the State of California, rela-
tive to the public employees program; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

277. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to prosecu-
tion of interstate motor vehicle thefts; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

278. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to escheat of
intangible abandoned property; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

279. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to Federal
earthquake detection and prevention pro-
grams; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

280. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to earth-
quake hazard; to the Committee on Science
and Astronautics.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXITI, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R. 9306. A bill for the relief of Claudette
Angelia Dwyer; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FAUNTROY :

H.R. 9307. A bill for the relief of Wilmoth
N. Mpyers; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 9308. A bill for the relief of M. Sgt.
George C. Lee, U.S. Air Force; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina:

H.R. 9309. A bill for the relief of Faiz Ur
Rahman Faizi; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. NELSEN:

H.R. 9310. A bill to authorize the Car-
negie Endowment for International Peace to
use certain real estate in the District of
Columbia as the endowment's Washington
offices; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. VEYSEY:

H.R. 9311, A bill for the relief of Maj. Wil-
liam J. Pelham, U.S. Air Force; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

HR, 9312, A bill for the relief of A. C.
Brown; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE—Monday, July 16, 1973

The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. RoserT C. BYRD,
a Senator from the State of West Vir-
ginia.

PRAYER

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

Almighty God, who has given us this
good land for our heritage, endowed it
with rich resources of nature, and peo-
pled it with diverse cultures, races, and
religions to form “one nation under
God”; so help us now to conserve and
to use wisely both the natural human re-
sources so lavishly bestowed by the Cre-
ator. Be with the leaders of this Senate
as they plan for the days to come that
their leadership may expedite the tasks
ahead so that all Members may concert
their best efforts for the well-being of the
whole Nation.

We pause to ask Thy special blessing
upon the President. Surround him with
healing ministries and grant him peace
of mind and the assurance of the peo-
ple’s prayers.

We pray in His name who is Lord and
healer and guide. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., July 16, 1973.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. ROBERT C.
BYrD, a Senator from the State of West Vir-
ginia, to perform the duties of the Chair dur-
ing my absence.

JamMESs O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD thereupon
took the chair as Acting President pro
tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presicent, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Sat-
urday, July 14, 1973, be dispensed with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS AUTHOR-
IZED DURING THE SESSION OF
THE SENATE TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be permitted to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

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

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the provisions
of rule VIII be waived with respect to
the consideration of unobjected to meas-

ures on the calendar.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
to the consideration of Calendar Order
Nos. 295, 296, and 297.

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

SUSPENSION OF DUTIES ON CER-
TAIN FORMS OF COPPER

The bill (H.R. 2323) to continue until
the close of June 30, 1974, the suspension
of duties on certain forms of copper
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed.

SUSPENSION OF DUTIES FOR
METAL SCRAP

The bill (H.R. 2324) to continue until
the close of June 30, 1975, the existing
suspension of duties for metal scrap was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON
CAPROLACTAM MONOMER
The bill (H.R. 6394) to suspend the
duty on caprolactam monomer in water
solution until the close of December 31,
1973, was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the minority leader wish fo be
recognized?




		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-07T16:32:12-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




