
Ju~y 19, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24919 
occur-the yeas and nays having already 
been ordered-on final passage of the 
District of Columbia appropriations bill. 
H.R. 8658. That bill has already been 
advanced to third reading. No further 
debate will occur thereon. The Senate 
will proceed at that hour to vote, as I 
have stated, on the passage of the bill. 

As a reminder, there will be several 
yea and nay votes tomorrow, and Sen­
ators will want to be prepared for a ses­
sion that could last into the evening. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
if there be no further business to come 

before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in adjournment until 9 a.m. tomor­
row. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 7:18 
p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor­
row, Friday, July 20, 1973, at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 19, 1973: 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

William A. Anders, of Virginia, to be a 
member of the Atomic Energy Commission 
f.or a term of 5 years expiring June 30, 1978, 
vice James T. Ramey, terrn expired. 

THE JUDICIARY 
Leonard I. Garth, of New Jersey, to be a 

U.S. circuit judge, Third Circuit vice James 
;a,osen, deceased. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 19, 1973: 
IN THE COAST GUARD 

Coast Guard nominations beginning Bruce 
C. Skinner, to be commander, and ending 
Michael J. Goodwin, to be lieutenant, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
July 16, 1973. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 19, 1973 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
He that abideth in Me and I in him, 

the same bringeth forth much Jruit.­
John 15: 5. 

0 God, unfailing source of wisdom, 
power, and love, we come to Thee seek­
ing light upon our way, strength for our 
way, and love in our way that we may 
walk humbly with Thee, dwell harmoni­
ously with our neighbors, and live happily 
with ourselves. 

As we face the tasks of this day may 
it be with courage and with faith keeping 
our minds clear, our hearts confident, 
and our hands clean, that we may work 
diligently for a stronger Nation and a 
better world. 

Kindle in our hearts and in the hearts 
of all nations a true love for peace and 
for freedom that in a real sense Thy 
kingdom of good will may move forward 
and the people on our planet may learn 
to live together in deed and in truth: to 
the glory of Thy holy name and the good 
of all humanity. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex­

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal st~:'.nds 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Sundry messages in writing from the 

President of the United States were com­
municated to the House by Mr. Marks, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on the following dates 
the President approved and signed bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

On July 9, 1973: 
H .R. 7445. An act to extend the Renego­

tiation Act of 1951 for 1 year, and for 
other purposes. 

On July 10, 1973: 
H .R. 5452. An act to extend and make 

technical corrections to the National Sea 
Grant College and Program Act of 1966, as 
amended; 

H.R. 6187. An act to amend section 502(a) 
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936; 

H .R. 6330. An act to amend section 8 of 
the Public Buildings Act of 1959, relating 
to the District of Columbia; 

H.R. 7200. An act to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Railroad 
Retirement Tax Act to revise certain eligi­
bility conditions for annuities; to change 
the railroad retirement tax rates; and to 
amend the Interstate Commerce Act in order 
to improve the procedures pertaining to cer­
tain rate adjustments for carriers subject to 
part I of the act, and for other purposes; 
and 

H.R. 7670. An act to authorize appropria­
tions for the fiscal year 1974 for certain mari­
time programs of the Department of Com­
merce. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amend­
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

H.R. 8949. An act to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code relating to basic pro­
vision of the loan guaranty program :tor 
veterans. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill and joint reso­
lution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re­
quested: 

S. 1081. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to grant rights-of-way across 
Federal lands where the use of such rights­
of-way is in the public interest and the ap­
plicant for the right-of-way demonstrates 
the financial and technical capability to use 
the right-of-way in a manner which will pro­
tect the environment; and 

S.J. Res. 118. Joint resolution to express 
the sense of Congress that a White House 
Conference on the Handicapped be called by 
the President of the United States. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 

make a statement. 
The Chair has been advised that the 

electronic voting system, which has not 
been. functioning for the past 3 days, is 
now m order. 

Technicians thoroughly tested the sys­
tem this morning and have assured the 
Chair that it is fully operable. 

The Chair will therefore direct that its 
use be resumed as of today. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
FLIGHT-PAY LEGISLATION 

<Mr. STRATTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am announcing that the Military Com­
pensation Subcommittee of the Armed 
Services Committee will commence hear­
ings on :flight-pay legislation on Thurs­
day, July 26, specifically to take testi­
mony from Members of Congress. 

Because of the considerable congres­
sional interest in this subject the sub­
committee is setting aside the first 2 days 
of its hearings, July 26 and 27, for Mem­
bers. Hearings will commence at 10 a.m. 
in the Carl Vinson Room, 2118 Rayburn 
House Office Building. 

Members who wish to testify are asked 
to notify the staff by calling extension 
56703. Committee rules require state­
ments to be submitted 48 hours in ad­
vance. 

Section 715 of Public Law 92-570 ter­
minated, as of May 31, flight pay for 
officers in the grade of colonel, or Navy 
captain, and above, in assignments which 
do not require the maintenance of basic 
:flying skills. On June 28 the House, in 
the course of instructing its conferees on 
H.R. 8537, rejected-by a vote of 238 to 
175-a 6-month extension of the May 31 
termination date. 

The Defense Department has sub­
mitted legislation for a general revision 
of the :flight-pay laws. It is contained in 
H.R. 8593, and I hope Members who tes­
tify before the subcommittee, in addition 
to providing their general views, also ad­
dress themselves to the philosophy and 
provisions of H.R. 8593, which was intro­
duced by request, incidentally, and at 
this point is simply a vehicle on which to 
commence the hearings. 

Elsewhere in this RECORD I shall in­
clude a section-by-section analysis of 
H.R. 8593. 

THE EFFECT OF THE FROEHLICH 
AMENDMENT TO THE AGRICUL­
TURE BILL 
<Mr. ROSENTHAL asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute 
his remarks.) 

and to revise and extend FLEXIBLE GI INTEREST RATE AU­

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, on 
Wednesday I wrote to my colleagues re­
garding my intention to request a record 
vote on the Froehlich amendment to the 
agriculture bill. In my view, this amend­
ment will give the Secretary of Agricul­
ture, Earl Butz, unwarranted and dan­
gerous powers over the price of every food 
item found in the supermarket. 

Today, Members received a letter from 
Mr. Froehlich, stating that his amend­
ment does not give Secretary Butz "ab­
solute discretion" to make "unilateral" 
decisions regarding food prices and that 
"weather," not the Agriculture Secretary, 
is responsible for the high cost of food. 

I strongly disagree, for the following 
reasons: 

The amendment does give Butz ab­
solute discretion to raise food prices: 

The language of the amendment is 
clear-it states that when the Secretary 
certifies to the President that the supply 
of an agricultural produc~ will be reduced 
unacceptably as a result of economic 
stabilization controls and no alternative 
means for increasing supply are available 
"the President shall make appropriate 
adjustments in the maximum price 
which may be charged." 

Although weather conditions have af­
fected fruit and vegetable prices, the 
enormously high cost of feed grains is 
responsible for the huge increases in the 
price of meat, poultry, eggs, milk, cereals 
and bakery products-and, Secretary 
Butz is responsible in the main for the 
high cost of feed grains: It is incontest­
able that the high cost of many major 
food items, dependent for their produc­
tion on feed grains, is directly attribu­
table to the cost of those grains. I believe 
it is equally incontestable that the major 
reasons for the high price of feed grains 
are: First, the United States-Soviet 
grain deal and other grain sales abroad; 
second, the failure to impose controls on 
the price of key feed grains before their 
cost threatened poultry, hog, and other 
animal producers; and third, the failure 
to recognize in 1971 and 1972 that the 
U.S. and world food supply and demand 
situation should have resulted in an in­
crease in available acreage for produc­
tion. 

Secretary Butz was the chief architect 
of these policies of mismanagement and 
neglect. Phase 4 regulations on food 
prices are not to my personal liking, but 
giving Secretary Butz total authority to 
raise prices beyond what the Cost of 
Living Council has authorized, would be 
unthinkable. 

I agree With Mr. FROEHLICH that food 
prices and availability are "the most 
crucial and compelling issue of our 
time." However, Secretary Butz' policies 
have failed, time and time again, the 
test of fairness and effectiveness. 

I regard the vote this afternoon as 
being of dubious value to small family 
farmers but as crucial to the American 
consumer. I also think it is fair to view 
the vote today as a test of confidence in 
Mr. Butz' stewardship of the Agriculture 
Department. 

THORITY IN VETERANS' ADMIN­
ISTRATION 
Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­

mous consent to take from the Speaker's 
desk the bill <H.R. 8949) to amend title 
38 of the United States Code relating to 
basic provisions of the loan guarantee 
program for veterans, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

ment, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert: 
That section 1803(c) (1) of title 38, United 

States Code, is amended by striking out the 
semicolon and all that follows thereafter 
and inserting in lieu thereof the follow­
ing: ", except that in establishing the rate 
of interest that shall be applicable to such 
loans, the Administrator shall consult with 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment regarding the rate of interest the Secre­
tary considers necessary to meet the mort­
gage market for home l·oans insured und·er 
section 203 (b) of the National Housing Act, 
and, to the maximum extent practicable, 
carry out a coordinated policy on interest 
rates on loans insured under such section 
203 (b) and on loans guaranteed or insured 
under this chapter." 

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

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object-and I do 
not intend to object-! take this time so 
that the distinguished chairman, the 
gentleman from South Carolina <Mr. 
DoRN), may make an explanation of the 
Senate amendment to the bill. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, at the outset, 
I wish to report to the House that the 
Senate amendment is germane to the bill 
and we have ascertained that there is no 
additional cost involved in such an 
amendment. 

As the Members will recall, H.R. 8949 
passed the House on July 17 by a vote of 
411 to 3. This is urgent legislation re­
storing authority, which expired June 30, 
1973, to the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs to set interest rates on GI loans 
consonant with current mortgage market 
conditions. Since June 30 the allowable 
interest rate reverted to 6 percent which, 
of course, has dried up the program inas­
much as lenders are completely unable 
to participate on the basis of such a low 
yield. 

H.R. 8949, as passed by the House, 
specifically amended title 38, the Vet­
erans Code of Laws, to extend flexible 
GI interest rate authority in the VA on 
a permanent basis. As amended by the 
Senate in the form now before the House 
the basic ob:ective of the bill is retained 
but language is added to provide that 
"the Administrator shall consult with the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel­
opment regarding the rate of interest 
the Secretary considers neces..,..~.ry to 
meet the mortgage market for home 
loans insured under section 203 (b) of the 
National Housing Act, and, to the maxi­
mum extent practicable, carry out a co­
ordinated policy on interest rates on 

loans insured" under title 38 United 
States Code and the mentioned section 
of the National Housing Act. 

I note in the Senate proceedings of yes­
terday that the chairman of the Vet­
erans' Affairs Committee took cognizance 
of the House view that even under its 
version existing practices and procedures 
would probably insure that FHA and VA 
rates would be in normal tandem despite 
the grant of legally independent author­
ity. The Senat-e amendment therefore 
merely spells out this desirable policy. 
Accordingly, we feel that the basic ob­
jectives will be accomplished under the 
bill as amended, and in view of the ex­
treme urgency of the situation I urge 
that the House concur in the Senate 
amendment and thus clear the bill for 
action by the President. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak­
er, I thank the gentleman. 1 say to my 
distinguished friend that I think it is a 
clarifying and needed addition, and I 
would concur in it and accept the ex­
planation for the addition by the other 
body. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

AMENDING FLOOD CONTROL ACT 
OF 1968 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 6717) to 
amend section 210 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1968, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend­
ments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

ments, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert: That the first paragraph of 
section 4(b) of the Land and Water Con­
servation Fund Act of 1965, as amended (78 
Stat. 897; 16 U.S.C. 4601-5), is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(b) SPECIAL RECREATION USE FEES.-Each 
Federal agency developing, administering, or 
providing specialized sites, facilities, equip­
ment, or services related to outdoor recrea­
tion shall provide for the collection of special 
recreation use fees for the use of sites, facili­
ties, equipment, or services furnished at Fed­
eral expense: Provided, That in no event shall 
there be a charge for the day use or recrea­
tional use of those facilities or combination 
of those facilities or areas which virtually all 
visitors might reasonably be expected to 
utilize, such as, but not limited to picnic 
areas, boat ramps where no mechanical or 
hydraulic equipment is provided, drinking 
water, wayside exhibits, roads, trails, over­
look sites, visitors' centers, scenic drives, and 
toilet facilities. No fee may be charged for 
access to or use of any campground not hav­
ing the following-flush restrooms, showers 
reasonably available, access and circulatory 
roads, sanitary disposal stations reasonably 
available, visitor protection control, desig­
nated tent or trailer spaces, refuse contain­
ers and potable water." 

SEc. 2. Section 4(a) (2) of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as 
amended (78 Stat. 879; 16 U.S.C. 4601-5), is 
amended to read as follows: 

"Reasonable admission fees for a single 
visit at any designated area shall be estab­
lished by the administering Secretary for per-
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sons who choose not to purchase the annual 
permit or who enter such an area by means 
other than by private, noncommercial vehi­
cle. A 'single visit' means that length of time 
a visitor remains within the exterior boun­
dary of a designated fee area beginning from 
the day he first enters the area until he 
leaves, except that on the same day such ad­
mission fee is pe.id, the visitor may leave 
and reenter without the payment of an ad­
ditional admission fee to the same area." 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
amend certain provisions of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 relat­
ing to the collection of fees in connection 
with the use of Federal areas for outdoor 
recreation purposes." 

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

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak­
er, reserving · the right to object-and I 
do not intend to object-! would like to 
yield to the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ROBERTS) who is handling 
this legislation, to give the House an ex­
planation of the changes made by the 
other body. 

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

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6717 
as it passed the House provided that 
there could be no fees collected for day 
use and no fees for use of campgrounds 
at Corps of Engineers projects unless 
those campgrounds are highly developed 
and have those facilities mentioned in 
the bill; namely, tlush restrooms, 
showers, access roads, sanitary disposal 
stations, visitor protection, tent or trailer 
spaces, scenic drives, picnic tables, refuse 
containers, and potable water. 

The reason for the bill was that the 
Corps of Engineers and other Federal 
agencies were interpreting last year's 
user fee legislation as allowing them to 
charge fees for day use and for use of 
campgrounds which were not highly de­
veloped. 

H.R. 6717 as passed by the House was 
an amendment to section 210 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1968 which provided that 
user fees could be collected at corps proj­
ects only for highly developed facilities. 
The purpose of H.R. 6717 was to describe 
just what we meant by highly developed 
fac.ij_ities. 

As amended by the Senate, the bill 
amends the user fee provision of the 
Land and Water Conservation Funds Act 
and applies to all Federal agencies. The 
amended bill does for all agencies what 
H.R. 6717 did for the corps. It prohibits 
the charging of fees for day use and it 
provides that no fees may be charged 
for use of campgrounds unless they have 
tlush restrooms, showers reasonably 
available, access and circulatory roads, 
sanitary disposal stations reasonably 
available, visitor protection control, des­
ignated tent and trailer spaces, refuse 
containers, and potable water. 

Accordingly, I urge passage of the bill 
as amended by the Senate. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I thank the 
gentleman. 

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con­

curredin. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL 
BASEBALL TEAM 

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, for the past 
several mornings the anxious athletes 
of the Republican Congressional Base­
ball Team have been holding our annual 
early-bird workouts at a local ballfield 
in preparation for the July 30 congres­
sional game. 

My purpose today, as manager of the 
all-winning GOP club, is to serve notice 
to my colleagues from across the aisle 
that our team has successfully com­
pleted phase I of our baseball policy. 
Phase I was devoted to conditioning, and 
I am happy to report today that, after a 
tough week on the practice field, my 
athletes are now slim, trim, and ready. 

We are now moving boldly into phase 
n, which emphasizes the honing of those 
particular-or I might say peculiar­
skills that have made us the idols of 
baseball fans from the sandlots to the 
major league parks across this great 
land. 

Phase ITI, of course, will be the game 
itself, and that will be the phase in 
which we once again break the back of 
the intlationary rhetoric which usually 
tlows from the Democratic baseball camp 
around this time of year. 

My team will impose another 1-year 
freeze on the Democratic team, when we 
meet July 30 in Baltimore's Memorial 
Stadium. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all the 
Members of this House to come out to the 
park that evening to watch the well-con­
ditioned, heavy-hitting, slick-fielding, 
hard-running, victory-hungry Republi­
can team win its lOth consecutive con­
gressional baseball game. 

Mr. FLOWERS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. FLOWERS. I understanC: from this 

morning's activity you are also develop­
ing some special expertise in stealing 
signals this year. Is there any truth to 
this report? 

Mr. CONTE. I have a special investi­
gation team working, for as we were 
practicing this morning I found the 
Democrats spying on us. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. TEAGUE of California. I might 

comment that I think my good friend 
from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE) is not a 
very good stealer of signals, because we 
all missed the big signal when they 
knocked out the cotton section from the 
farm bill the other day. 

Mr. CONTE. I never said I was very 
good in winning that battle, but I say I 
am a good baseball manager. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

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

A call of the House was ordered. 
The call was taken by electronic de­

vice, and the following Members failed to 
respond: 

Ashley 
Badillo 
Blatnik 
Burke, Calif. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Collins, Ill. 
Conyers 
Danielson 
Dellums 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Downing 
Esch 

[Roll No. 353] 
Fisher 
Frenzel 
Giaimo 
Ginn 
Gray 
Guyer 
Hanna 
Harsha 
Hebert 
Kemp 
Landgrebe 
McEwen 
Mailliard 
Maraziti 
Melcher 

Milford 
Mills, Ark. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Nelsen 
O'Neill 
Owens 
Patman 
Reid 
StGermain 
Seiberling 
Stokes 
Talcott 
Teague, T.ex. 
Young, Ill. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 389 
Members have recorded their presence 
by electronic device, a quorum. 

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

AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1973 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union for the further consideration 
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 pric~s. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion o:tiered by the gentleman from 
Washington. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

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

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the commit­

tee rose on Monday, July 16, 1973, it had 
agreed that section 4, ending on page 59, 
line 12 of the bill, be considered as read 
and open to amendment at any point. 

Are there amendments to be proposed 
to section 4? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: Begin­

ning on Page 54, Line 7, strike out line 7 
through page 59, line 12 and insert the 
following: 

SEC. 4. 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, etiective January 1, 1974, by section 411 of 
the Act of October 30, 1972, the follow­
ing: "Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, households in which members are 
included, or upon application would be 
eligibile to be included, in a federally aided 
public assistance program pursuant to title 
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XVI of the Social Security Act shall be eli­
gible to. participate in the food stamp pro­
gram or the program of distribution of fed­
erally donated foods if they satisfy the eli­
gibility 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 
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 alcoholic 
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 new subsec­
tion: 

"(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 for 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 pursuant to Public Law 91-616 · 'Com­
prehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol Pre­
vention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act' 
and Public Law 92-255 'Drug Abuse Office 
and Treatment Act of 1972' as providing 
treatment that can lead to the rehabilitation 
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 subsec­
tion: 

" (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 
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 alcoholic who reg­
ularly participates, as a resident or nonresi­
dent, in any drug addiction, or alcoholic 
treatment and rehabilitation program." 

(f) Section 10 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2019) is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following new sub­
section: 

"(i) 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 narcotic 
addicts or alcoholics and regularly partici­
pate in a drug addiction or alcoholic treat­
ment 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 non­
profit organization or institution which 
meets requirements (1), (2) , and (3) of sub­
section (h) above. Meals served pursuant 
to this subsection shall be deemed 'food' 
for the purposes of this Act." 

(g) By amending subsection (a) of sec­
tion 7 of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 ( 7 
U.S.C. 2016(a)) to rea-d as follows: 

"The face value of the coupon allotment 
·which State agencies shall be authorized to 
issue to any households certified as eligible 
to participate in the food stamp program 
shall be in such amount as the Secretary 
determines to be the cost of a nutritionally 
adequate diet, adjusted semi-annually by 
the nearest dollar increment that is a multi­
ple of two to reflect changes in the price 
of food published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics in the Department of Labor, to be 
implemented commencing with the allot­
ments of January 1, 1974, incorporating the 
changes in the prices of food through August 
31, 1973, but in no event shall such adjust­
ment be made for households of a given size 

unless the increase in the face value of the 
coupon allotment for such households, as 
calculated above, is a minimum of $2.00. 

(h) By adding at the end of subsection 
(h) of section 10, the following: "Subject to 
such terms and conditions as may be pre­
scribed 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 citi­
zens' centers, apartment buildings occupied 
primarily by elderly persons, any public or 
nonprofit private school which prepares 
meals especially for elderly persons, any 
public or nonprofit private eating establish­
ment which prepares meals especi,ally for 
elderly persons during special hours, and any 
other public or nonprofit private establish­
ment approved for such purpose by the Sec­
retary." 

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

(j) Section 3 (b) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012(b) is amended to 
read as follows: "The term 'food' means any 
food or food product for home consumption 
except alcoholic beverages and tobacco and 
shall a.lso include seeds and plants for use 
in gardens to produce food for the personal 
consumption of the eligible household." 

(k) Section 3(f) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012 (f)) is amended by 
striking 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 institu­
tion that meets the requirements of sections 
10(h) or 10(i) of this Act." 

Mr. FOLEY (during the reading) . Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORI'. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the pur­

pose of this amendment, and it is an 
amendment in the nature of a substi­
tute, is to substitute for the committee 
section 4 on food stamps a new section. 

I hope I can succinctly explain to the 
members of the committee the nature of 
this amendment. First of all, the amend­
ment I have offered eliminates from the 
bill four paragraphs. One of those para­
graphs deals with the determination of 
resources in order to establish eligi­
bility. 

The committee bill would have altered 
current regulations that have been work­
ing satisfactorily for the last 2 years. 
In particular, the committee bill would 
require the cash value of life insurance 
policies to be included as a liquid asset. 

Mr. Chairman, we have many elderly 
citizens and others who are recipients 
of the food stamp program, or potential 
recipients, who under this committee 
version would be required to cash in or 
to borrow against their life insurance, 
their small life insurance policies, in 
order to utilize this resource before they 
can receive food stamps. 

This is a particularly harsh provision 
in the committe bill. It is one that mili­
tates against frugality and the efforts 
by our citizens to try to provide some 

security for themselves to take care of 
their old age. I believe this section 
should be removed from the bill, to allow 
the Department to establish, as it has 
in the past, proper eligibility and asset 
requirements. 

The second feature of my amendment 
would eliminate from the committee bill 
a prohibition of temporary certification 
for food stamp recipients in certain 
cases. The committee bill purports not 
to alter departmental practice in this 
regard. The change in language could 
provoke unnecessary problems. 

A third feature my amendment would 
eliminate from the committee bill-a 
well-intentioned but I believe unfortu­
nate· amendment which would require 
the Secretary to make a determination 
as to which foods were nonnutritious, 
in the sense that those foods would not 
be eligible for purchase by food stamp 
recipients. The Department is opposed 
to this particular section of the bill. The 
National Retail Food Industry is op­
posed to it, because it would force clerks 
at the checkout stands to be pawing 
over every item of food that a food 
stamp recipient would want to purchase 
to determine whether it was on some list 
of nonnutritious or inadequately nutri­
tious food. It runs against the whole 
theory of the .food stamp program, that 
people should be able to make judgments 
about their diets and food needs as other 
citizens do. My substitute amendment 
would take care of that. 

My amendment would also eliminate 
a provision in the present law which 
says a food stamp recipient cannot be 
sold imported foods or imported meat 
with food stamps. I come from a livestock 
raising area, but this is a provision of ex­
isting law that should be removed. We 
hear complaints sometimes that food 
stamp recipients are buying steak while 
the nonrecipient is buying hamburger. 
Few Members know that in many parts 
of the country hamburger has been a 
proscribed food and could not be pur­
chased with food stamps because it 
contained a portion of imported meat. 
I believe the time has come to get rid 
of this section. 

The most important feature of my 
amendment is a provision which would 
require the Department to compute 
the bonus value of food stamps semi­
annually. They currently compute this 
bonus value annually. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time . of the 
gentleman from Washington has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FoLEY 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. FOLEY. This, simply stated, is a 
cost-of-living adjustment to determine 
the value of the food stamp bonus value 
twice a year instead of once a year. As 
it is now, there is a considerable lag 

. before the adjustment is made. This 
would shorten the lag by 6 mqnths. If 
we adjusted the value next January in-

. stead of July, we w9uld be dealing with 
food prices current as of August 31 of 
this year. I beli.eve this is a fair and 
equitable provision. It would provide that 
the adjustment could go up or down. In 
the happy but perhaps unlikely event 
that food prices went down, the food 
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t-tamp recipient would have the bonus 
value adjusted downward. 

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

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, I do not find fault with all of the 
proposals in this really far-reaching 
amendment, but I am advised by the 
Department of Agriculture that this 
semiannual adjustment or, rather, an­
nual adjustment would bear or carry an 
estimated cost of $344 million. 

Would the gentleman concur with 
that? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I will es­
timate that the cost would be in the na­
ture of $250 million. There is substantial 
cost, there is no question about that. We 
must realize that there are 12.5 million 
recipients of the food stamp program. 
The cost would be much lower in any but 
a period of fast rising food prices. In an 
average year less than $100 million. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, I suggest that whether it is $250 
million or $330 million, that is a lot of 
money, and I hope that the Members in 
this Chamber who really want a farm 
bill will bear that in mind. 

This might be another one of those 
"nails in the coffin," and we ought to be 
completely aware of what we are doing 
if we vote for this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Washington (Mr. FoLEY) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FoLEY was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min­
utes.) 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, another 
feature of my substitute is that it re­
moves from the committee bill the pro­
hibition against recipients who are stu­
dents in institutions of higher learning. 
The committee bill provides that such 
students must be married and have a 
child or children in order to be eligible 
for food stamps. 

I understand that many Members 
have felt somewhat hostile to students 
receiving food stamps, but they must 
meet, under the present law, exactly the 
same income criteria as any other per­
son. We have veterans coming back from 
Vietnam who are attending school; we 
have others who are attending school 
who do meet eligibility requirements and 
should not be discriminated against 
solely because they are students. 

That would include for example an 
AFDC mother who wants to upgrade her 
skills and goes to school to become em­
ployed; she has children, but she is not 
married perhaps. The result would be 
that the committee bill would bar such 
a person from receiving foodstamps. 

Even the committee bill says that if 
the student has received foodstamps be­
fore going to school, the student can 
continue to receive foodstamps during 
school attendance. I might suggest that 
this is going to lead to students register­
ing for foodstamps in the summertime 
and just continuing on during the school 
year. 

It is an amendment that, I believe, 
lacks any real justification. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no serious 

problem of any kind in the adminis­
tration of this program with respect to 
students and I suggest that students 
should be held to the same eligibility 
requirements as any other citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee 
will adopt this amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. 

To recapitulate briefly, the amendment 
entails the following changes to the com­
mittee bill: 

It strikes section 4 in its entirety and 
replaces it with a new provision which: 

Preserves provisions in the committee 
bill which: 

Allow food stamp aid to certain alco­
holics and drug addicts; 

Continue food stamp benefits for SSI 
recipients; 

Allow elderly people to use food stamps 
for prepared meals at certain facilities; 
and 

Allow food stamps to be used to pur­
chase garden seeds. 

Deletes from the committee bill provi­
sions which: 

Ban food stamp aid to certain college 
students; 

Apply a stricter resource test on as­
sets of food stamp beneficiaries; 

Require prior certification except in 
cases of natural disaster; and 

Authorize the Secretary to prohibit 
use of food stamps to purchase foods of 
"low or insignificant nutritional value." 

Adds to the committee bill provisions 
which: 

Require semiannual adjustments in 
the face value of food stamps to reflect 
changes in the cost of living index; 

Require uniform national standards 
of eligibility; and 

Permit the use of food stamps to pur­
chase imported foods. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONABLE TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoNABLE to the 

amendment offered by Mr. FOLEY: Page 1, 
strike out all of subsection (a) through line 
18; redesignate all subsequent subsections 
accordingly. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment to the Foley amendment in­
volves some historical and legislative 
complexity, so I hope that I may have 
the close attention of the members of 
the committee. One must, to start with, 
have some basic understanding of our 
welfare system. 

We have, as you know, a number of 
categories_of welfare in this country. An 
effort was made to reform welfare last 
year and in the previous Congress, and 
a proposal was made whereby most of 
the complex systems of welfare were 
combined into one comprehensive p:l·o­
posal. The other body did not· go along 
with the family assistance plan produced 
by the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House. As a result, the extent of 
welfare reform was limited in the last 
Congress to Federalization of the adult 
categories of welfare. These adult cate­
gories of welfare relate to the aged, the 
blind, and the disabled, and the provision 
that was i.il.Ciuded in the truncated H .R. 
1, the bill to which violence was done by 

the other body, provided for payment of 
a totally federalized contribution to the 
aged, the blind, and the disabled of $130 
a month for an individual and $195 for 
a couple. Included in that figure was 
a cash-out of the bonus value of food 
stamps. 

The food stamp provision, after all, 
is a welfare type of provision. The Re­
negotiation Act, which we passed 2 weeks 
ago, raised one monthly figure as of July 
1, 1974, to $140 for individuals and $210 
for couples. The Renegotiation Act ex­
tension also mandated the States must 
supplement aid to the aged, the blind, 
and the disabled at least at the level 
they were paying existing recipients in 

. December of 1973. 
The effect of the agricultural bill we 

are considering today is, among other 
things, to provide that the food stamp 
program will be put back into effect with 
respect to those eligible recipients in the 
adult categories of welfare. In other 
words, to make a reimposition of food 
stamp programs on top of the cash-out 
for adult welfare recipients followed the 
enactment of H.R. 1. 

Our hope in the Committee on Ways 
and Means and I believe the hope of the 
Congress as a whole was that we could 
move toward some simplification of our 
welfare system, and that was the rea­
son for the original cash-out. 

There is, of course, some disappoint­
ment that the cash-out was not higher, 
and there are those who will oppose my 
amendment on that basis hoping to re­
impose food stamps and cash them out 
again and then reimpose them and cash 
them out again until they achieve the 
level for adult categories that they would 
like to see. 

It is a complex situation, but I would 
call the attention of the members of this 
committee to the fact that adult cate­
gories of welfare do no use food stamps 
to the degree that perhaps they should. 
Roughly 28 percent of the adult cate­
gories claim the food stamps to which 
they are entitled, and those that do not 
claim them get no benefit from them 
at all, while the cash-out benefits them 
automatically through inclaim in their 
check. 

Mr. BURTON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CONABLE. I will when I finish 
my statement, if I may. I suspect that we 
will have a good deal of discussion on 
this amendment. 

Mr. BURTON. I think it might help 
al! of the Members to get the benefit 
of your important view on this question 
if we could ad seriatim make our inser­
tions and let the Members decide at each 
stage of discussion where the facts lie. 

Mr. CONABLE. Maybe that is the 
tactic you would like, but I would like 
to finish my statement. 

Now, with respect to the adult cate­
gories generally, then, it is our hope that 
. we can have one check sent out from the 
Social Security Administration, which, 
·after all, participates in much of the 
money made available to the recipients 
of this adult category money, while the 
effect of this particular proposal essen­
tially will be to put a new food stamp 
Iayerback. · 

Food stamps require a different phase-
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out than cash welfare and thus requires 
double administration. The States do not 
want to be responsible for the adminis­
tration of a dual system if they can 
avoid it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CoNABLE 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, the 
States are quite reluctant to continue 
the administration of the program with 
respect to the adult categories if they 
could in fact move to a purely cash type 
of welfare for these particular people. 

Mr. Chairman, I will now yield to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BuR­
TON) for whatever first assertion the 
gentleman would like to make. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, would the gentleman repeat his last 
sentence, please? I did not quite hear it. 

Mr. CONABLE. I said the States would 
prefer not to have to administer a food 
stamp program with regard to the adult 
categories. There is expense to them in 
that. There is a complication also in the 
welfare system which otherwise they 
would like to see handled as one federal­
ized program. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to the gentleman that I agree with 
the gentleman on that assertion. Of 
course, there is nothing to preclude, with 
appropriate authority, having the new 
administration of the SSI program to, 
also, federally distribute the food stamp. 

Mr. CONABLE. The SSI program, for 
the benefit of the members is the fed­
eralized adult category program estab­
lished by last year's H.R. 1 as it finally 
passed. 

Mr. BURTON. I thank the gentleman 
for the information. As the gentleman 
may know, I have spent some time on 
the genesis and development and outline 
of the 19 different versions of this land­
mark legislation. 

If I may highlight the difference be­
tween my view of this question and that 
of the gentleman in the well. I have no 
quarrel of any kind whatsoever with the 
cashing out of food stamps and the 
rendering ineligible those aged, blind, 
and disabled that receive cash assistance 
provided it is mandated that they re­
ceive cash to replace the loss of the bonus 
value. 

As the gentleman is fully aware, there 
is no requirement under H.R. 1 or any 
amendments thereto, up to this moment, 
that requires that in the process of cash­
ing out the food stamps these elderly and 
blind poor will not lose that bonus value. 

The States are permitted to implement 
a cashout value. Some of the States, de­
pending upon the economic circum­
stances of a State, are going to find that 
this in effect reduces some of the savings 
that otherwise would accrue to them; or, 
putting it differently, because of other 
sections of H.R. 1, will increase their 
expenses that they will not have in­
creased if the Foley amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I de­
cline to yield further at this time. 

I should like to say that the States 
are held harmless on a cashout at this 

point. They are mandated to maintain 
the level of adult assistance that is in ef­
fect as of December 1973, and the great 
bulk of the States will be receiving under 
the SSI program, the new program, more 
money than they were required to con­
tribute previously. 

Most of the State legislatures have ad­
journed for the year-and I am unaware 
that any of them implemented the cash 
out. Few, if any, will meet again until 
after January 1, 1974, the date the SSI 
and the food stamp ineligibility take 
effect. 

This means, as a practical matter that 
the SSI recipients in many States will 
lose out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<On request of Mr. TEAGUE of Cali­
fornia, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
CoNABLE was allowed to proceed for 5 ad­
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would suggest that the gentleman speak 
on his own time. 

Mr. BURTON. I think the membership 
is entitled to have the facts before them. 
The fact is that by rearranging the 
method and the form under which the 
adult programs for the aged, blind, and 
disabled are to be financed, in the ab­
sence of caseload increases, the Federal 
Government is going to be spending less 
money under SSI than they would have 
spent if SSI had not been enacted at all. 
This is because, under the new funding 
mechanism, all of the social security 
income is deducted entirely from the 
Federal portion of the payment. 

In a State like California, just by 
way of illustration, our State under any 
version of H.R. 1 except that finally 
adopted would have saved some $200 
or $300 million, but the SSI program, 
as adopted-and I supported it, and I 
do not quarrel with its result--our 
State is going to lose a couple of hun­
dred million dollars they would other­
wise have gotten if there had been no 
change in the adult program. 

So our particular State was signifi­
cantly disadvantaged economically, in 
the interest of constructing a rational 
national program. 

Mr. CONABLE. I thank the gentle­
man for his contribution. I trust he 
will have further to say as this debate 
progresses. 

Mr. Chairman, there are several 
points I want to make in closing. First, 
this is a modest step toward welfare 
reform if we can preserve a cash-out 
and keep some new layer of food stamps 
from being imposed on top of the cash­
out the Congress has already achieved. 
There will be, I suspect, considerable 
support in several States for this, since 
most of the welfare people are not anx­
ious to continue both a food stamp pro­
gram on top of adult categories of wel­
fare which have now been federalized, 
except to the extent of the supplemen­
tation which is mandate to maintain 
the present levels of adult assistance in 
those States which have higher levels 
than $130 or $140 per month that the 
SSI program provides. 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Chairman, wal 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle.­
man from California. 

Mr. BURGENER. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. 

I should like to associate myself with 
the remarks of the gentleman in the 
well. The director of social welfare in 
our State tells me by telegram that if 
we fail to adopt the amendment that 
Mr. CONABLE proposes, our recipients will 
lose both the food stamps and the $10 
casu out amount--which it is in our 
State-so I think it is entirely in the 
interest of the States that give supple­
ment grants higher than the minimum, 
to adopt such an amendment, and I 
certainly support that. 

Mr. CONABLE. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
. ance of my time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a sad com­
mentary that we should be arguing here 
today about food stamps for America's 
poor and elderly, while we authorize mil­
lions in subsidies for the giants of agri­
business. 

The House Agriculture Committee has 
approved provisions that severely re­
strict eligibility for food stamps. The im­
plications of the stamp restrictions for 
the elderly are particularly cruel in 
terms of their special nutritional and 
health needs. I am very concerned about 
the impact of these changes on this seg­
ment of our population who must live on 
a fixed income and for whom food is 
the most essential prerequisite next to 
housing. For this reason I urge your sup­
port today for continuing the current 
agricultural regulations and for the food 
stamp amendments offered by my distin­
guished colleague from the State of 
Washington. 

The existing regulations as set by the 
Secretary of Agriculture have worked 
effectively for several years without 
problems. It is essential that they remain 
in effect rather than instituting new and 
severely restrictive provisions that would 
eliminate tens of thousands of elderly 
households from food stamp eligibility. 

It is at our Nation's elderly that 
changes proposed by the committee 
would strike the hardest. 

First, these changes strike at the elder­
ly by reducing the assets limit for house­
holds of two or more persons with one 
elderly member from $3,000 to $1,500. 
The committee bill would allow the 
$3,000 limit only for households with 
two or more persons over 60. 

Imagine, if you will, the consequences 
to a household of five with assets of 
$1,600 denied food stamps because only 
one of its members is over 60. Under the 
current regulations this same family 
would be permitted assets up to $3,000 to 
qualify for food stamps. There is no ques­
tion but that many older persons desper­
ately need these additional assets for 
protection against the vicsisitudes of 
serious illness and to cover funeral and 
burial costs. · 

Here is another illustration of a hard­
ship situation created by the committee 
Yersion. Imagine, if· you will, a house-
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hold with an elderly man whose wife is 
in her mid or late fifties. They would 
now find the amount of assets they could 
have and still qualify for food stamps 
reduced from $3,000 to $1,500. 

There is yet another area of particu­
lar harshness to our older Americans. 

The committee bill has significantly 
narrowed those items which may be ex­
cluded by a household when calculating 
its assets for food stamp eligibility. 

The most critical item exempted by the 
Agriculture Department, but now in­
cluded in the present bill for calculat­
ing resources, is the cash value of life 
insurance. Failure to exempt this item 
would make thousands of elderly poor in­
eligible for food stamps. 

Too often the life insurance policies 
held by elderly poor are merely sufficient 
to cover the cost of their funeral or burial 
expenses, or to help provide for an ail­
ing spouse after they die. To deprive 
older Americans of food stamps simply 
because they own a modest life insurance 
policy is both harsh and punitive. In ef­
fect the committee is asking our elderly 
poor in many cases, either to give up 
their life insurance or to give up food 
stamps. This, after years of sacrifice to 
provide some measure of security for 
their loved ones. What a tragic injus­
tice to subject America's grandparents 
to a choice between losing their policies 
or forfeiting their food stamps. 

A study by the Institute for Life In­
surance conducted in 1969 found 62 per­
cent of all persons over 65 holding life 
insurance policies. Since 45 percent of 
the elderly live at or below the poverty 
line, clearly a significant number of poor 
do own life insurance policies and would 
therefore suffer unnecessarily because of 
this callous provision. 

The loss of food stamp benefits would 
work a double hardship on the elderly 
by reason of the physical infirmities 
associated with old age. 

Item: 300,000 ·elderly suffer from 
diabetes. 

Item: 1.6 million elderly suffer from 
hypertension. 

Item: 2 million elderly suffer from 
serious dental problems. 

All of these conditions may require 
special types of diet. They are usually 
more costly, and therefore, any assist­
ance the elderly can obtain for providing 
nutritionally adequate diets through the 
food stamp program is absolutely 
crucial. 

Surely the Members of Congress will 
agree that the Agriculture Department 
is anything but lax in setting require­
ments for food stamp eligibility. 

Yet the Secretary of Agriculture has 
ruled that the cash value of life insur­
ance policies and income-producing 
property, for another, be included among 
exemptions when calculating assets for 
the food stamp program. It seems that 
the committee bill would in effect elimi­
nate any family that owns a small piece 
of property or holds an insurance policy 
from receiving food stamps-no matter 
how low their income level. 

We are a generous nation. But, re­
grettably, we have lagged behind other 
societies in the care of our elderly. We 
have simply failed to provide our senior 

citizens with the necessities and benefits 
they so richly deserve. I believe we will, 
over the next few years, have to make 
major readjustments in our treatment 
of those to whom we owe so much. Elimi­
nating the discriminatory food stamp 
provisions of the committee bill is only 
a small step-but an important one­
toward our goal of providing a more 
human tomorrow for America's older 
citizens. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as I stated during the 
time generously yielded ~o me by our 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from New York, I strongly support the 
fundamental notion of the SSI program. 
I would even like to think I had some 
modest role in suggesting to the then 
Under Secretary Jack Veneman in HEW 
how this program might be constructed 
to achieve maximum efficiency at mini­
mum administrative overhead. 

I do not quarrel with the stated objec­
tive of the gentleman from New York 
but his amendment does not achieve that 
stated objective. 

If this Conable amendment is approved, 
hundreds of thousands of elderly, blind, 
and disabled poor in this country will be 
$10 per month worse off than would be 
the case if the amendment was defeated. 

If the gentleman from New York 
wanted to delete this SSI portion of the 
Foley proposal and substitute language 
that would state that while being ren­
dered ineligible for food stamps any aged, 
blind, and disabled person shall have that 
amount which they lose by way of eligi­
bility for this food stamp bonus replaced 
by a cash payment, I would fully sup­
port it. 

We have got a problem between the 
Ways and Means jurisdiction and the 
Department of Agriculture jurisdiction. 

I might give one little footnote that is 
perhaps of some interest. It was at the 
behest of the distinguished majority 
leader, the late Mr. Boggs, that I met 
with him and Senator LoNG and Mr. 
Moynihan and Mr. Veneman and an­
other man from HEW, and Mr. Hymel 
was there. 

It was I who advanced the thought of 
wiping out the food stamp bonus value 
and assuring all recipients either that 
the recipient by virtue o~ the operation 
of the new Federal minimum would get 
a $10 increase or if they would get no 
increase or some increase less than $10 
as a result of the new minimum, _ they 
would get the corresponding difference 
and at the same time be rendered ineli­
gible for food stamps. There was accord 
on that count. 

If we take a look at the Senate bill 
proposed the last 3 or 4 days at the end 
of the 91st Congress we will see a supple­
mental requirement . of adding $10 for 
every recipient in the proposal that also 
wiped out their food stamp eligibility. 
But when H.R. 1 finally ran its course 
this critical savings clause was lost. 

(By unanimous consent, . Mr. BURTON 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON. Last month we passed 
a provision that requires all States to 
maintain all benefits for every elderly 

blind or disabled person in this country 
that is on board this December, which is 
the month immediately preceding the 
moving into this new SSI program. 

Also, as the gentleman from New York 
stated, yes, there is some technical hold 
harmless for a State theoretically to cash 
out food stamps but we have got a real 
hooker, the unresolved problem. 

Were is where the proposal of the gen­
tleman from New York flies in the teeth 
of reality and fact. The States are re­
quired under SSI, those that make sup­
plemental payments, to set up a modified 
payment level, but that level cannot ex­
ceed payments other than those that 
were taking place in January 1972. 

Now, if we take that requirement and 
we take the mandated requirement­
States like California literally cannot 
provide that food stamp cash without it 
coming out entirely on stateside. 

I hope every person in this Chamber 
who is concerned about the plight of the 
elderly, the blind, and the poor will reject 
the Conable amendment and support the 
Foley amendment. I, for one, state my 
assurance that at any time we want to 
eliminate the food stamp bonus amount 
for those receiving SSI payments and 
those old people and those crippled peo­
ple--130 bucks a month, what a pittance, 
what an inordinate luxury-if we will 
agree to replace this loss to them in 
cash, I will then support the Conable 
amendment. 

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

Mr. BURTON. I yield to my friend from 
California (Mr. BURGENER). 

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. BURTON, is it not 
a fact that in the discussions on H.R. 1, 
that an agreement was reached that a 
certain amount of cash money would be 
substituted for food stamps? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 
Mr. BURGENER. And now, if this bill 

is not changed, in addition to that cash 
supplement, food stamps will be added 
on top, is that not true? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 
Mr. BURGENER. Well, I would then 

like to vote the other way, in favor of the 
Conable amendment. I thank the gentle­
man. 

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

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

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, the gen­
tleman simply did not ask the right ques­
tion. It was anticipated and stated, at 
least to me, that in the process of cash­
ing out the food stamps, and I will give 
the Members the exact quote, Moynihan 
and Veneman said to me: "How are we 
going to get McGovERN, who is head of 
the Senate's Food Nutrition Committee 
and others to agree to cash out food 
stamps when the minimum payments 
cannot be higher than the amounts paid 
in a number of States. How do we get 
them to buy it?" 

They wanted me to talk to the dis­
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture, Mr. PoAGE. I did, some 
three times on this question. 

We agreed to cash out the food 
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stamps-with a clear understanding that 
no one would suffer a net loss. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of· 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Conable amendment. I would like to 
point out to the Committee that the real 
problem which we have before this Con­
gress is to change the welfare system. 
· If the Members have read any of the 
reports which have come from the sub­
committee of the Joint Economic Com­
mittee which I chaired, they must be 
aware by now that a family of four in 
New York City getting all of the welfare 
programs available to them would have 
to earn $11,500 a year to equal that. 

The median wage in New York City 
is $90 a week, $90. 

We brought before the House 2 years 
in succession a bill to amend the total 
welfare package, and 2 years in succes­
sion the House passed it and it was 
turned down over in the other body. 

The last time we asked for a payment 
of $2,400 nationwide, guaranteed by the 
Federal Government and paid by the 
Federal Government for a family of four. 
One of the suggested improvements in 
the other body was an additional $400. 
But those who made that suggestion did 
not look at the results. If we had given 
that additional $400, and if the person 
would then have gone to work, he would 
have ended up with less money than he 
would have had with the $2,400 the 
House offered. The other body has not 
gone along with us. 

This is a modest effort to be~in to cor­
rect the welfare system. The truth is 
that 50 percent of all the people who are 
entitled to food stamps under the aged 
categories never get them. They do not 
apply for them. It costs some money to 
get them. They have to go downtown, 
or they have to do something or other, 
and they end up not getting food stamps. 

The truth is that we did cash out the 
food stamps. For a lot of people in the 
United States this is a real godsend. 

Now we have somebody from a State 
which is paying in one county to a family 
of two aged $440 come in and object to 
the fact that they might not get as much, 
they are not mandated. That is nonsense. 
That State still is going to get the amount 
of money to give those people food 
stamps, if they want to do so. 

I urge the Members in the name of 
commonsense and human reason to try 
to stop these vast inequities. Let us begin 
to correct this welfare system before it 
destroys this country. Please support the 
Conable amendment. 

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

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gen­
tleman from New York. 

Mr. CONABLE. I should like to com­
pliment the gentlewoman on the study 
she has been making and the contri­
bution she has given us all in our under­
standing of the welfare system. The joint 
Economic Committee is doing a good 
job on its welfare study, largely because 
of the gentlewoman's efforts. 

I should like to ask the gentlewoman 
also if it is not true there is a major 
problem in the welfare system because of 
multiple programs? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Of course. 
· Mr. CONABLE. And duplicating 
phaseout? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Of course. 
Mr. CONABLE. And overlapping ad­

ministration? 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Of course. 
What we need to set up in this House 

is a staff who can advise us all on the 
effects of every welfare program gen­
erated by any committee. Food stamps 
are a part of the welfare program. 

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

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gen­
tleman from New York. 

<On request of Mr. KocH, and by 
unanimous consent, Mrs. GRIFFITHS was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. KOCH. I am a great admirer of 
the gentlewoman. I was very interested 
in the report she released. 

Before this figure of $11,500 becomes 
embedded in the rhetoric of this House, 
that every family of four on welfare in 
New York City is receiving that amount, 
I want to make the situation clear. My 
office called the author of that basic re­
port and asked how many people were in 
fact receiving the equivalent of $11,500. 
I was told very few and we have to under­
stand that the reference is only to those 
who are getting every conceivable bene­
fit under the existing law. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Yes. 
Mr. KOCH. To illustrate a family of 

four with two children, and if they were 
going to day care centers, approximately 
$3,000 for each child would be figured 
into the amount; is that not so? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Yes. 
Mr. KOCH. So if a welfare family has 

two children, so that the woman can go 
to work, she is accountable for $6,000; is 
that not right? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. That is right, if 
$3,000 were the amount per child, but 
it is not. But let me point out the in­
equities in the total system are unbeliev­
able. A woman under welfare is far better 
off than a man. 

Mr. KOCH. I understand. 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS. There are all these 

inequities. 
Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman would 

point out to me that he had made ob­
jections that we are treating SSI per­
sons differently than we are treating 
those on social security, I would be glad 
to talk about that. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield further? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, first of all, 
we .are not talking about welfare fami­
lies, is that not a fact? This has no real 
relevancy to the welfare program? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not understand what the gentleman is 
talking about. SSI is welfare. So is · the 
food stamp program welfare. What is 
the gentleman talking about now? 

Mr. KOCH. We are talking about the 
SSI program. Those are basically the 
elderly and the disabled. They are not 
basically welfare families. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Well, Mr. Chair­
man, it is a welfare program. Food 
stamps is welfare. Whether one is from 

Grosse Pointe and is going to the Uni­
versity of Michigan and getting them or 
not, it is welfare. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, the point I 
want to make, if the gentlewoman will 
bear with me, is this: 

By referring to the report which the 
gentlewoman has brought to our atten­
tion in this debate and by talking about 
the families on welfare, does the gentle­
woman not believe that she is clouding 
this particular subject? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. No; I am not. 
Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, is the 

gentlewoman not clouding the subject 
with extraneous factors which have no 
relevance to the issue at hand? 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. No. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman had paid attention 
from the beginning to what I said, he 
would have known my position. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the' 
gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. GRIF­
FITHS) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. GRIF­
FITHS was allowed to proceed for 3 ad­
ditional minutes.) 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I 
certainly am not trying to cloud over 
anything. I tried to point out that we· 
originally tried to cure the entire wel­
fare program at one time, and the House 
passed this measure. We made a sincere 
and honest effort. Now we cannot do it 
because the other body got into the act. 

We have tried to cure the problem on 
a piecemeal basis, and I urge that the 
Members accept the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York, Mr. 
CoNABLE. If we do not do this, in my 
judgment, we are going to destroy 
America. 

We cannot have every committee of 
this Congress passing out welfare with­
out any regard to what it does to our 
system, and it is not just every commit­
tee in the Congress; it is every town, every 
county, every State. 

Mr. Chairman, just to keep up with 
these welfare changes is an almost in­
credible job. What is available in one 
State or in one county is vastly different 
from what is available in other places. 
It really is not fair to the American tax­
payer. 

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

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gen­
tleman from California. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, we all 
share great respect for the gentle­
woman's concern and commitment, both 
to the poor people of this country and to 
the taxpayers. I have been impressed 
with some of the information which the 
gentlewoman gave us in her presenta­
tion. 

A good deal of that which was stated, 
I am sure the gentlewoman will agree 
with me, is confusing the issue. The gen­
tlewoman knows and I know that there 
are not technically any welfare children 
involved in this in any way. The gentle­
woman was discussing that merely to 
point out the problem, since there are not 
any welfare families with children in­
volved in this. I know the gentlewoman 
knows this. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, is 
the gentleman telling me that the blind 
do not have children? 



' 

July 19, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24927 

Mr. BURTON. Over two-thirds of the 
blind aid recipients are over 60 years of 
age. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. That might be the 
average, I do not know, but certainly 
there are blind people with children. 

Mr. BURTON. There are about 7,400 
blind persons in this country who are­

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I do not yield any 
further. 

Let me explain once again: We are not 
trying to confuse the issue in any way. I 
want to explain we tried to correct wel­
fare, and you have gone with us on that. 

Mr. BURTON. I want you to know this 
only affects the aged, blind, and dis­
abled. There are only some 78,000 blind 
recipients in the country and two-thirds 
of them are over the age of 60 and about 
20 percent are married, and if you com­
pute it down, we have about 2,800 blind 
families that have kids that are in this 
amendment. However, by and large, we 
are not talking about what people tra­
ditionally think of as welfare families 
but old and crippled and blind people, 
and we should not take this food stamp 
bonus away from them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tlew Jman has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mrs. GRIF­
FITHS was allowed to proceed for 1 addi­
tional minute.> 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. That is not the 
point at all and has nothing to do with 
it. The point of it is we are now trying 
to reform welfare, and if we reform it in 
our committee and then it goes to an­
other committee and all of these things 
that are taken out are put back in, then 
we will never get it reformed. 

No one is trying to be unkind to these 
people. For many of them there is a tre­
mendous increase, despite all of the sta­
tistics that you stated. 

Mr. BURTON. Seventy-five percent. 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I 

have thought about this problem until 
I am sick of it. I urge you to vote with 
Mr. CONABLE on his amendment and then 
vote for the Foley amendment. 

Mr. GIDBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Conable amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I have sup­
ported the food stamps ever since I have 
been in Congress, and I hope I am a 
friend of the aged, the blind, and dis­
abled and of dependent children and of 
all these people. I have tried to conduct 
myself in such a way as to demonstrate 
that. 

But let me refresh your recollection 
for a few moments and the memory of 
the House on what has transpired in 
the Congress. 

Last year or the year before last we 
passed H.R. 1. At that time we cashed 
out food stamps. I worked with the food 
stamp people, both the lobbyists pro­
moting them and with the Department 
of Agriculture administering the pro­
gram, and we turned the food stamps 
into cash, that is, the House of Repre­
sentatives did. We did not get all that 
some of us wanted, but we got 99 per­
cent of it, which is pretty darned good, 
and we passed that bill and sent it over 
to the Senate. 

It languished in the other body for 
about a year. When it came back they 
left the cashout of food stamps for the 
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aged, blind, and disabled in the bill, but 
they had taken out the cashout of food 
stamps for children and their parents 
for some reason. 

We understand-and I am not going 
back through the litany of the problems 
that Mrs. GRIFFITHS outlined here, al­
though what she says is true. We have 
so many welfare programs in this coun­
try that you cannot unscramble them all 
and every committee in the Congress has 
its own share. I feel that the Ways and 
Means Committee will continue to im­
prove the benefits for the aged, blind, 
and disabled. 

As proof of that, just 2 weeks ago the 
Congress, the· House and the Senate to­
gether, increased the benefits of the aged, 
blind, and disabled. We increased it over 
what we had done just a year ago, be­
cause of the inflation that has taken 
place. 

I think the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the rest of us are going to be 
as liberal as we should be in that area, 
but we made a deal and we cashed out 
these food stamps, and we are now being 
asked to buy them and start distributing 
them again. I do not think that is good. 

I will tell you, food stamps are better 
than commodities and commodities are 
better than hunger, but cash is better 
than any of them, and I think we ought 
to stick to the same kind of cash pro-

. posal that this House almost unani­
mously agreed to 2 years ago and ratified 
again last year and reratified again 2 
weeks ago. · 

We should support the Conable 
amendment. It makes good sense. 

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

Mr. GmBONS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Michigan. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have heard two Mem­
bers of the distinguished Committee on 
Ways and Means emphasizing that it is 
time we began to deal with the welfare 
problem, and that if we let all these pro­
grams proliferate ~t will be a bad thing. 

· Can the gentleman give us any idea as to 
when the gentleman's committee will 
deal with the welfare problem? 

Mr. GIDBONS. Let me say to the 
gentleman from Michigan that I thought 
we had dealt with it 2 years ago in H.R. 1. 

But the Senate did not agree. The 
Senate struck out of H.R. 1 the family 
assistance program that the House has 
passed twice. 

Mr. CONYERS. Is the gentleman's 
committee giving any consideration to 
this problem? 

Mr. GffiBONS. If the gentleman will 
permit me to finish my statement: It is 
not a matter of what the Committee on 
Ways and Means does, and it is not a 
matter of what the House _of Repre­
sentatives does, it is a matter of what 
the Senate has done. We can pass all 
the bills we want to, and when they get 
over there if the ~nate kills them, there 
i.::; no way to resurrect them. 

Mr. CONYERS. I understand that. 
But are there any prospective plans for 

dealing with the problem? 
Mr. GffiBONS. We have the same 

Members in the Senate, by and large. 

Mr. CONYERS. Does the gentleman or 
members on his committee talk with 
them? 

Mr. GIBBONS. I cannot precisely re­
spond to the question asked by the gen­
tleman from Michigan, because I do not 
know. I can say that I think it is high 
on our agenda, and I can say that I know 
it is high on my personal agenda. I want 
to do right for the people who are dis­
advantaged, and I have tried to do this 
by my support for social welfare pro­
grams since I have been in the Congress. 

I just think the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
CoNABLE) makes good sense. 

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

<On request of Mr. BuRTON, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. GIBBONS was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

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

Mr. GmBONS. Yes. I always hesitate 
to yield to the gentleman from California 
because I know that the gentleman has 
made a professional study of this, of wel­
fare, and that the gentleman can out­
talk anybody on the floor on this thing. 

I think that I understand it as well as 
the gentleman does, but I am not posi­
tive that I do. I understand the big pic­
ture, I think; but go ahead . 

Mr. BURTON. Does the gentleman 
know how many States have imple­
·mented the $10? 

Mr. GIBBONS. I know they will never 
implement it if we keeP--

Mr. BURTON. How many States? 
Mr. GIBBONS. We have given them 

the money, but they will not spend it. 
Mr. BURTON. No, we have not given 

them the money. That is a misstatement. 
Mr. GIBBONS. There was $31 billion 

we gave them last year. 
Mr. BURTON. The gentleman has 

made one statement that I fully concur 
with, we ought to stop the phoney 
money, and give them cash. 

Mr. GffiBONS. That is right. 
Mr. BURTON. But we are taking away 

the food stamp bonus, and we are not 
giving them the cash. That is the prob­
lem with the amendment. 

Mr. GmBONS. The gentleman is 
wrong; the gentleman is wrong. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from New York (Mr. CoNABLE) to 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Washington (Mr. FoLEY). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice; and there were-ayes 238, noes 173, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

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

N.Dak. 
Archer -

[Roll No. 354] 
AYES-238 

Arends 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Bafalis 
Baker 
Beard 
Bell 

Bennett 
Bevill 
Blackburn 
Bray 
Breaux 
Brecklnrldge 
Brinkley 
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Broomfield H6bert 
Brotzman Henderson 
Brown, Mich. Hillis 
Brown, Ohio Hinshaw 
Broyh111, N.C. Hogan 
Broyhill, Va. Holt 
Buchanan Horton 
Burgener Hosmer 
Burke, Fla. Huber· 
Burleson, Tex. Hudnut 
Butler Hunt 
Byron Hutchinson 
Camp !chord 
Carter Jarman 
Casey, Tex. Johnson, Colo. 
Cederberg Johnson, Pa. 
Chappell Jones, Ala. 
Clancy Jones, Okla. 
Clausen, Keating 

Don H. Ketchum 
Clawson, Del King 
Cleveland Kuykendall 
Cochran Landrum 
Collier Latta. 
Collins, Tex. Lent 
Conable Long, La. 
Conlan Lott 
Coughlin Lujan 
Crane McClory 
Daniel, Dan McCloskey 
Daniel, Robert McCollister 

w., Jr. McKinney 
Davis, Wis. Madigan 
Dellenback Mahon 
Dennis Mailliard 
Derwinskt Mallary 
Devine Mann 
Dickinson Maraziti 
Dorn Martin, Nebr. 
Duncan Martin, N.C. 
duPont Mathias, Calif. 
Edwards, Ala. Mathis, Ga. 
Erlenborn Mayne 
Esch Mazzoli 
Eshleman Michel 
Fascell Miller 
Findley Minshall, Ohio 
Fish Mitchell, N.Y. 
Flynt Mizell 
Ford, Gerald R. Mollohan 
Fountain Montgomery 
Frelinghuysen Moorhead, 
Frenzel Calif. 
Frey Mosher 
Froehlich Myers 
Fuqua Natcher 
Gettys Nelsen 
Gibbons Nichols 
Gilman O'Brien 
Ginn Parris 
Goldwater Patten 
Goodling Pettis 
Griffiths Peyser 
Gross Pickle 
Grover Pike 
Gubser Poage 
Gunter Powell, Ohio 
Guyer Price, Tex. 
Haley Pritchard 
Hamil ton Quie 
Hanrahan Quillen 
Hansen, Idaho Railsback 
Harvey Rarick 
Hastings Regula 

NOES-173 

Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Robinson, Va. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rogers 
Roncallo, N.Y. 
Roush 
Rousselot 
Roy 
Runnels 
Ruppe 

,Ruth 
Ryan 
Sandman 
Sarasin 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schnee bell 
Sebelius 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stark 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Sullivan 
Symms 
Taylor, Mo. 

· Taylor, N.C. 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Thornton 
Towell, Nev. 
Treen 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vander Jagt 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whitehurst 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, S .C. 
Zion 
Zwach 

Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Anderson, 

Clay Foley 

Calif. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 

. Aspin 
Badillo 
Barrett 
Bergland 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bowen 
Brademas 
Bras co 
Brooks 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke, Calif. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Carney, Ohio 
Chisholm 
Clark 

Cohen Ford, 
Conte William D. 
Conyers Forsythe 
Corman Fraser 
Cotter Fulton 
Cronin Gaydos 
Culver Giaimo 
Daniels, Gonzalez 

Dominick V. Grasso 
Davis, Ga. Green, Pa. 
Davis, S.C. Gude 
de la Garza Hammer-
Delaney scbmidt 
Dellums Hanley 
Denholm Hanna 
Dent Hansen, Wash. 
Diggs Harrington 
Dingell Harsha 
Donohue Hawkins 
Drinan Hays 
Dulski Hechler, W.Va. 
Eckhardt Heckler, Mass. 
Edwards, Calif. Heinz 
Eil berg Helstoski 
Evans, Colo. Hicks 
Evins, Tenn. Holifield 
Flood Howard 
Flowers Hungate 

Johnson, Calif. Murphy,-Dl. Seiberling 
Jones, Tenn. Murphy, N.Y. Shipley 

-Jordan Nedzi Sisk 
Karth Nix Smith, Iowa 
Kastenmeier Obey Staggers 
Kazen O'Hara Stanton, 
Kluczynski O'Neill James V. 
Koch Passman Steele 
Kyros Pepper Studds 
Leggett Perkins Symington 
Lehman Podell Thompson, N.J. 

- Litton Preyer Tiernan 
_ Long, Md. Price, Ill. Van Deerlin 

McCormack Randall Vanik 
McDade Rangel Vigorito 

. McFall Rees Waldie 

. McKay Reid Walsh 
McSpadden Reuss Whalen 
Macdonald Riegle White 
Madden Rodino Whitten 
Meeds Roe Wilson, 
Melcher Roncalio, Wyo. Charles H., 
Metcalfe Rooney, N.Y. Calif. 
Mezvinsky Rooney, Pa. Wilson, 

· Minish Rose Charles, Tex. 
. Mink Rosenthal Wolff 

Mitchell, Md. Rostenkowski Wright 
Moakley Roybal Yates 
Moorhead, Pa. St Germain Yatron 
Morgan Sarbanes Young, Ga. 
Moss Schroeder Young, Tex. 

Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-22 
Blatnik Green, Oreg. 
Carey, N.Y. Holtzman 
Chamberlain Jones, N.C. 
Collins, Ill. Kemp 
Danielson Landgrebe 
Downing McEwen 
Fisher Matsunaga 
Gray Milford 

Mills, Ark. 
Owens 
Patman 
Stokes 
Talcott 
Young, Ill. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON TO 

THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON to 

to the amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: 
Page 4, line 18, insert the following: 

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a household shall not participate in 
the food stamp program while its principal 
wage earner is, on account of a labor dispute 
to which he is a party or to which a labor 
organization of which he is a member is a 
party, on strike: Provided, That such ineli­
gibility shall not apply to any household that 
was eligible for and participating in the food 
stamp program immediately prior to the 
start of such strike, dispute, or other sim­
ilar action in which any member of such 
household engages: Provided further, That 
such ineligibility shall not apply to any 
household if any of its members is subject 
to an employer's lockout. 

"(m) Section 3 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsections: 

"(o) The term 'labor organization' means 
any organization of any kind, or any .agency 
or employee representation committee or 
plan, in which employees participate and 
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in 
part, of dealing with employers concerning 
grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of 
pay, hours of employment, or condition of 
work. 

"(p) The term 'strike' includes any strike 
or other concerted stoppage of work by em­
ployees (including a stoppage by reason of 
the expiration of a collective-bargaining 
agreement) ." 

Mr. DICKINSON (during the read­
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid­
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to 

. the request of the gentleman from Ala­
bama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr~ DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, this 

is the amendment, so-called, to prohibit 
the issuance of food stamps to strikers. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not offer this be­
cause I am opposed to organized labor, 
but, to the contrary, because I believe in 
the precepts and principles of collective 
bargaining. I believe that the issuance 
of food stamps to strikers strikes at the 

. very heart of free and collective bar­
gaining. 

This is not, and I repeat not, an anti­
organized labor amendment, but rather 
it is a pro-poor-people amendment. Every 
dollar that is taken away from those 
who are in need to help subsidize some­
one on strike, who is not in need, to that 
extent it is a perversion of the intent of 
the original :oassage of the law. 

Mr. Chairman, I support free enter­
_prise. I support the principle of collective 
bargaining. 

There is free enterprise, as well as 
some ills, in the food stamp program,in 
general. The Governor of Kentucky, for 
instance, told the story about the farmer 
in his State, who went to town in his bib 
overalls with a great big ham on his 
shoulder. It was a pretty Kentucky 
smoked ham. A tourist passed by and 
asked him if he wanted to sell the ham. 
He said, "No," he did not believe he 
did. The tourist said, "I will give you 
$30 for it." He told him it was not for 

. sale. Then the tourist s~id, "I will give 
you $40 for it." It was a beautiful smoked 
ham. He said, "No, it is not for sale at 
any price." 

The farmer went on down to the gro­
cery store, down the street, and he sold 

_the ham to the grocer for $35. He took 
that $35, and he put $15 in his bib pock­
et, up here, for spending money. He took 
the remaining $20, and he went down to 
the bank, and with that $20 he bought 
$100 worth of food stamps. 

He takes the $100 and goes back to 
the same grocer, gives $40 worth of food 
stamps for the same ham he had sold 
him, buys $60 worth of groceries. So he 
goes home with $15 in his pocket, $60 
worth of groceries and the same ham he 
started with. Now, that is free enterprise. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not trying to get at 
that part of the food stamp program, but 
I am trying to get at what I think is an 
injustice to those in need and an injus­
tice to those who deserve the food stamp 
program. 

There are three reasons why I think 
this is wrong. First, it destroys the bal­
ance necessary to maintain a true col­
lective bargaining system; second, it 
limits the amount of food stamps which 
can be issued to the low-income families 
which the program was designed to aid; 

-and third, it is an illegal use of severely 
limited tax dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, how can there be a 
true collective bargaining when we take 
the taxpayers' dollars and use them in 
preference to one side over another and 
give one side an advantage over ~n­
other in a manner directly affecting the 
consumer and the public? In so doing, we 
are abandoning our principles of fair­
play and free enterprise. 
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The collective bargaining system de­

pends on pressure on both sid~s to negoti­
ate a settlement. When the strikers are 
receiving enough public assistance, a 
great part of which is in food stamps, to 
keep· them from needing to work, there 
is obviously not the same amount of 
pressure on the strikers as there is on 
management. 

If the Government through its inter­
vention, eliminates the pressure on 
either side, then it eliminates the incen­
tive to negotiate in good faith, and this 
in turn prolongs strikes, and prolonged 
strikes mean higher wages at settlement, 
and eventually higher prices to the con­
sumer, and higher taxes. 

Therefore, we destroy the economic 
function of the collective bargaining sys­
tem and in this way we throw our system 
out of whack. 

Mr. Chairman, I had a complaint from 
one person who said he was irate at the 
thought that we would eliminate food 
stamps for strikers, and he said that he 
was entitled to his food stamps· while on 
strike because he paid taxes. 

Well, that is fine on the surface, but 
if we look beneath the surface, we will 
find out General Motors and United 
States Steel pay taxes too. I wor.der if 
we would contend that they, too, are en­
titled to government assistance to help 
them during a strike. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. DICKIN­
SON) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKIN­
soN was allowed to proceed for 5 addi­
tional minutes.) 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not believe there is d. Member on the :floor 
today or in Congress who believes that it 
is right for the FE;deral Government to 
go in and subsidize business and subsidize 
management during a strike to enable 
them to prolong a strike, rather than to 
come to some reasonable agreement. And 
the converse is true; the opposite side of 
the coin is true. Neither is it right for 
the Federal Government to go in and 
subsidize the striker. 

The use of food stamps for strikers is 
a perversion of the purpose of the Food 
Stamp Act. Food stamps to strikers is an 
unintended consequence of a program 
designed to help low-income families to 
exist and live better. If the food stamp 
program is maintained through vigorous 
political efforts, and if this practice is 
continued food stamps for those intended 
to benefit from the program must be re­
duced or the cost of the program will 
continue to accelerate rapidly. Accord­
ing to the letters I have received, there 
are many of our working poor who really 
need help, but who cannot qualify be­
cause of the way in which the law is 
written, while strikers who are less de­
serving at the same time are getting 
food stamps. 

The cost of the food stamp program, 
like so many Federal programs, increased 
greatly in the last decade, from $14 mil­
lion to more than $1.9 billion. It is pro­
posed to be $2.4 billion by this bill. At 
a time when we are struggling to reduce 
Federal spending, we should recognize 
an estimate $240 million went last year 
to subsidize strikers. That is more than 
10 percent of the program. 

I base my statistics ·on a very compre­
hensive study. Here is a bound .volume 
entitled "Welfare and Strikes-The Use 
of Public Funds to Support Strikes" by 
Mr. Armand Thieblot, and associate pro­
fessor at the Vniversity of Pennsylvania. 

His study shows conclusively that by 
using the public Treasury we prolonged 
and induced or encouraged strikes. The 
result of all this is to cost the consumer 
and everyone more. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
keep people from being eligible for food 
stamps simply because they are on 
strike. My amendment says if you areal­
ready entitled to the food stamps and you 
go on strike, then you are still entitled 
to the food stamps. We know as a mat­
ter of practice, when you go in to sign 
up for food stamps and declare, if they 
ask you, what your net worth is, all you 
have to do is make a representation and 
they do not have the time, with an influx 
of thousands of people, to look behind the 
statement and find out if you do in fact 
qualify. There is no follow up. 

As an extreme example, but this 1s 
true, a person can go on strike and have 
two Cadillac automobiles and a cabin 
cruiser and go down and qualify for food 
stamps immediately, but the working 
poor person who does deserve them but 
has a small income from his job cannot 
qualify. 

Now, where is the justice in that? Is 
that what we wanted and intended to 
do, or is it a perversion of the program? 
There is no doubt in my mind that the 
program has been perverted from its 
original intent. It was never intended by 
the Congress or those who envisioned 
aid to the needy initially that this pro­
gram would be taken to subsidize ·strik­
ers and that 10 percent, approximately, 
would be taken off the top-and it is 
growing-to go to those who do not really 
need it and really are not qualified and 
really prefer one party over another in 
a collective bargaining situation and 
thereby destroy the whole collective bar­
gaining system. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
gentleman's amendment to prohibit the 
issuance of food stamps to strikers. 

On January 11 of this year, I intro­
duced H.R. 1940, to amend the Food 
Stamp Act of 1964 to exclude striking 
households from coverage. My bill is 
identical in thrust with the amendment 
offered here today, and I am delighted 
that the House will have an opportunity 
to vote on this matter. 

The Food Stamp Act of 1964 was 
enacted to implement a program of Gov­
ernment food subsidies for destitute per­
sons: the unemployed; the unemploy­
able; families on welfare; mothers with 
dependent children; the aged; the blind, 
and the disabled. 

By no stretch of the imagination can 
able-bodied strikers be placed into these 
categories. By no stretch of the imagina­
tion can skilled individuals who choose 
not to work be called destitute. 

The right to strike fs basic. But finan­
cial support from taxpayers' funds dur­
ing a strike is an intolerable breach of 
Federal neutrality in a labor-manage­
ment dispute. 

It is a perversion of the original intent 
of the Food Stamp Act-to help feed the 
truly needy. 

An able-bodied man who elects to stop 
working-and in some cases, deprives 
others of the right to work-should not 
be discouraged or encouraged in his ac­
tions by the Federal Government. 

The unions exist to represent labor and 
look after labor's interests. Unions main­
tain "strike funds" to support their 
members during contract disputes in­
volving strikes. By providing a virtually 
unlimited "strike fund supplement" in 
the form of food stamps, the Govern­
ment is effectively subsidizing a strike 
with public money. It supports one side 
in a dispute to the loss of private enter­
prise, the taxpayer, and the consumer. 

The food stamps issued to strikers do 
not go to feed starving children or mal­
nourished senior citizens. They are used 
in households which may have a gross 
annual income of up to $20,000 per year. 
The head of the household not only has 
access to union financial resources, he 
has the assurance of a salable skill and 
a job in his future. 

But for every food stamp dollar pro­
vided to these households-an estimated 
$238 million in fiscal 1972 alone-there 
is one less dollar for someone genuinely 
in need. 

The squeeze on Federal resources 
grows more intense with each passing 
month. The Congress has approved pro­
grams which are worthwhile-but which 
we literally cannot afford to fund. 

Why, then, should we agree to the 
annual diversion of $238 million from the 
truly needy to able-bodied employables? 

I urge my colleagues to vote "yea" on 
this amendment. The present system is a 
compendium of abuses: 

The taxpayers' dollars go to support 
extended strikes which serve to incon­
venience the public and raise the price 
of consumer goods. 

The Federal Government abandons its 
neutrality in labor-management rela­
tions in favor of financing strikes. 

And those who legitimately qualify for 
welfare are cheated of funds and bene­
fits which are rightfully theirs. 

Mr. REID. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DICKINSON. In just a moment. 
So, Mr. Chairman, without belabor-

ing-and I think we all pretty well under­
stand what is involved-if you really 
want to do the job that this program is 
designed to do and if you want to help 
the needy and if you want to stop pre­
ferring one side over another in a col­
lective bargaining situation and if you 
want to do what is right and what is 
just, not with an anti-labor vote but with 
a pro-poor-person vote, then support my 
amendment. I think it is fair, I think it 
is just, and I think it is needed. 

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

Mr. Chairman, we are to some extent 
back at an old stand. On several occa­
sions in the past the House rejected an 
amendment similar to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Alabama 
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(Mr. DICKINSON) . I think the House acted 
wisely in rejecting the amendment in the 
past. I hope it will do so again. 

The present draft of this proposal goes 
a little further than others in the past, 
because it says not only do you take away 
food stamps from the household if a 
member of the household is on strike, but 
if he just happens to belong to a labor 
organization that is on strike, you take 
away his food stamps. 

What that means, I do not know, but 
if it is meant to mean that all members 
of an international union are ineligible 
for food stamps if one of its local unions 
is on strike, I do not know what possible 
equity there could be in that. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
. Chairman, will the gentleman yield at 
that point? 

Mr. FOLEY. I would prefer that the 
gentleman permit me to finish my state­
ment, and then I will be glad to yield to 
the gentleman if I can secure additional 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the suggestion of this 
amendment by Mr. Dickinson is that if a 
labor union member or other person is on 
strike, he is somehow engaged in an im­
proper if not illegal activity. 

I would remind the Members that our 
labor laws protect the right to strike, 
and the courts have to recognize, when 
strikes are called in the appropriate 
manner, after an unfortunate breakdown 
in collective bargaining, the right to 
strike is not illegal and not subject to 
injunction or other legal restraint. 

I might suggest that obviously when a 
breakdown in collective bargaining oc­
curs it is not always the fault of the 
union, it sometimes is the fault of the 
employer. No one can say that every 
strike is a result of a breakdown in col­
lective bargaining attributable to . exces­
sive demands by unions. 

In many cases the failure of collective 
bargaining lies with the employer. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. Not at this time. I allowed 
the gentleman from Alabama to com­
plete a 10-minute address without asking 
the gentleman to yield. I would like to 
complete my remarks, and then I will 
yield. 

The first assumption is wrong. Much 
as we regret strikes, they are legal. Much 
as we regret them, they are sometimes 
the fault of the unions, and they are 
sometimes the fault of the companies. 

The basic argument behind this pro­
posal is that we ought to be fair and equi­
table, and the Government ought not to 
come in and help break a strike, or win 
a strike for the union. That might be 
all right if we were going to be perfectly 
equitable, if we were going to say that 
absolute neutrality is the rule. But there 
is no law that says that a small busi­
ness loan cannot be made to a company 
during a strike. There is no law that says 
a Government contract cannot be let to 
a company during a strike. In fact, the 
tax laws say that any losses occurring as 
the result of a strike not only can be 
claimed in that tax year, but they can 
be carried back for 5 years, and carried 
forward for 3 years, thus insuring the 
maximum tax deductibility for strike 

losses. Is that not a little cushioning of 
the strike impact on the employer 
through the tax laws? 

As far as I know there is not a single 
expense to an employer due to a strike 
that cannot be written off, and cannot 
be written off if the company wants to 
do it. 

So the real purpose of this amend­
ment is not to restore some Government 
neutrality allegedly lost because strikers 
are eligible for food stamps but on the 
contrary to use a denial of food stamps 
as a pressure on the worker-or more 
accurately on his family-to help break 
a strike. Remember everyone in the 
household, mother, father, daughter, son, 
even infant child-are denied participa­
tion. Not just the worker himself . 

Now, the gentleman from Alabama 
says that no one has the right to food 
stamps, and I might agree, but you know, 
most all know, the complaint one hears, 
that some people who are receiving food 
stamps are professional loafers who will 
not work. If there is one thing a striker is, 
he is by definition a worker. He is some­
one who holds down a job, who contrib­
utes to the economy of his country, and 
his community, and who does indeed pay 
taxes, to support this and other Govern­
ment programs. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I am delighted to yield to 
our distinguished Speaker, the gentle­
man from Oklahoma <Mr. ALBERT). 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentleman from Washington if 
we would not have this sort of a situation 
if this amendment were to carry, that the 

. families of the strikers, no matter what 
other circumstances, would be the only 

. ones in the United States that could not 
qualify, if they otherwise qualified? 

Mr. FOLEY. The distinguished Speak­
er is exactly correct. 

I just want to point out something else. 
Perhaps some accuse me of being dem­

agogic or overly sentimental, but I wish 
to point out to the House, as I have be-

. fore, that under our present laws if a 
man or other head of the household is 
convicted of a felony, whether it be mur­
der, robbery, rape, or treason, and is in­
carcerated in a penitentiary for that of­
fense, his family is still eligible for food 
stamps. But supporters of this amend­
ment would urge notwithstanding that 
fact, that if a man is out on strike, his 
family should not be eligible. 

What standard of social values can 
justify such discrimination against not 
our worst but against some of our best-­
our hardest working-our most respon­
sible citizens. 

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

<By unanimous consent, Mr. FoLEY 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.> 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. REID. I commend the gentleman 
in the well for his statement on par­
ticularly, in my judgment, the gentleman 
from Alabama's amendment. 

Mr. FoLEY has clearly pointed out we 

penalize children, and what we are saying 
here today is that we could penalize 10 
million children, because that is roughly 
the number who do not have adequate 
nutrition. I commend the gentleman for 
making that point, because the heart of 
this amendment is penalizing children. 

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the 
gentleman's yielding. 

I should like to discuss with the gentle­
man a couple of points he made: First 
of all, that this amendment as introduced 
by the gentleman from Alabama is dis­
criminatory against union members. That 
is certainly not true, and I think if the 
gentleman has read the amendment, he 
would know that it states: 

Provided, That such 1neliglbility shall not 
apply to any household that was eligible for 
and participating in the food stamp pro­
gram immediately prior to the start of such 
strike, ..• 

So I want to make it clear that the 
gentleman's point and the Speaker's 
point, that it would discriminate against 
union members, if they were eligible for 
food stamps before, is not true. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have stated in my 
testimony before the Agriculture Com­
mittee during its consideration of this 
legislation, the existence of a food stamp 
program without safeguards designed to 
prevent the abuse of the program by per­
sons such as strikers, who are voluntarily 
unemployed, offers nothing but trouble 
for the taxpayers of this country. Ac­
cording to the comprehensive Wharton 
study, which I cited in my testimony, the 
availability of food stamps for strikers 
tends to increase the frequency; length, 
and ultimate costs of strikes by reducing 
the economic pressure which might 
otherwise encourage striking unions to 
work out their differences with manage­
ment without resorting to costly strikes. 
This is not to deny that unions should 
exercise the right to strike where strikes 
are lawful and are peacefully conducted, 
but the decision to strike should be made 
with due regard for all of the conse­
quences. It makes no more sense to per­
mit food stamps to be made available to 
strikers than it would make sense to en­
act legislation for the relief of employers 
who suffer loss of revenues and profits 
because of strikes. 

To add insult to injury, the same tax­
payer who, as a consumer, suffers the 
hardship of lengthy strikes and inflation­
ary settlements is then asked to bear the 
increased cost of providing these bene­
fits to strikers. For example, according 
to the Wharton report, the cost of pro­
viding food stamps to striking General 
Motors employees in Michigan during the 
1970 strike was more than $10 million, 
and that is just the cost of one strike in 
one State for one of several taxpayer­
supported programs, such as the AFDC 
program, under which benefits have been 
made available to strikers. 

It must be obvious to my colleagues 
that there is absolutely no way to budget 
for the provision of these benefits to 
strikers since there is no way of esti­
mating how long a strike may last or 
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how many strikers may apply for assist­
ance and since the very fact that the 
benefits may be made available is likely, 
according to the Wharton report, to af­
feet the frequency and cost of strikes. 
This is a time of great concern, which 
all of us share, for the future of the dol­
lar and for the health of our economy. I 
believe we all recognize that our ability 
to deal with these problems is directly 
related to the success of our effort to find 
some way to gain effective control over 
the growth of the Federal budget. Many 
Members are undoubtedly aware, as well, 
of a study which has just been released 
by the Joint Economic Committee which 
indicates that we have reached the point 
where a family of four can conceivably 
obtain benefits equivalent to a gross 
earned income as high as $11,500 with­
out working, so that there seems to be 
little reason for many persons, including 
many present taxpayers, to work, un­
less for some reason they happen to feel 
restless or feel compelled out of habit 
to continue working. 

My reason for discussing the findings 
of the Wharton and Joint Economic 
Committee studies at this time is that I 
simply cannot understand how, in light 
of our concern over the unchecked 
growth of the Federal budget and the de­
struction of the economic incentives 
which are the foundation of our pro­
ductive economy, we can proceed with 
"business as usual" and permit the pro­
vision of unlimited benefits to individ­
uals who voluntarily choose not to work. 

For these reasons I believe that it is 
essential that this House enact the Dick­
inson amendment to prohibit food 
stamps for strikers. 

Mr. FOLEY. I will yield for a question, 
but not for a speech. Obviously, people 
on strike are people who have jobs. 
Thank God they usually do not have to 
depend on the food stamp program and 
are not eligible, because of their wages. 
To argue that workers who are on strike 
should only be eligible for food stamps 
if they were eligible before the strike is 
either foolish or deceptive. Before the 
strike they were receiving wages and ob­
viously ineligible because of employ­
ment. In any case the proponents argue 
that a worker on strike has only himself 
to blame. It is his own fault he is on 
strike; right? Not necessarily. Not neces­
sarily. 

In the first place, as I have said, it may 
be the company's fault that collective 
bargaining failed. Second, unions vote on 
strikes. They have to vote on strikes. A 
member who votes against a strike who 
is opposed to going on strike is prohibited, 
with his household, from participating 
in food stamps, exactly as is the mem­
ber who gets to go on strike. They are 
both in the same situation. A member 
who wants to go back to work and votes 
to ·end the strike does not then b~come 
eligible. His ineligibility continues if he 
is a member of the umon on strtke. He is 
not eligible as long as the union to which 
he belongs is on strike. 

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

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

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. 

Just to advise the Members of our 
legislative history, my amendment says 
only those members who are on strike 
are ineligible, not everybody who belongs 
to a union. If a local union of AFL-CIO 
goes on strike with 20 members, that does 
not mean all members of the AFL-CIO 
are covered. 

As to the other point in the gentle­
man's debate, this is not directed at chil­
dren. This is not to deprive those who 
were eligible before the strike. This is 
directed at charity for people not deserv­
ing charity. 

I appreciate the gentleman's yielding. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 

from California. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I was very much in­

terested in the gentleman from Ala­
bama's proclaiming his thesis that we 
should not subsidize strikers because we 
do not subsidize private enterprise. I 
have not found that to be the situation. 
There is hardly a major corporation in 
America that is not, indeed, subsidized 
one way or the other. And all we have 
got to do is look at the Pennsylvania 
Railroad and Lockheed and a few others. 

I also wanted to comment on the gen­
tleman's very lucid explanation that 
felons of different types and their fami­
lies and their children can get food 
stamps but here is a man who is not a 
felon but who is exercising a legal right 
which this Congress has legislated for 
him to participate in, striking in order 
to obtain results in collective bargain­
ing which the Congress has legislated, a 
man performing a completely lawful act 
under all the laws of the United States, 
and yet it is his family that suffers, his 
children, and his wife. 

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman. 
I would like to point out when the gen­

tleman from Alabama says we are not 
trying to reach the children, he could 
have provided an amendment that stated 
where a household has a member on 
strike they would lose a proportionate 
value of the food stamps as the striker 
·bears to the household but he chose to 
take out every child, every adult includ­
ing possibly aged and infirm-the whole 
family. 

This amendment is punitive, antilabor, 
antiunion, unfair, and discriminatory. 

It will not bring labor or industrial 
peace. It will contribute only a legacy of 
bitterness and rancor toward the work­
er's employer and toward the worker's 
Government as well. 

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

Mr. Chairman, before addressing my­
self to the business before the House to­
day I would like to correct an ugly ru­
mor that apparently is making its round..c:: 
in the House. It has been said by some 
of my friends or probably my enemies 
that when I voted "aye" the other day 
the electronic rollcall broke down. But it 
was not that at all, I can assure the 
Members. The electronic rollcall suffered 
so much through this bad agricultural 
bill that it simply could not take any 

more of it, and I want to predict that 
unless we get to a final vot€ in a hurry 
it will probably break down again. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the first time 
that the emotional strings of the Con­
gress have been played upon by the food­
stamps-for-strikers issue. 

No other subject brings out the crying 
towels in greater quantities. Tears flow 
copiously down the cheeks of the emo­
tion-engendering pros as their hearts 
bleed profusely for the poor, innocent 
children who supposedly will starve if 
food stamps are denied their striking 
parents. Interestingly enough, however, 
I do not recall seeing these same Mem­
bers shedding such crocodile tears for 
the poor, overworked taxpayer, the one 
who inevitably is required to pick up the 
tab for this food-stamps-for-strikers 
program. 

Even a cursory glance will show that 
we are traveling down the food stamp 
road at an alarming rate of speed. The 
skids are well greased. The program 
started originally in 1961 with five $1 
million pilot programs, I would like to 
point out that in the early history of the 
program, food stamps for strikers, college 
students, hippies, and commune resi­
dents never entered into the minds of 
food stamp proponents: The food stamp 
program was designed for the poor and 
needy who desperately needed assistance 
and who did not drive high-priced autos 
to pick up stamps and groceries. 

Things are different today, however, 
with an "open door" policy on food 
stamps. The cost of the program has or­
bited to $2.5 billion, which is the pro­
jected figure for fiscal 1974. Is there not 
a song that says, ""We have come a long 
way, baby"? Where food stamp costs are 
concerned we sure have! 

I would like to point out that denial of 
food stamps to strikers is not a violation 
of the right-to-strike doctrine. The right­
to-strike is a basic right of labor, and I 
want to see it preserved and maintained. 
However, if the Federal Government sub­
sidizes the striker, we, in a sense, go from 
"collective bargaining" to "protective 
bargaining." Those who go out on strike 
do so to obtain certain benefits and ad­
vantages. If they do this, they should also 
be willing to accept certain disadvan­
tages that might occur. What they want, 
however, is to eat their cake and have 
it, too. 

In one of the strikes, during which 
strikers were getting food stamps, one 
striker was heard to remark: 

They can't starve us out now that we are 
getting food stamps. We can go on forever. 

Such an atmosphere hardly appears to 
be ideal for serious negotiation. 

Today our dollar is being devalued and 
our inflation spiral is ever upward. Let 
us recognize that it is this type of 
irresponsible food -stamps-for-strikers 
legislation that is causing such economic 
woes. There are, of course, those who 
would give away the capitol dome, fail­
ing to give serious thought to the bal­
ance of the structure until it is too late 
and a capitol in ruins comes tumbling 
down and, inevitably it will unless were~ 
verse present trends. 

Let us give the overworked taxpayer a 
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real break and support the amendment 
designed to prohibit the issuance of food 
stamps to strikers. 

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle­
man from Arizona (Mr. STEIGER) . 

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair­
man. I would just like to congratulate the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania on his well 
reasoned and logical response to what 
has to be described by anybody with ob­
vious embarrassment as a resort to rhet­
oric on the part of the gentleman from 
Washington. 

I can appreciate that embarrassment, 
and would only like to advise the oppo­
nents of this amendment that it is be­
cause they do not have the votes that 
they stall and engage in rhetoric and 
subject themselves to embarrassment. It 
is already out of this amendment when 
we proceed to finish the rest of this legis­
lative work. 

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

There is no purpose in going over all 
the arguments pro and con on this sub­
ject. I think every one of us has made 
up our minds. I would like to point out 
something which the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON) did not. 

The amendment which he has offered 
1s modified somewhat from the bill he 
and many other Members of this House 
introduced. We offered in the commit­
tee an amendment which lost twice on an 
18-to-17 vote and won once when we 
did not have a quorum. 

However, it applies only to the princi­
pal wage earner and the family. This 
means that if there is a large family, 
and one of the girls is working as a tele­
phone operator and goes out on strike, 
then it does not make the whole family 
ineligible. Also, in contrast to the original 
bill introduced by Mr. DICKINSON, it does 
not apply to walkouts. 

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington, even 
though he did not yield to me. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chainnan, I am glad 
to yield to the gentleman anytime. I 
regret I did not have time to yield to the 
gentleman earlier and still complete my 
statement. I assume the gentleman has 
concluded his remarks and can yield to 
me now. 

Mr. Chairman, it is true, it is not that 
if the principal wage earner in the fam­
ily, the head of the household, is on 
strike, the entire family loses eligibility? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Yes; that 
is certainly right. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, will 
· the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I yield to 
my colleague from California (Mr. Rous­
SELOT). 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, is it 
not also true that the overwhelming 
majority of the unions today have sub­
stantial strike funds, so that the argu­
ment that the unions are depleted and 
without ability to help support their 
strikers while they are on strike is no 
longer true; and whereas the need for 

food stamps to strikers is nowhere near 
as pressing now as it was perhaps in pre­
vious times, because they are usually able 
to finance and able to support their own 
workers, and if the food stamp program 
as we originally enacted it was for the 
poor people in this country, and not peo­
ple who are basically working, is that not 
correct? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Yes, in my 
opinion. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Was it not brought 
out in the Committee-and this is why 
there were perhaps 17 votes for this 
amendment-that the overwhelming 
majority of unions have a way of sup­
porting their people when they are on 
strike, so that it is not necessary today 
to make use of the food stamps? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Yes, I 
made that argument in committee. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, 1 
appreciate the gentleman yielding to me. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I definitely am against 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Alabama. 

It is legal to be on strike. It has been 
legal for almost 40 years. 

Last year one of the lower Federal 
courts, and I am not sure exactly which 
one, stated that a striker cannot be de­
nied Federal benefits merely because he 
is on strike. Unfortunately, they did not 
mention food stamps, but if I interpret 
correctly the meaning of .. Federal bene­
fits" then food stamps would be included. 

To reenforce my argument and to sec­
ond the statement of one of the lower 
Federal courts, 2 weeks ago the Supreme 
Court stated that hippies have a right 
to food stamps. Now it seems that some 
are in favor of food stamps for hippies 
@ut not for strikers, who have a legal 
right to be on strike. 

I should like to ask the gentleman 
from Alabama a question, if he will per­
mit me to do so. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chainnan, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VIGORITO. Before I continue, I 
would like to remind the gentleman that 
I am one of three certified public ac­
countants in the House. Does the gentle­
man still wish that I ask the question? 

As the gentleman knows, in one of 
his statements he mentioned the tax­
payers would be stuck with the bill to 
give food to strikers, not only to strikers, 
but also to their families, including chil­
dren, and milk for the babies. 

Does the gentleman believe in lock­
outs? No. He does not believe in strikes, 
I am sure. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Is that a question, 
or is the gentleman answering for me? 

Mr. VIGORITO. I am just making a 
statement. 

Mr. DICKINSON. If the gentleman is 
just rambling, go ahead, but when he 
gets to the question, let me know. 

Mr. VIGORITO. I am leading up to the 
question, and I will state the question 
right now. 

Can General Motors, assuming the ne­
gotiations presently going are not satis­
factory, decide to lock up its plant for 
2 months, and can it deduct the cost of 
the lockout for 2 months, including de-

preciation, overhead costs, executive sal­
aries, and so forth and so on, which 
would be untold millions of dollars That 
is the question. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Is that the gentle­
man's question? 

Mr. VIGORITO. That is the question. 
Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentle­

man. If he will read the amendment 
he will see it says: 

Provided further, That sueh ineligibility 
shall not apply to any household if any o! 
its members is subject to an employer's lock­
out. 

I believe the question is moot. 
Mr. VIGORITO. That does not an­

swer my question. Suppose a company 
has a loe~out. Is the company entitled 
to deduct the expenses of overhead, de­
preciation, and executive salaries during 
the period of the lockout? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Perhaps that is true, 
but that is really not at issue here. 

Mr. VIGORITO. That is the question. 
Mr. DICKINSON. The employees are 

not prohibited. The gentleman talks 
about the children. The point is that if 
we take from those who deserve this, the 
really hungry children, to give to the 
children of strikers, whom are we hurt­
ing? We are hurting those who really 
need it. 

Mr. VIGORITO. I disagree with the 
gentleman very much, because there is 
no limit to how much we can pay out 
in food stamps. 

I thank the gentleman from Alabama. 
The point is, Mr. Chairman, under 

the Internal Revenue Code each cor­
poration which has a lockout and suf­
fers say $100 million in expenses during 
such a 2-month period can deduct that 
on the tax return, and . the taxpayers 
will pick up about half of the cost, or 
approximately $50 million. 

I oppose the amendment. I would ap­
preciate it very much if the Members 
would vote down the amendment. 

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

Mr. VIGORITO. I yield to my good 
friend from Ohio. 

Mr. V ANIK. So far as the tax ques­
tion is concerned, the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is abso­
lutely correct. All the business expenses 
during a period of lockout, including 
salaries and so forth, are deductible as 
business expenses. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex­
pired. 

(On request of Mr. TEAGUE of Cali­
fornia, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
VIGORITO was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

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

Mr. VIGORITO. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Chainnan, I am sure that my friend from 
Pennsylvania, who is, as I know, a fine 
CPA, is correct. But I think that he 
probably also knows that the law 
specifically provides that the recipients 
of food stamps do not pay 1neome tax 
on the value of those food stamps. 

Mr. VIGORITO. The gentleman is 
correct. There are a lot of Federal bene-
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fits that a lot of people do not pay in­
come taxes. In fact, there are a lot of 
benefits that go to the upper echelons 
of our business world. They get fringe 
benefits, and they do not pay any income 
tax. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to this 
debate with a great deal of concern. I 
oppose the amendment. 

I believe that people are eligible for 
foodstamps in whatever category their 
eligibility permits them to be eligible. 
Obviously they do not pay taxes on food­
stamps, because that is not income. 

It is interesting to me that we have 
had a discussion on forbidding food 
stamps to strikers in connection with 
this particular bill. There has been a 
great deal of discussion describing food­
stamps to strikers of food stamps as 
subsidies. Some of the Members who have 
spoken in opposition to this amendm0nt 
depriving strikers of foodstamp5 argued 
in return of the many subsidies of one 
kind or another to large corporations. I 
agree with this observation. 

I believe that this proposed amend­
ment does undermine the hard-won right 
of strikers to collective bargaining, as 
others have noted. But it does something 
else which is more fundamental. That is 
this: It discriminates against people who 
are workers, and it says that it doesn't 
matter that they continue to be workers. 

We do not do that same thing in this 
very bill with respect to any other group, 
least of all the farmers. We go to great 
lengths here in this bill to provide for 
the ways in which farmers can continue 
to be farmers. We go to great lengths 
here in this bill to say that there are 
serious economic problems affecting the 
farmers in this conntry and we, there­
fore, have to subsidize them in order 
for them to continue to be farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to all of the Mem­
bers in this House that this is the funda­
mental proposition in this bill. Those 
of us from all over this country who are 
not farmers, who constitute 98 percent 
of the people in this country, who are 
supporting many, if not all, aspects of 
this bill, because we recognize the need 
of people to be able to continue with the.i.r 
work, as farmers have thct right to ask 
every single Member in this House to 
support the right of workers to continue 
to be workers. We must not discriminate 
against workers and say that they and 
their families can go hungry because 
they happen to be out on strike, at the 
same time that we ask help for farmers 
and their families. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members to 
oppose this amendment 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to address 
my remarks to the argument that the 
Government, by providing food stamps, 
would be subsidizing strikers. 

What is a strike? A strike is an agree­
ment on the part of two parties to a con­
tract, management and labor, to disagree. 
A strike can be averted in one of two 
ways: Labor can accept the lesser offer 
of management, or management can ac-

cept the higher request of labor. A strike 
ensues because both parties feel that it 
is in their long-term interest, econom­
ically, to stop work. 

Now, what is the effect of a strike? 
First, with respect to the worker, quite 
obviously by going out on strike, his in­
come declines. 

Therefore, his tax liability declines 
correspondingly. However, his personal 
expenses continue; he has to pay for his 
utilities. 

The worker may have to pay for the 
education of his children; certainly he 
has to pay for the food that he cousumes 
and perhaps has to pay rent. There is no 
Federal relief to help the worker with 
the exception of food stamps, for which 
the worker, of course, has to pay. 

Now, what about the company? The 
company's sales decline, unless the com­
pany, of course, prior to the time of the 
strike, builds up its inventories. In the 
event of a sales decline, the company's 
income and profit decline. The com­
pany's tax liability declines correspond­
ingly. But the company, too, has con­
tinuing expenses. The company is con­
fronted with the cost of depreciation, 
and it, too, must pay for utilities-heat, 
light, and power-pay for insurance and 
pay for plant maintenance, and it also 
pays certain key executives' salaries. 
The Federal Government allows these 
expenses to be deducted as a cost of do­
ing business, despite the fact that the 
company voluntarily has decided to stop 
doing business. As a consequence, this 
will further reduce the profit of the 
company and will further reduce the tax 
liability of the company. 

Let me give you an illustration. For 
example, if a strike goes over a 2-month 
period the company's allowable costs 
are $1 million, this would reduce the 
company's tax liability by $500,000. 
This, of course, represents a subsidy by 
the Federal Government at a time when 
the company has, by its own choice, 
closed operation. 

As the gentleman from Washington 
<Mr. FOLEY) pointed out, the company 
has another tax advantage. If the strike 
goes on long enough and the company 
sustains an operating loss, it can go 
back for 5 years or forward for 3 years 
and obtain tax credits. For example, if 
the company had lost $1 million in that 
particular year, it could claim approxi­
mately $500,000 in taxes previously paid. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. I think this particu­
lar point is most important. You are 

. talking about a net operating loss, which 
if it is large enough, can be used to offset 
taxes paid for the 5 preceding years and 
can also be carried forward for 3 years. I 
favor giving business this tax benefit, 
but I do think it is unfair to imply that 
strikers are the only ones to receive ben­
efits because of the food-stamp pay­
ment. I do not think enough has been 
made of that. 

Mr. WHALEN. That is exactly correct. 
And it is certainly a tax subsidy on the 
part of the Federal Government plus 

allowing expenses at a time when the 
company decided voluntarily to stop 
business. 

I would simply conclude by saying that 
you have to look at both sides of the 
ledger. In my opinion, the Federal Gov­
ernment subsidizes the company far 
more than it does the striker in terms 
of providing food stamps. Therefore, un­
til the subsidization of the company 
ceases on the part of the Federal Gov­
ernment, I will certainly oppose any 
effort to deny strikers food stamps. 
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to op­
pose the amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the first time this pro­
posal to prohibit strikers from qualify­
ing for food stamps was brought up 
2 years ago I supported it, because of 
the abuses that had been occurring. One 
of the proponents of this amendent to­
day quoted one of the union leaders, 
stating that we can last indefinitely on 
account of the fact that we have food 
stamps. That statement originated about 
3 years ago before the regulations were 
tightened up. 

I shall ask permission to insert the 
regulations when we go back into the 
House. 

I see no reason why we should discrim­
inate against some section of our so­
ciety when they are engaged in some­
thing that is legal if they qualify other­
wise. We tightened up the qualifications 
for stamps. 

The gentleman from Alabama who 
proposed the amendment was quite en­
thusiastic and waxed quite eloquent, but 
he also got his statistics wrong and clear 
out of the realm of fact in some regard. 

He said a man can have two Cadillacs 
and have a cabin cruiser, and qualify for 
food stamps. He cannot. He absolutely 
cannot. If that man is getting food 
stamps, then he is getting them illegally. 
And if a man like that is getting food 
stamps in a Member's State, then that 
Member had better jump on those State 
officials who administer the program and 
force them to adhere to the law. 

The way the discussion has been going 
on today, if a person goes out on strike 
then they automatically qualify for 
stamps. They do not. We have tightened 
the law. In one strike that occurred in 
my area, there were 3,300 on strike, and 
I think 700 of them qualified. 

One would also think that we were go­
ing to fatten them up real well on food 
stamps. What do they get if they qualify? 
If they have no income whatever, a fam­
ily of two would get $60 worth of food 
stamps a month. I do not know what the 
other Members spend on their grocery 
bills, but I guarantee they will not get 
very fat on $60 a month with the price 
of groceries as they are now. 

A family of four would receive $108. 
Now, then, if they are getting a union 
supplement from the union funds then 
that supplement has to be taken into 
consideration, so they start paying some­
thing for their stamps. We are not giv­
ing them to them. 

I know that some of the Members will 
think it rather unusual and a bit out of 
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character for me to be up here because 
I have opposed a lot of things that the 
unions have advocated, but this is just 
plain and sound do unto others as you 
want done unto yourself. They are fully 
within the law. There is no reason why 
we should try to discriminate against 
people who are giving up their paychecks 
in order to try to make their point, 
whether they are right or wrong, and to 
say that they cannot qualify for this very 
program that they have helped to 
finance. 

Another thing that I would like to 
point out to the Members is this : I think 
it would be unconstitutional, in my opin­
ion, for us to say that we can cut out a 
segment of our society just because they 
are doing something that some other 
segment of our society does not like, even 
though it is legal. If strikes should be 
illegal then make them illegal. 

As the gentleman from Washington, in 
opposition to this amendment pointed 
out, here we are giving food stamps to 
families of murderers, rapists, treason­
ists, you name them. Are we going to say 
that we are not going to give stamps to 
someone who gives up their paycheck for 
a principle, whether they are right or 
wrong, give up their regular paycheck 
and say no, they cannot qualify whatso­
ever. 

Mr. Chairman, eligibility for the food 
stamp program will be determined ac­
cording to uniform national income and 
resources standards set by the Secretary 
of Agriculture. Standards for Alaska and 
Hawaii are adjusted in accordance with 
the separate poverty guidelines and other 
factors peculiar to the States. 

Monthly maximum income eligibility 
levels are: 

48 States 
and District 

Household size of Columbia Alaska Hawaii 

1-person ___ ·::::-=::::.-.:-__ :: $170 $208 $193 2-person _______ __ __ ..: 222 272 254 3-person ___________ _ .: 293 400 373 
4-person ____ ___ ------· 360 480 467 5-person _______ __ __ • .: 427 573 560 6-person ____________ _. 493 667 640 7-person _____________ 547 733 707 
8-person ______ ------- 600 800 773 
Each additional 

person, add _______ :: 53 67 67 

The standards apply to all households, 
except those in which all members were 
receiving public assistance. 

Income to be measured in determining 
household eligibility and in arriving at 
the amount the household is to pay­
purchase requirement--for its food 
stamp allotment is, in general, any cash 
or payments to members of the house­
hold from any source, including all types 
of public assistance, scholarships and 
educational grants. However, 10 percent 
of income from earned wages or from a 
training allowance, up to a maximum of 
$30 per month per household, is to be 
deducted to cover such items as trans­
portation and other expenses necessary 
to securing the income. Not counted as 
income to the household are earnings of 
a child under 18 who is still in school, 
benefits which do not involve a cash 
transaction such as free use of 1i ving 
quarters, certain nonrecurring lump­
sum payments such as insurance settle-

ments, inheritances, income tax refunds, 
and all loans except educational loans on 
which repayment is not due until com­
pletion of the recipient's education. 

Other allowances: Mandatory deduc­
tions from earnings in amounts which 
are not elective by the recipients, such as 
any income tax, social security tax, and 
required union dues, are considered as a 
"household expense" in arriving at the 
household income figure for program 
purposes. The regulations also permit de­
ductions for educational tuition and fees, 
shelter costs that exceed 30 percent of 
income, medical payments in excess of 
$10 per month for the household, child 
care costs necessary for a household 
member to accept or continue employ­
ment, and unusual expenses resulting 
from disaster or casualty losses. 

Resources such as savings accounts, 
negotiable securities and certain prop­
erty, are limited to $1,500 per household, 
plus an additional $1,500 for households 
of two or more containing at least one 
person 60 years of age or over. 

Not counted as resources are the value 
of such items as a home, household 
goods, car, personal effects, cash value of 
life insurance policies, income-producing 
property, and tools and machinery essen­
tial to employment or self-support. How­
ever, resources do include such non­
liquid assets as non-income-producing 
buildings, land, or other real or personal 
property, at fair market value. 

Household definition : All members of a 
household under 60 years of age must be 
related by blood, affinity, or through a 
legal relationship sanctioned by State 
law, for the household to be eligible for 
food stamps. A man and woman, living 
as husband and wife, if accepted as mar­
ried by the community in which they 
live, are defined by the regulations as 
related. Foster, adopted and other chil­
dren under 18 years old for whom an 
adult member has assumed a parental 
role are also considered related members 
of a food stamp household. An unrelated 
roomer or boarder is not deemed a part 
of the household, and will not disqualify 
the household from the food stamp pro­
gram. "Affinity" is defined as the rela­
tionship which one spouse has to the 
blood relatives of the other, and is not 
destroyed for food stamp program pur­
poses by divorce or death of a spouse. 

Tax dependents: No household can be 
eligible if it has a member over 18 who 
is claimed as a dependent for Federal in­
come tax purposes by a parent or guard­
ian in another household which itself 
is not eligible for either food stamps or 
USDA-donated foods. 

Work registration: The law sets work 
registration as an eligibility requirement 
for food stamps, for any household con­
taining an able-bodied member between 
ages 18 and 65, unless that member is, 
first, r,esponsible for the care of depend­
ent children under 18 or of incapacitated 
adults; second, a student enrolled at least 
halftime in any school or training pro­
gram recognized by any Federal, State, 
or local government agency; third, work­
ing at least 30 hours per week. The work 
registration form is to be forwarded by 
the food stamp certification office to the 
State or Federal employment office for 
the area. For the household to be eligi-

ble for stamps, the registered member or 
members of the household must cooper­
ate in seeking, and accepting employ­
ment of a type and in a location reason­
ably consistent with physical and men­
tal fitness, with consideration of trans­
portation costs and commuting time, and 
at wages, including piece-rate basis, that 
are the highest of applicable Federal and 
State minimums or other authorized 
Federal regulations, but in no case less 
than $1.30 per hour. The registrant can­
not be required to join, resign from, or 
refrain from joining any recognized la­
bor organization as a condition of em­
ployment, nor accept work offered at a 
site which is undergoing a strike or lock­
out. 

Food stamp allotment: Allotments of 
food stamps are geared to cost of the 
USDA economy diet, with the amount of 
money paid by households not to exceed 
30 percent of income. Stamps will be is­
sued free to one- and two-person house­
holds with incomes under $20 per month 
and to all other households with incomes 
under $30. 

Under the new law public assistance 
households may elect to have payment 
for their full allotment of food stamps 
deducted regularly from money they get 
under any federally aided assistance pro­
gram. All households may elect, at time 
of issuance, to buy all, three-quar ters. 
one-half, or one-quarter of their monthly 
food stamp allotment, with their pay­
ment adjusted accordingly. 

Examples of monthly allotments and 
amounts to be paid by recipients in the 
48 contiguous States and District of Co­
lumbia: 

For a household of-

4 6 
person persons persons persons 

Food stamp allotment_ $32 $60 $108 $173 
PURCHASE =========== 

REQUIREMENT 

Net income : 
$0 to $19.99 _____ __ .;: Free Free Free Free 
$20 to $29.99__ _____ 1 1 Free Free 
$100 to $109.99____ _ 18 23 25 21 
$150 to $169.99_____ 26 36 41 43 
$190 to $209.99____ _________ _ 48 53 55 
.$21.0 to $229.99______ ________ 54 59 61 
$250 to $269.99 ______ _______ __ ______ .; 71 73 
$290 to .$309.99_______________ __ ______ 83 85 
$330 to $359.99____ _______ ___ __ _______ 95 97 
$360 to $389.99___ ______ ___ ______ ___ __ 99 106 
$450 to $479.99_____ _______ _________________ ___ 133 
$480 to $509.99_· -- ---------------------------- 139 

Note : Becau se food costs are determined to be significantly 
higher in Alaska and Hawaii , food stamp allotments .are greater 
than those of other States shown above. Separate issuance tabl.es 
for Alaska and Hawaii wi ll be published in the Federal Registe-r 
with the regulat ions. 

Meal service : Elderly participants who 
are disabled or feeble so that they can ­
not adequately prepare all of their meals, 
may use food stamps to pay for meals 
delivered to them by a non-profit meal 
delivery service, if available. Such de­
livery services will be authorized to re­
deem stamps by USDA's Food and Nu­
trition Service similarly to retailers and 
wholesalers. · 

Dual food assistance: When a food 
stamp program opens in a county or city 
that has been distributing USDA do­
nated foods, both programs will be per­
mitted at the State's request for a trans­
action period up to 3 months. Both pro-
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grams may be opera ted permanently 
provided that funds are available and 
the national eligibility standards are 
used for both programs, together with 
controls to prevent double participation 
by the same household. ''Operating ex­
pense funds" which are available to the 
States from USDA for family food do­
nations cannot be used for such perma­
nent dual operations, however. Tempo­
rary emergency distribution of donated 
foods may be made in food stamp areas 
when FNS determines that commercial 
food distribution channels have been dis­
rupted. 

The new regulations also: 
Contain provisions aimed at eliminat-

. ing abuses of the program. Mandatory 
"quality control" plans are to be part 
of each State's food stamp plan of oper­
ation. Misuse of "authorization to pur­
chase" cards-the document households 
get when certified for participation, com­
monly termed ATP cards-is subject to 
the same penalties as unauthorized issu­
ance and use of the food stamp coupons 
themselves. 

Spell out fair housing procedures un­
der which any partici~nt aggrieved by 
an action of the State agency or its local 
counterpart affecting participation can 
ask for a fair hearing. Each household is 
to be informed of its right to a bearing 
at the time of application. Reasonable 
time to enter a request for a bearing, 
reasonable advance notice of the date of 
the hearing, the right to examine docu­
ments and confront witnesses, and 
prompt decisions are required. 

Provide that public assistance house­
holds electing to have their payments 
for food stamps deducted from their wel­
fare check may return properly issued 
food stamps to the state agency for a 
refund of the purchase requirement. 

Permit transfer of eligibility of certi­
fied households--except those certified 
under disaster or emergency provisions­
for 60 days following a move from one 
food stamp area to another, provided the 
household circumstances remain the 
same. 

Require States to develop an "out­
reach" program within 180 days of pub­
lication of the regulations, to be ap­
proved by FNS and to become part of 
the State food stamp plan of operation. 

Add the stipulation that authorized 
food retailers and nonprofit meal delivery 
services must not knowingly enter into 
any food stamp transaction in which the 
main purpose of the customer is to ob­
tain cash change. Otherwise, rules and 
procedures for accepting and redeeming 
food stamp coupons by retailers, whole­
salers, and banks are unchanged, as are 
the provisions covering disqualification 
proceedings against authorized firms. 

Mr. Chairman, I advocate the defeat 
of this amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

There are a number of points to keep 
in mind as we discuss this amendment, 
but each of us should seriously consider 
the question of whether the issuance of 
food stamps to strikers interferes with 

the collective bargaining process. I sub­
mit that the issuance of food stamps to 
strikers does irreparable harm to collec­
tive bargaining, and unless we stop this 
practice, collective bargaining will be 
relegated to simply a theory. 

Briefly, I want to share with the Mem­
bzrs of the House a specific example in 
this regard that occurred in Los Angeles. 
During the auto strike about 2 years ago, 
a United Auto Worker in Los Angeles 
actually made more money from non­
taxable Government benefits while on 
strike than when he was working. This 
was possible because of food stamps and 
other nontaxable welfare benefits. 

A UA W member in Los Angeles County 
earning $2.75 per hour before the strike 
had a weekly gross of $110. The average 
weel.:ly deductions totaled $18.65, leav­
ing a net pay of $91.35. Nontaxable UA W 
strike benefits paid him $40 weekly. He 
could buy $106 worth of food stamps for 
$42 per month. In addition, the Cali­
fornia Welfare Department paid $282 
in emergency relief per month or $70 
per week for which strikers are eligible. 

The sum of all this provided the 
striker-who was not working volun­
tarily-$34.65 more per week in disposa­
ble income per week than before he went 
on strike. He would have needed a raise 
of about $.90 per hour just to stay even 
with his strike income. In my judgment 
this gives the striking union an inequita­
ble advantage at the bargaining table. 

Everyone is hurt when a strike is al­
lowed to continue over an inordinate 
amount of time. Food stamps do play a 
key role in perpetuating the strike, and 
its time for the House to stand up and 
say no to this disgraceful practice. 

Mr. VANIK. 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 
Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON). 

Mr. Chairman, we do not shut the 
water off or stop taxpayer supported 
water supplies for the farmer when the 
farmer withholds produce from the mar­
ket, or when the farmer refuses to pro­
duce. 

We do not call a taxpayers-subsidized 
loan on farm property, the house, the 
utilities service, or the telephone, when 
the farmer decides not to produce. A 
farmer can strike. The farmer does 
strike, and today man~ · farmers are strik­
ing. Yet we keep flowing to the farm 
a steady stream of taxpayer-supported 
subsidies. 

Are the children of strikers, are the 
families of strikers who work and pay 
income taxes while working, to be treat­
ed differently than other unfortunate 
people who have not worked at all? What 
kind of discrimination is called for in 
this amendment? How can we discrimi­
nate against those who have a legitimate 
grievance and argument, a dispute? How 
can we take it out on the family because 
the worker has such a legitimate dis­
pute? 

We let the farmer hold off production. 
We let him withhold the flow of goods 
to the marketplace. Indeed, we have 
paid him liberally and very generously 

throughout history in this country for 
not producing at all. 

When we talk about starving a family 
into submission on a legitimate strike 
issue, I think we are suggesting one of 
the the meanest kind of unhumanities 
to come on the American scene. 

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

Mr. V ANIK. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. MIZELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I ask him to yield because to my knowl­
edge I know of no farmer who is on 
strike today, at least not in my district. 
He is working from sunup to sundown. 
He is even working at nights and on 
weekends. 

Mr. VANIK. A farmer goes on strike 
when he destroys baby chickens and 
when he destroys milk or produce, and 
when he keeps products off the market. 

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. First of all, I think the 
gentleman mentioned that when the 
farmer goes on strike or refuses to pro­
duce in the marketplace, the Federal 
Government does not "shut off" his 
water, I think the gentleman said. First 
of all, thank goodness the Federal Gov­
ernment is not wholly in the water 
business. 

Mr. VANIK. Taxpayer subsidized proj­
ects supply a considerable portion of the 
water, forests and grazing land used by 
Ametican agriculture-particularly in 
California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. The main point is 
that the Federal Government does not 
have a program of providing the water 
as it does food stamps. The general tax­
payers do not supply that water. In this 
case we are asking all the taxpayers of 
the country to provide a food stamp pro­
gram that is supposed to be for the poor. 
Thank goodness, the general taxpayers 
of this country are not asked to provide 
the water for the farmer. The point is 
that the suggested similarity, I think, 
is an incorrect analogy. I do not think 
that the water of this country is in any 
way similar to the federally subsidized 
food stamp program. 

Mr. VANIK. I want to say in response 
to the gentleman that that just does not 
stack up with my understanding of farm 
programs, because a good part of the 
water that has been developed for Ameri­
can agriculture has been developed 
through taxpayers subsidies in the build­
ing of dams on rivers and in capturing 
water throughout the country in order 
to increase the productivity of the land. 
The General Accounting Office has re­
cently documented the tremendous cost 
of this subsidy. We have subsidies for 
rural telephone service, subsidies for the 
development of rural electrification, and 
farm loan programs with a subsidized 
interest rate for the building of farm 
properties. These things are not sus­
pended, terminated or withheld if the 
farmer refuses to produce. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. The gentleman and 
I do not vote for those subsidy programs. 
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Mr. VANIK. I have. We have. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I have not. 
Mr. VANIK. I have. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. My point is I do 

not think it is right to ask the general 
taxpayers to pay for a group of people 
who on a voluntary basis have decided 
to go on strike, and especially because 
this group of workers are not generally 
classified as "the needy poor." 

Mr. VANIK. I contend that the farme.r 
has, does, and is on strike in many parts 
of America today. 

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

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I just want to ask the gentleman a 
question. Would the gentleman agree 
with me that the subject of the food 
stamps program, which I have always 
supported, and the general farm pro­
grams, which I have not supported, 
should not be put together in one pack­
age? Would it not be much better to 
keep them separate? 

Mr. V ANIK. I would heartily agree 
that we would be better off with a sep­
arate consideration of these issues. 

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise not to try to persuade any of the 
Members that they should vote for or 
against the amendment with respect to 
food stamps, but I would like to try to 
persuade some of my colleagues, who I 

. know are very able and very learned, or 
perhaps to dissuade them from using the 
term "subsidy" so loosely as it has been 
used in this Chamber today and par­
ticularly by a person who is a CPA and a 
very well informed person. 

I want to point out that one may not 
agree with the argument that food 

. stamps for strikers is a subsidy, and if 
that is a bad argument, we should not 
accept it, but we should not reply to a 
bad argument with another bad argu­
ment. 

The other bad argument I would like 
to address myself to is this idea that 
because we have deductions we are 
getting subsidies from the Government. 
If we believe in the free enterprise sys­
tem we should accept the fact that if we 
earn money we are entitled to it, and 
if we get a deduction it is not a sub­
sidy from the Federal Government. 

I have seen too much in the last year 
in articles on tax loopholes and I have 
heard arguments as used here today that 
because we are getting deductions for 
depreciation we are getting subsidies 
from the Federal Government. Deprecia­
tion is simply a return of capital. We do 
not get to deduct all of the expenditure 
in 1 year as we do with ordinary business 
expense, instead it is taken out over a 
period of time. That is not a subsidy. 

The fact that we have a net operating 
loss provision also does not amount to a 
subsidy. 

I think it is important that we 
recognize that the arguments we are us­
ing today are not apropos of what the 
issue is. They are irrelevant. 

As I say, if one wants to vote for or 
against food stamps, that is one's 

.prerogative, but I do not think the 
arguments that are being used here today 
for and against are apropos. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of lllinois. I yield to my 
. colleague, the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
argument I advanced was not that 
depreciation should not be allowed as a 
deductible expense. Certainly it should. 
All other expenses should also be allowed 
while the company is doing business. The 
thrust of my argument simply was that 
the company, along with labor, has 
agreed to stop doing business. I do not 
believe, therefore, that the company 
should be allowed to deduct expenses of 
doing business when voluntarily it has 
ceased doing business. 

Mr. YOUNG of Illinois. But I point 
out that to say they are subsidies by 
allowing taxpayers deductions is not 

.sound thinking, since it implies the 
Federal Government owns all one's in­
come and whatever the Federal Govern­
ment lets one keep is at the sufferance of 
the Government. That is fallacious 
thinking, as I think the gentleman will 
agree. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair­
man. I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise really to ask two 
or three questions if I may. There are 
parts of this debate that bother me. A 
few moments ago I heard one of our 
colleagues for whom I have a great deal 
of respect say that a union person on 
strike might receive $60 in food stamps 
or a family of four might receive $108. 
The food stamp program was started 
when there was a surplus of certain 
foods. · Press reports in the last few 
months would indicate this is no longer 

·true. Food stamps are cash. My first ques­
tion is if we did not have the food 

·stamp program-! am wondering if tliis 
House and this Congress would really 
vote $60 cash for a person on strike. I 
must say this troubles me. I believe the 
Government should maintain a position 
of neutrality in any labor dispute. If we 
translate the bonus in purchase of food 
stamps, would Congress really approve 
a program to pay a person on strike $30 
or $50 or $75 a month cash? 

The second part, and I would like to 
address the question either to the man­
ager for the minority or the majority 
side, has there ever been a study made 
of the effect that the food stamp pro­
gram, or receiving of food stamps, has 
had on the strikers' benefit funds? We all 
know that these funds are kept for the 
purpose of giving money to the strikers 
so that they can maintain their homes 

·and their livelihood-feed themselves, 
their children. What I am really won­
dering is, before the food stamps were 
given to members on strike and after the 
food stamps were made available, has 
there been any study or is there any 
evidence at all that the unions might be 
inclined to shift the burden of support­
ing families from the funds, that is the 
striker benefit funds to the food stamp 
program? 

It would seem to me there would be 
that possibility, and I would like some 
assurance that there is not, and I under-

stand the eligibility requirements. How­
ever, if a union could save a very sub­
stantial amount of money by saying that 
the benefits will be reduced by x num­
ber of dollars, and therefore the people 
would become eligible for food stamps, 
we really are shifting the burden from 
one party in a strike to the Govern-

-ment. 
Could ·the gentleman respond? 
Mr. FOLEY. If the gentlewoman will 

yield to me, as far as I know, I do not 
think there is any study of any kind 
on this subject. I would like to point out 
that I think, as the gentlewoman knows 
that in order to be eligible for food 
stamps there are resource tests which 
include savings accounts, negotiable se­
curities, certain property limited to 
$1,500 per household; one's income from 
whatever source, including a strike fund 
which must be included to determine 
whether one is eligible. I might point 
out that food stamps are not given to 
every recipient free of cost. 

In fact, if a person is at the top end 
of the eligibility scale, the value of the 
food stamp over what it cost him to buy 
it might be $10 or $7.50. This completely 
negates the value of the stamp as a prac­
tical matter when a person has to go 
through all the registration in order to 
get it. If a person comes to the eligi­
bility limit, the cost goes up for the 
stamps as the income goes UP . . 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I understand 
that, but it also can be considerably more 
than what the gentleman has suggested. 

The other part; My understanding is 
that unless the legislature in my State 
changed the rules this year, a person oh 
welfare cannot own his home or cars or 
boats and so forth, and go on welfare 
and, therefore automatically be eligible 
for food stamps unless they are willing to 
·agree to a claim against the estate. 
Therefore, I think I am correct that in 
this bill we place the individual on strike 
in a much better position to get food 
stamps than those on welfare or others 
who are of very low income. The union 
member on strike can have his home free 
and clear and own a car, a boat--plus 
having $1,499 in liquid assets. Or a cou­
ple may have their home free and clear 
and have $2,999 in liquid assets and still 
be eligible for food stamps. I would ven­
ture that Oregon is more liberal than 
most States-but as I said, to be eligible 
for welfare and, therefore, food stamps, 
a family must be willing to agree to a 
claim against their estate. 

A family of low income, eligible for 
food stamps in Oregon, cannot hav·e 
liquid assets of more than 1,500-whether 
there is one member or four-and the 
value of the boat or trailer would be con­
sidered as a part of the liquid assets. 

So-as I understand this bill-a union 
member on strike would be better off 
than the family on welfare-as the low­
income family-as far as receiving food 
stamps is concerned. Is this what we 
intend, to be more generous with food 
stamps to the person on strike than to 
the family on welfare? 

One other question, if I may, and then 
I will yield to either the manager on the 
majority or the minority side. Could 
either gentleman advise me what the 
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cost would be in connection with the 
value of the food stamps? Does either 
gentleman have any idea what the total 
amount would be in any given year? 

Mr. FOLEY. For what period of time? 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. In a year; in 

a given year's period of time-1970? 
1971? 1972? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, it would 
be almost impossible to give the gentle­
woman that :figure. If she k dealing with 
a question of how much it cost to provide 
food stamvs to families on strike, it de­
pends upon how many strikes there are 
in a given year and how many workers 
are involved, and their eligibility. 

The studies made and cited are the 
Armand Thieblot study, which was just 
a :finance study and indicated as the 
average of all strikes they studied, only 
29 percent of the workers on strike re­
ceived food stamps. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Will the 
gentlewoma::.1 yield? 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
TEAGUE). 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. That totals 
$240 million in the value of the food 
stamps. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. In 1 year's 
time? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. That is my 
understanding. 

Mr. FOLEY. I do not think that is 
correct. 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite numbers of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a real loser what­
ever we do. The thing that bothers me 
and I am speaking as having at one time 
run :five plants in :five States, and never 
had a strike, but I think the thing which 
concerned me the most during the time 
around these plants was the fear of 
strikes. 

It is very difficult to build up customers 
and it is very difficult to build up an or­
ganization, and nothing jeopardizes these 
important factors as seriously as a strike. 
Just a couple of days ago we had a seri­
ous debate here about productivity, and 
we were going to spend $5 million to :find 
someone to tell us how we could improve 
productivity in the United States. 

If we could solve the strike problem, 
we would really increase our productiv­
ity. We would not have to spend $5 mil­
lion to :find that out. Therefore, perhaps 
we ought to concentrate on productivity. 
What can we do to try to eliminate 
strikes? I suppose we could say the same 
thing about lockouts; what should we 
do about lockouts? 

If we can solve those problems we will 
certainly improve the gross national 
product, and there will be more for every­
body. 

I believe we ought to make it as diffi­
cult as we possibly can to have people 
locked out, or to go on strike, without 
interfering with their rights. We should 
not make it easy for a plant to lock out 
employees, and we should not make it 
easy for employees to go on strike. 

We know, for instance, in Japan, that 
when there is a strike in Japan the strik­
ers wear black armbands but they con­
tinue to work. Japan~ we were told today 
in one of our meetings, will soon be the 

second major country in the world, pro­
ductivibwise. It has come that far since 
World War II; 
- In other words, the people who can 
solve the strike and lockout problems will 
improve their productivity and take over 
more and more of the productivity of 
this world. 

How can we increase our share of the 
total gross national product of the world? 
We are sitting here trying to :find out 
how to make it easier to put management 
and labor at each other's throat. We 
ought to try to make it tougher for labor 
and management to :fight, not easier, and 
we should not encourage either one of 
them to take advantage of the law. The 
laws are there to protect them, but I do 
not believe the laws are put there by the 
Congress to make it easier for them to 
fight one another. 

I believe we have missed out this year 
because of pressure either from manage­
ment or labor to take care of their own 
special interests. 

I am opposed to the idea of food stamps 
because I do believe it makes it easier 
to have a strike. 

I am sure the learned CPA would tell 
us that one cannot make money on a 
strike. And one must have years and 
years of history of profits even to get 
anything back if recovery of previous 
profits is attempted. 

Those arguments do not interest me. 
What interests me is to try to make man­
agement and labor work together, so that 
we can increase the productivity of this 
country so that we will have a bigger pie 
to share among us all. 

Therefore, I would oppose anything 
that makes it easier to have a strike or 
to have a lockout. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, :first may 
I take this opportunity to commend my 
colleague, Mr. DICKINSON, for offering 
this amendment. On two prior occasions 
I offered the amendment to Agriculture 
appropriations bills and 2 years ago we 
lost by some 50 votes. Last year, the mar­
gin was narrowed to 18 or 19 votes, and 
I have a hunch this year that it could 
prevail, depending how strong that un­
holy alliance hangs together-and I do 
not think I need explain any further to 
Members of this House what I am talking 
about. 

Now, for those of you with large con­
centrations of laboring people in your 
district, let me cite my own personal ex­
perience, for this is the kind of district 
I have. 

When I :first offered this amendment 
the largest distillery in the world, which 
is located in my district, was on strike. 
It was a prolonged one, and there were 
food stamps being distributed to the 
workers. That obviously dramatized the 
issue in my home community, but I will 
tell you quite frankly that after having 
sponsored the amendment I had no res­
ervation about going right back to that 
same union hall and defending my posi­
tion. Obviously, I did not suffer too badly, 
for I am still here. 

Second, may I say that the legality of 
stliking is not at issue here today. I 
agree with the gentleman from Alabama 
that this is not an antilabor vote, but a 
pro-poor-people vote. We all recognize 

the legality of a strike and what an 
economic force it is in the collective bar­
gaining process. The gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HuBER) pointed that out 
in his very excellent presentation. What 
he said here today probably made more 
sense than anyone else, and I would not 
have taken this time after hearing what 
he had to say except that I feel honor­
bound to support my colleague, Mr. DicK­
INSON. 

Third, the tax laws of the country are 
not at issue in this amendment, and it 
is rather silly to listen to some of the 
arguments that have been advanced on 
that score here this afternoon. Mr. 
YouNG of Illinois addressed himself very 
well to this during the course of his re­
marks, and I commend him for taking 
the time to set the record straight. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the food 
stamp program is clearly to provide as­
sistance to the involuntarily poor. And 
those who are temporarily unemployed 
because they have voted to strike against 
their employer simply do not belong in 
the same category. 

The food stamp program was not in­
tended to be bargaining legislation in the 
collective bargaining process. If it were, 
it seems to me we would be amending 
the Taft-Hartley Act to make the ac­
commodation. I will say quite frankly, 
however, that I have the same concern 
that Mrs. GREEN expressed here when 
she raised the question as to whether we 
were not substituting the union strike 
fund with food stamps. That is exactly 
what is taking place for the value re­
ceived by way of food stamps in this kind 
of situation can more than match those 
traditional strike benefits paid by a good 
many unions. Now, if this amendment 
should fail, it seems to me that we would 
be signaling the business and industrial 
community that there is no way to 
change course and that from here on in, 
the possibility of food stamps being dis­
tributed to striking workers should be 
taken into account in the collective bar­
gaining process. 

I wonder what some might say if we 
then proposed an amendment to the 
Taft-Hartley Act to ban the deductions 
from workers' pay for the purpose of 
raising a strike fund by the union. I 
suspect there would be a good many 
workers who would like to see that prac­
tice eliminated and spend those dollar 
deductions as they see fit. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I want 
to emphasize again that I fully sun­
port the right to strike, but that rifitt 
does not mean that those on strike h~e 
a right to an extra benefit paid for by 
the Federal Govemment in the form of 
food stamps. 

Now is the time to make this very clear 
by writing it into this authorizing piece 
of legislation. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask 
the distinguished gentleman from Wash­
ington a question. In his presentation he 
spoke about the tightening up of the re­
quirements in order for people to receive 
food stamps, and particularly these peo­
ple who would be on strike. 

Do I correctly understand there is a 
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provision somewhere in the law that if a 
person is out on strike he must register 
for work and if work is offered, he must 
take it even though he is on strike, be­
fore he is eligible to receive food stamps? 

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman is pre­
cisely correct. In addition to the require­
ments of asset limitation and income, 
limitations which we have already dis­
cussed, it is required that any person over 
the age of 18 years, unless he is caring 
for certain infirm persons, must register 
and accept work. The only two excep­
tions are that he cannot be required to 
report for work to a struck plant or site, 
and he cannot be required as a condition 
of accepting the job to join or refuse to 
join or resign from a union organization. 
If he is able bodied and there is a job, he 
must accept it. It does not have to be 
even the present Federal minimum wage. 
The law says it cannot be under $1.30. 
He has to accept that and go to work. 

Mr. KAZEN. And if he does not, he is 
not eligible to receive food stamps? 

Mr. FOLEY. He is not eligible. 
Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama. 

It is one thing for the taxpayers of 
this Nation to provide a subsidy to per­
sons who, through no fault of their own, 
lack sufficient income to maintain a de­
cent standard of living. Providing a sub­
sidy to persons who are able to work, 
have work available, but have chosen not 
to work, is quite another thing. 

It is the function of union welfare 
funds to provide for assisting union 
members to feed their families and to 
help them to subsist during strikes. If 
union members are willing to set aside 
a portion of their own dues to accumulate 
a war chest to tide them over the period 
of a strike, that is their business. 

But when the taxpayers of the United 
States are called upon to subsidize 
strikers during the period of a strike, 
that is something else. 

I think we might well apply to food 
stamps the same test given to applicants 
for unemployment compensation. As we 
all know, to be eligible, such applicant 
must first, be unemployed without fault 
on his part; second, be physically able 
to work; third, be available for work; 
and fourth, be actively seeking employ­
ment. 

Where able-bodied adults are con­
cerned, I believe that the same criteria 
should be applied to food stamps. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. 

Basically, the proponents of the 
amendment make three contentions. 
One, that the issuance of food stamus to 
strikers increased the number of strikes 
in the period after 1964. Two, that the 
duration of strikes in this period in­
creased as a result of the issuance of 
food stamps to strikers, and three, that 
when strikers receive food stamps, the 
Federal Government becomes involved 
in the collective bargaining process. 

Let us analyze these contentions. 
At the outset, it is clear that there 

was an increase in the number of strikes 
during the 1960's, but it is fallacious to 
attribute this increase to the issuance 

of food stamps to strikers. The BLS sta­
tistics for the period 1950-71 show a 
mixed pattern, with an overall increase 
in the number of strikes. There were 4,-
843 strikes in 1950 and 5,183 strikes in 
1971. But in 1952 there were 5,117 strikes, 
or only 21less than in 1971. When we re­
view the BLS statistics on union mem­
bership we find that while there was an 
increase of 578,000 in the 1950's, the in­
crease in the 1960's was much greater, 
namely, 3,372,000. Certainly, the tremen­
dous increase in union membership in 
the 1960's would mean an increase in the 
number of strikes. This is particularly 
true when it is realized that the trade 
union movement is entering heretofore 
unorganized industries and companies. 
Municipal employees and farmworkers 
immediately come to mind as areas where 
strike activity has increased substantially 
in recent years. 

In addition, when we review labor­
management relations in the background 
of the activities of the NLRB we find that 
there has been a steady increase in the 
number of unfair labor practice charges 
filed against employers during the pe­
riod of 1950 through 1972. In 1950, there 
were 4,472 such charges; in 1960, 7,723; 
and in 1972, 17,736. When we confine 
our attention to section 8 (a) 5 of the 
NLRA, the section of the act which re­
quires employers to bargain collectively 
with representatives of their employees, 
we find there were 1,309 charges filed in 
1950; 1,753 in 1960 and 4,489 in 1970. 
While all unfair labor practice charges 
against employers increased 72 percent 
in the 1950's and 76 percent for the 
1960's, the section 8(a) 5 charges in­
creased at a rate of 33.9 percent in the 
1950's but at a rate of 156 percent in the 
1960's. 

This inordinate increase in the 196{)'s 
certainly establishes an increased pro­
clivity on the part of management to re­
fuse to bargain with representatives of 
their employees. The only alternative for 
the workers in this situation is to use the 
ultimate weapon of a strike. 

I submit that these figures clearly 
show that the increase in the number 
of strikes in the 1960's was attributable 
to both the substantial increase in union 
membership as well as the intensified 
attitude of management in refusing to 
bargain with representatives of their em­
ployees, and not because some of the 
workers who went on strike received food 
stamps. 

When we turn to the contention that 
the issuance of food stamps to strikers 
increased the duration of strikes, we find 
that the BLS statistics do not establish 
that there was any such increase in the 
duration of strikes. The BLS statistics 
for the period 1956-72 establish a rather 
erratic pattern with the highest annual 
average length of strikes being 36.7 days 
for 1959, and the average of 15.3 days for 
1972 comparing most favorably with 
17.1 days for 1963, the year before the in­
ception of the food stamp program. 

Furthermore, the average length of 
strikes for the 8 year period prior to the 
Food Stamp Act of 1964 was 16.95 days 
whereas the average for the 8 year· pe­
riod subsequent to 1964 was 16.04 days. 

To go one step further and consider 

strikes in excess of 30 days, we find that 
in 1960, 23.1 percent of the workers on 
strike were engaged in strikes over 30 
days, while in 1971, the percentage was 
smaller, namely 22.1 percent. 

Since there has been no perceptible in­
crease in the duration of strikes during 
the period from 1956 to 1972, obviously, 
it cannot be maintained that the issu­
ance of food stamps to strikers caused 
an increase in the duration of strikes. 

I would like for just a moment to 
comment on the Thieblot-Cowin study, 
which has frequently been referred to 
by the supporters of this amendment. 
While this study was published by the 
Wharton School of Finance of the Uni­
versity of Pennsylvania, the fact remains 
that it was completely financed by a fund 
set up by 4 anonymous industrial 
foundations and 13 equally anonymous 
independent companies. Clearly, the 
funding of the study alone should cast 
great doubt on its objectivity. But, addi­
tionally, the completely biased nature of 
the study is demonstrated by the fact 
that the very skillfully selected strikes 
analyzed by the study represent only 
thirteen-hundredths of 1 percent of the 
strikes which occurred in the period 
studied. Such a woefully deficient sam­
pling technique grossly misrepresents 
the true picture. 

There are many who contend that in 
issuing food stamps to strikers, the Fed­
eral Government is involving itself in the 
collective-bargaining process, implying 
that otherwise the Federal Government 
remains neutral in the management­
worker relationship. 

I submit that this is a grand illusion. 
The Federal Government has been in.:. 
volved in the collective bargaining proc­
ess for many years. Just for example, the 
Wagner Act and the Norris-La Guardia 
Act are instances where the Federal Gov­
ernment intervened on behalf of the 
worker. The Taft-Hartley and Landrum­
Griffin Acts are instances of Federal 
Government intervention on behalf of 
management. These latter acts have been 
the authority for the Federal Govern­
ment to obtain injunctive relief curtail­
ing strikes on many occasions. 

Additionally, there are various ways 
by which the Federal Government in­
tervene~ on behalf of management to 
minimize the effect of strikes. If a com­
pany is performing work pursuant to a 
Federal Government contract, it has the 
advantage of a "force majeure" clause 
which excuses any delay in completion of 
the contract due to a strike. It may well 
be that a company has the benefit of a 
"price escalation" clause which allows 
the company to collect additional costs 
resulting from a wage increase to its 
employees. 

When employers object to workers on 
strike receiving food stamps, they really 
want the Federal Government to penal­
ize workers for engaging in lawful activ­
ity. Even worse, is the fact that this is 
an insidious attempt by employers to 
enmesh the families of strikers in the 
collective-bargaining process on the side 
of management, yes management, so 
that the decision to strike would not de­
pend on the merits of the strikers' re­
quests but rather on the ability of the 
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strikers' families to resist hunger and 
starvation. 

Mr. Wll..LIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, I rise in opposition to the Dickin­
son amendment to prohibit American 
workingmen and women from being eli­
gible to receive food stamps during a 
strike. This amendment is an insult to 
the American worker who pays taxes to 
support the food stamp program. In ad­
dition to being unfair, it would be just 
plain cruel to enact legislation to deny 
needy workers tne right to obtain food 
stamps to feed their children during a 
temporary time of need. 

Every time this issue comes before Con­
gress, we hear the same old arguments 
and they just dQ not hold up. For in­
stance, we hear the argument that the 
striking worker has made a voluntary 
decision to put himself in economic need. 
This simply is not true. First of all, not 
every striking worker is volunt~rily on 
strike. There are certainly many workers 
who voted against the strike who never­
theless are out .of work during the dura­
tion of a strike for which a majority 
of the members of the union voted. Sec­
ond, not every striking worker is in eco­
nomic need. In fact, as you will see in 
a moment, . it is only a small fraction of 
:workers .who can demonstrate the need 
to qualify for food stamps. 

We hear the argument that the avail­
ability of food stamps will help prolong 
the strike by providing additional eco­
nomic assistance to the workers. What 
the proponents of this amendment do not 
point out is that an overwhelming ma­
jority of the strikers do not benefit from 
food stamps because they are not eligible 
to receive them. According to the legis­
lation passed by Congress and the regu­
lations promulgated by the Federal and 
State governments, only strikers who can 
establish an actual need for food stamps 
for their families are eligible to obtain 
them, and only a very small portion of 
striking workers actually qualify. For 
instance, according to the Wall Street 
Journal, during the General Motors 
strike of 1970, only 12 percent of the 
200,000 workers on strike qualified for 
food stamps. In other words, almost 90 
percent of the workers in the major Gen­
eral Motors strike of 1970 did not qualify 
and therefore did not use food stamps. 

Furthermore, we must keep in mind 
that, although a strike is a function of 
an economic relationship between the 
employer and the employee, there is little 
evidence that the intent of the employer 
is to starve the workers' children during 
the temporary period of disagreement 
between the employer and employee. To 
the contrary, there is at least some evi­
dence which indicates that the employer 
recognizes that the strike is merely a 
legitimate .veapon based upon the Amer­
ican collective bargaining system, and 
that the employer has a continued in­
terest in the welfare of the striker's fam­
ily during the temporary period of the 
strike. For instance, during the General 
Motors strike, General Motors volun­
tarily continued making payments on 
the workers' hospitalization premums. 
There has also been a quote attributed 
to Henry Ford II which indicates his 
belief that we ought to have full welfare 
benefits made available to the striking 

worker's family during the period of the 
strike in order to maintain the stability 
in a working community. This is very 
similar to the system now in effect in 
Great Britain. 

Mr. Chairman, we also hear the con­
tinued argument that the availability of 
food stamps and other welfare benefits to 
strikers during the time of the strike is 
detrimental to our economy. I certainly 
cannot disagree with the proposition 
that the more people there are on wel­
fare, the larger the drain on our Nation's 
resources will be. But let us not forget 
that when workers on strike go on wel­
fare or receive food stamps, it is only 
about 10 percent of the relatively small 
portion of the American working force 
participating in the strike and it is only 
on a temporary basis. This is very mini­
scule compared to the disastrous welfare 
situation which has occurred since· the 
Nixon administration took over the reins 
of our Nation's economy in 1969. Since 
that time, the rate of inflation has sky­
rocketed, the rate of unemployment has 
continued to hover between 5 and 6 per­
cent, and. the number of people on wel­
fare has more than doubled. It is the 
disastrous economic policies and the 
inept leadership and management of the 
Nixon administration which have been 
so detrimental to our economy-not the 
temporary availability of food stamps to 
the families of needy workers. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not forget the ba­
sic purpose of the food stamp program is 
to feed people during a time of need. The 
program is supported by the tax dollars 
paid by the American worker. If we adopt 
this amendment, we will be telling the 
American worker that he can pay for 
programs for the needy but he cannot 
participate in them during his time of 
need. I would hope that my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle will not turn 
their backs on the American worker and 
will vote against the adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the amendment of­
fered by my colleague Mr. WILLIAM L. 
DICKINSON Of Alabama to prohibit food 
stamps for strikers. 

I am opposed to this program because 
I feel that such practices severely hurt 
our economy and, in the long run, are 
detrimental to all U.S. citizens including 
the strikers and the company manage­
ment, and particularly affects the col­
lective bargaining since strikers are, in 
effect, encouraged to strike for longer 
periods than would be necessary by this 
subsidy. 

This distortion of the collective bar­
gaining process should concern all of us 
since the resultant cost-push inflation­
ary pressures drive the costs of food, 
shelter and clothing sky-high. The pres­
ent situation of the American dollar in 
European money markets, and the forced 
devaluation earlier, should cause us to 
pause and reflect on some of our Fed­
eral programs that have brought about 
this decline. In my opinion, food stamps 
for strikers contribute to our present 
economic problems and should be elimi­
nated because such a policy was never 
intended or even contemplated origin­
ally. 

While wage rates for the private non-

union sector for the years 1968 to 1970 
reflected the economic slowdown by de­
clining slightly-7.6, 7.3, 7.1 percents­
during these years, the wages for the 
unionized sector moved in the opposite 
direction registering increases of-7.2, 
8.0 and 10.0 percents-for the same 
years. 

Om· declining posture as the preemi­
nent world trader has been brought 
.about by our reluctance to face up to the 
fact that cheaper labor abroad, coupled 
with equal technological competence, 
has closed many U.S. businesses and 
threatens whole industries. How long can 
we keep blinders on . by refusing to see 
the damage that programs such as the 
food stamps for strikers .are doing to the 
cost of living for most of our citizens? 

Strikes are a form of economic war­
fare, testing strength of employer 
against strength of employees. By per­
mitting strikers to receive food stamp 
benefits, the Federal Government is sub­
sidizing strikers in their contest with 
employers, and thereby upsetting the 
marketplace and the balance of power 
to benefit, often, just a sector of orga­
nized labor to the detriment of others. 

Such subsidies are manifestly wrong 
for strikers, who are taking away from 
those truly in need. Unions normally have 
ample funds to assist needy strikers. For 
example, the Steelworkers Union admit­
ted having approximately $74 million 
in funds which could be used to provide 
strike relief. Other unions also have large 
funds for such emergencies. 

Strikers not only receive financial as­
sistance from such funds, but they are 
also supported by donations from other 
local unions, individuals, and unaffiliated 
groups and organizations and have, in 
addition, other means of raising funds. 
Unions often also assist members in 
obtaining interim employment. Such 
sources of support are the proper means 
to assist those members when a union has 
called a strike. This form of assistance is 
not, however, available to others who are 
food stamp recipients. 

Why then should the American tax­
payer be burdened with a program that 
subsidizes and, in fact, encourages 
strikes? Particularly why, when such 
strikes are likely to result in settlements 
which generally cause inflation and re­
duce the purchasing power of the U.S. 
dollar for everyone. 

Union resources are ample and have 
been used for more than 30 years to sub­
sidize strike activity. There seems little 
reason to take money needed for the poor 
and for those who cannot work, and, 
thereby, spread our resources even more 
thinly for the purpose of giving this kind 
of governmental subsidies to strikers. 

Let us pause to refle~t that maybe 
labor is even pricing our workingman out 
of a job and perhaps even out of the 
market by demanding too much. I believe 
that if we are going to be fair to all of 
America's workers, union and nonunion, 
then we must vote in support of the 
Dickinson amendment. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment which 
would bar food stamps for strikers and 
their families who would otherwise be 
eligible for food stamps based on their 
income and other resources. I have re-
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ceived mail from some constituents who 
denounce the existing law which permits 
States to determine whether or not such 
benents should be paid. Those writing to 
me take the positiun that for strikers to 
be eligible for food stamps gives them an 
tmfair advantage over the businessmen 
in the conduct of the strike. Frankly, I 
do not believe that to be true. I do not 

elieve that strikers will extend their 
strike simply because food stamps are 
available to them. And in any event it 
seems to me cruel to deprive children in 
a family where the parent is on strike to 
have to suffer malnutrition. 

In response to these demands that I 
support the amendment which would 
prohibit food stamps for strikers I have 
posed the following question: Would you 
at the same time deny to the owners of 
the business involved in the strike the 
various governmental supports which 
that business and its owners receive 
through the year for the duration of the 
strike? A businessman continues during 
a strike to gain the benefits both .of 
regular and accelerated depreciation al­
lowances. He is able during a strike to 
continue to deduct as allowable expenses 
his business luncheons and first c1ass 
ffight fares on the airlines to dte a few 
examples of governmental support f.or 
the businessman which woUld -continue, 
while under the proposed amendment, 
the striker and his family is to be denied 
minimum food assistance, for that is all 
that food stamps provide. 

I would ask those who support this 
amendment, would they suggest-even if 
they did not agree with the arguments 
that I have given showing the inequity of 
this amendment-that a businessman 
who is being struck not be granted a tax 
deduction if he had a luncheon with one 
of the strikers? While the argument may 
seem absurd, it has the exact logic of the 
amendment. In any case, to be fair it is 
clear that Government, by providing food 
stamps to strikers, is no more extending 
the strike than it does when it continues 
to provide business expense deductions to 
businessmen during the same strike. 

The CHAmMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. DICKINSON) to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. FOLEY). 

The question was taken; and the chair­
man announced that the n.oes appeared 
to have it. 

RECOR'DED VO'TE 

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

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

viee; and there were--ayes 213, noes 203, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

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

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Arends 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Bafalis 
Baker 
Beard 
Bennett 
Blackburn 
Bowen 

[Roll No. 355] 
AYE8-213 

Bray 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Broomtreld 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Butler 
Byron 

Camp 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 

Conte Hudnut Roncallo, N.Y. 
Coughlin Hunt Rose 
Crane Hutchinson Rousselot 
Cronin Ichord Ruth 
Daniel, Dan Jarman R.yan 
Daniel, Robert Johnson, Colo. Sandman 

W., Jr. Johnson, Pa. Sarasin 
Davis, S .C. Jones, N.C. Satterfield 
Davis, Wis. Jones, Tenn. Saylor 
de la Garza Keating Scherle 
Dennis Ketchum Schneebeli 
Derwinski King Sebelius 
Devine Kuykendall Shoup 
Dickinson Landrum Shriver 
Dorn Latta Shuster 
Duncan Lent Sikes 
duPont Lujan Skubitz 
Edwards, Ala. McClory Smith, N.Y. 
Erlenborn McCollister Snyder 
Esch Madigan Spence 
Eshleman Mahon Stanton, 
Evins, Tenn. Mallary J. William 
Findley .Mann Steelman 
Flynt Martin, Nebr. Steiger, Ariz. 
Ford, Gerald R. Martin, N.C. Steiger, Wis. 
Forsythe Mathias, Ca1i1'. Stephens 
Fountain Mathis, Ga. Stubblefield 
Frelinghuysen Mayne Stuckey 
Frenzel Michel Symms 
Frey Milford Taylor, Mo. 
Froehlich Miller Taylor, N.C. 
Fuqua Minshall, Ohio Teague, Calif. 
Gettys Mitch-ell, N.Y. Teague, Tex. 
Gibbons Mizell Thomson, Wis. 
Ginn Montgomery Thone 
Goldwater Moorhead, Towell, Nev. 
Goodling Calif. Vander Jagt 
G een, Oreg. Myers Veysey 
Gross Natcher Waggonner 
Grover Nelsen Wampler 
Gubser Nichols Ware 
Gude O'Brien White 
Gunter Parris Whitehurst 
Guyer Pettis Whitten 
Haley Poage Widnall 
Hammer- Powell, Ohio Wiggins 

schmidt Preyer Williams 
Hanrahan Price, Tex. Wilson, Bob 
Harsha Pritchard Winn 
Harvey Quie Wydler 
Hastings Quillen Wylie 
Hebert Rarick Wyman 
Henderson Regula Young, Alaska. 
Hinshaw Rhodes Young, Fla. 
Hogan Roberts Young, m. 
Holt Robinson, Va. Young, S.C. 
Hosmer Robison, N.Y. Zion 
Huber Rogers Zwach 

Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Barrett 
Bell 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brad em as 
Bras co 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brown, calif. 
Burke, calif. 
Burke, .Mass. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Carney, Ohio 
casey, Tex. 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Collins, Til. 
Conyers 
Corman 
Cotter 
Culver 
Daniels, 

Dominick V. 
Davis, Ga. 
Delaney 
Dell en back 
Dellums 

NOES-203 
Denholm Johnson, Calif. 
Dent Jones, Ala. 
Diggs Jones, Okla. 
Dingell Joruan 
Donohue Karth 
Drinan Kastenmeier 
Dulski Kazen 
Eckhardt Kluczynski 
Edwards, Calif. Koch 
Eil berg Kyros 
Evans, Colo. Leggett 
Fasoell Lehman 
Fish Litton 
Flood Long, La. 
Flowers Long, Md. 
Foley McCloskey 
Ford, McCormack 

William D. McDade 
Fraser McFall 
Fulton McKay 
Gaydos McKinney 
Giaimo McSpadden 
Gilman Macdonald 
Gonzalez Madden 
Grasso Mailliard. 
Green, Pa.. Maraziti 
Griffiths Matsunaga 
Hamilton Mazzoli 
Hanley Meeds 
HaniUI. Melcher 
Hansen, Idaho Metcalfe 
Hansen, Wash. Mezvinsky 
Harrington Minish 
Hawkins Mink 
Hays Mitchell, Md. 
Hechler, W.Va. Moakley 
Heckler, Mass. Mollohan 
Heinz Moorhead, Pa. 
Helstoski Mo1gan 
Hicks .Mosher 
Hillis Moss 
Holifi-eld Murphy, Ill. 
Holtzman Murphy, N.Y. 
Horton Nedzi 
Howard Nix 
Hungate Obey 

O'Hara Rostenkowski Thompson, N.J. 
O'Neill Roush Thornton 
Passman Roy Tiernan 
Patten Rioybal Udall 
Pepper Runnels Ullman 
Perkins Ruppe V&n Deerlin 
Peyser St Germain Vanik 
Pickle Sarbanes Vigorito 
Pike SchToecter Waldie 
Podell Seiberling Walsh 
Price, Ill. Shipley "Whalen 
Railsback Sis"k Wilson, 
Randall Slack Charles H., 
Rangel Smith, Iowa calif. 
Rees Staggers Wilson, 
Reid Stanton, Charles, Tex. 
Reuss lames V. Wol1r 
Riegle Stark Wright 
Rinaldo Steed Wyatt 
Rodino Steele Yates 
Roe Stratton Yatron 
Ronca.lio, Wyo. Stutlds Young, Ga. 
Rooney, Pa. Sullivan Young, Tex. 
Rosenthal Symington Zablocki 

Blatnik 
Carey, N.Y. 
Danielson 
Downing 
Fisher 
Gray 

NOT VOTING-17 
Kemp 
Landgrebe 
Lott 
McEw.en 
Mills, Ark. 
Owens 

Patman 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Stokes 
Talcott 
Treen 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was annmmced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ICHORD TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment of­
ered by the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. FOLEY). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Icaonn :to the 

amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: amend the 
Foley amendment page 2, line 15 by striking 
the period and inserting the following: 
"Provided, that, the standards established by 
the Secretary shall take into account pay­
ments in kind received from an employer by 
members of a household, if such payments 
are in lieu of or supplemental to household 
income. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, this is 
not an earth-shaking amendment. It 
does not change the food stamp pro­
gram very drastically. It is very simple, 
but at the same time I think it is impor­
tant. It does not change the standards of 
eligibility for food stamps. It merely di­
rects that the Secretary in setting the 
standards of eligibility shall take into 
consideration payment in kind from an 
employer. 

I have discussed this amendment with 
the distinguished chairman of the .com­
mittee and also the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from California. 
Each of those gentlemen has no objec­
tion. I understand that the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. FoLEY) at first 
did not have an objection but apparently 
he does at this time and he can explain 
his objections to the Members. 

Theoretically this is the situation pre­
vailing in the fqod stamp program. It is 
possible theoretically for an employee to 
receive up to $20,000 in l'eal income and 
still he eligible fol' food stamps. In fact in 
my own district I had called to my atten­
tion a farm employee wbo was receiving 
$2,00.0 in real incOme over the maximwn 
amount he cou1d receive and still be eli­
gible for food stamps, but still he quali­
fied. The maximum amount in his case 
was in the neighborhood of $5,200. He 
was making $5,000 cash and at the same 
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time he was receiving at least $2,000 pay­
ments in kind in the form of a home pro­
vided, in the form of fuel, in the form of 
electricity, in the form of all his meat, as 
I remember, and all his milk, the pay­
ment in kind amounting to at least 
$2,000. The employee, therefore, was 
making at least $2,000 in excess of the 
maximum, but he still qualified because 
the Secretary does not take into account 
payments in kind. 

As I stated previously, I submitted this 
amendment to the Member, the gentle­
man from Washington. He objected to 
the amendment on the ground it would 
get into the problem of other welfare 
supplements received by the applicant, 
but I have changed the amendment to 
apply only to payments in kind received 
from an employer. 

As I stated before, this is not an earth­
shaking amendment but it does strike 
at one of the many deficiencies in the 
food stamp program. It is a multitude of 
deficiencies similar to this that results 
in the welfare program being a big mess. 

I agree with the gentlewoman from 
Michigan. If we do not start looking into 
these deficiencies and take steps to .cure 
them, we are going to destroy the United 
States of America. 

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

Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, the gentleman from Missouri has 
discussed this amendment with me. As 
he said it is not earth shaking but it does 
cure a possible and probable bad situa­
tion which exists. I can speak only for 
myself and I will accept it and will sup­
port it. 

Mr. !CHORD. I thank the gentleman 
and hope the .committee cures the defi­
ciency by adopting the amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the problem with this 
amendment is that it enters into the cal­
culations of food stamp eligibility an 
enormously complicated subject. I can 
accept the gentleman's amendment if he 
substitutes for the word "shall" the word 
"may" and let the Secretary attempt to 
try to make some sense out of it in the 
administration of the program, I am con­
cerned about the amendment in manda­
tory terms. Some companies provide 
transportation to and from the job site 
for their workers. Is that an in-kind pay­
ment? 

In the absence of that, I suppose a 
worker would have to pay to go to the 
site and back home again. 

I have always been amused, when oc­
casionally the Congressional Quarterly 
or other sources print a list of the so­
called benefits received ·bY Members of 
Congress. The implication is that these 
benefits are supposed to be some kind of 
income to Members. The list includes one 
or more offices, we get heat, light and 
water; staff assistance equipment and 
supplies, telephone, telegraph, and travel 
allowances, et cetera. 

We know these items are not income, 
but merely the tools of doing the job. 
Trying to distinguish what is a tool of 
doing the job and what is an in-kind in­
come benefit is an enormously compli-

cated and difficult matter when applied 
to hundreds of occupations. I am afraid 
that to try to impose this new standard 
on a program which now has 12% mil­
lion recipients is going to raise a good 
deal of administrative confusion and 
complexity. 

I suggest that a better course is to leave 
appropriate regulations to the Secretary 
and accordingly reject this amendment. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. !CHORD). 

Mr. !CHORD. The gentleman has 
stated that he would accept the amend­
ment if it were permissive, that the 
Secretary "may" instead of "shall". 

I would point out that I am not by 
this amendment directing the Secretary 
how to take into account, but stating 
positively that he shall take into account, 
and I think he should. Otherwise, as I 
stated before, it would be theoretically 
possible for an employee to receive 
$20,000, and I am sure some of them are 
doing it, and still be eligible for food 
stamps. 

Mr. FOLEY. I have to respectfully dis­
agree that anyone is making the misuse 
of it as the gentleman suggests. I would 
be glad, if we do not have this amend­
ment accepted to consult with the De­
partment so that they can consider the 
proposal and give us a report on it and 
we will try to see what could be done 
about it. 

Mr. !CHORD. Let me say to the gentle­
man from Washington that I see no 
necessity of consulting with the Secre­
tary. What is right is right, and what is 
wrong is wrong. I do not think we should 
set up a program permitting a person 
to receive up to $20,000 and still receive 
welfare. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. !CHORD) to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. FoLEY). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TEAGUE OF CALI­

FORNIA TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. FOLEY 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TEAGUE or Cali­

fornia to the amendment offered by Mr. 
FoLEY: Page 4, line 18, insert the following: 

(m) Section 5(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 stu­
dent at an institution of higher learning 
shall be eligible to participate in the food 
stamp program established pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act: Provided, That such 
ineligibi'lity shall not apply to any member 
of a household that is otherwise eligible for 
or is participating in the food stamp pro­
gram-nor shall it apply to married persons 
with one or more children and who are oth­
erwise eligible." 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, this is a very simple amendment 
which would restore to the bill a section 
which was taken out by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. FoLEY) in his 
rather far-reaching amendment to the 

food stamp section. It has to do with 
students. 

I want to make it very clear that the 
amendment does not bar food stamps for 
all students. It only provides first that 
no student who has reached his 18th 
birthday and who is a student at an in­
stitution of higher learning shall be fur­
nished food stamps and second that such 
ineligibility shall not apply to any mem­
ber of a household that is otherwise eligi­
ble for or is participating in the food 
stamp program, nor shall it apply to 
married persons with one or more chil­
dren who are otherwise eligible. 

I am sure we have all had reports of 
the cases where the young people from 
well-to-do homes go off to college or 
university and collect food stamps. The 
food stamp program is not intended as 
a Federal aid to education program. 

That is all this amendment is designed 
to do. If they come from a household, 
from a family which is eligible, then 
they are eligible for their share. If they 
are married and have one or more chil­
dren, and are otherwise eligible because 
of income limitations, they are still eligi­
ble and will not be disqualified. 

This simply restores to the bill the 
section which was overwhelmingly 
adopted in the committee. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from New York. 

Ms. ABZUG. Could the gentleman tell 
me how this would affect the young 
woman who might be divorced, or sep­
arated, or not even married, and going 
to school? Would she under this amend­
ment be eligible for food stamps? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. She is 
divorced? 

Ms. ABZUG. Or separated, or perhaps 
not married. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I would 
not construe this language as disqualify­
ing her. Such ineligibility shall not ap­
ply to any member of a household that 
is otherwise eligible. 

Ms. ABZUG. She is not married. 
Mr. TEAGUE of California. But she 

would have a household. She does not 
have to be married to have a household, 
if she has children. 

Ms. ABZUG. If she did not have a 
child she would be ineligible; is that 
correct? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Not if she 
came from a family which wes eligible. 

Ms. ABZUG. How would this affect the 
young veteran, the Vietnam war vet­
eran, who was not married but who per­
haps had earned a high school equiva­
lency degree in the Armed Forces and 
now was attending school as a student? 
He would not be eligible? Even if he had 
other eligibility requirements, under this 
amendment he would not be eligible? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I believe 
he would not be eligible in any event, 
because of the veterans' GI benefits to 
which he could be entitled. 

Ms. ABZUG. I do not agree that he 
would not be eligible because of GI bene­
fits. I just wanted the Members to get 
an idea as to how far an extent this 
amendment would go. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Yes. It 
does not go very far. 
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Ms. ABZUG. There are a lot of women 

in this country who are not in house­
holds, who are eligible for food stamps, 
who might themselves on their own be 
eligible for food stamps. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I believe 
they would not be disqualified. 

Ms. ABZUG. The gentleman does not 
want those unmarried women or veterans 
to have that opportunity to study and 
become self-sufficient? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. If they are 
eligible because of income limitations 
they would not be disqualified here. 

Let us make this a part of the legis­
lative history. All I am trying to do here 
is to get after the problem of the situa­
tion where young J)eople from wealthy 
or well-to-do families are collecting food 
stamps, which deprives those really in 
need of them of that portion of the over­
all program. 

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the 
gentleman's yielding. 

I believe the amendment is a good one, 
because it does not prevent anyone, as 
I understand it, who is normally eligible 
from receiving food stamps. All it does is 
prevent those who normally would not 
get them from getting them. 

Mr. TEAGUE of california. It is as 
simple as that. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. It certainly would 
cover the veteran which the gentle­
woman from New York brought up, if 
otherwise eligible. It would allow the 
veteran who is otherwise eligible to re­
ceive food stamps, if he were properly 
qualified. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Certainly, 
although I believe there would be very 
few such cases, because of the Gl 
benefits. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

(On request of Mr. VANIK, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. TEAGUE of Cali­
fornia was allowed to proceed for 2 ad­
ditional minutes.) 

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

Mr. TEAGUE of california. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to inquire whether this amendment 
would deny foodstamps to a person who 
has reached his 18th birthday and who 
is either partially or totally disabled. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, it does not specifically cover that 
situation. 

Mr. VANIK. Well, as I read this lan­
guage, it says no person who is over 18 
is eligible. Thereby the partially or 
totally disabled person who is attending 
an institution of higher learning is con­
sidered to have attained a position of 
self -sufficiency. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I would 
assume it would necessarily follow. It 
may well be that he comes from~ house­
hold or a family which is eligible. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, the gentle­
man's amendment locks him out regard­
less of what kind of family level he comes 
from. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Well, it is 
not intended that way. I will point out 
that it does not follow as a part of the 
legislative history. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the last colloquy be­
tween the distinguished gentleman from 
California <Mr. TEAGUE) the sponsor of 
this amendment to the amendment, and 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. VANIK) is 
illustrative of what happens when we at­
tempt to use this sort of legislation as a 
means of punishing groups we do not cur­
rently like very much. 

Now, it certainly was not the intention 
of the gentleman from California, he 
says, to eliminate the disabled or par­
tially disabled. But the amendment does 
not say that. The amendment says that 
any persons attending an institution of 
higher learning, unless they are married 
with a child or children, and unless they 
were previously on foodstamps, are not 
going to get any foodstamps. 

Let us say a student is disabled be­
cause he is a Vietnam veteran; he is dis­
abled from combat. As a student without 
children, he has no eligibility. Now, of 
course, if he leaves college, h"C is eligible. 
What is the sense of such an amend­
ment? 

In the work requirements of the law 
which was passed in 1970, we said that 
an 18-year-old has to work unless he is 
caring for aged or infirm relatives or 
unless he is attending a school or train­
ing program. Why do we let him escape 
the work requirement if he is attending 
school or a training program? For the 
same reason we are providing Federal 
benefits for students and institutions. 
We want to encourage education. But 
this amendment discriminates against 
students and discourages education. It is 
clearly inoonsistent with every education 
act passed by this Congress. 

There are, uf course, people who have 
children who are not married. That is an 
unfortunate circumstance, but it is a 
common circumstance. Many mothers 
on aid to dependent children are not 
married, but they have the children. 
We want to encourage them to go to 
college, if they are able to do so, to im­
prove themselves and become self-sup­
porting. They are not eligible under this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is another exam­
ple of trying to attack an unpopular 
group, by legislative discrimination 
which is not only improper but usually 
misaimed as well. 

In the first copy of this amendment 
offered in the Committee on Agriculture, 
the gentleman from California totally 
barred by the amendment all students in 
higher educational institutions. Then as 
a result of criticism he added "married 
with children." Now, I suggest the gen­
tleman is about to change it and say, "If 
they are disabled." 

The simplest process is to vote down 
the amendment and make students, 
whether they are students in higher edu­
cation or not, whether they are married 
or not, whether they have children or not, 
meet exactly the same requirements for 
this program that anybody else must 
meet. No less and no more. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from California <Mr. TEAGUE) 
to the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Washington (Mr. FoLEY) . 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision (demanded by Mr. TEAGUE of 
California) there were--ayes 50, noes 
81. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MIZELL TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment o1Iered by 
the gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
FoLEY). 

The Clerk read as follows; 
Amendment offered by Mr. MizELL to the 

amendment offered by Mr. FOLEY: Page 4, 
line 18, at the end thereof insert the follow­
ing: 

(n) By strik.in,g the second sentence of 
section 5 (b) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"The standards established by the Sec­
retary, at a minimum, shall prescribe the 
ainounts of household income and other 
financial resources, including both liquld 
and nonliquid assets to be used as a criteria 
of eligibility. The maximum allowable re­
sources, including both liquid and the equity 
in nonliquid assets, of all members of each 
household shall not exceed $1,500 for each 
household, except, for households including 
two or more persons age sixty or over the 
resources shall not exceed $3 ,000: 'Provided, 
That the home, one automobile, household 
goods and clothing; the tools of a tradesman 
or the machinery of a farmer; total resources 
of a roomer or boarder, or of a meinber 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 ap­
proval of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, shall 
be excluded in determining the value of the 
other financial resources." 

( o) 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 tn the event of .a natural 
disaster some or ,an of th~ requirements for 
certification may be waived by the Secretary." 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
direct the attention of the Members of 
the House to the committee bill on J)ages 
56 and 57, which is where the language 
of my amendment is found. 

This language was the Bergland Ian­
guage added in the committee and ae­
cepted by it and the Denholm language 
which was also offered and accepted in 
the committee. 

It sets up the criteria and the require­
ments for those who are to receive food 
stamps. It further requires the Secretary 
to certify that potential recipients meet 
these criteria before they are able to 
receive the food stamps. 

I think it is of the utmost importance 
that we take the necessary steps to set 
the criteria and in doing so to eliminate 
as many of the abuses of the food stamJ) 
program as we possible can. 

I am one who has supported the food 
stamp program and I have supported it 
because it is one of only two programs 
that really puts food on the table for 
the needy in this country. That is exactly 
what the food stamp program does. 
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I think the Members of the House and 
the American people want to do what 

· they can for those who are in need. I 
think unless we do set strict criteria 
there is a great possibility that the 
abuses in this program will ultimately 
bring about the elimination of what I 
think is a very worthwhile program. 

These criteria were discussed and de­
bated in the committee and were 
adopted. I would certainly urge my col­
leagues to reinstate them now in the 
Foley amendment which struck the lan­
guage when it was offered. 

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

I would like to ask the gentleman from 
North Carolina a question. Does the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina require life insur­
ance to be considered as an asset? 

Mr. MIZELL. It does not specify, it 
says liquid and nonliquid assets, and if 
that is it, then of course the interpreta­
tion would be up to the Secretary. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, it just 
seems to me that this is where we get 
into the problem of requiring applicants 
to almost impoverish themselves totally 
before they can be eligible, when citizens 
have sought to be frugal, and have at­
tempted to save something to provide 
some support, for their later years we 
are wrong to demand that they spend 
every single dime that they might have, 
including the cash value of a life in­
surance policy before they can come into 
the program, while people who have not 
saved anything can come into the pro­
gram immediately. 

I think the regulations have worked 
fairly well in the past 2 years, and I be­
lieve that the amendment should be 
defeated. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
asked the gentleman from Washington 
to yield to me so that I might once again 
call the attention of the Members to the 
language of the criteria that is set forth. 
It is not nearly as rigid as my colleague, 
the gentleman from Washington, says 
it is. It provides that each household 
shall not exceed $1,500 for each house­
hold, except, for households including 
two or more persons age 60 or over, the 
resources shall not exceed $3,000. But 
mainly it is directed at those who have 
an automobile. And so that, at least, I 
think that these are areas that we should 
direct some attention to. And while we 
give this discretion to the Secretary I 
think we have the right to put it into the 
law and say that we require him to cer­
tify that they meet the standards in this 
amendment. If we do, then I think we 
shall have really done the food stamp 
program a very good service. 

Mr. FOLEY. I repeat, Mr. Chairman, 
that the regulations have worked very 
well as the Secretary has administered 
them in the last 2 years, it will not do 
any good, or serve any purpose in this 
legislation, to attempt to put them into 
law and make them inflexible, irremov­
able, and unchangeable. I think the Sec-
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retary has the competence to handle the 
matter, and that the regulations should 
be left to the department. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the 
attention of my good friend, the gentle­
man from North Carolina <Mr. MIZELL) 
for a moment or two so that I might ask 
the gentleman some questions. 

Mr. Chairman, of the last things a per­
son should give of, particularly a person 
of low income, is their life insurance. I 
certainly do not believe that we, in Con­
gress, could want to pass legislation that 
would force a person to surrender their 
life insurance in order to be eligible for 
food stamps. I take the fioor on this 
measure because, as the Members know, 
I had been in the life insurance business 
for many years. One thing I learned is 
that when people-particularly low-in­
come people-have worked to maintain a 
small policy for many, many years-and 
in many instances these policies would be 
used to try to educate their children or 
to provide something for their widow at 
the time of their death-it would be very 
disturbing to me if there was any indi­
cation that people would have to sur­
render their life insurance in order to 
qualify for food stamps, even though they 
qualified in all other ways, 

I wonder what the interpretation of 
the gentleman is on this. 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen­
tleman from New York would yield to 
me, I would direct the attention of the 
gentleman to the language in the amend­
ment that I am proposing, which was 
adopted in the committee, and which, I 
might point out, that my friend, the gen­
tleman from Washington (Mr. FoLEY) if 
I remember correctly, enthusiasticallY 
supported this amendment in the com­
mittee when it was proposed--

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen­
tleman will yield, the gentleman from 
North Carolina is not correct on that. I 
hope the gentleman does not let the REc­
ORD indicate that I supported this. 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman. I stand 
corrected by the gentleman from Wash­
ington that he did not support it. 

But it says: 
The maximum allowable resources, includ­

ing both liquid and the equity in nonliquld 
assets, of all members of each household 
shall not exceed $1,500 for each household, 
except, for households lncludin~ two or more 
persons age sixty or over the resources shall 
not exceed $3,000. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I think it would 
have to be an interpretation of whether 
the insurance policy the gentleman from 
New York describes would be covered. 

Mr. PEYSER. I do not think the com­
mittee considered that cash values in life 
insurance are considered as an asset or 
a liquid asset. It is for this reason that I 
would certainly have to oppose anything 
that would bring about this type of 
action. 

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

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

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I want to make this clear to the Mem-

bers. I think my distinguished colleague 
<Mr. MIZELL) will concede this, that the 
effect of his amendment is to limit it to 
$1,500, or to $3,000 in the case of a mar­
ried couple over 60, except that certain 
things are removed from the definition 
of "liquid" and "nonliquid" assets: tools 
of the trade, and so on. The cash value of 
life insurance or the loan value of life 
insurance is nowhere mentioned in his 
amendment or in the language which is 
before us now, and Mr. PEYSER is pre­
cisely correct in his fear that this 
amendment, if adopted, will require life 
insurance policies maintained by a cou­
ple or an individual to be cashed in and 
to be considered part of the liquid as­
sets. The gentleman knows very clearly 
that they are considered liquid assets, 
and, therefore, to adopt the Mizell 
amendment is to require people to cash 
in life insurance in order to be eligible. 

Mr. PEYSER. I am sure that is not the 
intent of the gentleman from North 
Carolina, but I think if the language re­
mains this way, I would have to oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. MIZELL. I think for large insur­
ance policies what the gentleman is say­
ing is absolutely true. We all know the 
value of that life insurance policy, unless 
collected, is based upon the cash value of 
that life insurance policy, which means 
you have to carry an insurance policy of 
pretty good size before developing a great 
deal of asset. 

Mr. PEYSER. I would say to the gen­
tleman that one could have a $5,000 
straight life policy, and if one has that 
policy for 20 to 25 years, he would have 
sufficient equity in it to meet the amount 
of money the gentleman is talking about. 
If somebody had purchased a small en­
dowment policy for a college education. 
say, a $2,000 or $3,000 policy, at the end 
of the 20-year period, he would have 
that cash equity, which means he would 
have to in effect surrender it and give it 
up. If this amendment were to pass, I 
feel that it would discourage many young 
from acquiring life insurance and would 
encourage many other people to surren­
der their life insurance. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not use any­
where near the 5 minutes, but I do want 
to take a minute of the committee's time 
to reiterate what the gentleman from 
Washington has so eloquently pointed 
out, that the Mizell amendment does not 
do anything about insurance. The insur­
ance portion is included in the gentleman 
from Washington's amendment, and if it 
is adopted, the cash value of a life insur­
ance policy will remain as part of the law 
as being exempt from consideration as 
part of the household assets for purposes 
of determining eligibility. 

As the gentleman from New York has 
mentioned-and I believe he has experi­
ence in insurance matters-the cash val­
ue of these life insurance policies on the 
average is not very large. I have infor­
mation supplied to me that they are rela­
tively small. I am told that on the aver­
age the cash value is $500 to $750. If we 
do not adopt the Foley amendment here, 
I shall offer an amendment to the com­
mittee's bill to again exempt from figur-
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ing the cash value of life insurance poli­
cies. I think it is a crucial blow and an 
unjust blow to take away the small pit­
tance that an elderly couple might have, 
and force them to spend it before they 
would be eligible for food stamps. 

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

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not rise to discuss 
the merits of the pending amendment, 
but merely to point out that the language 
in the committee bill was offered by a 
member on the Democratic side of the 
House Committee on Agriculture as a 
substitute to my amendment proposing 
to ban food stamps for strikers. 

It seemed like a great idea to the Dem­
ocrats on the committee at that time, but 
it is obvious their attitude toward the 
restrictions has changed. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the gentleman 
from California for his observation. I 
would hope that in a bipartisan spirit he 
feels like supporting the amendment of 
the gentleman from Washington, and if 
that fails I hope he will support my 
amendment which will be later offered to 
make sure the value of life insurance is 
not used as a prohibition of a household 
from receiving food stamps. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. SISK. I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. I appreciate the comments of 
my good friend, the gentleman from Cal­
ifornia (Mr. TEAGUE), and of course as 
he recognized there was a little matter 
of strategy in connection with the sub­
stitute which I offered to his amendment, 

. which was to strike the amendment. I 
am sure my friend understands. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Certainly. 
I thank the gentleman. I think it was a 
very good strategy at that time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina <Mr. MIZELL) . 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished minority leader of our 
committee for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I asked the gentleman 
to yield at this time for the purpose of 
clearing up what seems to be a question 
as to what the language of the bill covers. 
Will cash assets in insurance be consid­
ered liquid assets. 

Because of the apprehension that has 
been raised with regard to this amend­
ment. I ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be modified to read: 

The maximum allowable resources, in­
cluding both liquid and the equity in non­
liquid assets, except insurance of all members 
of each household shall not exceed $1,500 for 
each household, except, for households in­
cluding two or more persons age 60 or over 
the resources shall not exceed $3,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this will clear 
up the question raised by my friend from 
New York. A person in a situation de­
scribed would not have to cash in her 
insurance before she would be eligible 
for the food stamps. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the right to object. What is the gentle­
man's request? 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, because 
of the apprehension raised by my col­
leagues as to what would be considered 
as liquid assets, I have asked unanimous 
consent that the language of my amend­
ment be modified to read: 

The maximum allowable resources, includ­
ing both liquid and the equity in nonliquid 
assets, except insurance of all members of 
each household shall not exceed $1,500 for 
each household, except, . . . 

Mr. Chairman, certainly the intent of 
this language is not to persecute the 
widow or the widower or the couple who 
might have some equity built up in an 
insurance policy. 

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

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
please read the language of the amend­
ment, please read the amendment as 
amended? 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I will be 
glad to accommodate the gentlewoman 
from New York. The language in the 
bill with my amendment will read: 

The maximum allowable resources, includ­
ing both liquid and the equity in nonliquid 
assets, except insurance of all members of 
each household shall not exceed $1,500 for 
each household, except, for households in­
cluding two or more persons age sixty or 
over the resources shall not exceed $3,000. 

Of course the language goes on to 
set other criteria, but the question was 
raised as to whether my amendment 
would apply to an insurance policy that 
an elderly couple or a widow, or a widow­
er, might have where they had built up 
some equity. The question was asked 
whether they would have to cash in their 
insurance before qualifying for food­
stamps. This is not the intention of the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I with­
draw my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re­

report the amendment as modified. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MizELL to the 

amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY, as modi­
fied: at the end thereof insert the following: 

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

"The standards est ablished 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 re­
sources, including both liquid and the equity 
in nonliquid assets, except insurance of all 
members of each household shall not ex­
ceed $1,500 for each household, except, for 
households including two or more persons 
age sixty or over the resources shall not ex­
ceed $3,000: Provided, That the home, one 
automobile, household goods and clothing; 
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 house­
hold or spouse) who has a commitment 

to contribute only a portion of his income 
to pay for services including food and lodg­
ing; 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." 

( o) By adding at the end of section 6 (a) 
the following new sentence : "Such certi­
fication shall be made prior to the issuance 
of any food stamps under this program: Pro­
vided, however, That in the event of a natural 
disaster some or all of the requirements for 
certification may be waived by the Secretary." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina <Mr. MIZELL) , as 
modified, to the amen,P.ment offered by 

. the gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
FOLEY). 

The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion <demanded by Mr. MIZELL) there 
were-ayes 39; noes 66. 

So the amendment, as modified, was 
rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF TEXAS 

TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
FOLEY 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRICE of Texas 

to the amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: 
Page 4, line 9, strike out all of subsection 

(j) and redesignate subsequent subsections 
accordingly. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
am sure that this was an oversight by 
the gentleman who is now handling this 
part of the bill, but the amendment of­
fered by Mr. FoLEY of Washington re­
moves from the present law the prohibi­
tion on using food stamps for purchas­
ing imported meats. 

I think this is another blow to the 
American cattlemen after the phase 4 
announcement of yesterday, which keeps 
beef frozen at the present time. My 
amendment would strike from the Foley 
amendment the language which rewrites 
the definition of "food." 

In other words, my amendment would 
leave present law alone, and it would 
retain the language in section 3 (b) , as I 
read the following: 

The term "food" means any food or food 
product for human consumption except al­
coholic beverages, tobacco, those foods which 
are identified on the package as being im­
ported, and meat and meat products which 
are imported. 

There is no problem with garden seeds, 
because the authority to use food stamps 
for garden seeds is contained in the Sen­
ate bill and will be before the conferees. 

I notice further that the gentleman's 
amendment makes the escalator clause 
available in the food stamp section of 
this bill. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Cr11.1irman, I move to 
strike the necessary number of words. 

The gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
PRICE) is a distinguished member of the 
Committee on Agriculture and comes 
from an area which raises and feeds 
many cattle. 

I have some livestock producers in 
my area, too. 

The amendment that the g-entleman 
would strike from my amendment is one 
which seeks to address itself to what is 
really now, I believe, a silly provision in 
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the existing law. The present law say 
now that a food stamp recipient cannot 
buy any product that is imported or con­
tains imported meat. A great amount of 
the hamburger in this country is made 
with imported Australian and other im­
ported meat, which is mixed with fat and 
used to make hamburger and imported 
meat is also used to make processed 
meats. 

These are generally low-cost meat 
products. Does it make any sense in a 
program for low income fam111es to pre­
vent them from buying hamburger? I do 
not believe it makes very much sense. 
But that is the effect of the present law, 
and that 1s what the gentleman from 
Texas wants to retain. 

I do not have any apology to make to 
the cattlemen of this country. The food 
stamp program has put $2 billion a year 
into the purchasing power of almost 13 
million Americans who are receiving its 
benefits. That is a pretty healthy addi­
tion to the food budgets of those Ameri­
can families, and to the food manufac­
turing, processing and retailing elements 
of this country. 

If a food stamp family spends about 
25 to 30 percent of its income on meat, 
as most families do, we can figure it out. 
It comes out to about $500 to $600 million 
a year, out of the food stamp program 
that goes for meat products. I am pleased 
that this is so because it helps familY 
nutrition and agriculture as well. 

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

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

Mr. PRICE of Texas. The gentleman 
makes an eloquent argument, but I am 
afraid he is incorrect, in that there are 
imported meats in weiners and sausages 
and also hamburger meat. The language 
presently in the law does not prevent 
food stamps from being used to purchase 
these products. That is commingled. 
-There is nothing in the bill to prevent it 
in any way or form. 

Mr. FOLEY. I am sorry, but the gen­
tleman is not exactly correct. It has been 
in some cases ignored, but it has also 
been enforced in some cases where there 
have been elements of imported· meat 
commingled with American meat prod­
ucts, such as hamburger. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Can the gentle­
man cite any specific instance? 

Mr. FOLEY. It has happened. I do not 
see any reason why we should get in­
-volved in barring imported meat at all. 
If somebody wants to buy Icelandic lamb 
with food stamps I see no reason why he 
should not be permited to do so with food 
stamps. 

I think this is an old, archaic section 
of the law designed to appeal to cattle­
men, and it has no justification and 
should be repealed. 

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
House, this amendment does not deal en­
tirely with meat; it deals with all food 
products. Those of us who support the 
food stamp program must also answer 
the criticisms of the people who are 
against these programs, and part of the 

criticism comes from people who are 
paying taxes and who see their taxes go 
to buy foreign cheeses, foreign meats, 
other imported foods, or gourmet foods. 

Those are the things that bring criti­
cism in this type of a program. So if we 
are going to preserve the program, if we 
are going to improve the program, if we 
are going to have the progrom operate 
effectively, we are going to have to ad­
dress ourselves to those things which 
constitute dire criticisms of the program. 

If we adopt the Foley amendment 
without the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas we will bring 
added criticism upon this body and this 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very good 
amendment, and it should be adopted. 
The farmers and taxpayers of this Na­
tion will then feel much better about the 
food stamp program. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
farmers of this country do not feel good 
about the food stamp program, they do 
not know what is in their own interest. 
If this program has any immediate eco­
nomic impact outside of the recipients, 
it is on the farmer, the livestock raiser, 
the dairyman, and the grocery store 
owner, who receive the benefits of this 
additional $2 billion pumped into the 
system. 

I think frankly that most of the people 
I hear criticizing food stamp purchases 
are more inclined to criticize the T-bone 
steaks which they think the food stamp 
recipient is buying, T-bone steaks which 
are raised in this country, than they are 
to criticize the purchase of a can of Nor­
wegian sardines or Italian olives. 

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, they 
have not been able to get the question of 
the imported foods and the gourmet 
counter yet. Without this amendment, 
they will get to that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. PRICE) to the amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. FoLEY). 

The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion (demanded by Mr. PRICE of Texas) 
there were--ayes 36, noes 51. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was refused. 
So the amendment to the amendment 

was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONLAN TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. CONLAN. Mr. Chairman, I of­
fer an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Ainendment offered by Mr. CoNLAN to the 

amendment offered by Mr. FOLEY: Page 1, 
line 4, immediately after "(a)" insert "(1) ", 
and on line 12, at the end thereof insert 
"; and" and immediately after line 12; insert 
the following new paragraph: 

(2} by inserting at the end of subsection 
(e) of section 3 the following: "Provided, 
That the Secretary is authorized, by rule, to 
establish procedures, including a fair hear­
ing, by which a claimant may obtain a waiver 
of the restrictions of this subsection if he can 
establish to the satisfaction of the Secre­
tary or his delegate that mitigating circum­
stances exist which would justify such a 
waiver. Such mitigating circumstances would 
include those in which there is demonstrable 

proof that such claimant is, through no fault 
·of his own, substantially unable to satisfy his 
reasonable needs, as defined by the applicable 
income standard established for otherwise 
eligible households, by living with members 
of his family or by otherwise availing him­
self of the support or assistance which such 
family would ordinarily be expected to pro­
vide." 

And on page 4, insert as a new resolution 
the following: 

(n) (1) Section 5(b) of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1964 is amended by inserting in the 
third sentence thereof after "who is" the .first 
time it appears therein "properly", and by 
striking out the period at the end of such 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the 
folloWing: ", except that the Secretary is 
authorized, by rule, to establish procedures, 
including a fair hearing, by which a claimant 
may obtain a waiver of the restrictions of 
this subsection if he can establish to the 
satisfaction or. the Secretary or his delegate 
that mitigating circumstances exist which 
:would justify such a waiver. Such mitigating 
circumstances would include those in which 
there is demonstrable proof that such claim­
ant is, through no fault of his own, substan­
tially unable to satisfy his reasonable needs, 
as defined by the applicable income stand­
ard established for otherwise eligible house­
holds, by living With members of his family 
or by otherWise availing himself of the sup­
port or assistance which such family would 
ordinarily be expected to provide." 

Mr. CONLAN <during the reading) . 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONLAN. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment which I am proposing con­
cerns provisions of the Food Stamp Act 
which were enacted by this House in 
1971 in an effort to curb some of the 
abuses of the program which had become 
evident at that time. 

What this amendment will do is to fol­
low the guidelines of the Supreme Court 
in the Moreno and Murray cases de­
cided on June 25 of this year, to correct 
what the Supreme Court felt were in­
adequacies in the drafting of the original 
amendments of 1971. 

I am seeking to do nothing more than 
to reinsert the policy provisions closing 
some of the loopholes that you thought 
were leading to abuse and fraud at that 
time. 

The Supreme Court found nothing of 
substance from the legislative history to 
indicate that this body wanted to make 
any mitigating exceptions. 

If I might explain what these amend­
ments do, in two of your 1971 amend­
ments, which amended sections 3(e) and 
5 (b) of the act, they were clearly de­
signed to prevent food stamps from going 
to persons who were voluntarily poor. 
The thinking of Congress must have 
been that while there is no objection to 
providing assistance to those who truly 
need it and have made every reasonable 
effort to take care of their own needs, 
Congress felt it has an obligation to the 
working taxpayers to prevent their gen­
erosity from being abused by those who 
consciously sought to siphon off their 
funds from others. Someone called i-t the 
anticommune or antihippie amend­
ment. 
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Despite the fact that the legisla;tive 

purpose of that amendment seemed 
prac·tically self-evident to you and to me, 
the Supreme Court, in two closely split 

. decisions, ruled that sections 3(e) and 
5(b) of the act were violative of the due 
process clause of the Constitution. · 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
confirm the Congress' original substan­
tive intent and to give effect to the 1971 
amendments by acknowledging the Su­
preme Court's concern as to the legisla­
tive purpose of these sections and to 
meet their objections to the Congress 
drafting wherein the Congress failed to 
provide a hearing process which could 
authorize the Department of Agriculture 
to waive general rules in cases of miti­
gating circumstances. The amendment 
that I offer is to provide that hearing 
process-

The amendment attempts to address 
itself to the issue· decided in the Court in 
the case of USDA against Mareno and in 
the companion case of USDA against 
Murry. 

In the case of Mareno, the Court held 
that section 3 (e) was unconstitutional 
on the ground that it violated the due 
process clause. That section defines the 
term "household" in such a manner as 
to render ineligible any households 
whose members are not all related to 
each other. You know what you were 
getting at at that time. However; the 
Court found that section created a dis­
tinction between those households which 
did and those which did not contain 
unrelated members and the distinction 
was not rationally related to any per-:­
missible legislative purpose, such as the 
prevention of abuse. 

You have an error in drafting, and 
that is what this amendment is designed 
to correct. 

The Court noted in some cases un­
related persons were living together in 
order to cut housekeeping expenses, 
which is not abusive in and of itself and 

. would not be denied benefits if they lived 
alone. They were entitled to benefits if 
they lived alone, such as an elderly 
widow who was taken in by another 
family was eligible to receive benefits. 

My amendment would offer the un­
related household member an oppor­
tunity to demonstrate in a second hear­
ing he cannot reasonably obtain support 
from his family. 

Mr. Justice Brennan, in his majority 
opinion, lamented the fact that "there is 
little legislative history to illuminate the 
purposes of the 1971 amendment of sec­
tion 3 (a) .'' He speculated, along with the 
Government in the district court, that 
the legislative purpose might h:;we been 
"to foster morality," a purpose which 
would very likely raise serious first 
amendment questions. It was· noted that 
the amendment seemed to be aimed ·pri­
marily at "hippies,'' and the Court opined 
that if the constitutional conception of 
"equal protection" means anything, it 
must at the very least mean that a bare 
congressional desire to harm a politically 
unpopular group cannot constitute a 
legitimate governmental interest. There 
had to be some independent considera­
tions in the public interest to justify the 

·amendment. 

And I agree with the Supreme Court's 
decision. 

The . CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
. gentleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CoN.LAN 
was allowed to proceed fo.r 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CONLAN. So, Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to point out that we are .not 
attempting here to legislate morality or 
legislate against anybody by the length 
of their hair or the unpopularity of their 
views. That is not my concern. 

My sole concern is to prevent the un­
warranted expenditure of public funds 
to provide for the. support of persons, who 
have recourse to parents and other fam­
ily mem'Qers to provide the necessities of 
life but who, for _reasons of theJr own, 
choose to. impose the burden of their sup­
port upon the ·contributing members of 
society, namely, the taxpayers. I simply 
believe that the amendments of 1971 
show that the majority of the colleagues 
in this body felt they had an obligation 
to the taxpayers, whose taxes make it 
possible to support humanitarian pro­
grams and purposes, to utilize traditional 
sources of personal support and to dip 
in,to the public Treasury only as a last 
resort. 

All I am doing by this amendment is 
establishing a way to institute a heating 
procedure for a person who can show 
mitigating circumstances, and thus meet 
the Supreme Court requirements, so that 
the amendment that was. passed in 1971 
to prevent abuse and fraud may be a part 
of the law once again. 

I am just trying to reinstate the law 
by correcting the deficiency pointed out 
by the Court decision. 

. Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
CoNLAN). 

Mr. Chairman, this is an attempt 
to get back into a dispute which has 
been resolved by the Supreme Court. 
The Court dealt recently with two of the 
least well-considered; and in my judg­
ment, the least useful amendment in the 
1970 act. We had decided in 1970 that 
we were going to get the hippies out of 
the food stamp bill. And we provided in 
1970 that every member of the house­
hold except for certain exceptions had to 
be related to every other member. Aside 
from the fact that there are very legiti­
mate situations in which families live 
together, particularly poor families who 
are trying to save on rent and other ex­
penses, we created a requirement of mu­
tual relationship aimed at communes. In 
the Supreme Court's opinion, this sec­
tion of the 1970 statute had to be struck 
down as unconstitutional under the 15th 
amendment. 

I urge my colleagues on the committee 
to let that section have a decent burial. 
It has been buried. It did not serve any 
useful purpose when alive. The Supreme 
Court has decided it is unconstitutional. 

I would hope that we would not en­
courage the gentleman from Arizona 
<Mr. CoNLAN) to tinker with the section. 

· The result, I am sure, would only be 
· more litigation all to no useful purpose. 

We cannot properly or constitutionally 
punish hippies as a class of people. There 

has to be some rational legislative stand­
ard in the excluding individuals and 
groups from the benefits of"this program. 
So I am afraid that the statement made 
by the gentleman from Arizona that they 
are not after people with long hair does 
not change the fact that there has never 
been any legislative history to establish 
justification for the 1970 amendment, ex­
cept for that purpose. 

I would also add that the gentleman 
from Arizona also complicates it by· con­
fusing an entirely different 1970 amend­
ment. And the author of that amendment 
is in the Chamber, the gentleman· from 
Iowa <Mr. MAYNE) and his amendment 
was designed and directed at something 
entirely different, it was designed to 
Prevent a person who has been claimed 
as a .dependent by a parent that is not 
himself eligible for food stamps, from re­
ceiving food stamps or being in a house·­
hold receiving food stamps. 

The Supreme Court declared that this 
particular 1970 act amendment was 
also unconstitutional. 

The gentleman has offered this amend­
ment which would give the Secretary 
authority to hold a hearing and give a 
waiver of these subsections, if one can 
find to the satisfaction of the Secretary's 
delegate that mitigating circumstances 
exist which would justify such a waiver. 
I suggest that is not a tight enough leg­
islative standard to give any guidance to 
the Secretary about what such mitigat­
ing circumstances would be. Paragraph I 
suggests it serves no purpose to attempt 
to resurrect this ill-starred effort of the 
1970 act. 

· Mr. CONLAN: The gentleman is in ef­
fect saying the Mayne amendment as a 
general policy that the Congress adopt­
ed was wrong, then, as far as he is con­
cerned? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes; I was opposed to it. 
Mr; CONLAN. We understand it. The 

Mayne amendment was concerning a 
man who was taking as a tax deduction 
a son and providing support to him, and 
that son was receiving support; The 
father was taking a full deduction. The 
son went off somewhere else, moved in 
with another household on a floating 
situation, which household put in for 

·food stamps. I am · just saying this is 
what it does, and the gentleman is say­
ing that policy is wrong. This Congress 
adopted it. 

Mr. FOLEY. I will tell the gentleman 
what else it does. Take the case of a 
woman who is married and has a child, 
and is later divorced, and remarried hav­
ing several children by the second mar­
riage and perhaps she then is deserted 
or divorced by her second husband. Un­
der the Mayne amendment she and her 
family are ineligible if the first husband 
claims a deduction for the eldest child 
on the basis of either support for that 
child or only claimed support. Note that 
all the household is ineligible even 
though support only reaches the child of 
the first marriage. This did not have any­
thing to do with the practical effect of 
cutting of students alone. It hit all kinds 
of families that have been separated and 
divorced. · 

What the Mayne amendment' at­
tempted to do was to say that no house-
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hold shall be eligible for food stamps 
that contains in that household a de­
pendent who is being claimed as an in­
come tax deduction by a person, a tax­
payer not himself a member of an eligible 
household for the year in which the 
deduction is claimed and for a year 
thereafter. I am sure that is very clear 
to everybody here and that they under­
stand perfectly exactly what I said. 
That is the kind of tortuous language 
that was used in an attempt to exclude 
university students. 

Unfortunately it has reached more 
than the students. The Supreme Court 
has let its judgment stand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Arizona (Mr. CoNLAN) to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. FOLEY). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEELE TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
FOLEY). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STEELE to the 

amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: by adding 
the following new section at the end thereof: 

( 1) by inserting at the end of section 3 (e) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 the following 
new sentence: "Residents of federally subsi­
dized housing for the elderly, built under 
either section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 
(12 U.S.C. 1701q), or section 236 of the Na­
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-1) shall 
not be considered residents of an institution 
or boarding house for purposes of eligibility 
for food stamps under this Act." 

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would correct an inequity 
that now exists for some residents of 
section 202 and 236 federally subsidized 
housing for the elderly. Under the pres­
ent standards promulgated 'by the De­
partment of Agriculture, residents of 
some of these buildings are denied food 
stamps because they receive six meals 
per week as part of their monthly rent. 

In one such building in Connecticut, 
all of the residents are required to pay 
for an evening meal 6 days each week 
but are denied food stamps for their 
other meals. This situation exists be­
cause the Department of Agriculture has 
ruled that their housing is classified as 
a boarding house or institution. Since 
these residents must prepare their own 
meals twice each day and three times 
on Sunday, I believe that the Department 
of Agriculture has shown an unbelievable 
lack of sensitivity in its ruling. 

In the case I am citing, a tenant can­
not pay for or receive more than six din­
ner meals each week. The tenant must 
prepare breakfast and lunch each day 
and all his meals on Sunday in his own 
apartment, in his own kitchen, with his 
own money. These residents are not in­
stitutionalized. 

Patients in institutions or residents of 
boarding houses do not have to buy their 
own food nor do they have to prepare it 
in their own apartments. Many section 
202 and 236 residents would qualify for 
food stamps under the existing require-

ments, but the Department of Agricul­
ture has denied certification to their 
households because of an arbitrary rul­
ing. My amendment would era-se the only 
barrier to the eligibility of these persons. 

The mandatory meal requirement in 
some section 202 and 236 elderly housing 
is a substantial part of the specialized 
dietary needs of the residents. Addition­
ally, the required dinner meals help to 
overcome two o:.. the major problems of 
old age-malnutrition and isolation. In 
Connecticut, the Department of Agricul­
ture stated that the mandatory nature 
of the meals was blocking food stamp 
eligibility. I believe that the residents 
both need congregate meals and deserve 
the same access to food stamps we have 
provided for other older Americans. 

I cannot believe that Congress in­
tended to exclude these older Ameri­
cans from the benefits of the food stamp 
program. They deserve-and it is our 
ol 'igation-to provide them with the 
benefits of programs designed to help all 
needy Americans. 

If accepted this amendment would 
correct a serious situation that exists for 
some of the residents of section 202 and 
236 housing for the elderly. The cost of 
the amendment, according to Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture James 
H. Lake, would be too small to accurately 
estimate. The benefits to the residents 
and the common sense of the idea, how­
ever, are overwhelming. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, perhaps to shorten 
the debate, I think the amendment is 
worthwhile and reasonable and will be 
acceptable on this side. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, if the gentleman will yield, we do 
not have any objections on this side to 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment · offered by the gentle­
man from Connecticut (Mr. STEELE) to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. FoLEY). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FROEHLICH TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 
Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. ·chairman, I 

offer an amendment to the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FROEHLICH to 

the amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: On 
page 4 of the Foley amendment line 11 after 
"alcoholic beverage" insert: ", those foods 
which are identified on the package as be­
ing imported, such food and food products 
as may be determined by the Secretary to be 
of low or insign.i.ficant nutritional value,". 

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, the 
effect of this section of the Foley amend­
ment is to remov.e all barriers in the 
Food Stamp Act to the purchase of for­
eign food imports. In other words, if this 
amendment were adopted, the Govern­
ment would be taxing citizens, including 
farmers, in order to raise money to pur­
chase foreign food products that are in 
direct competition with American food. 

I can't imagine a greater insult to 
American farmers, nor can I imagine 
anything that is more likely to under­
mine the strength of American agricul­
ture. 

It is well known, Mr. Chairman, that 
American farmers are required to meet 
higher standards of production than 
farmers in many countries across the 
globe. I have been particularly concerned 
about the unsanitary conditions under 
which a good deal of imported cheese is 
produced. 

Now, there is a serious effort to use 
American tax dollars to buy foreign 
cheese and other products produced un­
der these substandard conditions. 

This, of course, comes at a time when 
the United States is suffering a serious 
balance-of-payments deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment amends 
the Foley amendment to correct this 
problem. 

Second, my amendment picks up the 
wording of the committee proposal which 
says that food cannot be purchased that 
the Secretary determines is of low or 
insignificant food value. 

These two portions of the amendment 
in my opinion are offered to alleviate 
some of the criticism of those who are 
opposing the program. I think it is nec­
essary to make these corrections to s-often 
the criticism in this area. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I think if the gentle­
man from Wisconsin had offered the sec­
ond part of his amendment alone it 
would clearly have been subject to a 

. point of order. We have already consid­
ered and rejected the Price amendment 
which was designed to restore the im­
ported food ban and now the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. FROEHLICH) wants 
to go over it once again. 

He is adding another section, and 
wants to go back and pick up the lan­
guage which says the Secretary shall de­
termine what is · nutritious and what is 
nonnutritious. Again, I hope the com­
mittee, for the sake not of food stamp 
recipients, but for the sake of the people 
who are not food stamp recipients and 
who have to stand at check-out counters, 
will not open this Pandora's box. 

If we adopt this amendment clerks at 
the check-out counter will be saying, 
"Well, sorry, you cannot buy this diet 
food because that is not nutritious," or, 
"You cannot buy this product because it 
is not on the nutritious list." The whole 
concept of the food stamp program, 
when it came into existence, was to help 
the families in need of nutrition assist­
ance through food purchased in the nor­
mal channels of trade rather than food 
distributed from surplus commodities. 
We allowed people to buy stamps de­
pending on their income level and go to 
the supermarket just as any other per­
son does. 

Now, we want to set up a whole new 
standard in non-nutritious food. I think 
that is asking for much difficulty and in­
convenience for everyone in order to ban 
candy bars and pop. It is going to com­
plicate the food stores' operations im­
mensely. The Department is opposed. 
The retail food industry is opposed. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of 
this amendment. 

The CHAmMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Wisconsin <Mr. FROEHLICH) 
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to the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Washington <Mr. FoLEY). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. 
One hundred thirty-two Members are 

present, a quorum. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the necessary number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, this is going to be a 

short speech, which I am sure the Mem­
bers will be glad to hear. I think, unfor­
tunately, that the effort that was made 
originally on my substitute amendment 
has now been largely vitiated by the 
amendments which have been added to 
it. 

I hope that anyone who would have 
voted for my substitute in its original 
form will now vote against it. I, as the 
sponsor of the amendment, because of 
the amendments which have been at­
tached to it, ask that the committee now 
reject tbe Foley substitute amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Washington (Mr. FoLEY), 
as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a. di­
vision, demanded by Mr. TEAGUE of Cal­
ifornia) there were-ayes 57, noes 66. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 210, noes 207, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Anderson, Til. 
Archer 
Arends 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Ba.falis 
Baker 
Beard 
Bennett 
Blackburn 
Bowen 
Bray 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhlli, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Butler 
Byron 
Camp 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Collins, Tex. 
Collier 
conable 
Conlan 
Conte 
Coughlin 
crane 
Cronin 
Daniel. Dan 
Daniel, Robert 

w.,Jr. 

[Roll No. 356} 
AYES-210 

Davis. Wis. Hutchinson 
Dennis !chord 
Derwinski Jarman 
Devine Johnson, Colo. 
Dickinson Johnson, Pa. 
Dorn .Tones, N.c. 
Duncan Jones, Tenn. 
du Pont Keating 

· Edwards, Ala. Ketchum 
Erlenborn Kuykendall 
Esch Landrum 
Eshleman Latta. 
Findley Lent 
Flynt Lott 
Ford, Gerald R. Lujan 
Forsythe McClory 
Fountain McCloskey 
Frelin.ghuysen McCollister 
Frenzel McEwen 
Frey McKinney 
Gettys Madigan 
Gibbons Mahon 
Ginn Mailliard 
Goldwater Mallary 
Goodling Mann 
Green, O:reg. Maraziti 
Gross Martin, Nebr. 
Grover Martin, N.C. 
Gubser Mathias, Calif. 
Gunter Mathis, Ga. 
Guyer Mayne 
Haley Michel 
Hammer- Milford 

schmidt Miller 
- Hanrahan Minshall, Ohio 

Hansen, Idaho Mitchell, N.Y. 
Harvey Mizen 
Hastings . Montgomery 
Hebert Moorhead, 
Heinz Calif. 
Henderson Myers 
Hinshaw :Natcher 
Hogan Nelsen 
Hoi t Nichols 
Horton O'Brien 
Hosm.er Parris 
Huber Pettis 
Hudnut Powell, Ohio 
Hunt Preyer 

Price, Tex. 
Pritchard 
Quie 
Quillen 
Rarick 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Robinson. Va. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rogers 
Roncallo, N.Y. 
Rose 
Rousselot 
Runnels 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Sarasin 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schneebeli 

Sebelius 
-Shoup 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steelman 
steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Symms 
Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor, N.C. 
Teague, Cali!. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 

NOES--207 

Towell, Nev. 
Treen 
Vander Jagt 
Veysey 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, lil. 
Young, S.C. 
Zion 
zwach 

Abzug Froehlich Patten 
Adams Fulton Pepper 
Addabbo Gaydos Perkins 
Alexander Giaimo Peyser 
Anderson, Gilman Pickle 

Cali!. Gonzalez Pike 
Andrews, N.C. Grasso Poage 
Andrews, Gray Podell 

N.Dak. Green, Pa. Price,lll. 
Annunzio Glifiiths Railsback 
Ashley Gude Randall 
Aspin Hamilton Rangel 
Badillo Hanley Rees 
:Barrett Hanna Reid 
Bell Hansen, Wash. Reuss 
Bergland Harrington Riegle 
Bevill Harsha Rodino 
Biaggi Hawkins Roe 
Biester Hays Roncalio, Wyo. 
Bingham Hechler, W.Va. Rooney, N.Y. 
Boggs Heckler, Mass. Rooney, Pa. 
Boland Helstoski Rosenthal 
Bolling Hicks Rostenkowski 
Brademas Hillis Roush 
Brasco Holifield Roy 
Breaux Holtzman Ryan 
Brooks Howard St Germain 
Brown, Calif. Hungate Sarbanes 
Burke, Calif. Johnson, Calif. Schroeder 
Burke, Mass. Jones, Ala. Seiberling 
Burlison, Mo. Jones, Okla. Shipley 
Burton Jordan Sisk 
Carey, N.Y. Karth Slack 
Carney, Ohio Kastenmeier Smith, Iowa 
Casey, Tex. Kazen Staggers 
Chisholm Kluezynski Stanton, 
Clark Koch James V. 
Clay Kyros Stark 
Cleveland Leggett steed 
Collins, Til. Lehman Steele 
Conyers Litton Stratton 
Connan Long, La. Studds 
Cotter Long, Md. Sullivan 
Culver McCormack Symington 
Daniels, McDade Teague, Tex. 

Dominick V. McFall Thompson, N.J. 
Davis. Ga. McKay Thornton 
Davis, S.C. McSpadden Tiernan 
de la Garza Macdonald Udall 
Delaney Madden IDlman 
Dellenback Matsunaga Van Deerlin 
Dellums Mazzoli Van1k 
Denholm :Meeds Vigorito 
Dent Melcher Waggonner 
Diggs Metcai!e Waldie 
Dingell Mezvinsky Walsh 
Dol'lohue Minish Whalen 
Drinan Mink White 
Dulski Mitchell. M.d. Wilson, 
Eckhardt Moakley Charles H., 
Edwards, Calif. Moorhead, Pa. Cali!. 
Eilberg Morgan Wilson, 
Evans, Colo. Mosher Charles, Tex. 
Evins, Tenn. Moss Wolff 
Fascell Murphy, Dl. Wright 
Fish Murphy, N.Y. Wyatt 
Flood Nedzi Yates 
Flowers Nix Yatron 
Foley Obey Young, Ga. 
Ford, O'Hara Young, Tex. 

William D. O'Nem Zablocki 
Fraser Passman 

NOT VOTING-16 
Blatnik 
Danielson 
Downing 
Fisher 
Fuqua 
Kemp 

King 
Landgrebe 
Mills, Ark. 
Mollohan 
Owens 
Patman 

Roybal 
Ruppe 
Stokes 
Talcott 

So the amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The result of the- vote was announced 
as above recorded. · 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSOLIDATED FAR-M AND RURAL D~VELOPMENT 
ACT AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 5. The Consolidated Fa.rm. and Rural 
Development Act is amended as follows: 

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

"(13) (A) The Secretary, under such rea­
sonable rules and conditions as he shall es­
tablish, shall make grants to eligible volun­
teer fire departments for up to 50 per centum 
of the cost of firefighting equipment needed 
by such departments but which such depal't­
ments are unable to purchase through the 
resources otherwise available to them, anti 
for the cost o! 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 unincorpo­
rated area. where the population is less than 
two thouand but greater than two hundred, 
as reasonably determined by the Secretary." 

(b) Section 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 be made 
under this section, section 304, or section 
312 shall require or be subject to the prior 
approval of any officer, employee, or agency 
of any State:• 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE 0:&' 7EXAS 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRICE of 

Texas: Page 60, line 14, strike out the quota­
tion marks and insert the following: 

"(5) No certificates issued by the Secre­
tary or any private entity evidencing bene­
ficial ownership in a block of notes insured 
or guaranteed under this title shall be sub­
ject to laws administered by the Securities 
and Exchange Commission: Prov-ided, That 
the Secretary shall require any private en­
tity offering such certificates to place the 
insured or guaranteed notes in the custody 
of an institution chartered by a Federal or 
State agency to act as trustee and shall re­
quire. periodic reports as to the sale of such 
certificates: Pro-vided further, That any sale 
by the Secretary of such certificates shall be 
ti·eated as a. sale of assets for the purpose of 
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921." 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman. 
I will be very brief. This should be a 
noncontroversial amendment which I 
hope the distinguished manager of the 
bill will accept. 

During that committee's consideration 
of this legislation. certain amendments 
to the Rural Development Act of 19'l2 
were included because of the need that 
had become evident since passage of the 
act last August. 

One additional shortcoming has been 
brought to my attention since f.he Com­
mittee on Agriculture reported the bill 
now before us. As my colleagues will re­
call, one of the major thrusts of the 
Rural Development Act was to create 
new credit in rural America for business 
expansion through a system of Govern­
ment guarantees of loans--and I say 
again loans--made by private financial 
institutions. 

The President of the Independent 
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Bankers Association, an organization 
composed of most rural bankers in the 
Nation, has indicated that a secondary 
market for · guaranteed loans must be 
found if there is to be a continuing flow 
of capital to rural areas for busmess and 
industrial development. It is my under­
standing that if the individual guaran­
teed notes are sold to investors, they are 
exempt from Securities and Exchange 
Commission regulations. However, if 
these guaranteed notes are pooled and 
certificates of beneficial ownership are 
sold in the pool, they would not be 
exempt from SEC regulation. 

My amendment would merely extend 
this exemption to certificates evidencing 
ownership in a pool or block of notes 
guaranteed by the Secretary of Agricul­
ture through the Farmers Home Admin­
istration which has indicated their sup­
port of this amendment. I would add 
that the rights of investors would be 
safeguarded with the requirement that 
any private entity offering such certifi­
cates would be required to place the 
guaranteed notes in the custody of a 
trustee approved by the Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment 
will be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PRICE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read: 
The Clerk read as follows: 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 6. 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", re­
spectively, wherever such words appear. 
. (b) Section 404 of such Act is 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 fiscal year for which funds are first ap­
propriated and obligated by the Secretary of 
Agriculture carrying out this title." 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. O'HARA 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. O'HARA: Page 

61, line 3, after the period, insert: 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

"SEC. 7. No payment shall be made, direct­
ly or indirectly, to any producer of agricul­
tural commodities by any agency or instru­
mentality of the United States with respect 
to any crop which was planted, cultivated, 
or harvested during a labor dispute involving 
such producer and persons who have been 
in his employ." 

And redesignate the succeeding section. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a simple conforming amendment. The 
House earlier this afternoon made it 
clear that it did not want to be in the 
position, at least not in this bill, of sub­
sidizing either side of .a labor dispute, 
and pursuant to that expressed intention 
we voted not to permit the families of 
strikers to receive food stamps. What 
this amendment does is simply make 
that an evenhanded proposition. It 
says that no payment shall be given to 
any agricultural producer with respect 
to any crop that was planted, cultivated, 

or harvested while a labor dispute be­
tween that agricultural producer and 
persons who have been employed by him 
was in progress. 

That seems to me to be simple equity. 
If the House does not want to take one 
side or the other in these labor disputes, 
so be it. I did not think that was a wise 
decision, but now I think we ought to 
make this decision an equitable one. I 
ask for adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
· gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentleman 
· from California. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, of course I 
· myself am on the same side as the gen­
tleman from Michigan in connection 
with the strikers, and as the gentleman 
knows I voted against the Dickinson 
amendment. 

Let me say I do not know of any other 
area outside of California where his 
amendment could possibly be an item 
since I do not know of any other labor 
problems going on. I am not entirely sure 
what the application would be but on 
the other hand I agree with my colleague 
from Michigan that we should be even­
handed and I therefore support his 
amendment. 

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

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, I think the gentleman explained 
his amendment very clearly although we 
do not have a copy of it at the table. 

Mr. O'HARA. I apologize to the gen­
tleman from California. I scribbled the 

· amendment, after the adoption of the 
Dickinson amendment, on this amend­
ment form. My only copy is on the back 
of this report. If the gentleman has any 
questions I will be happy to respond. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. No, but I 
. have a statement. I think the gentleman 
must be offering this as a joke. My dis­
trict fortunately for me and for them is 

. not involved in these programs so it 
would not affect me personally at all but 
I think any Members who do come from 
districts that are receiving farm sub­
sidies cannot support the O'Hara amend­
ment. 

Mr. O'HARA. I do not offer it as a joke. 
I opposed the Dickinson amendment, but 
now that we have gone into that area I 
think we must be even-handed about it. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to my colleague 
from Michigan (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair­
. man, I am inclined to think the gentle­
man has gone a bit further than he has 

· stated, because the amendment covers 
planting, cultivating, or harvesting of 
crops, which is the full calendar year. I 
presume what we should do in the food 
stamp area if we are to be even handed 
as the gentleman suggests is that no one 
shall be eligible for food stamps if ·they 
have ever participated in a strike. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman is splitting hairs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentl~­
man from Michigan (Mr. O'HARA) . 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 85, noes 326, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

[Roll No. 357] 
AYES-85 

Abzug Eilberg Pepper 
Adams Fascell Podell 
Addabbo Flood Rangel 
Anderson, Ford, Rees 

Calif. William D. Reuss 
Badillo Fraser Roncalio, Wyo. 
Barrett Gaydos Rooney, N.Y. 
Bennett Gude Rooney, Pa. 
Biaggi Hansen, Wash. Rosenthal 
Bingham Harrington Roybal 
Bolling Hawkins Ryan 
Brademas Hicks St Germain 
Brasco Holifield Sarbanes 
Brown, Calif. Holtzman Saylor 
Burke, Calif. Howard Schroeder 
Burke, Mass. Karth Seiberling 
Burton Kluczynski Sisk 
Carey, N.Y. Koch Stark 
Carney, Ohio Kyros Thompson, N.J. 
Chisholm Long, Md. Tiernan 
Clay Madden Udall 
Conte Meeds Vanik 
Conyers Metcalfe Waldie 
Corman Mink White 
Cronin Mitchell, Md. Wilson, 
Dellums Moorhead, Pa. Charles H., 
Diggs Morgan ·Calif. 
Dingell Moss Wolff 
Drinan Nix Wyatt 
Edwards, Calif. O'Hara 

NOES-326 
Abdnor Collier Gonzalez 
Ale·xander Collins, Ill. Goodling 
Anderson, Ill. Collins, Tex. Grasso 
Andrews, N.C. Conable Gray 
Andrews, Conlan Green, Oreg. 

N.Dak. Cotter Green, Pa. 
Annunzio Coughlin Gross 
Archer Crane Grover 
Arends· Culver Gubser 
Armstrong Daniel, Dan Gunter 
Ashbrook Daniel, Robert Guyer 
Ashley W., Jr. Haley 
Aspin Daniels, Hamilton 
Bafalis Dominick V. Hammer-
Baker Davis, Ga. schmidt 
Beard Davis, S.C. Hanley 
Bell Davis, Wis. Hanrahan 
Bergland de Ia Garza. Hansen, Idaho 
Bevill Delaney Harsha 
Biester Dellenback Harvey 
Blackburn Denholm Hastings 
Boggs Dennis Hays 
Boland Dent Hechler, W.Va. 
Bowen Derwinski Heckler, Mass. 
Bray Devine Heinz 
Breaux Dickinson Henderson 
Breckinridge Donohue Hillis 
Brinkley Dorn Hinshaw 
Brooks Dulski Hogan 
Broomfield Duncan Hoi t 
Brotzman duPont Horton 
Brown, Mich. Eckhardt Hosmer 
Brown, Ohio Edwards, Ala. Huber 
Broyhill, N.C. Erlenborn Hudnut 
Broyhill, Va. Esch Hungate 
Buchanan Eshleman Hunt 
Burgener Evans, Colo. Hutchinson 
Burke, Fla. Evins, Tenn. Ichord 
Burleson, Tex. · Findley Jarman 
Burlison, Mo. Fish Johnson, Calif. 
Butler Flowers Johnson, Colo. 
Byron Flynt Johnson, Pa. 
Camp Foley Jones, Ala. 
Carter Ford, Gerald R. Jones, N.C. 
Casey, Tex. Forsythe Jones, Okla. 
Cederberg Fountain Jones, Tenn. 
Chamberlain Frelinghuysen Jordan 
Chappell Frenzel Kastenmeier 
Clancy Frey Kazen 
Clark Froehlich Keating 
Clausen, Fulton Ketchum 

Don H. Gettys Kuykendall 
Clawson, Del Giaimo Landrum 
Cleveland Gilman Latta 
Cochran Ginn Leggett 
Cohen Goldwater Lehman 
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. Long, La. Peyser 
Lott Pickle 
Lujan Pike 
McClory Poage 
McCloskey Powell , Ohio 
McCollister Preyer 
McCormack Price, Til. 
McDade Pritchard 
McEwen Quie 
McFall Quillen 
McKay Railsback 
McKinney Randall 
McSpadden Rarick 
Macdonald Regula 
Madigan Rhodes 
Mahon Riegle 
Mailliard Rinaldo 
Mallary Roberts 
Mann Robinson, Va. 
Maraziti Robison, N.Y. 
Martin, Nebr. Rodino 
Martin, N.C. Roe 
Mathias, Calif. Rogers 
Mathis, Ga. Roncalio, N.Y. 
Matsunaga. Bose 
Mayne Rostenkowski 
Mazzoli Roush 
Melcher Rousselot 
Mezvinsky Roy 
Michel Runnels 
Milford Ruppe 
Miller Ruth 
Minish Sandman 
Minshall, Ohio Sarasin 
Mitchell, N.Y. Satterfield 
Mizell Scherle 
Moakley Schneebeli 
Montgomery Sebelius 
Moorhead, Shipley 

Calif. Shoup 
Mosher Shriver 
Murphy, Dl. Shuster 
Murphy, N.Y. Sikes 
Myers Skubitz 
Natcher Slack 
Nedzi Smith,lowa 
Nelsen Smith, N.Y. 
Nichols Snyder 
Obey Spence 
O'Brien Staggers 
O'Neill Stanton, 
Parris J. William 
Passman Stanton, 
Patten James V. 
Perkins Steed 

Steele 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz . 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Symms 
Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor, N.C. 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, W is . 
Thone 
Thornton 
Towell, Nev. 
Treen 
Ullman 
Van Deerlln 
Vander Jagt 
Veysey 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalen 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnan 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles, Tex. 
Winn 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Ga. 
Young, TIL 
Young, S.C. 
Young. Tex. 
Zablccki 
Zion 
zwach 

NOT VOTING-22 
Blatnik 
Danielson 
Downing 
Fisher 
Fuqua 
Gibbons 
Griffiths 
Hanna 

Hebert 
Helstoski 
Kemp 
King 
Landgrebe 
Lent 
Mllls.Ark. 
Mollohan 

Owens 
Pat man 
Price, Tex. 
Reid 
Stokes 
Talcott 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ARMSTRONG 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered lly Mr. ARMST:&ONG: 

Page 61, immediately after line 3, insert the 
following new section: 

"SEc. 7. The authority to issue and en­
force orders and regulations under the Eco­
nomic Stabilization Act of 1970 to stabilize 
products expires on the date of enactment of 
this Act." 

Page 61, line 4, strike out "SEc. 7." and 
insert in lieu thereof "SEc. 8.". 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I suggest 
a point of order would lie against this 
amendment. I believe we have gone past 
this section of the bill, and I reserve 
a point of order. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
will ask the gentleman to restate his 
point of order. I believe he misunder­
stands the intent of the amendment be­
fore us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like 
to advise the gentleman from Washing­
ton that we have not passed the section. 

The gentleman from Colorado is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is simple; it 
is to exempt from price controls all raw 
and processed agricultural products. 

Clearly the futility of such controls 
has been amply demonstrated during the 
last several months. Any homemaker can 
tell you prices have not been controlled 
at the supermarket level. But while the 
controls have failed in their intended 
purpose, they have nonetheless suc­
ceeded conspicuously in creating short­
ages, causing product quality deteriora­
tion as well as other distortions in the 
agricultural and consumer market econ­
omy. 

It is clear, I am sure, to all o.f us that 
still worse shortages, rationing, black 
markets, and further product quality 
deterioration will be ahead as well as 
the potential of permanent damage to 
the agricultural base of this country un­
less these trends are reversed. 

There is a very real danger of food 
shortages in this country if we persist 
in the present economic policies. 

Even at this late date I am sure there 
are those among us who find it hard to 
think of food shortages in this land of 
plenty. But, may I cite for a moment 
the grim statistics to indicate what is 
ahead. 

Beef production in the United States 
is down sharply. Total production is off 
4 percent from. January to May. In the 
most recent statistics available, which 
are only for the federally inspected por­
tion of the beef production, show an even 
more ominous trend: Production is off 
7.5 percent for the 5 weeks ending July 
7 as compared with a similar period last 
year. 

As a result, meat packing plants are 
curtailing production. Since the price 
freeze plants have closed in Alabama, 
Arkansas, Colorad>O, Connecticut, Flor­
ida, Kansas, Kentucky, Iowa, Maryland, 
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, and Okla­
homa, according to a partial list fur­
nished tome recently. 

In addition, plants have curtailed pro­
duction in several oth&r states includ­
ing Dlinois, Indiana, Texas, Virginia, and 
Wisconsin. 

All over the country feedlots are in 
trouble. Caught in the crunch between 
1ising costs and :frozen prices, it is no 
wonder that the number of cattle being 
put into our feedlots is dropping. 

Hog slaughter is also down 9, percent 
according to the latest USDA figures for 
the first 5 months of the year. 

Per capita meat consumption of red 
meat-beef, pork, veal. lamb and mut­
ton-is expected to drop by 7 pounds per 
person tbis year~ bringing us to the low­
es'; level in 6 years, one of the sharpest 
year-to-year drops ever recorded. Total 
beef production in 1973 will be about 5.5 
percent less than what was expected, ac­
cording to the American Meat Institute. 

Nor is it simply meat that is suffer­
ing. Dairymen are cutting back on their 
herds. USDA :figures show there are 152,-
000 fewer dairy animals in production 
today than on January 1. 

Mr. Chairman, in summary, let me 
say this: Clearly we are violating basic 
economic laws, and the longer we delay 

in returning to a responsible economic 
policy th€ worse the consequences will 
become. 

Mr. Chairman, when I left this amend­
ment at the desk 3 days ago, I did not 
know what action would be taken by the 
Cost of Living Council. I had no way to 
know that the price freeze on agricul­
tural products would be partially sus­
pended by the time we reached this point 
in the bill. But let me say this; the par­
tial relief which we have received in no 
way lessens the necessity for Congress 
to declare itself, and act to protect the 
American consumer from these short­
ages, and to give a square deal to the 
people in agriculture for their produc­
tion. 

Administrative remedy is insufficient 
to meet this problem. This is a problem 
fot· which Congress will bear the re­
sponsibility if we do not act now. 

Ml·. Chairman, I ask that my amend­
ment be. adopted. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gen Ueman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman from Colorado 
yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the gen­
tleman from Colorado on offering his 
amendment. I think he has done the 
House a genuine service by bringing his 
amendment before us today. 

It appears to me that what we a.re 
trying to do in this country is insulate 
ourselves from the inclement world 
markets. and in o1·der to do that we need 
to have what the gentleman is suggest­
ing that will give us an opportunity 
to free up our incentives to produce on 
the farm. 

So again, Mr. Chairman, I congratu­
late the gentleman from Colorado on 
offering his amendment, and 1 urge my 
colleagues to support the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Colorado has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would ask 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
FoLEY) whether the gentleman insists 
upon his point of order? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I do. 
P()INT 01' ORDE& 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of oroer. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I must in­
sist upon my point of order, because the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado is not germane to the bill. 

H.R. 8860 is an agriculture and farm 
program and deals only with a program 
specified under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Agriculture. This amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado, which amends the Economic 
Stabilization Act, was not before the 
Committee on Agriculture for its con­
sideration and jUiisdiction. Accordingly 
I suggest the amendment is not germane 
to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Colorado desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
do. I would respectfully point out that 
this is not the point of order which the 
gentleman from Washington earlier re­
served, and I would, therefore, inquire of 

. 
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the Chair at this point if such a point of 
order is timely. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like 
to advise the gentleman from Colorado 
that the gentleman from Washington 
was heard on a point of order, and at 
that time he did not have to state the 
basis for his reservation. His point of 
order is now in order. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I think 
if the Chair will read the RECORD, he will 
find that the gentleman from Washing­
ton raised a point of order, and it was 
said it was out of order, because we had 
not come to that point in the RECORD. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserved 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like 
to advise the gentleman from Pennsylva­
nia <Mr. SAYLOR) and the gentleman 
from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG) and the 
committee that the gentleman from 
Washington reserved a point of order. 
Do the gentlemen desire to be heard fur­
ther on the point of order? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Yes, Mr. Chair­
man, I do. I call the attention of the 
Chair and of the Members of the body 
to the purpose of the bill which is ex­
pressed in the title: 

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

The elements of this bill are supply 
and price, and, indeed, these are the mat­
ters which are addressed in, I believe, a 
very meaningful and important way by 
the amendment which I have offered. I 
think this amendment clearly is ger­
mane. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. NATCHER). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG) 
pertains to the Economic Stabilization 
Act of 1970. This amendment goes to the 
authority of the President of the United 
States under the Economic Stabilization 
:Act as reported to the House by the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
and is not germane to this bill. The 
Chair, therefore, sustains the point of 
order. 

Are there further amendments to sec-
tion 6? 

If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 7. This Act may be cited as the "Agri­

culture and Consumer Protection Act of 
1973". 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
any amendments and the bill conclude at 
6 o'clock. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the bill and all amend­
ments thereto conclude at 6 o'clock. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Washington. 

The motion was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr~ FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. FoLEY: Strike out all after the 
enacting clause and substitute the following: 

That the Agricultural Act of 1970 1s 
amended as follows: 

Payment Limitation 
(1) Section 101 is amended by-
(A) amending subsection (1), effective be­

ginning with the 1974 crop, to read as 
follows: 

''(1) The total amount of payments which 
a person shall be entitled to receive under 
each of the annual programs established by 
titles IV and V, of this Act for the 1974 
through 1977 crops 9f the commodities shall 
not exceed $20,000." 

(B) amending subsection (2) effective 
beginning with the 1974 crop, to read as 
follows: 

"(2) The term 'payments' as used in this 
section shall not include loans or purchases, 
or a.ny part of any payment which 1s deter­
mined by the Secretary to represent com­
pensation for resource adjustment or public 
access for recreation." 

DAIRY PROGRAM 
Milk Marketing Orders 

(2) Section 201 is amended by-
(A) amending section 201(e) by striking 

out "1973" and inserting "1977", and by 
striking out "1976" and inserting "1980", and 

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

"(f) 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 
subsection 8c(l7) 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 hearing 
i! the proposed amendment is one that may 
legally be made to such order Subsection 
( 12) of this section shall not be construed 
to permit any cooperative to act for its mem­
bers 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 hear­
ing 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 bis 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 8c(18) the phrase 
'to meet current needs and further to assure 
a level of farm income adequate to maintain 
productive capacity sufficient to meet antic­
ipated future needs'." 
MH:k Price Support, Butterfat Price Support 

Suspension 
(3) 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, refiect changes in the 
cost of production, and assure a level of 
f.arm income adequate to maintain produc­
tive capacity 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 
(4) Section 203 is amended by striking out 

"1973" and inserting "1977". 
Dairy Indemnity Program 

( 5) Section 204 is amended by-
( A) striking out "1973" and inserting 

"1977"; and 
(B) striking subsection (b) and substitu­

ting therefor the following: 
"(b) Section 1 of said Act 1s amended to 

read as follows: 
"'SECTION 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 
Agriculture Act of 1973 in the case of indem­
nity payments not authorized prior to such 
date of enactment), to remove their milk, 
and to make indemnity payments for dairy 
products at fair market value to manufac­
turers of dairy products who have been di­
rected since the date of enactment of the 
Agricultural Act of 1970 to remove their 
dairy products from commercial markets be­
cause of residues of chemicals registered 
and approved for use by the Federal Govern­
ment at the time of such use. Any indemnity 
payment to any farmer shall continue until 
he has been reinstated and is again allowed 
to dispose of his milk on commercial mar­
kets.'" 

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

"Dairy Import Licenses 
"SEc. 205. Section 22 of the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 624) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the follow­
ing: 

" '(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 
under this section during any period after 
the enactment of the Agriculture Act of 
1973, the Secretary shall make licenses 
available for a thirty-day period before is­
suing licenses to other applicants to domes­
tic producers and processors who agree to 
import such dairy products: Provided, how­
ever, That such licenses shall not be sold, 
transferred or assigned. For purposes of this 
subsection, dairy products include ( 1) all 
forms of milk and dairy products, butter­
fat, milk solids-not-fat, and any combi­
nation or mixture thereof; (2) any article, 
compound, or mixture containing 5 per cen­
tum or more of butterfat, or milk solids-not­
fat, or any combinations of the two; and (3) 
lactose, and other derivatives of milk, but­
terfat, or milk solids-not-fat, if imported 
commercially for any food use. Dairy prod­
ucts do not include ( 1) casein, caseinates, 
industrial casein, industrial caseinates, or 
any other industrial products, not to be 
used in any form for any food use, or an in­
gredient of food; or (2) articles not normal­
ly considered to be dairy products, such as 
candy, bakery goods, and other similar ar­
ticles: Provided, That dairy products in any 
form, in any such article are not commer­
cially extractable or capable of being used 
commercially as a replacement or substitute 
for such ingredients in the manufacture of 
any food product.' 

"PRODUCER 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 Agriculture Act ot 
1973 as it was prior-thereto." 
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(7) 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 sec­
tion 708 and insert the following: 'The Sec­
retary of Agriculture is authorized to enter 
into agreements with, or to approve agree­
ments entered into between, marketing co­
operatives, trade associations, or others en­
gaged or whose members are engaged in the 
handling of wool, mohair, sheep, or goats or 
the products thereof for the purpose of de­
veloping and conducting on a national, State, 
or regional basis advertising and sales promo­
tion programs and programs for the develop­
ment and dissemination of information on 
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 
mohair or goats or the products thereof pro­
duced in the United States.'." 

WHEAT PROGRAM 
Wheat Production Incentives 

(8) Effective beginning with the 1974 crop 
section 401 is amended by striking out "1971, 
1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 through 
1977" and section 107 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as it appears therein, is amended 
by-

( A) amending section 107(a) to read as 
follows: 

" (a) Loans and purchases on each crop of 
wheat shall be made available at such level 
as the Secretary determines appropriate, tak­
ing into consideration competitive world 
prices of wheat, the feeding value of wheat 
in relation to feed grains, and the level at 
which price support is made available for 
feed grains:. Provided, That in no event shall 
such level be in excess of the parity price for 
wheat or less than $1.49 per bushel.'' 

(B) substituting the word "payments" for 
the word "certificates" in section 107(b); 

(C) striking the quotation mark at the 
end of section 107(b); and 

(D) adding at the end of the section the 
following: 

"(c) Payments shall be made for each crop 
of wheat to the producers on each farm in an 
amount determined by multiplying (i) the 
amount by which the higher of-

"(1) the national weighted average market 
price received by farmers during the first five 
months of the marketing year for such crop, 
as determined by the Secretary, or 

"(2) the loan level determined under sub­
section (a) for such crop 

is less than the established price of $2.05 per 
bushel, adjusted for each of the 1975 through 
1977 crops to reflect any changes in the index 
of prices paid by farmers for production 
items, interest, taxes, and wage rates, times 
(ii) the allotment for the farm for such crop, 
times (iii) the projected yield established 
for the farm with such adjustments as the 
Secretary determines necessary to provide a 
fair and equitable yield: Provided, That any 
increase that would otherwise be made in the 
established price to reflect a change in the 
index of prices paid by farmers shall be ad­
lusted to reflect any change in (i) the na­
tional average yield per acre of wheat for 
the three calendar years preceding the year 
for which the determination is made, over 
(11) the national average yield per acre of 
wheat for the three calendar years preceding 
the year previous to the one for which the 
determination is made. If the Secretary de­
termines that the producers are prevented 
from planting, or if planted, prevented from 
harvesting any portion of the farm average 

allotment to wheat or other nonconserving 
crop, because of drought, flood, or other na­
tural disaster or condition beyond the con­
trol of the producer, the rate of payment on 
such portion shall be the larger of (A) the 
foregoing rate, or (B) one-third of the estab­
lished price. The Secretary shall provide for 
the sharing of payments made under this 
subsection for any farm among the producers 
on the farm on a fair .and equitable basis." 
Termination of Wheat Certificate Program, 

Farm Acreage Allotments 
(9) Section 402 is amended by inserting 

"(a)" after the section designation and add­
ing 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) shall 
not be applicable to the 1974 through 1977 
crops of wheat, except as provided in para­
graphs (B) and (C) of this subsection. 

"(B) Section 379b(c) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended by sub­
section (a) of this section (which provides 
for a set-aside program), shall be effective 
with respect to the 1974 through 1977 crops 
of wheat with the following changes: 

"(i) The phrase 'payments .authorized by 
section 107(c) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949' shall be substituted for the word 'cer­
tificates' and the phrases 'certificates au­
thorized in subsection (b)' and 'marketing 
certificates' each place they occur. 

"(11) The word 'domestic' shall be stricken 
each place it occurs. 

"(iii) The second sentence of section 379b 
(c) ( 1) is amended to read as follows: •u a 
set-aside of cropland is in effect under this 
subsection (c), then as a condition of eligi­
bility for loans, purchases, and payments 
authorized by section 107(c) of the Agricul­
tural Act of 1949, the producers on a farm 
must set aside and devote to approved con­
servation uses an acreage of cropland equal 
to (i) such percentage of the wheat allot- · 
ment for the farm as may be specified by the 
Secretary and will be estimated by the Sec­
retary to result in a set-aside not in excess 
of thirteen and three-tenths million acres 
in the case of the 1971 crop; plus, if required 
by the Secretary, (ii) the acreage of crop­
land on the farm devoted in preceding years 
to soil conserving uses, as determined by the 
Secretary.' 

"(iv) The third sentence in 379b(c) (1) is 
amended to read as follows: 'The Secretary 
is authorized for the 1974 through 1977 crops 
to limit the acreage planted to wheat on the 
farm to a percentage of the acreage allot­
ment.' 

"(v) '1971 through 1977' shall be substi­
tuted for '1971, 1972, and 1973' each place it 
occurs other than in the third sentence of 
section 379b(c) (1). 

"(vi) After the second sentence of section 
379b(c) (3) the following shall be inserted: 
'The Secretary may, in the case of programs 
for the 1974 through 1977 crops, pay an ap­
propriate share of the cost of practices de­
signed to carry out the purposes of the fore­
going sentences.' 

"(C) Sections 379b (d), (e), (g), and (i) 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended by subsection (a) of this section, 
shall be effective for the 1974 through 1977 
crops amended to read as follows: 

" ' (d) The Secretary shall provide for the 
sharing of payments made under this section 
for any farm among producers on the farm 
on a fair and equitable basis. 

" ' (e) In any case in which the failure of 
a producer to comply fully with the terms 
and conditions of the program formulated 
under this section precludes the making .of 
loans, purchases, and payments, the Secre­
tary may, nevertheless, make such loans, 
purchases, and payments in such amounts 
as he determines to be equitable in relation 
to the seriousness of the default. 

" '(g) The Secretary is authorized to is-

sue such regulations as he determines neces­
sary to carry out the provisions of this title. 

"'(i) The Secretary shall carry out the 
program authorized by this section through 
the Commodity Credit Corporation.' 

"(D) Section 379c of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938, effective only with 
respect to the 1974 through 1977 crops of 
wheat, is amended to read as follows: 

"'SEc. 379c. (a) (1) The farm acreage 
allotment !or each crop of wheat shall be 
determined as provided in this section. The 
Secretary shall proclaim the national acreage 
allotment not later than April 15 of each 
calendar year for the crop harvested in the 
next succeeding calendar year. Such na­
tional allotment shall be the number of acres 
he determines on the basis of the estimated 
national average yieltl. for the crop for which 
the determination is being made will pro­
duce the quantity (less imports) that he 
estimates will be utilized domestically and 
for export during the marketing year for 
such crop. If the Secretary determines that 
carryover stocks are excessive or an increase 
in stocks is needed to assure a desirable 
carryover, he may adjust the allotment by 
the amount he determines will accomplish 
the desired decrease or increase in carry­
over stocks. The national acreage allotment 
for any crop of wheat shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary among the States on the 
basis of the apportionment to each State 
of the national acreage allotment for the 
preceding crop (1973 national domestic 
allotment in the case of apportionment of 
the 1974 national acreage allotment) ad­
justed to the extent deemed necessary by 
the Secretary to establish a fair and equi­
table apportionment base for each State 
taking into consideration established crop 
rotation practices, the estimated decrease in 
farm acreage allotments, and other relevant 
factors. 

"'(2) The State acreage allotment for 
wheat, less a reserve of not to exceed 1 per 
centum thereof for apportionment as pro­
vided in this subsection, shall be appor­
tioned by the Secretary among the counties 
in the State, on the basis of the apportion­
ment to each such county of the wheat 
allotment. for the preceding crop, adjusted to 
the extent deemed necessary by the Secre­
tary in order to establish a fair and equitable 
apportionment base for each county taking 
into consideration established crop-rotation 
practices, the estimated decrease in farm 
allotments, and other relevant factors. 

"'(3) The farm allotment for each crop 
of wheat shall be determined by apportion­
ing the county wheat allotment among farms 
in the county which had a wheat allotment 
for the preceding crop on the basis of such 
allotment, adjusted to reflect established 
crop-rotation practices and such other fac­
tors as the Secretary determines shoUld be 
considered for the purpose of establishing a 
fair and equitable allotment. Notwithstand­
ing any other provision of this subsection, 
the farm allotment shall be adjusted down­
ward to the extent required by subsection 
(b). 

"'(4) Not to exceed 1 per centum of the 
State allotment for any crop may be appor­
tioned to farms for which there was no 
allotment for the preceding crop on the basis 
of the following factors: suitability of the 
land for production of wheat, the past ex­
perience of the farm operator in the produc­
tion of wheat, the extent to which the !arm 
operator is dependent on income from farm­
ing for his livelihood, the production of 
wheat on other farms owned, operated, or 
controlled by the farm operator, and such 
other factors as the Secretary determines 
should be considered for the purpose of 
establishing fair and equitable !arm allot­
ments. No part of such reserve shall be 
apportioned to a farm to reflect new crop­
land brought into production after the date 
of enactment of the set-aside program for 
wheat. 
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"'(5) The -planting on a farm of wheat or 
any crop for which no farm allotment was 
established shall not make the farm eligible 
for an allotme-nt under subsection (a) (3) 
nor sha-ll such farm by reason of such plant­
ing be considered ineligible for an allotment 
under subsection (a) (4). 

"'(6) The Secretary may make such ad­
justments in acreage under this Act as he 
determines necessary to correct for abnormal 
factors affecting production, and to give due 
consideration to tillable acreage, crop rota­
tion practices, types of soil, soil and water 
conservation measures, and topography, and 
in addition, in the case of conserving use 
acreages, to such other factors as he deems 
ne-cessary in order to establish a fair and 
equitable covering use acre~ge for the farm. 
_ "'(b) (1) If for any crop the total acreage 
of wheat planted on a !arm is less than the 
farm allotment, the farm allotment used as 
a base for the succeed~g cro_p shall be re­
duced by the percentage by which such 
planted acreage was less than such farm 
allotment, but such reduction shall not ex­
ceed 20 per centum of the :farm allotment 
for the preceding crop. If no acreage has 
been planted to wheat for three consecutive 
crop years on any farm which has an allot­
ment, such farm shall lose its allotment. 
Producers on any farm who have planted to 
wheat not less than 90 per centum of the 
allotment for the farm shall be considered 
to have planted an acreage equal to 100 per 
centum of such allotment. An acreage on 
the farm which the Secretary determines 
was not planted to wheat because of drought, 
flood, or other natural disaster or condition 
beyond the control of the producer shall be 
considered to be an acreage of wheat planted 
for harvest. For the purpose of this subsec­
tion, the Se-cretary may permit producers of 
wheat to have acreage devoted to soybeans, 
feed grains for which there is a set-aside 
program in effect, guar, castor beans, cotton, 
triticale, oats, rye, or such other crops as 
the Secretary may deem appropriate con­
sidered as devoted to the production of wheat 
to such extent and subject to such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary determines 
will not impair the effective operation of the 
program. 

"'(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (b) (1), no farm allotment shall 
be reduced or lost through failure to plant 
the farm allotment, if the producer ele-cts 
not to receive payments for the portion of 
the farm allotment not planted, to which 
he would otherwise be entitled under the 
provisions of section 107(c) of the Agricul­
tural Act of 1949.'" 
Repeal of Processor Certificate Requirement 

(10) Section 403 is amended by inserting 
" (a) " after the section designation and by 
inserting at the end thereof the following: 

"(b) Sections 379d, S79e, 379f, 379g, 379h, 
379i, and 379j of the A_gricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938 (which deal with market­
ing certificate requirements for _processors 
and exporters) shall not be applicable to 
wheat processed or exported during the 
period July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1978; 
and section 379g is amended by adding the 
follo-wing new subsection (c) : 

"(c) The Secretary is authorized to take 
such action as he determines to be necessary 
to facilitate the transition from the certi­
ficate program provided for under section 
379d to a program under which no certificates 
are required. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of law, such authority shall include, 
but shall not be limited to the authority to 
exempt all or a portion of wheat or food 
products made tb.erefrom in the channels of 
trade on July 1, 1973, from the marketing 
restrictions in .subsection (b) of section 379d, 
or to sell certific-ates to persons owning such 
wheat or food products made therefrom at 
such price and under such terms and condi­
tions as the Secretary may determine. Any 

such certificate shall be issued by the Com­
modity Credit Corporation. Nothing herein 
shall authorize the Secretary to require cer­
tificates on wheat processed ·after June 30, 
1973.'." 

Suspension of Wheat Marketing Quotas 
( 11) Section 404 is amended by striking 

"1971, 1972, and 1973" wherever it appears 
and inserting "1971 through 1977", and by 
striking "1972 and 197.3" and inserting "1972 
through 1977". 
State Agency Allotments, Yield Calculations 

(12) (a) Section 405 is .amended by strik­
ing out "1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting 
"1971 through 1977"; and by repealing pa.ra­
graph (2) effective with the 1974 crop; by 
inserting " (a) " after the section designation; 
by changing the period and quotation ma.rk 
at the end of the section to a. semioolon; and 
by adding at the end of the sectio-n the fol­
lo-wing: 

"(b') Effective with respect to the 1974 
through 1977 crops s~tion SOl(b) (13) (K) o-f 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by adding after 'three calendar 
years' the following: '(five calendar years in 
the ease of wheat)', an-d section 708 of Pub­
lic Law 89-321 is amended by inserting in the 
second sentence after 'determining the pro­
je-cted yield' the following ' (except that in 
the case o-f wheat, if -the yield is abnormally 
low in any one of the calendar years of the 
base perio-d because of drought, flood, or 
other ll81tural disaster, the Secretary shall 
take into account the actual yield proved by 
the producer in the other four years of such 
base period)'.'' 

Suspension of Quota Provisions 
( 13) Section 406 is amended by striking out 

"1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 
through 1977". 
Reduction in Wheat Stored To Avoid Penalty 

(1.4) Se-ction 407 O'f the Agricultural Aci of 
1970 is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: "Notwithstanding the forego­
ing, the Secretary may authorize release of 
wheat stored by a producer under section 
379c (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, prior to the 1971 crop, 
whenever he determines such release will not 
significantly affe-ct market prices for wheat. 
As a oondition o-f release, the Secretary may 
require a refund of such portion of the value 
of certificates re-ceived in the crop year the 
e·xcess wheat was produced as he deems ap­
propriate considering the period of time the 
excess wheat has been in storage and the 
need to --provide fair and equitable treatment 
among an wheat program participants.". 
Application of the Agricultural Act of 1949 

( 15) Section 408 is amended by &triking 
out "1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting 
"1971 through 1977". 
Commodity Credit Corporation Sales Price 

Re&trictio-ns 
(16) Section 409 is amended by striking 

out "1971, 1972, and 1973'" and inserting 
"1971 through 1977 ... 

Set-Aside on Summer Fallow Farms 
(17) Section 410 is amended bystrikingout 

"1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 
through 1977". 

FEED GRAIN PROGRAM 
(18) Effective only with respect to the 1974 

through 1977 crops of feed grains, section 501 
is amended by-

(A) striking out that portion through the 
first colon and section 105(a) of the Agri­
cultural Act of 1949, as it appears therein, 
and inserting the following: 

"SEc. 501. (a) Effective only with respect 
to the 1971 thro"Qgh 1977 crops of feed grains, 
section 105 (a) of the Agricultur.al Act of 
1949, as amended, is further amended to 
read as follows: 

"'SEc. 105. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of law-

" ' (a) ( 1) The Secretary shall make avail­
able to producers loans and purchases on 
each crop of corn at such level, not less than 
$1.19 per bushel nor in excess of 90 per 
centum of the' parity price therefor, as the 
Secretary determines will encourage the ex­
portation of feed grains and not result in 
excessive total stocks of feed grains in the 
United States. 

"• (2) The Secretary shall make available 
to producers loans and purchases on each 
crop of barley, oats, and rye, respectively, 
a.t such level as the Secretary determines is 
fair and reasonable in relation to the level 
that loans and purchases are made available 
for corn, taking into consideration the feed­
ing value of such commo-dity in relation to 
corn and the other factors specified in sec­
tion 401(b), and on each crop of grain 
sorghums at such level as the Secre-tary de­
tennines is fair and reasonable in relation to 
the level that loans and purchases are made 
available for co-rn, taking into co-nsideration 
the feeding value and average transportation 
costs to market of grain sorghums in rela­
tion to corn.'.'' 

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

"(b) Effective only with respect to the 
1974 through 1977 crops of feed grains, sec­
tion 105(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is further amended to read as 
follows: 

" '(b) ( 1) In addition, the Secretary shall 
make available to producers payments for 
each crop of corn, grain sorghums, and, 11 
designated by the Secretary, barley, com­
puted by multiplying ( 1) the payment rate, 
times (2) the allotment for the farm for 
such crop, times (3) the yield established 
for the farm for the preceding crop with 
such adjustments as the Secretary deter­
mines necessary to provide a fair and equit­
able yield. The payment rate for corn shall 
be the amount by which the higher of-

.. '(1) the national weighted average mar­
ket price received by farmers during the nrst 
five months of the marketing year for such 
crop, as determined by the Secretary, or 

"' (2) the loan level determined under 
subsection (a) for such crop 

is less tha.-n the establiShed price of $1.38 
per bushel, adjusted for each of the 197.5 
through 1977 crops to reflect any Changes in 
the index of prices paid by fanners for pro­
duction items, interest, taxes, and wage 
rates: Provided, That an-y increase that 
would otherwise be made in the established 
price to reflect a change in the index of prices 
paid by fanners shall be adjusted to reflect 
any change in (i) the national average yield 
per acre of feed grains for the three calenda;r 
years preceding the year for which the deter­
.mination is made, over (ii) the national 
average yield per acre of feed grains for the 
three calendar -yea-rs preceding the yea;r pre­
vious to the one for which the determination 
is made. The · payment rate for grain sor­
ghums and, if designated by the Secretary, 
barley, shall be such rate as the Secretary 
de-termines fair and reasonable in relation 
to the rate at which payments .are made 
available for corn. If the Secretary deter­
mines that the --producers on a farm are 
prevented from planting or if planted, pre­
vented from harvesting any portion of the 
farm acreage allotment to feed grains or 
other nonconserving crop, because of 
drought, flood, or other natural disaster or 
condition beyond the c.ontrol of the producer, 
the rate of payment on such portion shall 
be the larger of (A) the foregoing rate, or 
(B) one-third of the established price. 

" '(2) The Secretary shall, prior to January 
1 of each calendar year, determine .and pro­
cla.im for the crop produced in such calendar 
year a national acreage allotment for feed 
grains, which shall be the number of acres 
be determines on the basis of the estimated 
national average yield of the feed grains 
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included in the program for the crop for 
which the determination is being made will 
produce the quantity (less imports) of such 
feed grains that he estimates will be utilized 
domestically and for export during that 
marketing year for such crop. If the Secretary 
determines that carryover stocks of any of 
the feed gains are excessive or an increase in 
stocks is needed to assure a desirable carry­
over, he may adjust the feed grain allotment 
by the amount he determines will accomplish 
the desired decrease or increase in carryover 
stocks. State, county, and farm feed grain 
allotments shall be established on the basis 
of the feed grain allotments established for 
the preceding crop (for 1974 on the basis of 
the feed grain bases established for 1973), 
adjusted to the extent deemed necessary to 
establish a fair and equitable apportionment 
base for each State, county, and farm. Not 
.to exceed 1 per centum of the State feed 
grain allotment may be reserved for appor­
tionment to new feed grain farms on the 
basis of the following factors: suitability of 
the land for production of feed grains, the 
extent to which the farm operator is de­
pendent on income from farming for his live­
lihood, the production of feed grains on 
other farms owned, operated, or controlled 
by the farm operator, and such other factors 
as the Secretary determines should be con­
sidered for the purpose of establishing fair 
and equitable feed grain allotments. 

"'(3) If for any crop the total acreage on 
a farm planted to feed grains included in 
the program formulated under this subsec­
tion is less than the feed grain allotment for 
the farm, the feed grain allotment for the 
farm for the succeeding crops shall be re­
duced by the percentage by which the 
planted acreage is less than the feed grain 
allotment for the farm, but such reduction 
shall not exceed 20 per centum of the feed 
grain · allotment. If no acreage has been 
planted to such feed grains for three con­
secutive crop years on any farm which has 
a feed grain allotment, such farm shall lose 
its feed grain allotment: P1'ovided, That no 
farm feed grain allotment shall be reduced 
or lost through failure to plant, if the pro­
ducer elects not to receive payment for such 
portion of the farm feed grain allotment not 
planted, to which he would otherwise be en­
titled under the provisions of this Act. Any 
such acres eliminated from any farm shall 
be assigned to a national pool for the adjust­
ment of feed grain allotments as provided 
for in subsection (e) (2) ~ Producers on any 
farm who have planted to such feed grains 
not less than 90 per centum of the feed grain 
allotment shall be considered to have planted 
an acreage equal to 100 per centum of such 
allotment. An acreage on the farm which the 
Secretary determines was not planted to such 
feed grains because of drought, flood, or 
other natural disaster or condition beyond 

·the control of the producer shall be con­
sidered to be an acreage of feed grains 
planted for harvest. For the purpose of this 
paragraph, the Secretary may permit pro­
ducers of feed grains to have acreage devoted 
to soybeans, wheat, guar, castor beans, cot­
ton, triticale, oats, rye, or such other crops 
as the Secretary may deem appropriate, con­
sidered as devoted to the production of 
such feed grains to such extent and subject 
to such terms and conditions as the Secre­
tary determines will not impair the effective 
operation of the feed grain or soybean pro­
gram.'." 

(C) striking out "1971, 1972, 1973" where 
it appears in that part which amends section 
105(c) (1) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 
and inserting "1971 through 1977", and by 
amending the second sentence of section ·105 

· (c) ( 1) to read as follows: "If a set-aside of 
cropland is in effect under this subsection 
(c), then as a condition of eligibility for 
loans, purchases, and payments on corn, 
grain sorghums, and, if designated by the 
Secretary, barley, respectively, the producers 

on a farm must set aside and devote to ap­
proved conservation uses an acreage of crop­
land equal to (i) such percentage of the 
feed grain allotment for the farm as may be 
specified by the Secretary, plus, if required 
by the Secretary (ii) the acreage of cropland 
on the farm devoted in preceding years to 
soil conserving uses, as determined by the 
Secretary.'' 

(D) amending the third sentence of sec­
tion 105(c) (1) to read as follows: "The Sec­
retary is authorized for the 1974 through 
1977 crops to limit the acreage planted to 
feed grains on the farm to a percentage of 
the farm acreage allotment.'', 

(E) striking out paragraphs (1) and (3) 
of subsection (e) and striking out all of sub­
section (g), 

(F) inserting after the second sentence of 
section 105(c) (3) the following: "The Sec­
retary may, in the case of programs for the 
1974 through 1977 crops, pay an appropriate 
share of the cost of practices designed to 
carry out the purposes of the foregoing sen­
tences.'' 

PUBLIC LAW 480 
(26) Title VII is amended-
( A) by striking out "1973" and inserting 

"1977" in section 701; and 
(B) by adding a new section 703 as fol­

lows: 
"SEc. 703. Title IV of such Act is amended 

by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"SEc. 411. No agricultural commodities 

shall be sold under title I or title III or 
donated under title II of this Act to North 
Vietnam, unless by an Act of Congress en­
acted subsequent to July 1, 1973, assistance 
to North Vietnam is specifically authorized.' ' 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
(27) Title VIII is amended as follows: 

Beekeeper Indemnities 
(A) Section 804 is amended by striking out 

"December 31, 1973" and inserting "Decem­
ber 31, 1977". 

Export Sales Reporting 
(B) By adding the following new sec­

tions: 
"SEc. 807. All exporters of wheat and wheat 

flour, feed grains, oil seeds, cotton and prod­
ucts thereof, and other commodities the Sec­
retary may designate produced in the Uni­
ted 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
fied in any manner during the reporting pe­
riod: (a) type, class, and quantity of the 
commodity sought to be exported, (b) the 
marketing year of shipment, (c) destination, 
if known. IndivJ.dual reports shall remain 
confidential but shall be compiled by the 
Secretary and published in compilation form 
each week following the week of reporting. 

.An exporters of agricultural commodities pro-
duced 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 section 
shall be fined not more than $25,000 or im­
prisoned 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 commodity sub­
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 
surplus, 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 Sec-

retary. Extensions of. such suspension, if any, 
shall also be limited to sixty days each and 
shall only 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 usage in excess of production 
needs, to develop wheat and feed grain varie­
ties more susceptible to complete fertilizer 
utilization, to improve the resistance of 
wheat and feed grain plants to disease and 
to enhance their conservation and environ­
mental qualities, the Secretary of Agricul­
ture 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, 
ap.d 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 Agricul­
ture shall under the provisions of this Act 
establish, maintain, and dispose of a sep­
arate reserve of inventories of wheat, feed 
grains, and soybeans for the purpose of alle­
viating distress caused by a natural disaster. 

"Such reserve inventories shall include 
such quantities of grain that the Secretary 
deems needed to provide for the alleviation 
of distress as the result of a natural disaster. 

"(b) The Secretary shall acquire such 
commodities through the price support pro­
gram. 

"(c) Except when a state of emergency 
has been proclaimed by the President or by 
concurrent resolution of Congress declar­
ing that such reserves should be disposed of, 
the Secretary 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 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, 
or the Virgin Islands and (b) in connection 
with any major disaster determined by .the 
President to warrant assistance by the Fed­
eral Government under Public Law 875, 
Eighty-first Congress, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1855 et seq.), or (2) for use in connection 
with a state of civil defense emergency as 
proclaimed by the President or by concur­
rent resolution of the Congress in accord­
ance with the provisions of the Federa-l 
Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended (50 
U.S.C. App. 2251-2297). 

"(e) The Secretary may sell at an equiv­
alent price, allowing for the customary 
location and grade price differentials, sub­
stantially equivalent quantities in differ­
ent locations or warehouses to the extent 
needed to properly handle. rotate, distribute, 
and locate such reserve. 

"(f) The Secretary may use the Commod­
ity Credit Corporation to the extent feasible 
to fulfill the purposes of this section; and 
to the maximum extent practicable consis­
tent with the fulfillment of the purposes 
of this section and the effective and efficient 
administration of this section shall utilize 
the usual and customary channels, facili­
ties, and arrangements of trade and com­
merce. 

"(g) The Secretary may issue such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this section. 

"(h) There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this section. 

"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 
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which a price support program is not in effect 
by permitting the planting of such crop on 
set-aside acreage and with no reduction in 
the rate of payment for the commodity." 
"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
tailling 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 President shall make appropri­
ate 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 agri­
cultural products (at any point in the dis­
tribution 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· 'agri­
cultural products' shall include meat, poul­
try, vegetables, fruits and all other agricul­
ture commodities." 

{28) By adding the following new title X: 
"TITLE X-RURAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSERVATION 
"SEC. 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 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended section 16(b) of such Act, 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 operators of land as 
determined by the Secretary and having such 
control as the Secretary determines to be 
needed on the farms, ranches, wetlands, 
forests, or other lands covered thereby. In ad­
dition, the Secretary is hereby authorized 
to purchase perpetual easements to promote 
said purposes of this title, including the 
sound use and management of flood plains, 
shore lands, and aquatic areas of the Na­
tion. Such contracts shall be designed to as­
sist farm, ranch, wetland, and nonindustrial 

. private forest owners and operators, or other 
owners or operators, to make, in orderly pro­
gression over a period of years, such changes, 
if any, as are needed to effectuate any of the 
purposes specified in clauses (1), (2), {3), 
(4), and (6) of section 7(a) of the Soil Con­
servation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended; section 16(b) of such Act; the 
Water Bank Act (16 U.S.C. 1301 et. seq.); 
in enlarging fish and wildlife and recreation 
sources; improving the level of management 
of nonindustrial private forest 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 sup­
ply of agricultural commodities and forest 
products adequate to meet consumer demand 
at prices fair to both producers and con­
sumers. 

"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 incorporates such 
practices and principles as may be deter­
mined by him to be practicable and which 
outlines a schedule of proposed changes, if 
any, in cropping systems or land use and of 
the conservation measures which are to be 
carried out on the farm, ranch, wetland, 
forests, or other land during the contract pe­
riod to protect the farm, ranch, wetland, 
forests or other land and surrounding areas, 
its wildlife, and nearby populace and com­
munities from erosion, deterioration, poilu-

tion by natural and manmade causes or to 
insure an adequate supply of timber and re­
lated forest products. Said plans may also, in 
important migratory waterfowl nesting and 
breeding areas which are identified in a con­
servation plan developed in cooperation with 
a soil 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 conserve surface waters 
and preserve and improve habitat for migra­
tory waterfowl and other wildlife resources 
and improve subsurface moisture, including 
subject to the provisions of section 1001 of 
this title, the reduction of areas of new land 
coming into production, 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 
developed in cooperation with the soil and 
water conservation district or the State for­
ester or other appropriate State official in 
which their lands are situated shall form a 
basis for contracts 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 substan­
tially in accordance with the schedule out­
lined 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 tilne he has control of the land if the 
Secretary, after considering the recommenda­
tions of the Soil and Water Conserv·ation 
District Board, or the State forester or other 
appropriate official in a contract entered into 
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 Secretary 
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 inter­
est, the farm, ranch, forest wetland, or other 
land during the contract period to forfeit 
all rights to further payments or grants un­
der the contract and refund to the United 
States all payments or grants received there­
under 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 Fed­
eral, State, or local laws, and regul.ations, in­
cluding those governing environmental pro­
tection and noxious weed abatement; and 

"(6) to such additional provisions as the 
Secretary determines are desirable and in­
cludes in the contract to effectuate the pur­
poses of the program or to facilitate the prac­
tical administration of the program: Pro­
vided, 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 de­
stroy the wetland character of such areas, 
nor use such areas for agricultural purposes: 
And provided further, That contracts en­
tered into for the protection of wetlands to 
effectuate the purposes of the Water bank 
Act may include wetlands covered by Fed­
eral or State government easement which 
permits agricultural use, together with such 
adjacent areas as determined desirable by 
the Secretary. 

"(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 conservation 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 instal­
lation of the conservation practices and 
measures under the contract, but, in the case 
of a contract not entered into under and 
advertising and bid procedure under the pro­
visions of section 1009(d) of this title, not 
less than 50 per centum or more than 75 per 
centum of the actual costs incurred by the 
owner or operator. 

"(c) The Secretary may terminate any con­
tract with a landowner or operator by mutual 
agreement with the owner or operator if the 
Secretary determines that such termination 
would be in the public interest, and may 
agree to such modification of contracts pre­
viously entered into as he may determine to 
be desirable to carry out the purposes of 
the program or facilitate the practical ad­
ministration thereof or to accomplish equi­
table treatment with respect to other similar 
conservation, land use, or commodity pro­
grams administered by the Secretary. 

"SEc. 1004. The Secretary is authorized to 
make available to eligible owners and oper­
ators conservation materials including seeds, 
seed inoculants, soil conditioning materials, 
trees, plants, and, if he determines it is ap­
propriate to the purposes of this title, fer­
tilizer and liming materials. 

"SEc. 1005. (a) Notwithstanding the pro­
visions of any other title, the Secretary may 
establish multiyear set-aside contracts for 
a period not to extend beyond the 1977 crop. 
Producers agreeing to a multiyear set-aside 
agreement shall be required to devote this 
acreage to vegitative 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 nox­
ious weed control. 

"(b) The Secretary shall provide cost- shar­
ing 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 produc­
tion in any county or local community shall 
in addition to the limitations elsewhere in 
this title be limited to a percentage of the 
total eligible acreage in such county or local 
community which the Secretary determines 
would not adversely affect the economy of 
the county or local community. In determin­
ing such percentage the Secretary shall give 
appropriate consideration to the productiv­
ity of the acreage being retired, 1f any, as 
compared to the average productivity of eli­
gible acreage in such county or local com­
munity which the Secretary 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 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act) regarding the types of conservation 
measures that should be approved to effec­
tuate the purposes of this title. The Secretary 
shall appoint at least six individuals to the 
advisory boards of each State who are espe­
cially qualified by reason of education, train­
ing, and experience in the fields of agricul-
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ture, soil, water, wildlife, fish, arid 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 pro­
grams, 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 perpetual easements to promote 
the purposes of this title, as C.:escribed in 
section 1001 of this title; the providing of 
long-term upland game cover; and the es­
tablishment and management of approved 
practices on multiyear 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 
Secretary of the Interior, shall seek the ad­
vice and assistance of the appropriate officials 
of the several States in developing the pro­
grams under this title, especially in cevelop­
ing guidelines for ( 1) providing technical as­
sistance for wildlife habitat improvement 
practices, (2) evaluating effects on surround­
ing areas, (3) considering aesthetic values, 
(4) checking compliance by cooperators, and 
( 5) carrying out programs of wildlife man­
agement authorized under this title: Pro­
vided, That such board shall limit its advice 
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. 

"SEc. 1008. In carrying out the programs 
authorized under sections 1001 through 1006 
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 Soil Conservation and Domestic Al­
lotment Act, as amended. The Secretary is 
also authorized to utilize the facilities and 
services of the Commodity Credit Corpora­
tion in discharging his functions and respon­
sibilities under this program. The Secretary 
shall also utilize the technical services of 
the Soil Conservation Service, the Forest 
Service, State forestry organizations, soil and 
water conservation districts, and other State, 
and Federal agencies, as appropriate, in de­
velopment and installation of approved con­
servation plans under this title. 

"SEC. 1009. (a) In furtherance of the pur­
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 
program shall be to encourage landowners 
to apply practices which will provide for the 
afforestation of suitable open lands and re­
forestation ·.>f 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 
term 'non-industrial 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 in­
clude private entities which regularly en­
gage in the business of manufacturing forest 
products or providing public utilities serv­
ices of any type, or the subsidiaries of such 
entities. 

"(c) 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 
section, 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 bene­
fit incident thereto, and after giving ap­
propriate consideration tJ the number and 
acreage of commercial forest lands, number 
of eligible ownerships in the State, and 
counties to be served by such co~t 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 incident to such approval. 

"(d) The Secretary may, if he determines 
that such action will contribute to the ef­
fective and equitable administration of the 
program established by this section, use an 
advertising and bid procedure in determining 
the lands in any area to be covered by agree­
ments. 

"(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 need­
ed in the application of practices included 
in the forestry incentives improvement pro­
gram. The Secretary shall periodically re­
port to the appropriate congressional com­
mittees 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 
authority authorized under this title shall 
be in addition to, and not in substitution of, 
other programs in such areas authorized by 
thi~ or any other title or Act, and shall not 
expire with the termination of any other 
title or Act: P1'0vided, That not more than 
$25,000,000 annually shall be authorized to 
be appropriated for the programs authorized 
under section 1009 of this Act." 

SEc. 2 Section 301 of the Act of August 14, 
1946 (Public Law 79-733), as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1628), is hereby repealed. 
CONSOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL DE­

VELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 3. The Consolidated Farm and Rural 

Development Act is amended as follows: 
(a) Section 306 (a) of such Act is amended 

by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"(13) (A) The Secretary, under such rea­

sonable rules and conditions as he shall es­
tablish, shall make grants to eligible volun­
teer 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 enable 
such departments to use such equipment 
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) Section 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 be 
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. 

" ( 5) No cer~ifica tes issued by the Secretary 
or any private entity evidencing beneficial 
ownership in a block of notes insured or 
guaranteed under this title shall be subject 
to laws administered by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission: Provided, That 'the 
Secretary shall require any private entity 
offering such certificates to place the insured 
or guaranteed notes in the custody of an in­
stitution chartered by a Federal or State 
agency to act as trustee and shall require 
periodic reports as to the sale of such cer­
tificates: Provided further, That any sale by 
the Secretary of such certificates shall be 
treated as a sale of assets for the purpose of 
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921." 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 4. 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", 
respectively, wherever such words appear. 

(b) Section 404 of such act is 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 fiscal year for which funds are first 
appropriated and obligated by the Secre­
tary of Agriculture carrying out this title." 

SEc. 5. 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 
implement the recommendations of the 
Controller G-eneral 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) ." 

SEc. 6. This Act may be cited as the "Agri­
culture Act of 1973". 

Mr. FOLEY <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment may be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, reserving the right to object, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, is not the offering of this amend­
ment premature at this time? As I 
understand, the gentleman from Wash­
ington has offered an entirely new bill. 
Perhaps I misunderstood him. As I un­
derstand, he offered a substitute for the 
present bill. 

The question is, is it not premature 
and should not we wait until section 7 
has been read? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
like to advise the gentleman from Cali­
fornia that the Clerk has read the final 
section of the bill, section 7. The amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington is in order. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair­
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob­
jection. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, has there 
not been a limitation of time and is there 
not a limitation of time? Has that been 
announced? 

The CHAIRMAN. The limitation of 
time will be announced following the 
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reading of the amendment. The gentle­
man is correct. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQumY 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, a par­
liamentary inquiry. In the original bill 
there was an amendment that carried or 
passed deleting the words "and consumer 
protection." Now, is this affected by the 
offering of the amendment of a new 
bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
like to advise the gentlewoman from 
Missouri that it depends upon the con­
tents of the amendment which is now 
being reported. 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, reserv­
ing the right to object, may we have some 
explanation of what this substitute is 
going to be? I would like to have it before 
we have the reading of it. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen­
tleman will yield I will say to the gentle­
man that the purpose of this is to offer 
a substitute for the entire bill incorporat­
ing all of the changes adopted by the 
House with two major exceptions. The 
bill would eliminate all amendments to 
and the sections dealing with cotton and 
food stamps. 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, I with­
draw my reservation of objection. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, further reserving the right to ob­
ject, will the gentleman from Washing­
ton repeat what he said? 

Mr. FOLEY. The substitute bill is the 
la.nguage of the original bill with those 
changes adopted by the House in the 
Committee of the Whole with two ex­
ceptions. The substitute does not have a 
section on cotton nor any amendments 
adopted to the cotton section and it does 
not ·have a food stamp section nor any 
amendments adopted to the food stamp 
section. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. One further 
question. When the gentleman says no 
food stamp section, does that mean he 
knocked out the committee food stamp 
section? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. And the Foley 

food stamp section? 
Mr. FOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. As the gen­

tleman offered it and as the committee 
approved it? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. There is no 

food stamp section? 
Mr. FOLEY. The bill would be absent 

any reference to the tood stamp section. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­

man, I withdraw my reservation of ob­
jection. 

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, re­
serving the right to object, if I might I 
would ask the gentleman from Washing­
ton does that mean there is no food 
stamp prograr.n? 

Mr. FOLEY. That would mean as far 
a-s this bill is concerned there would be 
no food stamp program in this bill. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Could the confer­
ence committee put it in? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I withdraw my res­

ervation of objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Wash­
ington? 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Washington, is the effect 
of his amendment to nullify the Dickin­
son amendment which omits food stamps 
for strikers? 

Mr. FOLEY. It would remove from the 
bill, as I just stated to the gentleman, all 
references to food stamps, so all limita­
tions would be removed as well. 

Mr. MAYNE. Including the Dickinson 
amendment? 

Mr. FOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. MAYNE. I withdraw my reserva­

tion of objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington that the amendment be con­
sidered as read ~ 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Members standing 

at the time the motion was made will be 
recognized for 1 minute each. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington <Mr. FOLEY). 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the pur­
pose of offering this substitute is to at­
tempt to bring some orderly conclusion 
to the very long and difficult considera­
tion of this bill. I do not think I can re­
call a more difficult bill than this-at 
least not recently. 

The substitute eliminates from the bill, 
at least for the action of this body at 
this time, the two sections upon which 
there is the most disagreement. Much 
~greement exists on this bill. Many of us, 
I think, are in agreement that we need a 
viable agricultural program, particularly 
in times when there is a need, as never 
before, for increased production of food 
and fiber. 

Most of us are concerned that we 
have a food stamp program. The food 
stamp program has already expired. If 
this bill does not pass, we will not have 
a program and 12.5 million citizens will 
be disadvantaged. I ask the Members to 
support the substitute bill as the best 
means to move a bill to conference. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. JoHN­
soN). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair­
man, I originally had an amendment at 
the desk relating to section 8 of the bill. 
Given the par.liamentary situation as it 
presently stands, I will withdraw that 
and try to get something through the 
conference. 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. Mr. Chainnan, we 
could ask the gentleman from Washing­
ton this question: If there is no legisla­
tion, does that mean the food stamp pro­
gram expires September 30? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-

tleman will yield to me, if there is no leg­
islation and no further continuing reso­
lution under the appropriations act, the 
food stamp program will expire on 
September 30. The gentleman is eorrect. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. So, if we were to 
pass this bill and nothing happened in 
the conference, which I suppose is at 
least a possibility, there would be no food 
stamp program after September 30? 

Mr. FOLEY. Correct. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Then, the gentle­

man evidently is willing to jeopardize 
that program with his motion? 

Mr. FOLEY. I think the gentleman 
knows that I am a very strong supporter 
of the food stamp program. I personally 
cannot imagine this Congress failing to 
act and thus killing the food stamp pro­
gram on September 30. But we are not 
gping to have a food stamp program if 
we cannot agree to some fonn of this 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Louisiana <Mr. WAG­
GONNER). 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
this country needs a f;a.rm bill. We have 
a surplus in our trading posture only in 
the area of agriculture. We have got to 
improve even that position. Now, it has 
come time to be practical or impractical. 

If the Members want a farm bill, re­
gardless of what their opinions are on 
cotton, regardless of what their opinions 
are on food stamps, and we have all 
stated them today on every side of the. 
fence, then let us vote for this substitute 
and let us send this bill to conference 
and let us write a farm bill and see 
whether or not we like it and then we can 
vote it up or down. There are no provi­
sions in the substitute bill pertaining to 
either cotton or food stamps. Do not 
amend the substitute. Do not add cotton 
or food stamps. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the dis­
tinguished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
is the gentleman saying that we should 
beat the Foley substitute? · 

Mr. WAGGONNER. No, I am saying 
we should vote for the Foley substitute 
without amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) is recognized. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
that the Foley substitute is not adopted. 
I have worked very hard with Mr. Foley 
on food stamps, and I am 100 percent in 
favor of them, but I certainly resent the 
fact that his substitute deletes the co·tton 
section. 

Everything we did here last week, the 
$20,000 limitation, plugging the loop­
holes, is down the drain. The $10 million 
we cut out of here for that cotton slush 
fund in New York City is down the drain. 
Everything will be put back in over in 
the Senate, so I hope the Foley substitute 
will be defeated. Then, when we get back 
into the House, I will ask for a separate 
vote on the Bergland amendment which 
knocks out the cotton section, without 
the $10 million for Cotton, Inc., and send 
the bill over to the Senate in that 
fashion. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from California <Mr. 
ROUSSELOT). 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RoussE­
LOT yielded his time to Mr. MAYNE) . 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Iowa <Mr. MAYNE). 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to associate myself with the remarks 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
<Mr. CoNTE) and to remind the Members 
of the House it is not too late to put back 
into the bill the $20,000 per person pay­
ment limitations on Big Cotton and other 
progressive measures eliminating the sale 
and lease of cotton allotments and the 
$10 million payment to Cotton, Inc., 
which were stricken by the Bergland 
amendment on Monday of this week. The 
House can still put some effective limi­
tations on the big cotton interests, al­
though on last Monday where by a 
parliamentary maneuver which came up 
very unexpectedly placed in a position 
where we temporarily lost all the good 
work done last week. We have an oppor­
tunity to retrieve it now. Let us again 
pass the $20,000 per person limitation, 
plug up the loopholes of leasing and sell­
ing allotments and stop the $10 million 
subsidy to Cotton, Inc. By defeating the 
Foley amendment we can win back what 
we los:t earlier this week. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. PRICE). 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. PRICE of 
Texas yielded his time to Mr. DicKIN­
soN.) 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
l;)ICKINSON) . 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKINSON TO THE 

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I of­
fer an amendment to the Foley substitute 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, very simply stated, this 
is putting us back where we were. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON to 

the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. FoLEY: At page 54, line 7, in­
sert the following: 

SEC. 4. (a) The Food Stamp Act of 1964, as 
amended is amended by inserting in Section 
5 thereof the following: 

"(e) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a household shall not participate in 
the food stamp program while its principal 
wage-earner is, on account of a labor dis­
pute to which he is a party or to which a 
labor organization of which he is a member 
is a party, on strike: Provided, That such in­
eligibility shall not apply to any household 
that was eligible for and participating in the 
food stamp program immediately prior to the 
start of such strike, dispute, or other similar 
action in which any member of such house­
hold engages: Provided further, That such 
ineligibility shall not apply to any household 
if any of its members is subject to an em­
ployer's lockout." 

(b) Section 3 of such Act is further amend­
ed by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsections: 

" ( o) The term 'labor organization' means 
any organization of any kind, or any agency 
or employee representation committee or 
plan, in which employees participate and 
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in 
part, of dealing with employers concerning 
grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of 
pay, hours of employment, or condition of 
work. 

"(p) The term 'strike' includes any strike 
or other concerted stoppage of work by em­
ployees (including a stoppage by reason of 
the expiration of a collective-bargaining 
agreement)." 

Mr. DICKINSON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the Jcntleman from Ala­
bama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 

a point of order against the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 

Washington reserves a point of order. 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, we 

have been up this hill twice this after­
noon. I believe we all understand what 
is in·1olved. The House has spoken twice. 

What we are faced with now i-5 an end 
run, it seems, rather than a frontal as­
sault. 

I believe my amendment is a good 
amendment. It simply restores us to 
where we were, eliminating the food 
stamps for those who are on strike, un­
less they are already qualified, and not 
for the people who are locked out. 

I urge support of the amendment and 
ask that every Member vote "aye." 

POINT OF ORDER 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Washington insist on his point of 
order? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I do. 
The amendment deals with the food 

stamp program, and amends a bill which 
does not contain any section referring ­
to the food stamp program and which 
does not authorize any food stamp pro­
gram. The amendment is in the nature 
of a limitation on the authority which is 
not authorized or described in the sub­
stitute amendment. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, may I be heard on the point of 
order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, the bill which came from the com­
mittee had a food stamp section. The 
gentleman from Washington seeks to 
strike from the committee bill the food 
stamp section. The attempt of the gen­
tleman from Alabama is to provide a pro­
vision in the committee bill. Therefore, 
in my opinion the gentleman's point of 
order does not lie. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. NATCHER). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

In the opinion of the Chair, the point 
of order must be overruled. The amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute offered 
by the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
FoLEY) would amend a number of agri­
cultural acts within the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Agriculture, including 
agricultural programs under the Agri­
cultural Act of 1970. 

In the opinion of the Chair, the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
is broad enough in its scope to permit 
the offering of the amendment at this 
time, and it is germane. 

The Chair, therefore, overrules the 
point of order. 

The question is on the amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 

<Mr. DICKINSON) to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
FOLEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the Chair was 
in doubt. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 208, noes 207, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 358] 
AYES-208 

Abdnor Froehlich 
Anderson, Ill. Gettys 
Andrews, N.C. Gibbons 
Andrews, Ginn 

N.Dak. Goldwater 
Archer Goodling 
Arends Green, Oreg. 
Armstrong Gross 
Ashbrook Grover 
Bafalis Gubser 
Baker Gude 
Beard Gunter 
Bennett Guyer 
Blackburn Haley 
Bowen Hammer-
Bray schmidt 
Breckinridge Hanrahan 
Brinkley Harsha 
Broomfield Harvey 
Brotzman Hastings 
Brown, Mich. Hebert 
Brown, Ohio Henderson 
Broyhill, N.C. Hinshaw 
Broyhill, Va. Hogan 
Buchanan Holt 
Burgener Hosmer 
Burke, Fla. Huber 
Burleson, Tex. Hudnut 
Butler Hunt 
Byron Hutchinson 
Camp !chord 
Carter Jarman 
Cederberg Johnson, Colo. 
Chamberlain Johnson, Pa. 
Chappell Jones, N.C. 
Clancy Jones, Tenn. 
Clausen, Keating 

Don H. Ketchum 
Clawson, Del Kuykendall 
Cochran Landrum 
Cohen Latta 
Collier Lott 
Collins, Tex. Lujan 
Conable McClory 
Conlan McCollister 
Conte McEwen 
Coughlin Madigan 
Crane Mahon 
Cronin Mallary 
Daniel , Dan Mann 
Daniel , Robert Martin, Nebr. 

W., Jr. Martin, N.C. 
Davis, Wis. Mathias, Calif. 
Dennis Mathis, Ga. 
Derwinski Mayne 
Devine Michel 
Dickinson Milford 
Dorn Miller 
Duncan Mitchell, N.Y. 
duPont Mizell 
Edwards, Ala. Montgomery 
Erlenborn Moorhead, 
Esch Cali!. 
Eshleman Myers 
Findley Natcher 
Flynt Nelsen 
Ford, Gerald R. Nichols 
Forsythe O'Brien 
Fountain Parris 
Frelinghuysen Pettis 
Frenzel Poage 
Frey Powell, Ohio 

Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Asp in 

NOES-207 
Badillo 
Barrett 
Bell 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Boggs 
Boland 

Preyer 
Price, Tex. 
Pritchard 
Quie 
Quillen 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Robinson, Va. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rogers 
Roncallo, N.Y . 
Rose 
Rousse lot 
Runnels 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Sarasin 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schneebeli 
Sebelius 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Symms 
Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor. N.C. 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Towell, Nev. 
Treen 
VanderJagt 
Veysey 
Wampler 
Ware 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Alaskr. 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Dl. 
Young, S.C. 
Zion 
zwach 

Bolling 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke, Calif. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
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Carey, N.Y. Holtzman Eangel 
carney, Ohio Horton Rarick 
casey, Tex. Howard Rees 
Chisholm Hungate Reuss 
Clark Johnson, .Calif. Riegle . 

ized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
section." · 

· The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex­
pired on the amendment and on the bill. Clay Jones, Ala. Rinaldo 

Cleveland Jones, Okla. Rodino 
Collins, lll. Jordan Roe 
conyers Karth Roncalio, Wyo. 
Corman Kastenmeier Rooney, N.Y. 
Cotter Kazen Rooney, Pa. 
CUlver Kluczyn.skl Rosenthal 
Daniels. Koch Rostenkowskl 

Dominick V. Kyros Roush 

The question is on the amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Massachu­
setts (Mr. BuRKE) to the amendment in 

- the nature of a substitute offered by the 
g·entleman from Washington (Mr. 
FOLEY). 

Davis, Ga. Leggett Roy 
Davis, S.C. Lehman Roybal 
de la Garza Litton Ruppe 
Delaney Long; La. Ryan 
Dellenback Long, Md. St Germain 
Dellums McCloskey Sarbanes 
Denholm McCormack Schroeder 
Dent McDade Seiberling 
Dingell McFall Sisk 
Donohue McKay Slack 
Drinan McKinney Smith, Iowa 
Dulski McSpadden Staggers 
Eckhardt Macdonald Stanton, 
Edwards, Calif. Madden James V. 
Eilberg Mailliard Stark 
Evans, Colo. Maraziti Steed 
Evins, Tenn. Matsunaga Steele 
Fascell Mazzoli Stratton 
Fish Meeds Studds 
Flood Melcher Sullivan 
Flowers Metcalfe Symington 
F.oley Mezvinsky Thompson, N.J . . 
Ford, Minish Thornton 

William D. Mink Tiernan 
Fraser Mitchell, Md. Udall 
Fulton Moakley Ullman 
Gaydos Moorhead, Pa. Van Deerlin 
Giaimo Morgan Vanik 
Gilman Mosher Vigorito 
Qomalez Moss Waggonner 
Grasso Murphy, lll. Waldie 
Gray Murphy, N.Y. Walsh 
Green, Pa. Nedzi Whalen 
Hamilton Nix Wilson, 
Hanley Obey Charles H., 
Hanna. O'Hara. calif. 
Hansen, Idaho O'Neill Wilson, 
Hansen, Wash. Passman Charles, Tex. 
Harrington Patten Wolff 
Hawkins Pepper Wright 
Hays Perkins Wyatt 
Hechler, W.Va. Peyser Yates 
Heckler, Mass. Pickle Yatron 
Heinz Pike Young, Ga. 
Helstoskl Podell Young, Tex. 
Hicks Price, Til. Zablocki 
Hillis Railsback 
Holifield Ra~dall 

NOT VOTING-19 
Blatnik Kemp Owens 
Danielson King Patman 
Diggs Landgrebe Reid 
Downing Lent Stokes 
Fisher Mills, Ark. Talcott 
Fuqua Minshall, Ohio 
Griffiths Mollohan 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURKE OF MASSA­

CHUSETTS TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NA­
TURE OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Washing-
ton. · 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BURKE of Mas­

sachusetts to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute offered by Mr. FOLEY: Page 61, 
after line 5, add the following new section: 

"SEc. 8. Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of law, the Secretary of Agriculture is 
hereby authorized to distribute, upon request 
and without cost, under such conditions as 
the Secretary determines to be appropriated, 
seeds and plants for use in home gardens to · 
produce food for the personal consumption 
of the household. There are hereby author-

CXIX--1574-Part 19 

. The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion (demanded by Mr. BURKE of Mas­
sachusetts) there were-ayes 132, noes 
151. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was 
rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROSENTHAL TO 

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB­
STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute offered ~Y 
the gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
FOLEY). .. , 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RosENTHAL to 

the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. FoLEY: in title I of the Foley 
amendment strike out paragraph 811 deal­
ing with the Emergency Supply of Agricul­
tural Products. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL) 
to the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Washington <Mr. FoLEY). 

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

A recorded vote was refused. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, a par­
liamentary inquiry. Did not the gentle­
man from Washington move that all 
amendments to the bill and all amend­
ments to the amendments be shut off at 
6 o'clock? 
· The CHAffiMAN. The Chair would 

like to inform the distinguished gentle- · 
man from Iowa that all time on the bill 
has expired. All debate on the bill and on 
the amendments thereto has expired. 
Amendments are in order to be voted 
upon with no time given. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmY 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I under­
stand that the gentleman from Washing­
ton has offered a substitute amendment 
and that he stated that all amendments 
are included that were accepted on this 
}'\ill except the Dickinson amendment, 
and amendments except that were in­
corporated into the substitute. I would 
like to inquire of the Chair whether my 
amendment adopted to the Foley amend­
ment is in the substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like 
to suggest that that inquiry be directed 
to the gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
FoLEY) but all time has expired. The 
gentleman will have to do that privately. 

Mr. !CHORD. I thank the Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 

from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Washing­
ton (Mr. FOLEY) . 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE TO THE 

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. ChP-irman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute offered by the gen­
tleman from Washington <Mr. FoLEY). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoNTE to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. FoLEY: On page 27, line 5, 
insert the following~ 

COTTON PROGRAM 
Suspension of Marketing Quotas for Cotton, 

Minimum Base Acreage Allotment 
(19) Section 601 is amended by-
(A) striking out "1971, 1972, and 1973" 

wherever it appears therein and inserting 
"1971 through 1977", . 

· (B) striking "1970, 1971, and 1972" from 
paragraph (2) and inserting "1970 through 
1976", 

(C) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
striking out the following from section 344a. 
(a) in section 601 "for which a farm base 
acreage allotment is established (other than 
pursuant to section 350(e) (1) (A))", 

(D) striking ~'1974" from paragraph (3) 
(1) and inserting "1978", and by striking 
"1972 and 1973" from paragraph (4) and in­
serting "1972 through 1977", 

· (E) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
adding at the end of section 350(a) in para­
graph (4) of section 601 the following: "The 
national base acreage allotment for the 19'r-1: 
through 1977 crops shall not be less than 
eleven m illion acres.", 

(F) effective beginning with the 1974. crop. 
striking "soybeans, wheat or feed grains" 
from the last sentence of section 350 (e) (2) 
in paragraph ( 4) of section 601 and inserting 
"soybeans, wheat, feed grains, guar, castor 
beans, or such other crops as the Secretary 
may deem appropriate". 

(G) effective beginning with, the 1974 crop, 
striking the words "an adjoining" in the first 
sentence of section 350(h) as found in para­
graph (4) of section 601, and inserting in 
lieu thereof "any other nearby", 

(H) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
striking subsection 350(g) in paragraph (4) 
of section 601 and redesignating subsection 
(h) as subsection (g). 

Cotton Production Incentives 
(20) Section 602 is amended by-
(A) striking "1971, 1972, and 1973" wher­

ever it appears therein and inserting "1971 
through 1977", by striking "the 1972 or 1973 
crop" where it appears in that part amend­
ing section 103(e) (1) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 and inserting "any of the 1972 
through 1977 crops", and by striking out 
"acreage world price" in that part amend­
ing section 103(e) (1) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, and substituting "average price of 
American cotton in world markets"; 

(B) in that part amending section 103(e) 
(1) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 striking 
out "two-year period" whenever it appears 
therein and substituting "three-year period"; 
and by striking out that part beginning with 
"except that" in the first sentence and sub­
stituting "except that if the loan rate so 
calculated is higher than the then current 
level of average world prices for American 
cotton of such quality, the Secretary is au­
thorized to adjust the current calculated loan 
rate for cotton to DO per centum of the then 
current average world price."; 

(C) effective, beginning with the 1974 crop, 
amendin g section 103(e) (2) of the Agricul-
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tural Act of 1949, as it appears in such section 
602 to read as follows: 

"(2) Payments shall be made for each 
crop of cotton to the producers on each farm · 
at a rate equal to the amount by which the 
higher of-

" ( 1) the average market price received by 
farmers for upland cotton during the calen­
dar year which includes the first five months 
of the marketin-g year for such crop, as 
determined by the Secretary, or 

" ( 2) the loan level determined under para· 
graph ( 1) for such crop 
is less than the established price of 38 cents 
per pound adjusted for each of the 1975 
through 1977 crops to reflect any changes in 
the index of prices paid by farmers for pro­
duction items, interests, taxes, and wage 
rates: Provided, That any increase that would 
otherwise be made in the established price 
to reflect a change in the index of prices 
paid by farmers shall be adjusted to reflect 
any change ·in (1) the national average yield 
per acre of cotton for the three calendar 
years preceding the year for which the deter­
mination is made, over (11) the national 
average yield per acre of cotton for the three 
calendar years preceding the year previous to 
the one for which the determination is made. 
If the Secretary determines that the pro­
ducers on a farm are prevented from plant­
ing, or if planted, prevented from harvest­
ing any portion of the allotment to cotton, 
because of drought, flood, or other natural 
disaster, or condition beyond the control of 
the producer, the rate of payment for such 
portion shall be the larger of (A) the fore­
going rate, or (B) one-third of the estab­
lished price. The payment rate with respect 
to the producer who (i) is on a small farm 
(that is, a farm on which the base acreage 
allotment is ten acres or less, or on which 
the yield used in making payments times 
the farm base acreage allotment is five thou­
sand pounds or less, and for which the base 
acreage allotment has not been reduced under . 
section 350 (a) ) , ( 11) resides on such farm, 
and (111) .derives his principal income from 
cotton produced on such farm, shall be in­
creased by 30 per centum; but, notwith­
standing paragraph ( 3) , such increase shall 
be made only with respect to his share ·of 
cotton actually harvested on such farm with­
in the quantity specified in paragraph (3) ." 

(D) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
section 103(e) (3) of the Agriculture Act of 
1949 is amended (A) by srtiking out all of the 
first sentence after the word "multiplying" 
and substituting "the farm base acreage al­
lotment for the farm for the crop by the 
average yield established for the farmer." and 
(b) by striking out the second sentence, 

(E) the fourth sentence of section 103(e) 
(4) (A) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 as 
found in section 602 is amended to read as 
follows: "The Secretary shall permit pro­
ducers to plant and graze on set-aside acre­
age sweet so'rghum, and the Secretary may 
permit, subject to such terms and condi­
tions as he may prescribe, all or any of the 
set-aside acreage to be devoted to hay and 
grazing or the production of guar, sesame, 
safflower, sunflower, castor beans, mustard 
seed, cranibe, plantago ovato, flaxseed, triti­
cale, oats, rye, or other commodity, if he de­
termines that such production is needed to 
provide an adequate supply, is not likely to 
increase the cost of the price-support pro­
gram, and will not adversely affect farm in­
come." 

(F) inserting after the second sentence of 
section 103(e) (5) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 as it appears in such :section 602 the 
following: "The Secretary may in the case 
of programs for the 1974 through 1975 crops, 
pay an appropria~e share of the cost of prac-

. tices des1gned to carry out the purposes of 
the foregoing sentences." 

Commodity Credit Corporation sales price 
restrictions for cotton 

(21) Section 603 is amended by striking 
out "1974" and inserting "1978", and by de­
leting "110 per centum" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "115 per centum". 

Miscellaneous cotton provisions 
(22) Sections 604, 605, 606, and 607 are 

each amended by striking out "1971, 1972, 
and 1973" and inserting "1971 through 1977". 

Cotton insect eradication 
(23) 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 
adding a new subsection (d) as follows: 

"'(d) In order to reduce cotton production 
costs, to prevent the movement of certain 
cotton plant insects to areas not now in­
fected, and to enhance the quality of thts 
environment, the Secretary is authorized 
and directed to carry out programs to destroy 
and eliminate cotton boll weevils in infested 
areas of the United States as provided herein 
and to carry out similar programs with re­
spect to pink boll worms or any other major 
cotton insect if the Secret ary 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 programs author­
ized by this subsection through the Com­
modity Credit Corporation. In carrying out 
insect eradication projects, the Secretary 
shall utilize the technical and related serv­
ices of appropriate Federal, State, private 
agencies, and cotton organizations. Producers 
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 wlth the eradication project, 
as specified in regulations of the Secre.tary. 

" 'The Secretary may issue such regula­
tions as he deems necessary to enforce the . 
provisions of this section with · respect to 
achieving the compliance of producers and 
landowners who are not receiving benefit s 
from any program administered by the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 
Any person who knowingly violates any such 
regulation promulgated lby 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 un­
less 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 
determining 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 
measures deemed essential to achievement 
of the eradication objective are taken by the 
project and result in a loss of production 
and inco~e to the producer, the Secretary 
shall provide reasona!ble and equitable in­
demnification from funds available for the 
project, and also provide for appropriate 
protection 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 bf! ,.,~ d on population levels of 
the target insec' a:.1.d the degree of control 
measures normally required. Each producer's 
pro rata share shall be deducted from his 
cotton payment under this Act or otherwise 
collected, 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 pro­
gram shall be terminated at such time as 
the Secretary determines and reports to the 
Congress that complete eradication of the 
insects for which programs are undertaken 
pursuant to this subsection has been ac­
complished. Funds in custody of agencies 
carrying out the program shall, upon termi­
nation of such program, be accounted for 
to the Secretary 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 
under this subsection on the part of the 
United States and on the part of the Govern­
ment of Mexico, including the expenditure or 
use of funds made available lby the Secre­
tary under this subsection, shall be such 
as may be prescribed by the Secretary. Ar­
rangements for the cooperation authorized 
by this subsection shall be made through 
and in consultation with the Secretary of 
State. There are hereby authorized to be ap­
propriated to the Commodity Credit Cor­
poration such sums as the Congress may from 
time to time determine to be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this subsection.'." 

(24) Section 374(a) of the Agriculture Ad­
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby 
amended by adding the following new sen­
tence: "Where cotton is planted in skip­
row patterns, the same rules that were in 
effect for the 1971 through 1973 crops for · 
clasf;lifying the acreage planted to cotton and . 
the area skipped shall also apply to the 1974 
through 1977 crops." 

Mr. CONTE <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAmMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Massachusetts <Mr. CONTE) 
to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. FOLEY). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

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

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 250, noes 165, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Anderson, · 

Calif. 
Anderson, nl. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Bafalis 
Barrett 

[Roll No. 359) 
AYES-250 

Bell 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Biaggl 
Biester 
Bingham 
Boland 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Buchanan 
Burgener 

Burke, Calif. 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carney, Ohio 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clf}ncy 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
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Cleveland Helstoskl 
Cohen Hinshaw 
Collins, Til. Holt 
conable Holtzman 
Conte Horton 
Conyers Hosmer 
Corman Howard 
Cotter Huber 
Coughlin Hudnut 
Crane Hutchinson 
Cronin Johnson, Colo. 
Culver Johnson, Pa. 
Dan iel, Robert Karth 

W., Jr. Keating 
Daniels, Kluczynski 

Dominick V. Koch 
Davis, Wis. Kyros 
Delaney Latta 
Dellenback Lehman 
Dellums Long, Md. 
Dennis Lujan 
Derwinski McClory 
Dingell McCloskey 
Donohue McCollister 
Drina.n McDade 
Dulski McEwen 
duPont McKay 
Edwards, Calif. McKinney 
Ell berg Macdonald 
Erlenbom Madden 
Esch Mailliard 
Eshleman Mallary 
Evans, Colo. Mara.ziti 
Fascell Martin, N.C. 
Findley Mayne 
Fish Mazzoli 
Ford, Metcalfe 

William D. Mezvinsky 
Forsythe Michel 
Fraser Miller 
Frelinghuysen Minish 
Frenzel Mitchell, Md. 
Frey Mitchell, N.Y. 
Froehlich Moakley 
Fulton Moorhead, 
Gaydos Calif. 
Giaimo Moorhead, Pa. 
Gibbons Morgan 
Gilman Mosher 
Goodling Moss 
Grasso Murphy, Dl. 
Gray Nedzi 
Green, Oreg. Nix 
Green, Pa. Obey 
Gross O'Brien 
Grover O'Hara 
Gubset Patten 
Gude Pepper 
Gunter Pettis 
Guyer Peyser 
Hamilton Pike 
Hanley Podell 
Hanrahan Powell, Ohio 
Hansen, Idaho Price, ill. 
Harrington Pritchard 
Harsha Railsback 
Harvey Rangel 
Hastings Rees 
Hawkins Regula 
Hechler, W.Va. Reuss 
Heckler, Mass. Riegle 
Heinz Rinaldo 

NOE8-165 

Robison, N.Y. 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Roncallo, N.Y. 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney,Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roy 
Ruppe 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Scherle 
Schnee bell 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Shuster 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Stanton. 

J. William 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Steele 
Steelman 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Symms 
Taylor, Mo. 
Teague, Calif. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Tiernan 
Van Deerlin 
VanderJagt 
Vanik 
Waldie 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalen 
Widnall 
Williams 
Wilson, :Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H., 
Calif. 

Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Ga.. 
Young, Til. 
Z8.blocki 
Zion 

Abdnor 
Alexander 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

Chappell Gonzalez 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Baker 
Beard 
Bevill 
Blackburn 
Boggs 
Bolllng 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown. Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Butler 
Byron 
Camp 
ca.rter 
Casey, Tex. 

Cochran Haley 
Collier Hammer-
Collins, Tex. schmidt 
Conlan Hanna 
Daniel, Dan Hansen, Wash. 
Davis, Ga. Hays 
Davis, S.C. Hebert 
de la Garza Henderson 
Denholm Hicks 
Dent Hillis 
Devine Hogan 
Dickinson Holifield 
Dorn Hungate 
Downing Hunt 
Duncan !chord 
Eckhardt Jarman 
Edwards, Ala. Johnson, Calif. 
Evins, Tenn. Jones, Ala. 
Flood Jones, N.C. 
Flowers Jones, Okla. 
Flynt Jones, Tenn. 
Foley Jordan 
Ford, Gerald R. E;:astenmeier 
Fountain Kazen 
Gettys Ketchum 
Ginn Kuykendall 
Goldwater Landrum 

Leggett 
Litton 
Long, La. 
Lott 
McCormack 
McFall 
McSpadden 
Madigan 
Mahon 
Mann 
Martin, Nebr. 
Mathias, Calif. 
Mathis, Ga. 
Matsunaga 
Meeds 
Melcher 
Milford 
Mink 
Mizell 
Montgomery 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nelsen 
Nichols 
O'Neill 
Parris 
Passman 

Perkins Spence 
Pickle Staggers 
Poage Stark 
Preyer Steed 
Price, Tex. Steiger, Ariz. 
Qule Stephens 
Quillen Stubblefield 
Randall Taylor, N.C. 
Rarick Teague, Tex. 
Rhodes Thornton 
Roberts Towell, Nev. 
Robinson, Va. Treen 
Roncalio, Wyo. Udall 
Rose Ullman 
Rousselot Veysey 
Roybal Vigorito 
Runnels Waggonner 
Ruth White 
Sandman Whitehurst 
Satterfield Whitten 
Saylor Wiggins 
Sebelius Wilson, 
Shoup Charles, Tex. 
Shriver Winn 
Sikes Wright 

' Sisk Young, S.C. 
Skubitz Young, Tex. 
Slack Zwach 

NOT VOTING-18 
Blatnik Kemp Mollohan 
Danielson King Owens 
Diggs Landgrebe Patman 
Fisher Lent Reid 
Fuqua. Mills, Ark. Stokes 
Griffiths Minshall, Ohio Talcott 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. I would like to deter­
mine, if I can, if the payment limitation 
language of the Foley substitute is ex­
actly the same as the payment limitation 
language approved by this committee in 
this Chamber last week. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that that is not a 
proper inquiry. That is within the lan­
guage of the legislation as passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad­
vise the gentleman from Illinois that the 
:first part of the Foley amendment was 
t·ead. The Chair is not in a position to 
advise the gentleman as to his question. 
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. GERALD 

R. FORD 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. GERALD R. FoRD moves that the com­

mittee do now rise and report the bill back 
to the House with the recommendation that 
the enacting clause be stricken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmY 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, a parliamentary inquiry. On a pref­
erential motion, Mr. Chairman, do not 
I get 5 minutes? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like 
to inform the distinguished minority 
leader that all of the time has expired on 
the bill and amendments. There is no 
time left, and the Chair will put the ques­
tion on the motion. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were--ayes 73, noes 338, 
not voting 22, as fol.lows: 

Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Archer 
Ashley 
Badillo 
Bingham 
Buchanan 
Burke, Mass. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Conable 
Conlan 
Conyers 
Cotter 
Dellums 
Derwinski 
Downing 
duPont 
Eckhardt 

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

N.Dak. 
Annunzlo 
Arends 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Bafalis 
Baker 
Barrett 
Beard 
Bell 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Blackburn 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 

· Bowen 
Brademas 
Bras co 
Bray 
Breaux 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown. Calif. 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Burgener 
Burke, calif. 
Burk.e, Pla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
:Burton 
Butler 
Byron 
C'..amp 
Carney. Ohio 
Carter 
Casey,Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Collier 
Collins, Til. 
Collins, Tex. 
Conte 
Corman 
Coughlin 

(Roll No. 360] 

AYES-73 
Eshleman 
Findley 
Gaydos 
Giaimo 
Grasso 
Grover 
Hanley 
Harrington 
Hebert 
Heckler, Mass. 
Helstoski 
Holtzman 
Hosmer 
Howard 
Karth 
Koch 
Kyros 
Long,Md. 
McKinney 
Macdonald 
Mailliard 
Mazzoli 
Minish 
Moakley 
Pettis 

NOE8-338 

Pike 
Rangel 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Rosenthal 
StGermain 
Sandman 
Schneebell 
Snyder 
Steele 
Steiger. Wis. 
Studds 
Teague, Calif. 
Tiernan 
Veysey 
Waldie 
Whalen 
Wiggins 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wylie 
Yates 
Zion 

Crane Hansen, Idaho 
Cronin Hansen, Wash. 
Culver Harsha 
Daniel, Dan Harvey 
Daniel, Robert Hastings 

w ., Jr. Hawkins 
Davis, Ga.. Hays 
Davis, S.C. Hechler, W.Va. 
Davis. Wis. Heinz 
de la Garza Henderson 
Delaney .Hicks 
Dellenback Hillis 
Denholm Hinshaw . 
Dennis Hogan 
Dent Holifield 
Devine Holt 
Dickinson Horton 
Dingell Huber 
Donohue Hudnut 
Dorn Hungate 
Drinan Hunt 
Dulski Hutchinson 
Duncan Ichord 
Edwards, Ala. Jarman 
Edwards, Calif. Johnson, Calif. 
Eilberg Johnson, Colo. 
Erlenborn Johnson, Pa. 
Esch Jones, Ala.. 
Evans, Colo. Jones, N.C. 
Evins, Tenn. Jones, Okla. 
Fascell Jones, Tenn. 
Fish Jordan 
Flood Kastenmeier 
Flowers Kazen 
Flynt Keating 
Foley Ketchum 
Ford, Gerald R. Kluczynski 
Ford, Kuykendall 

Willia.m D. La.ndrum 
Forsythe Latta 
Fountain Leggett 
Fraser Lehman 
Frelinghuysen Litton 
Frenzel Long, La. 
Frey Lott 
Froehlich Lujan 
Fulton McClory 
Gettys McCloskey 
Gibbons McCollister 
Gilman McCormack 
G inn McDade 
Goldwater McEwen 
Gonzalez McFall 
Goodling McKa.y 
Gray McSpadden 
Green, Oreg. Madden 
Green, Pa. Madigan 
Gross Mahon 
Gubser Mallary 
Gude Mann 
Gunter Maraziti 
Guyer Martin, Nebr. 
Haley Martin, N.C. 
Hamilton Mathias, Ca.lif. 
Hammer- Mathis, Ga. 

. schmidt Matsuna.ga 
Hanrahan Mayne 
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Meeds 
Melcher 
Metcalfe 
Mezvinsky 
Michel 
Milford 
Miller 
Mink 
Mitchell, Md. 
Mitchell,..N.Y. 
Mizell 
Montgomery 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Morgan 
Mosher 
Moss 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nedzl 
Nelsen 
Nichols 
Nix 
Obey 
O'Brien 
O'Hara 
O'Neill 
Parris 
Passman 
Patten 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Poage 
Podell 
Powell, Ohio 
Preyer 
Price, Dl. 
Price, Tex. 
Pritchard 
Quie 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Randall 
Rarick 
Rees 
Regula 

Reuss Stephens 
Rhodes Stratton 
Roberts Stubblefield 
Robinson, Va. Stuckey 
Robison, N.Y. Sullivan 
Rodino Symington 
Rogers Symms 
Roncalio, Wyo. Taylor, Mo. 
Roncallo, N.Y. Taylor, N.C. 
Rooney, N.Y. Teague, Tex. 
Rooney, Pa. Thompson, N.J. 
Rose Thomson, Wis. 
Rostenkowski Thone 
Roush Thornton 
Rousselot Towell, Nev. 
Roy Treen 
Roybal Udall 
Runnels Ullman 
Ruppe Van Deerlin 
Ruth Vander Jagt 
Ryan Vanik 
Sarasin Vigorito 
Sarbanes Waggonnet 
Satterfield Walsh 
Saylor Wampler 
Scherle Ware 
Schroeder White 
Sebelius Whitehurst 
Seiberling Whitten 
Shipley Widnall 
Shoup Williams 
Shriver Wilson, Bob 
Shuster Wilson, 
Sikes Charles H., 
Sisk Calif. 
Skubitz Wilson, 
Slack Charles, Tex. 
Smith, Iowa Winn 
Smith, N.Y. Wydler 
Spence Wyman 
Staggers Yatron 
Stanton, Young, Alaska 

J. William Young, Fla. 
Stanton, Young, Ga. 

James V. Young, Dl. 
Stark Young, S.C. 
Steed Young, Tex. 
Steelman Zablocki 
Steiger, Ariz. Zwach 

NOT VOTING-22 
Blatnik 
Daniels, 

DominickV. 
Danielson 
Diggs 
Fisher 
Fuqua 
Gri1fiths 

Hanna Moorhead, 
Kemp Calif. 
King Owens 
Landgrebe Patman 
Lent Reid 
Mills, Ark. Stokes 
Minshall, Ohio Talcott 
Mollohan Wright 

So the 
jected. 

preferential motion was re-

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, under 
the rules of the House, is there a way 
that I can secure the reading from the 
record of the words of the gentleman 
from Washington <Mr. FoLEY), in regard 
to the nature of the limitation language 
in his substitute? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would ad­
vise the gentleman from Illinois that 
he may do so by a unanimous-consent 
request. · 

If the words are available, such a re­
quest is in order. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the words of the 
gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
FoLEY) be reread to the House; the words 
which give explanation as to the effect 
of his substitute. 

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

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY TO THE 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to 'the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Findley to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. Foley: 

Title I is amended to read as follows: 
"TITLE 1-PA~ENT LIMITATION 

"SEc. 101. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vis:. Jn of law-

" (1) The total amount of payments which 
a person shall be entitled to receive under 
one or more of the annual programs estab­
lished by titles IV, V, and VI of this Act for 
the 1974 through 1978 crops of the commodi­
ties shall not exceed $20,000. 

"(2) The term 'payments' as used in this 
section includes all price support payments, 
set-aside payments, diversion payments, and 
resource adjustment payments but does not 
include loans or purchases, or any part of any 
payment which is determined by the Secre­
tary to represent compensation for public 
access for recreation. 

"(3) If the Secretary determines that the 
total amount of payments which will be 
earned by any person under the program in 
effect for any crop will be reduced under this 
section, the set-aside acreage for the farm 
or farms on which such person will be shar­
ing in payments earned under such program 
shall be reduced to such extent and in such 
manner as the secretary determines will be 
fair and reasonable in relation to the amount 
of the payment reduction. 

"(4) (a) In any case in which the owner 
or operator of a farm leases any portion of 
the farm to one or more persons, the pay­
ment limitation applicable to such person as 
prescribed by this section, shall be reduced 
in the same proportion as the allotment re­
maining on the farm bears to the total allot­
ment prior to such lease: Provided, That the 
payment limitation shall also be reduced on 
the leased portion of the farm in proportion 
to the allotment accredited to such portion 
if the lessee is a member of the lessor's family 
or is a corporation in which the lessor or 
member of his family is a stockholder, or a 
partnership in which the lessor or a mem­
ber of his family is a partner. 

" (b) In any case in which the owner or 
operator of a farm sells or leases any portion 
of the acreage allotment for the farm to one 
or more persons, the payment limitation pre­
scribed by this section shall apply in the 
same manner as if the lessor or seller had not 
leased or sold the acreage allotment. 

"(5) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
defining the term 'person' and prescribing 
such rules as he determines necessary to as­
sure an effective and economical application 
of such limitation: Provided, That the pro­
visions of this Act which limit payments to 
any person shall not be applicable to lands 
owned by States, political subdivisions, or 
agencies thereof, so long as such lands are 
farmed primarily in the direct furtherance of 
a public function, as determined by the 
Secretary." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Illinois <Mr. FINDLEY) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Washing­
ton (Mr. FOLEY) . 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ICHORD TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB­
STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to 'the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. !CHORD to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute of­
fered by Mr. FoLEY: Page 54, line 7, insert the 
following: 

Section 5B of the Food Stamps Act of 1964 
(7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended by inserting im­
,mediately following the second sentence 
thereof the following: "The standards estab­
lished by the Secretary shall take into ac­
count payments in kind received from an em­
ployer by members of a household, if such 
payments are in lieu of or supplement.al to 
household income." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Missouri <Mr. IcHORD) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Washing­
ton (Mr. FOLEY). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MIZELL TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB­
STil'UTE OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment in the na­
tm·e of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MIZELL to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute of· 
fered by Mr. FOLEY: On page 53, line 3, in· 
sert the following: 

SEc. 2. (a) Notwithstanding section 6(c) 
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 654(c)) or any other 
provision 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 im­
mediate effect upon publication in the Fed­
eral Register) if he determines (1) that such 
agricultural workers are exposed to grave 
danger from exposure to pesticide chemicals, 
as defined in section 201 ( q) of the Federal 
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
321 ( q) ) , and (2) that such emergency stand­
ard is necessary to protect such agricultural 
workers from such danger. 

(b) Such temporary standard shall beef­
fective until superseded by a standard pre­
scribed by the Secretary of Agriculture by 
rule, no later than six· months after publi­
cation 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 Secre­
tary of Labor under section 6(c) of the Oc­
cupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, 
which appear on pages 10715-10717 of num­
ber 83 of volume 38 of the Federal Regis­
ter of May 1, 1973, shall be null and void with 
respect to agricultural workers. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
raise a point of order against the amend­
ment in that it is not germane because it 
would have the effect of amending the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act 
which is under the jurisdiction of the 
Education and Labor Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from North Carolina, <Mr. MIZELL) de­
sire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I sub­
mit that the gentleman from Texas 
raises his point of order too late. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises 



July 19, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24963 
the gentleman that ihe point of order 
was in time. 

Does the gentleman from North Caro­
lina desire to be heard on the point of· 
order? 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, this lan­
guage was in the committee bill that was 
reported to the House, and the Foley 
substitute eliminated this section of the 
bill, and so for that reason, I offer the 
amendment at this time, and I think it 
is germane to the bill since this bill does 
cover a number of subjects. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, may I be heard on the point 
of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, the rule under which this leg­
islation came to us precluded a point of 
order being raised against . the Mizell 
amendment, the one that was cont.ained 
in the original Agriculture Committee 
bill since this bill was a clean bi:l re­
ported by the Committee on Agriculture. 

What we are now dealing with is a sit­
uation in which this is an amendment 
to a substitute. 

The subject matter covered by the 
amendment is clearly not germane to the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Agri­
culture, since it is covered by the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor, and thus 
I believe the point of order ought to be 
sustained by the Chair. 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be heard further on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman. . 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
the rule which we were operating under 
still applied to this amendment, and if 
that is the case, then I believe this 
amendment would clearly be in order 
to this substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. NATCHER). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The Chair advises the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. MIZELL) that as 
far as the rule is concerned, it has no 
relevance concerning the point of order 
at this time. It is true that the content 
is the amendment as offered by the gen­
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. MI­
ZELL) on the original bill, but the amend­
ment before the House at this time is in 
the nature of a substitute. 

Therefore, the Chair rules that the 
point of order must be sustained. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEELE TO THE 

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

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment in the 
natw·e of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STEELE to the 

amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. FoLEY: Page 54, line 7, insert 
the following: 

(c) Insert at the end of section 3(e) of 
the Food Stamp Act of 1964 the following 
new sentence: "Residents of federally sub­
sidized housing for the elderly, built under 
either section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 
(12 U.S.C. 170lq), or section 236 of the Na­
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. · 1715z-1) shall 
not be considered residents of. an institu­
tion or boarding house for purposes of eligi­
bility for food stamps under this Act." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Connecticut (Mr. STEELE) to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. FOLEY). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Washington <Mr. FoLEY) as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended, was rejected. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, the Agriculture Act of 1973, 
H.R. 8860, is going to cost the public 
enormous sums-either as consumers or 
as taxpayers. 

This proposal establishes record guar­
anteed prices which, if not received by 
the farmer in the marketplace, will be 
paid by the taxpayer. 

As a result, the public will be faced 
with either an enormous grocery bill, 
or an outrageous tax bill. 

How does this work? 
First, under the bill, milk producers are 

guaranteed $5.61 per hundredweight of 
milk. Currently, they are guaranteed 
$5.29 per hundredweight, and the mar-. 
ket price-what the processor is willing 
to pay-was $5.49 per hundredweight as 
late as April15, 1973. 

Thus, to insure that the dairy farmer 
receives $5.61 for his milk, the taxpayer 
will have to pay the difference. And since 
approximately 120 billion pounds of milk 
are produced annually, we are talking 
about huge subsidies. 

Wheat, another staple in a nutritious 
diet, is also controlled under this pro­
posal, and a price of $2.05 per bushel is 
guaranteed wheat producers-a 24-per­
cent increase over 1972, when the aver­
age annual price received by farmers was 
$1.67 per bushel. 

While the Agriculture Department 
predicts that wheat prices in the mar­
ket will remain high-at $2.15 per 
bushel-if they are wrong and prices 
drop, the taxpayer will pay $15 million 
for every drop in price of a penny below 
$2.05. 

Under this bill, corn producers are 
guaranteed $1.38 per bushel. The present 
price in the marketplace is $1.43 per 
bushel, but only last year the average 
price was $1.29 per bushel. And in 1971, 
it was $1.08 per bushel. 

Thus, if the price of corn drops below 
the guarantee-down to $1.37 per 
bushel-the taxpayer will make up the 
difference, to the tune of a penny a 
bushei on each of the 6 billion bushels 
of corn, or $60 million. 

To summarize, the American people 
will be forced to pay. The only question 
is, out of which pocket-the grocery 
pocket or the tax pocket? 

According to the Department of Agri­
culture, under the committee recom­
mendation, the taxpayer will pay in 1974, 
$812 million to wheat growers; $520 mil­
lion to com and feed grain producers; 
and $166 million to the dairy farmers. 

Surely there is a better way to en­
courage farmers to produce food an.d 
fiber, allowing for a reasonable ·Pl;ofit, 
and at prices that Americans can afford 
to pay. 

The place to start is by eliminat.ing 
the "set aside" requirements which keep 
valuable land out of production. This 
practice, which is required for eligibility 
under several of the subsidy programs, 
permitted the Agriculture Department to 
pay farmers to idle a chunk of real estate 
nearly the size of the State of Colorado 
last year. 

Requiring farmers to idle land can 
only result in a limited supply of food 
for the table, and cloth for the mills. 
This is unconscionable, especially at a 
time when people in our country are de­
nied adequate nourislu:nent, when gro­
cery prices are sky high, and when a 
hungry world is vying to buy all we can 
produce. 

Second, the one ray of hope in this 
proposal is the provision which we 
adopted prohibiting any farm operator 
from collecting more than $20,000 in 
Government subsidies. Last year, 18,585 
operations received subsidies totaling 
$655.8 million in excess of $20,000. And 
for what? According to Secretary of Ag­
riculture Earl Butz.-

The payment is almost entirely, if not en­
tirely, an income supplement because you 
get it without really doing anything to earn 
it. 

However, that ray of hope grows much 
dimmer when we examine the "cotton 
loophole" which is big enough to drive a 
combine through. The bill before us to­
day eliminates ·the subsidy limitation 
affecting the cotton growers. The 1970 
law which limited Government payments 
to $55,000 per person does not even ap­
ply. In fact, there would be no limita­
tion whatever. 

In other words, agribusinesses, such as 
the California firm which collected $4.4 
million in cotton subsidies in 1970, would 
be permitted to return to their old prac­
tice of collecting huge Government sub­
sidies. 

In addition, this proposal establishes a 
minimum Government loan rate of 41.5 
cents per pound of cotton. In 1972, mar­
ket prices were not even close to that­
the producers received less than 27 cents 
a pound. In effect, if that price remained, 
the taxpayer would chip in 14.5 cents for 
every pound of cotton produced. 

Since expected production for 1973-74 
is almost 12,000,000 bales-at 480 pounds 
per bale-simple arithmetic shows that 
the cotton program could cost the tax­
payer an estimated $826.5 million an­
nually if prices leveled at the 1972 
prices. 

According to the Department of Agri­
culture, in 1972 it cost a cotton producer 
approximately 28 cents to produce 1 
pound of cotton. Thus, h~ may be as­
sured of a 13-cent-a-pound profit on 
every pound of cotton grown. That 
amounts to a $62 profit per bale of cot­
ton. 

At these rates, why grow corn, or why 
raise cattle? For that matt,;er, why drive 
a cab or work in a factory? 

Mr. Chairman, the small farmer works 
liard and receives little monetary reward 
for his efforts. He should be encouraged 
to stay on the land and continue to work 
the fields. But, this program really bene­
fits the rich and allows the_:rp to grab up 
even more land and, thus, drive the 
marginal farmer off the land. 
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This kind of welfare for the rich must 
be ended. 

Mr. Chamnan, the taxpayer is tired of 
:;;aying his: hal'd earned dollars to the 
Government to use in an easy-come 
easy-go manner. 

The consumers do not mind paying a 
fair price for a good product but they 
do mind paying artificially inflated prices 
caused by Government stupidity. 

Let us defeat this proposal, end the 
waste of tax dollars, and come back 
with an agriculture bill that allo s the 
farmer to produce, and receive a fair 
profit for his efforts·, and at the same 
time, 'teeps the small farmer in business. 

Mr. BEARD. Mr. ChaiTman, as a. co­
sponsor of the pending amendment. I 
want to take· just a moment to commend 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. DicK­
INSON) and others who have orked so 
hard to pronrote the adoption of this 
measure prohibiting issuance of food 
stamps for stn'"kel's. 

To those who say there is another 
side to this coin--that say in some cases 
there is some justification to p:rovfd:fng 
:food stamps to voluntary strikers. I 
would agree. There are two sides to every 
coin. However, there are no two sides to 
the argument that if this amendment is 
:not adopted, an estimated $2'40' million 
dollars w..ll go to :fuiance food stamps to. 
individuals: wlm c<Jllld be working. This 
is $240 ll'lillWn dollars that wm not. go 
to a.idl the involtmtary poor-m:others 
wfth dependent cbildren, welfare :fami­
lies~ the aged,. the blind, and the disabled. 

We are being given a. choice today. no. 
we continue a system which bas- been 
misdirected to divert aid to those who 
have temp;ararily given up their· earning 
power for the promise of greater future 
ret1II'llS o:r do we seek reform of that. s-ys­
tem to aid those who :really need its 
assistance? 

I urge that we make this reform. 
Mr. MAHON. M:r.. Chailima:n,. before 

the :final ve~te is taken on the pending 
fann bill I want to place. in the RECORD 
some views :in regard to agriculture 
whidl. I cronsider to be crt impmtance to 
the Nation and which l feel should be 
included :lin the debate em the bill today. 

NEED :1'011. IIJl'l'T.Eiif FA!tllll !.EGI&1'.4T'ION 

Mr. Chaimian~ Ias.t week and early 
this week the Poage bill providing for 
a new farm program was before the 
HOllSe. Today we resume consideration 
of. this vitally important mea.sure. Out of 
the lengthy debate that we have heard, 
one clear point should have emerged. 
This· nation totally depends. on a strong 
and healthy agrfcuitural base, and in­
deed has an evergrowing need far a. 
greater abundance of all agrlcultural' 
products. Indeed, the President on yes­
terday stated: 

The stability of the American economy in 
the months and years ahead demands maxi­
mum farm output. r call upon the Ameri­
can farmer to produce as mucb as ~e· can. 

Our best hope for sa.ving the dollar, 
our best hope r~ fighting world hunger, 
our best hope for keel)ing our Nation 
ec.onomicaD.y strong amd physically 
healthy is American agtriculture.. This is 
a broad statement but it is positively 
correct. 

There is nothing ihat. we, as Americans, 
do better •han grow food and fiber­
and :regretfully th-e:re- is nothing that 
Americans generally seem to undeTstand 
l'ess·. 
IMPORTANCE OF AGRICULTURE '1'0 UNITED ST'ATES 

When one lives in certain nonagricul­
ture sections of the Nation it is: under­
standable that he would not have a 
thorough appreciation of what is in­
volved in getting breakfast to the table 
or clothes on the back and the tremend­
ously positive effect that agriculture has 
on ourNation'seconomy. 

And. one of the real dangers this Con­
gress faces is to act precipitously on 
amendments .. as the House did last week 
and as the House has done today that 
substantively destroy basic farm pro­
grams on which our Nation depends. 

We need to stand baek and gain :some 
pe1·spective about the role and problems 
of agriculture in our country. 

:Farming in America is a big business:.­
the biggest, in fa~and like it or not, it 
is based on incentives. Farm production 
costs go up year after year, and sooner 
or later farm prices also must inevitably 
rise. There is no other wayr the farmer 
can continne to pmnp billions into' our 
economy,. providing such a. substantial 
chunk of the paycheck of American fac­
tory workers. 

Through farm programs we have, in 
the past. cushioned consumers against 
and even protected them completely from 
the brunt of cost increases·. Bttt farm 
programs have gotten a black eye be­
cause they· have been inaccurately seen 
solely as a means of withholding pro­
duction. There has been widespread dis­
tortion and mistiilderstanding of the 
facts. 
. This Nation has. long been the leading· 
agricultural nation of the world. Tbday .. 
more than ever before, the United states 
is called on to help feed and clothe a 
large proportion of the entire world. ill­
deed, if we fail, millions throughout the 
world will sutrer and perhaps. even perish~ 
In fact, if. the united States fails, there 
is absolutely no other nation that has 
the capability to feed and clothe a large 
portion of the entire world. 

AGRICULTUU'S IMPA£T ON THE ECQNOMY 

Today in the United States, 3 ieb& 
aut of eVCJ::Y 10J are directly or indiree.tly 
related to agrieulture. Besides this dh'ee.t 
contribution, the farme::r is also one of 
the best customers that·. American incms­
try has-from basic industries like steel',. 
chemical&, to maehine:uy ~ trucks,. pe.tro­
leum. and fertilizer-for a total o:ll 20. 
percent of basic industry p.:roducts. 

The report of the 19'7'4 agriculture. ap­
propriation bill elearly shows. the mag­
nitude of the impact of agriculture on 
our e£onomy and hem~e its importance 
tousall-

FartneJ:s~ investment in land and equip­
ment necessary to farm totals over $355 bU.­
lion~ equar to roughly one-hal! of the mar­
ket vahle of all corporate stocks on the New 
York 8~ek EXehang~ tM" tO< about three­
fifths of the '\l'al'ue of the. eapiitat assets cOO! 
all eorporations. m the United States. Eva'J' 
time the farmer plants· a c:rop. he :risk& all 
the.se assets. aecumula.:ted tbrongh m~ 
years. His r.et.ur.n. on his equity was only 
about 2.8 percent in 1971. 

$1.2 Bll.LION CONTRIBUTION TO BALANCE OF 
TRADE 

.Americans have in the past few 
months ~ome painfully aware of the 
problems of the dollar around the wOTld. 
In 19:12 we had a trade deficit of ·$6.8 
biiJiion, the first since the industrial rev­
olution evolved. Another damaging trade 
deficit is anticipated m 19!13'. 

But. imagine how our problems would 
have been magnified if we had not ex­
ported! some $!2 billion of U.S·. agricul­
tural products in the fiscal year that just 
ended. 

Without a doubt, agricultural' products 
offer the brightest promise to save the 
dallar. Many people think it will be pos­
sible to export $20 billion of our agri­
cultural products in 1974, if we can pro­
duce enough. This is the E>nly thing that 
can make. a. major contribution toward 
balaneing the enm-mous cost. of oil that 
we will have to import and the net t:rade 
dmin on manufacturing products that is 
likely to occur. Mr. Chairman, it may be 
hard f.or some Members to realize, but 
agriculture: is now the only pa:rt or the 
American economy that offers the hope 
of correcting our intolerable interna.­
tianal trade. imbalance. The' situation has 
deteriorated to the point that agricul­
ture is the only hope, Mr. Chairman. 

DAN<;ERO.lJ'S AMENDMENTS TO> THE FARM BILL 

Thus, rather than adopting amend­
ments which make it more difficult for 
the farmer to operate and produce and 
for research to be conducted on food and 
natural fibers, we should be adopting 
amendments which do just the opposite. 

OPPOSITION TO PAYMENT L:r.MrrATION 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me 
tha.t the amendment tile House adopted 
which. drastically limits farm payments 
is a movement totally in the wrong direc­
tion. I would hope that the: Congyess 
would have the wisdom t(} correct this 
mistake. This amendment, in my opinion, 
is confiscatory and totally disruptive to 
the great cotton industry and the feed 
grain industry of our Nation. I thor­
oughly depiore it and will. continue 
working against it, although I reallz.e 
that many Members are total!y com­
mftted to i:t. 

Agriculture-more than any other in­
ctustry-is singled out as an example of 
one that is heavily subsidiZed and :fre­
quently as one tbat is subsidized without 
merit. The wo:rd subs.idy has. become so 
ingrained in the typical nonfa.r:mers view 
oi ag.Eieulture that rational discussicm of 
the issue has become almast impossible. 
Sweeping statements-and indict­
ments-are uttered witb breathtaking 
ease, and eounterarguments find all tOO' 
few who will listen. 

The idea that because the Gove:rnment 
does provide fru:m programs r:any farm­
ers, are getting rich from farm programs 
simply does not hold up. Why are not 
more people going into farming? Why 
are these. charges almost without ex­
(:eption unspecific and generally stated? 
Are those. who make these charges ade­
t'J,'lm.tely infonned on the subj:ec.t? I really 
believe Uley are not. 

Even so, farm payments-worse; those 
who receive them-are singled out for 
!ncreasing criticism and abuse. The fa-
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miliar theme, expressed over and over 
again, is that farm payments are hand­
outs, something-for-nothing, a means of 
getting rich at taxpayer expense. This is 
an unacceptable distortion. When the 
farmer adds up his income receipts he 
finds that he has a dollar return to in­
vestment that is lower than any major 
industry would tolerate. 

Existing law provides for a $55,000 pay­
ment limitation. There should be no fur­
ther discrimination against larger farm­
ers simply because they are large, dis­
crimination which takes ~way frcm small 
farmers the opportunity to get larger and 
become more efficient and be more mean­
ingful contributors to the agricultural 
engine of the Nation. 

Has anyone ever suggested placing a 
limit on the size of defense contracts? 

Should we put an arbitrary limit on 
the size of subsidies to the maritime in­
dustry? 

What about the railroads and airlines? 
If the principle applies well in agricul­
ture, then why should it not be applied to 
others who receive subsidies from the 
Federal Government? 

It is a sad commentary that the per­
formance of American agriculture is cov­
eted all over the world, and yet too often 
is discounted as virtually insignificant 
here at home. 

Agriculture and the farmer remain as 
the cornerstone of our economy. 

Farm efficiency has freed and will con­
tinue to free millions from the farm to 
work in factories and churn out thou­
sands of consumer goods that make the 
living in America easier than anywhere 
else in the world. Yet, agriculture, it 
seems, has become the whipping boy. 

IMPORTANCE OF COTTON 

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to 
speak about the importance of cotton to 
the United States and to the entire 
world. Last week, it seemed some Mem­
bers were trying to make it national anti­
cotton week in the House. 

Hurtful amendments relating to farm 
subsidy payments and Cotton Incorpo­
rated should not have been adopted. It 
is urgently necessary that these amend­
ments be sharply modified or abandoned. 

Let me briefly list some of the vast con­
tributions that cotton makes to the 
American people. 

Last year, cotton produced 1.6 billion 
pounds of protein for a protein-starved 
world and 1.4 billion pounds of cotton­
seed oil were also produced which 
greatly added to the diets of people 
throughout the world. In fact, next 
month in Lubbock, Tex., a plant will be­
gin producing a high-protein food con­
centrate from cottonseed. This develop­
ment holds great promise as an impor­
tant new source of low-cost protein to 
help meet the world's critical food needs. 

Last year, cottonseed provided 3.6 bil­
lion pounds of feed for livestock, which 
was 15 percent of all protein concen­
trates fed to livestock. 

Over 10 billion square yards of textile 
materials were produced from cotton. 
Cotton textile fibers accounted for 35 per-
cent of the apparel market, 32 percent 
of the home furnishings, and 26 percent 
of the industrial fabrics market. 

In past years cotton exports totaled 

$400 to $500 million. This year theie ex­
ports may reach or exceed $750 million. 
The contribution of this to our balance 
of trade is enormous. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, cotton ac­
counts for direct employment of more 
than 5.2 million persons and for another 
12.8 million employees and dependents 
who are tied closely to the cotton indus­
try. These jobs are scattered throughout 
the Nation and not just in the cotton 
producing areas themselves. 

COTTON HELPS MODIFY ENERGY CRISIS 

There is another very important point 
that all Members should be aware of. 
Cotton and other natural agricultural 
products, unlike synthetic fibers and food 
supplements, do not require the use of 
irreplaceable energy resources, such as 
petroleum products, for their develop­
ment. Water and sunlight are the basic 
energy sources for cotton and are not 
irreplaceable like the energy sources 
used in synthetic fibers. This is tremen­
dously significant in view of our critical 
energy needs. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of these im­
pressive facts and the current food needs 
of the world, it just does not make sense 
for Congress to pass amendments that 
will make it more difficult for the farmer 
to grow his crops. 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF COTTON, INC. 

As indicated, the House adopted an 
amendment last week which removes 
Government funds from Cotton, Inc. 
This was a mistake. 

Cotton, Inc., has been making a vital 
contribution in research on cotton fiber 
and textile and cotton food products 
which are so essential to a protein­
hungry world. To attempt to hinder this 
research makes no sense, in my judg­
ment. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that greater 
wisdom will prevail in the House and 
Senate and that the final version of the 
new farm bill will be made more accept­
able. 

I take note of a recent column in the 
New York Times by the well-known 
economist, Eliot Janeway, which very 
accurately sums up the importance of 
American agriculture. It states: 

Agriculture has long been the perennial 
orphan of the American economy. But as the 
world economy is structured today, no coun­
try can manage, no government can survive, 
no economy can stabilize itself without con­
tinuous access to American agricultural 
products-especially American feed crops. 

Mr. Chairman, it must be agreed that 
this Congress should develop a strong 
farm program. The urgency is very 
great. I am stating these views with the 
hope that they may be helpful toward 
the solution of our problems. 

The bill before us contains many un­
acceptable amendments and provisions. 
But, if we are to have a farm bill, it seems 
appropriate to send this measure to con­
ference between the House and SePate 
and strive for modifications and changes. 
We must find a way to achieve a reason­
ably adequate program. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise at this time to make some remarks 
in support of one of the provisions of 
this bill before us today which I believe 
is of major importance to all our clti-

zens. The provision to which I refer is 
title X and the programs authorized 
under it to encourage and promote im­
proved fish and wildlife enhancement and 
conservation practices among our Na­
tion's private, agricultural landowners. 

As members of the Committee on Agri­
culture, we worked closely with many 
wildlife conservationists in formulating 
these provisions. Why do I favor such a 
program? Residents of the countryside 
live daily with the game and fish and 
know the wonders of the animal king­
dom. They have a natural interest in see­
ing that the game and fish populations 
prosper. Many of them have expressed 
concern to me and others of my col­
leagues about the need for encouraging 
the expansion of fish and wildlife popula­
tions. 

The problems they face are the same 
as many others face in attempting to 
work for the general interest of our Na­
tion-a shortage of the cash with which 
to carry on their efforts. What title X 
does, is make it possible for the Secretary 
of Agriculture to carry on a realistic, 
practical and workable program involv­
ing our farm families in expanding their 
activities on behalf of fish and wildlife. 

This program provides the Secretary 
with the authority to enter into long 
range contracts-up to 25 years-with 
eligible landowners and operators to en­
gage in a cost sharing and grant assist­
ance program to carry-out programs to 
increase our supplies of deer, squirrels, 
doves, turkeys, bass, trout, and other 
such wildlife and fish. 

The resources and management capa­
bilities of our public agencies are geared 
to working with the big picture and the 
big tract of land. The services that they 
perform are vital to our efforts in this 
field. But, they can do only so much with 
the limited resources at their hand. 

It is very easy to see that the pro­
grams which are authorized under title 
X can have a dramatic effect on the fu­
ture of our efforts in fish and wildlife 
enhancement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. NATCHER, Chairman of the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that commit­
tee having had under consideration the 
bill <H.R. 8860) to extend and amend the 
Agricultural Act of 1970 for the purpose 
of assuring consumers of plentiful sup­
plies of food and fiber at reasonable 
prices, pursuant to House Resolution 478, 
he reported the bill back to the House 
with sundry amendments adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I de­
mand a separate vote on the so-called 
Froehlich amendment, dealing with page 
41, line 10. · 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de­
manded on any other amendment? 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a separate vote on the Bergland amend-
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ment~ which struck section 2. of the bill. 
the emergency stamiard&. 

The SPEAKER. ls a separate vote de­
manded on an3" ather amendment 2 

Mr. CONTE:. Jb;. Speakerr I demand 
a separate vate on the Bergland amend­
ment. deal:ing with page 21, line 4 
through page 36, line 15. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de­
manded an any ather amendment? If not, 
the Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk wfll report 

the first amendment. appearing in the 
bm on whieh a. separate vote· has been 
demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows= 
Amendment: Page 27, line 4, strike out on 

page 27 all o:f line 4- and the remainder 
through page 36 line 15 and renumber the 
succeeding para~phs of section 1 of the bill 
aecordingly;. 

The amendlnent was rejected. 
The· SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment appearing in the 
bill on which a separate vote has· been 
demanded. 

The Clerk read as fallows: 
Amendment: On page 41 after line 10, in­

sert the following= 
EMERGENCY SUPPLY OF AGRICULTURE PRODUCTS 

SEc 811 (a) Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall, under the provi'sions of this Act, assist 
fanners, processors, and distributors in ob­
taining such prices for agricultural products 
that an Ol'derly, adequate. and steady supply 
of such products win exist. for the consumers 
of this nation. 

('b) The President shall make appl'oprfate 
ad.justments. in the maximum price which 
may be charged und.el' the provisions of EK­
ecutive Order 11723' (dated June 13, 1973) 
or any subseq17ellt Executive Order !or any 
agl'lcuitural products (at any point fn the 
diatrfbutwn ehain) as to which the Seere­
tary of. A~eultme c:ertff:Ie& to, the President 
that the supply of the prod.uct. will be re­
duced to unacceptably low levels. as a result. 
of the freeze 01: subsequent modification 
thereof and that alternative means !or in­
creasing the supply are not available. 

(c) Under this section. the term. .. agricul­
tural products" shall lneh:Kfe> meat, pottltry., 
vegetables, fruits and all oth-er agriculture 
cmnmo~s. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speakru:,. 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GERALD Rr FORD. Mr. Speakel', 
my parliamentary inquiry is this~ Is my 
understanding correct that this is the 
so-called Froehlich amendment? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the gentleman from Michigan is 
correct. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
one further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman wilt 
state his· parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. My parlia­
mentary Inquiry is this, Mr. Speaker: 
The previous amendment that was voted 
on, what amendment was that? Which 
one of the so-caned Bergland amend­
ments was it? 

The SPEAKER. The Chan· will state 
to the gentleman from Michigan that 

the Chair is endea:voring to put the The SPEAKER. The Clerk wiU report 
amendments in. the order in wh1ch they the motion to :recommit. 
appear in. the bilL 'l'lle- Clell'k read as· fonows: 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, a parlia­
mentary inquiry:. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, my parlia­
mentary inquiry is whether there: is any 
way that we can now determine what 
the first amendment was that we voted 
on, and ask for a division on that amend­
ment. or for a recorded vote on that 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER .. The Chai:r will state 
to the gentleman from Michigan that 
that. request comes too late. 

The question is on the s:o.-cailed Froeh­
lich amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion (demanded by Mr. ROSENTHAL) 
thae were-ayes 217, noes, 1891. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk wm report 

the next amendment on which a separate 
vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment~ Page 53, line 3, strike section 

2 of the blll', H.R. 88.60, fD its entirety, andre­
number the follnwing sections accOrdiD.gly. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The 8PEAKEn. The question is on the 

engrossment anJI third reading of the 
bill. 

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

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, a parlia­
mentary inquil'y. 

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

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, my parlia­
mentary inquiry is would the Chair re­
state the vote on the pll'eviol:lS Bergland 
amendment? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the Chair announced that. the ayes 
had it. 

PA.B.LIAME.NTARY INQUIRY 

M:r. MIZELL. :1\b. Speaker, a parlia­
mentary inq'll.iiJ.'y. 

The. SPEAKER._ The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MIZELL. This means ~at the 
Bergland ametidment. carried; is that 
correct? 

The SPEAKER. That is. correct. 
Mi'. MIZELL. On that, Mr. Speaker, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman waited 

much too long. 
Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I was on 

my feet. Mr. Speaker, I demand a re­
corded vote. r was on my feet. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has put the 
question on tne engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and rea:d a third time~ and was read the 
third time. 
MOTrON TO RECOMI\IIT OFFERED BY MR. TEAGUE 

OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. TEAGUE of. California. Mr. Speak­
er, r offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op­
posed to the bill? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

~. T'EAGVE. or· Caii!ornl'a InO'Ves to recom­
mit. the bill H.R. 886.0 to the Committee E>n 
AgricultUI"e> with instructions to :report the. 
same back forthWith with the follo.wing 
amendments: On page 9, line 5, after 
"bushel", strike out down thrnugh "rates" 
in line 8~ and in Iine 12, change the colon 
to a period and strike out the remafll.d'er of 
the sentence. 

On page 22., line 12., change the eomma: t o 
a paioo, and strike out the :remainde;r of the 
se-ntence. 

The SPEAKER. Under the· rule the 
gentleman from California is recognized 
for & minutes. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Speak­
er, this is a motion to recummit: with in­
structions to delete the escalator clause. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr~ Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I yield to 
the minority leader, the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
this is an effort to make the bill legisla­
tion which will be veto-proof. This in 
effect is the Sisk amendment which on 
Juiy 11 tmfortunately lost by 23.9 to 174. 
r supported the Sis.k amendment then, 
and I support this version now. rt is even 
more important, in my judgment. tnat 
the motion to recommit prevail because 
in the interim I believe we have stricken 
from the bill the cotton section. which 
means that as far as this bill is con­
cern.ed,. there is no escalator clause for 
cotton. 

To do equity, in my opinion, we ought 
to do the same for the other two major 
crops. 

No. 2, I say to my big city Democrats 
and Republicans that if we take the es­
calato:r clattSe out, then we in effeet: are 
giving the city housewife a better op­
P'C!Jrl;nnity to get better prices for the 
foodstuffs. that she buys. 

I repeat my conclusion. As far as. I am 
concerned. Mr. Speaker. if we want a 
new fann law we must adopt the motion 
to. recommit. Otherwise there is no hope 
because I suspect it is going to be vetoed 
and there are obviously enougP.r votes to 
sustain a vet&. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield to the gentleman from Cali­
fornia <Mr. SlsK) . 

Mr. SlSK. I' thank the gentleman for 
yielding. As I nnderstand it this is the 
idea of the amendment I o:ffered a long 
tfme. ago, whenever it was we started 
this discussion, which reduces what the 
Department feels Is the overan cost of 
the bill over the years and therefore l do 
support the motion to recommit. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
P.ARI.IAMENTART INQ'UmT 

Mr. WAGGONNERr Mr. Speaker. will 
the gentleman yield for a. parliamentary 
inquiry? 

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

Mr. WAGGONNER.. Mr. Speaker, 
t.here is more confusion than we can 
soive here in the next moment. or. two, 
but the committee chairman handling 
the bill, and the mino:rity lea.de.r, and. 
both sides are under the impression that 
on the separate vote cotton is stm out of 
the bill. We need a decision as to 
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whether or not cotton is in the bill, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Of course, the parlia­
mentary situation is that the amend­
ment on which the first vote was taken 
was to strike the cotton section from the 
bill. That amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I thank the 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman. 
from Texas desire to rise in opposition 
to the motion to recommit? 

Mr. POAGE. I do, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker and my friends in the 

House, I want to suggest that we areal­
most at the end of several long days and 
that I hope we will be able to bring 
this to a conclusion and be able to get 
a bill. I am just as interested as the 
minority leader is in getting one that be­
comes law because I have no interest in 
having something that will not become 
law, but neither do I have any interest 
in suggesting tt~at farmers as a group 
should be treated with far less consid­
eration than any other· group in the 
United States. We have just provided in 
the food stamp section of this very bill 
for escalation of the grants to the re­
cipients of food stamps in event the cost 
of living goes up. We have recently pro­
vided increases in the salaries of Federal 
employees. We have increased the bene­
fits of recipients of social security bene­
fits when the cost of living goes up. I 
know of no reason why we should make 
an exception of farmers and frankly I 
do not believe that the President of the 
United States is going to say that he is 
going to make such an exception. 

Of course, he would like to have the 
cheapest bill he can get. But a cheap bill 
that does not do justice is not the kind 
of bill we want. I would therefore hope 
that we would do justice to the farmers 
and treat them at least as well as we 
treat other groups of our society, treat 
them on the same basis that we treat 
other groups of our society. 'I'o do that 
we will have to vote down this motion to 
recommit. I do not believe it will be dan­
gerous. I do not believe it will destroy 
the bill. 

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for yielding. I agree 
with him wholeheartedly. I cannot be­
lieve this body would deny the food and 
fiber producers of this country an even 
share.· Even though I happen to disagree 
with the administration and leaders, my 
chairman of the committee, and the mi­
nority leader, I think it is definitely un­
fair that we have less than 3 million 
farmers in this country and we are talk­
ing about removing the escalator clause 
which prognosticators predict could cost 
$900 million. The food stamp section that 
passed is going to cost at least $3 to $4 
billion and serve 9 to 12 million people. 
With many other programs providing es­
calator clauses, surely the American 
farmer is entitled to at least 70 percent 
of the average received by all other seg­
ments. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen­
tleman yield for a comment? 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I yield to the dis­
tinguished chairman of the committee 
(Mr. POAGE). 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, the present 
law has been costing about $3lh billion 
a year. We will be saving $3~ billion 
a year by passing this bill, and if it did 
cost $900 million a year. it would still be 
saving of $2% billion. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, that 
is certainly correct. I do not see how in 
the world we can give 30 million people 
an escalator clause, we can give all Fed­
eral employees an escalator, and we say 
no to the American farmer. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the distinguished chairman of the 
committee yield for an amendment to the 
motion to recommit? 

Mr. POAGE. Certainly, I will yield, but 
I would like to hear the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is not 
in order. The gentleman from California. 
(Mr. TEAGUE) has control of the motion 
to recommit and can yield for that pur­
pose if he desires to do so. 

The gentleman from Texas now has the 
floor. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I will not 
yield for a pig in a poke. I want to know 
what the gentleman iS' proposing. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can­
not yield for that purpose. The gentle­
man from California can yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I will explain to my friend from Texas. 
Because of the confusion as to the Berg­
land amendment when the Committee of 
the Whole got back into the House-and 
I think I was not the only one who was 
confused-in. order to treat the three 
commodities the same, corn, wheat, and 
cotton, we would have to amend the mo­
tion to recommit to includt. cotton now 
that the cotton section is back in the bill. 
That is the only purpose. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, wi'll the gen­
tleman yield for a parliamentary in­
quiry? 

Mr. POAGE. No, I will let the gentle­
man get his own time on that. 

I want to thank the minority leader 
for about 2 weeks of most courteous and 
cooperative effort on trying to get this 
bill passed. I have not agreed with him 
on some of these items and have not 
agreed with the ranking minority mem­
ber on the commttee, but I want to thank 
them both as having made a serious effort 
in trying to see this thing through. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman from Texas has expired. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, a. point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, my point of 
order is that I do not believe the gentle­
man from California can yield for this 
purpose without getting unanimous con­
sent. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can 
yield for the purpose of an amendment, 
since he has the floor. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield to the distinguished minority 
leader for the purpose of offering an 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY Mit. GERALD lt. FORD 
TO THE MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
TEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA 

M~·. GERALD R: FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer an amendment to the motion to 
recommit. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, a point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, my point of 
order is that the time of the gentleman 
from California had expired. 

The SPEAKER. That does not keep 
him from :"ielding. 

Mr. MOSS. He has not got the floor. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

California has the right to yield for an 
amendment, since he still has the floor 
as the previous question has not been 
ordered on the motion to recommit. 

Mr. MOSS. The previous question has 
not been ordereci. 

The SPEAKER. That is the rule. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GERALD R. Fo.RD 

to the motion to recommit offered by Mr. 
TEAGUE of California: On page 30, beginning 
with line 1, strike out down through the 
word "made" in line 11. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. GERALD R. FORD) to 
the motion to recommit. 
Th~ question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the noes ap.. 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand a recorded vote. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmiES 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Will the Chair 
explain exactly what the vote will be 
on? 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan to the motion to recom­
mit offered by the gentleman from Cali­
fornia. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Will the Speaker 
please explain what we are voting on? 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. GERALD R. FORD) to 
the motion to recommit offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
TEAGUE). 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. This would have 
the effect of striking the escalator clause 
from the cotton section? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot pass 
on the effect of the amendment. , 

The gentleman from , Michigan (Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD) has demanded a re­
corded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
RECORDED VOTE 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-ayes 248, noes 165, 
not voting 20, as follows: 
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[Roll No. 361] Diggs Kastenmeier Rarick Brotzman Gunter Railsback 

AYE8-248 
Ding ell Kazen Rhodes Brown, Mich. Guyer Rangel Dorn Kuykendall Roberts Brown, Ohio Haley Rees Abzug Green,Pa. Quillen Eckhardt Kyros Rooney, N.Y. Broyhill, Va. Hanley Regula Anderson, Gross Railsback Edwards, Ala. Landrum Rooney, Pa. Buchanan Hanna Rinaldo Calif. Grover Rees Edwards, ·calif. Leggett Rose Burgener Hanrahan Robinson, Va. Anderson, nl. Gubser Regula Evins, Tenn. Lehman Roybal Burke, Fla. Harvey Robison, N.Y. Andrews, Gude Reuss Fascell Long, La. Runnels Burke, Mass. Hastings Rodino N.Dak. Gunter Riegle Flood Long, Md. Ruth Butler Hechler, W.Va. Roe Archer Guyer Rinaldo Flowers Lott StGermain Carey, N.Y. Heckler, Mass. Rogers Arends Haley Robinson, Va. Flynt McFall Sarbanes Cederberg Heinz Roncallo, N.Y. Armstrong Hamilton Robison, N.Y. Foley McSpadden Shipley Chamberlain Helstoski Rosenthal Ashbrook Hanna Rodino Ford, Mahon Sikes Clancy Hillis Rousselot Bafalis Hanrahan Roe William D. Mann s :ack Clawson, Del Hinshaw Ruppe Bennett Hansen, Idaho Rogers Fountain Mathis, Ga. St aggers Cleveland Hogan StGermain Bergland Hansen, Wash. Roncalio, Wyo. Fraser Matsunaga S tark Cohen Holt Sandman Biester Harrington Roncallo, N.Y. Fulton Mazzoli · Steed Collier Horton Sarasin Blackburn Harvey Rosenthal Gaydos Meeds Steiger, Ariz. Collins, Tex. Hosmer Satterfield Boland Hastings Rostenkowski Gettys Melcher Stephens Con able Huber Schnee bell Bolling Hechler, W.Va. Roush Giaimo Metcalfe Stubblefield Conte Hudnut Shuster Bray Heckler, Mass. Rousselot Ginn Mitchell, Md. Stuckey Cotter Hunt Sisk Broomfield Heinz Roy Gonzalez Mizell Sullivan Coughlin Hutchinson Smith, N.Y. Brotzman Helstoski Ruppe Grasso Montgomery Symington Crane Jarman Snyder Brown, Mich. Hillis Ryan Hammer- Moorhead, Pa. Taylor, N.C. Cronin Johnson, Pa. Spence Brown, Ohio Hinshaw Sandman schmidt Morgan Teague, Tex. Daniel, Dan Jones, N.c. Stanton, Broyhill, va. Hogan Sarasin Hanley Murphy, N.Y. Thornton Daniel, Robert Keating J. William Buchanan Holifield Satterfield Harsha Natcher Tiernan w.,Jr. Koch Steele Burgener Holt Saylor Hawkins Nichols Treen Daniels, Latta Steelman Burke, Fla. Horton Scherle Hays Nix Udall Dominick V. Leggett Steiger, Wis. Burke, Mass. Hosmer Schneebeli H6bert Passman· Ullman Davis, Wis. Long,Md. Stratton Butler Howard Schroeder Henderson Fatten Vigorito Dell en back McClory Studds Byron Huber Sebelius Hicks Pepper Waggonner Dennis McDade Teague, Calif. Camp Hudnut Seiberling Holtzman Perkins White Derwin ski McEwen Tiernan Carey, N.Y. Hunt Shoup Hungate Pickle Whitten Devine McKinney Towell, Nev. Cederberg Hutchinson Shriver I chord Poage Wilson, Dickinson Macdonald Treen Chamberlain Jarman Shuster Johnson, Calif. Podell Charles, Tex. Dorn Madigan Vander Jagt Chappell Johnson, Pa.. Sisk Johnson, Colo. Preyer Wolff Downing Mailliard Vanik Clancy Jones, Okla. Skubitz Jones, Ala. Price, Tex. Wright Drinan Mallary Veysey 

Clausen, Karth Smith, Iowa Jones, N.C. Pritchard Yatron Dulski Maraziti Walsh Don H. Keating Smith, N.Y. Jones, Tenn. Randall Young, Ga. duPont Martin, Nebr. Ware 
Clawson, Del Ketchum Snyder Jordan Rangel Young, Tex. Edwards, Ala. Martin, N.C. Whalen Cleveland Kluczynski Spence NOT VOTING-20 Erlenborn Mazzoli Whitehurst Cohen Koch Stanton, Esch Michel Widnall Collier Latta J. William Bell Kemp Moorhead, Eshleman Milford Wiggins 
Collins, Tex. Litton Stanton, Blatnik King Calif. Findley Minish Williams Conable I,.ujan James V. Danielson Landgrebe Owens Fish Mitchell, N.Y. Wilson, Bob Conte McClory Steele de la Garza Lent Patman Ford, Gerald R. Mizell Wol1f 
Corman McCloskey Steelman Fisher Mills, Ark. Reid ' Forsythe Mosher Wyatt 
Coughlin McCollister Steiger, Wis. Fuqua Minshall, Ohio · Stokes Frenzel Moss Wydler 
Crane McCormack Stratton Griffiths Mollohan Talcott Frey O'Brien Wylie 
Cronin McDade Studds 

So the &mendment to the motion to Gilman Parris Wyman 
Culver McEwen Symms Goldwater Pettis Yates 
Daniel, Dan McKay Taylor, Mo. recommit was agreed to. Goodling Peyser Young, Alaska 
Daniel, Robert McKinney Teague, Calif. The Clerk announced the following Grasso Pike Young, Fla. 

w.,Jr. Macdonald Thompson, N.J. pairs: Green, Oreg. Powell, Ohio Young,m. 
Daniels, Madden Thomson, Wis. Grover Pritchard Young, S.C. 

DominickV. Madigan Thone On this vote: Gude Quillen Zion 
Davis, Ga. Mailliard Towell, Nev. Mr. Kemp for, with Mr. Blatnik against. NOES-225 Davis, Wis. Mallary Van Deerlin Mr. Landgrebe for, with Mr. Mollohan Dell en back Maraziti Vander Jagt Abdnor Corman Holifield 
Denholm Martin, Nebr. Vanik against. Addabbo Culver Holtzman 
Dennis Martin, N.C. Veysey Mr. King for, with Mr. Fuqua against. Alexander Davis, Ga. Howard 
Derwin ski Mathias, Calif. Waldie Mr. Lent for, with Mr. Stokes against. Andrews, N.C. Davis, S.C. Hungate 
Devine Mayne Walsh Andrews, Delaney !chord 
Donohue Mezvinsky Wampler Until further notice: N.Dak. Dellums Johnson, Calif. 
Downing Michel Ware Mr. Fisher with Mr. Danielson. Annunzio Denholm Johnson, Colo. Drinan Milford Whalen Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Minshall of Ohio. Ashley Dent Jones, Ala. 
Dulski Miller Whitehurst Asp in Diggs Jones, Okla. 
Duncan Minish Widnall Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Bell. Badillo Ding ell Jones, Tenn. 
duPont Mink Wiggins Mr. Owens with Mr. Moorhead of Call- Baker Donohue Jordan 
Ell berg Mitchell, N.Y. Williams fornia. Barrett Duncan Karth 
Erlenborn Moakley Wilson, Bob Mr. Reid with Mr. Talcott. Beard Eckhardt Kastenmeier 
Esch Mosher Wilson, Mr. Patmc.n with Mr. de la Garza. Bergland Edwards, Calif. Kazen 
Eshleman Moss Charles H., Bevill Eilberg Ketchum 
Evans, Colo. Murphy, Ill. Calif. The result of the vote was announced Biaggi Evans, Colo. Kluczynskl 
Findley Myers Winn as above recorded. Bingham Evins, Tenn. Kuykendall 
Fish Nedzi Wyatt Boggs Fascell Kyros 
Ford, Gerald R. Nelsen Wydler The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Boland Flood Landrum 
Forsythe Obey Wylie previous question is ordered on the mo- Bolling Flowers Lehman 
Frelinghuysen O'Brien Wyman tion to recommit, as amended. Bowen Flynt Litton 
Frenzel O'Hara Yates Brademas Foley Long, La. 
Frey O'Neill Young, Alaska There was no objection. Bras co Ford, Lott 
Froehlich Parris Young, Fla. The SPEAKER. Th(; question is on the Breaux William D. Lujan 
Gibbons Pettis Young,nl. motion to recommit, as amended. Breckinrldge Fountain McCloskey 
Gilman Peyser Young, S.C. Brinkley Fraser McCollister 
Goldwater Pike Zablocki The question was taken; and the Brooks Froehlich McCormack 
Goodling Powell, Ohio Zion Speaker announced that the noes ap- Brown, Calif. Fulton McFall 
Gray Price, nl. Zwach peared to have it. Broyhill, N.C. Gettys McKay 
Green, Oreg. Quie Burke, Calif. Giaimo McSpadden 

NOE8-165 RECORDED VOTE Burleson, Tex. Gibbons Madden 
Burlison, Mo. Ginn Mahon 

Abdnor Boggs Carter Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, Burton Gonzalez Mann 
Adams Bowen Casey, Tex. I demand a recorded vote. Byron Gray Mathias, Calif. 
Addabbo Brad em as Chisholm A recorded vote was ordered. camp Green, Pa. Mathis, Ga. 
Alexander Bras co Clark Carney, Ohio Gross Matsunaga 
Andrews, N.C. Breaux Clay The vote was taken by electronic de- Carter Hamilton Mayne 
Annunzlo Breckinrldge Cochran vice, and there were-ayes 182, noes 225, Casey, Tex. Hammer- Meeds 
Ashley Brinkley Collins, m. not voting 26, as follows: Chappell schmidt Melcher 

Chisholm Hansen, Idaho Metcalfe Asp in Brooks CE>nlan 
[Roll No. 362] Clark Hansen, Wash. Mezvinsky Badillo Brown, Calif. Conyers Clausen, Harrington Miller Baker Broyhlll, N.C. Cotter AYES-182 Don H. Harsha Mink Barrett Burke, Calif. Davis, S.C. Abzug Archer Bennett Cl:ay Hawkins Mitchell, Md. Beard Burleson, Tex. Delaney Adams Arends Biester Cochran Hays Moakley Bevlll Burlison, Mo. Dellums Anderson, Armstrong Blackburn Collins, nl. Hebert Montgomery Biaggl Burton Dent Calif. Ashbrook Bray Conlan Henderson Moorhead, Pa. Bingham Carney, Ohio Dickinson Anderson, nl. Bafalls Broomfield. Conyers Hicks Morgan 
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Murphy, Dl. Rostenkowski 
M.urphy, N.Y. Roush 
Myers Roy 
Natcher Roybal 
Nedzi Runnels 
Nelsen Ruth 
Nichols Ryan 
Nix Sarbanes 
Obey Saylor 
O 'Hara Scherle 
o·N~m schroeder 
Pa6sman Sebelius 
Patten Seiberling 
Peppel" Shipley 
Perkins Shoup 
Pickle Shriver 
Poage Sikes 
Podell Skubitz 
Preyer ~adt 
Price, Ill. Smith, Iowa 
Price. Tex. Staggers 
Qufe Stanton, 
Ba.ndaU James V. 
Rarick Stank 
Reuss Steed 
Riegle steiger. Ariz. 
Roberts Stephens 
Roncallo. Wyo. Stubblefield 
Rooney, P'a. S1luckey 
Rose Sullivan 

Symington 
Symms 
Taylor. Mo. 
Taylor. N.C. 
Teague. Tex. 
Thompson. N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone· 
Thornton 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deer-lin 
Vigorito 
Wa.ggonner 
Waldie. 
Wampler 
White 
Whitten 
Wilson, 

Charles H., 
Calif. 

WiT son. 
Charles, Tex. 

Winn 
Yatron 
Young. Ga. 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zwaeh 

NOT VOTING-26 
Bell 
Blatnik 
Danielson 
delaGa.rza 
Fisher 
Frelinghuysen 
Fuqu& 
Gaydos 
Griffiths 
Gubser 

Kemp Patman 
King Reid 
Landgrebe Rhodes 
Lent Rooney.N.Y. 
M111s, Ark. Stokes 
Minshal!J, Ohio. TaicoU 
Mollohan Wright. 
Moorhead. 

Calif. 
Owens 

So the motion to recommit, as 
amended, was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kemp for, with Mr. Rooney of New 

York against.. 
Mr. King for, with Mr. Fuqua against. 
Mr. Lent for, with Mr. Gaydos against. 
Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. Danielson · 

against. 
Mr. Landgrebe for, wiih Mr. Reid against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Fisher with Mr. Blatnik. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. RhocJ;es.. 
Mr. Patman with Mr. Gubser. 
Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. :Ben. 
Mr. Talcott with Mr. Minshall of Ohio. 
Mr. Owens with Mr. Moorhead of Califor-

nia. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. de la Garza. 
Mr. Molloh.a.n with Mr. Stokes. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recbrded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. GERAI.D R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice; and there were-ayes 226. noes 182, 
not voting 25, as foll-ows: 

Abdnor 
Alexander 
Ander.son. Til. 
Andrews. N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzlo 
Arends 
Armstrong 
Asp.in 
Baker 
Beard 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Blagg! 

[Roll No. 363} 

AYES-226 
Burleson. Tex. Bingham 

Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bowen 
Breaux 
:Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Brotzman 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Buchanan 
Burlte, Fia. 

· Burlison. Mo. 
Burton 
Byron 
Camp 
Carney, Ohio 
Carter 
Casey. Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clausen. 

Don H. 
Cochran 
Collier 
eomns,nl. 

coughlin Ketchum 
Cui ver Kluczynsld 
Davis, Ga. Kuykendall 
Davis, S.C. Landrum 
Delaney Latta 
Denholm t;egge~ 
Dent Lehman 
Dickinson Litton 
Diggs Long. La. 
D!ngell Lott 
Donohue Lujan 
Dom McClory 
Downing McCloskey 
Duncan McCollister 
Edwards,. Calif. McCormack 
Esch ~ade 
Evans, Colo. McFall 
Evins, Tenn. McKay 
Flood McSpadden 
Fli.ynt Madden 
Foley Madigan 
Fountain Mahon 
Frenzel Mallary 
Froehlich Mann 
Fulton Martin. Nebr. 
Gettys Martin. N.C. 
Gibbons Mathias, Calif. 
Ginn Mathis, Ga. 
Gonzalez Matsunaga 
Gray Mayne 
Gross Meeds 
Gunter Melcher 
Guyer Metcalfe 
Hamil ton Mezvtnsky 
Hamm.er- Miller 

schmidt Mink 
Hansen. Idaho Mit.cbell. N.Y. 
Hansen. Wash • . Mizell 
Harsha Montgomery 
Harvey Moor:heacf, Pa. 
Hawkins MOi'gan 
Hays Mosher 
Hebert. Mmphy. m. 
:Henderson Murphy, N.Y. 
Hillis Myers 
Hogan Natcher 
Holifield Nelsen 
Holt Obey 
Huber O'Brien 
Hudnut O'Neill 
Hungate Passman 
Ichord Pepper 
Jarman Perkins 
Johnson, Calif. Pickle 
Johnson, Colo. Poage 
Jones, Ala. Podell 
Jones. N.C. Preyer 
Jones, Okla. Price. Dl. 
Jones, Tenn. Price, Tex. 
Kastenme!er Quie 
Kazen Quillen 
Keating Railsback 

NOE&-182 

Ban dan 
Rarick 
Reuss 
Roberts 
Roncalio, Wyo. 
Rooney. Pa. · 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Rousb 
Roy 
Roybal 
Runnela 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Scherle 
Sebelius 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith. N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Stark 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger. Wis. 
Stephens 
Sfillbblefield 
StuC'key 
Symington 
Ta;vlor-. Mo. 
Taylor. N.C. 
Teague. Tex. 
Thompson. N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Thornton 
Towell.Ne.'l'. 
Ullman 
VanderJagt 
VigoritO< 
Waggonner 
Walsh 
Wampler 
White 
Whitten 
Wilson, 

Charles. Tex. 
Wlnn 
Yatron 
Young. Alaska 
Yeung. Ga. 
Young. S.C. 
Young, Tex. 
zablocki 
Zwach 

Abzug 
Adams 

Crane Gubser 

. Addabbo 
Anderson~ 

calif. 
AJ:che.r 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Badillo 
Bafalis 
Barrett: 
Bennett: 
Biester 
Blackburn 
Brademas 
Brasco 
:Bray 
Broomfield 
Brown, Micl:l. 
Broyhill, va.. 
Burgener 
Burke, Cali!. 
Burke, Mass. 
:Butler 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
oray 
Cleveland 
Cohen 
COllins. Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corman 
cotter 

Cronin Gude 
Daniel, Dan Haley 
Daniel, Robert Hanle!" 

W .• Jr. Hanna 
Daniela. Hanrahan 

Dominick V. Harrington 
Davis, Wi.s:. Hastings 
Dellenback Hechler, W.Va.. 
Dellums Heckler, Masso 
Dennis Heinz 
Derwinski HelstosJtt 
Devine Hicks 
Dx:inan Hinshaw 
Dulski Holtzman 
duPont Horton 
EC'kha:rdt Hosmer 
Edwards, Ala. H()wa.rd 
Eilberg Hunt 
E:rlenborn Hutchinson 
Eshleman Johnson. Pa. 
Fascell Jordan 
Findley Karth 
Fish Koch 
Ford. Gerald R. Kyros 
Ford~ Long. Md. 

William D. McEwen 
Forsythe McKinne)' 
Fras.er Macdonald 
Frelinghuysen Mallliard 
Frey Marazitl 
Gaydos Mazz:oU 
Giaimo Michel 
Gilman Milford 
Goldwater Minish 
Goodling Mitcheil.,irld. 
Grasso ~oakley 
Green, Oreg. Moss 
Green, Pa. Nedzl 
Grover Nfchols 

Nix 
O'Hara 
Parris 
Patten 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pike 
Powell, Ohio 
Pritcbanl 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula. 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Robinson, Va. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Roncallo.N~Y. 
Rosenthal 
Ronsselot: 
Ryan 
St.Germain 

Sandman 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Baylor 
Schneebell 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Slack 
Staggers 
Stanton. 

J. William 
Stanton. 

James V. 
Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symms 
Teague. Calif. 
Tiernan 
Treen 
Udall 

Van Deetlin 
Vanik. 
Veysey 
Waldie 
Ware 
Whalen 
Whitehurst 
Widnall 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson. 

Charles H .• 
Cali!. 

Wolff 
Wyatt. 
Wyd1er 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yates 
Young. Fla. 
Young.nl. 
Zion 

NOT VOTING-25 
Bell King Patman 
Bl&tnik Landgrebe Reid 
Danielson Lent Rhodes 
de la Garza Mms, Ark. Rooney, N.Y. 
Pisber Minshall, Ohio Stok~ 
Flowers; Mollohan Talcot' 
Fuqua Moorhead. Wiggins 
Griffiths Calif. Wright. 
Kem.p Owens 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pai"rs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Fuqua. for, Mr. Kemp against. 
Mr. Danielson for. Mr. Rooney of New 

York against. 
Mr. Fisher for, Mr~ Stokes agains,. 
Mr. W:right for. Mr. Talcott against. 
Mr. Blatnik :for. Mr. Landg)'ebe against.. 
Mr. Patman for, Mr. Lent a~lnst. 
Mr. de la Garza for. Mr. Mollohan against. 

Until further notice: 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Minshall of Ohio. 
Mr. Owens with MrrMoorhead of California. 
Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. King. 
Mr. Flowers with Mr. Wiggins. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro­
visions of House Resolution 478,. the 
Committee on Agriculture is discharged 
from the further oonside1-ation of the bill 
s. 188&. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

MOTION' OFFERED BY Mit. POAGE 

Mr. POAGE~ Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. PoAGE moves to strike out. all after the 

enacting clause of the blll S. 1883, and. ~ 
insert in lieu thereof the provisions of H.R. 
8860, as passed. as follows: 

That the Agricultural Act of 1970 is 
amended as follows~ 

Title I 1S a.meruled to read as follows: 
"TITLE I-PAYMENT LIMITATION 

"SEc. 101. Notwithstanding any 0ther pro­
vision of law-

••(1) The total amount of payments which 
& person shall be entitled to receive under 
one or more of the annual programs estab­
lished by titles ;rv, V, and VI of this Act for 
the 1974 through 1978 crops of the commod­
ities shall not exceed $20,000. 

"(2) The term •payments• as used 1n this 
section ineludes all price support payments, 
set-asUe payments, diversion payments, and 
resource adjustment payments but does not 
include loans or purchases, or any part of 
any payment_ whieh is de-termined by the 
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Secretary to represent compensation for pub• 
lie access for recreation. 

"(3) If the Secretary determines that the 
total amount of payments which will be 
earned by any person under the program in 
effect for any crop will be reduced under this 
section, the set-aside acreage for the farm 
or farms on which such person will be shar­
ing in payments earned under such program 
shall be reduced to such extent and in such 
manner as the Secretary determines will be 
fair and reasonable in relation to the amount 
of the payment reduction. 

" ( 4) (a) In any case in which the owner or 
operator of a farm leases any portion of the 
farm to one or more persons, the payment 
limitation applicable to such person as pre­
scribed by this section, shall be reduced in 
the same proportion as the allotment re­
maining on the farm bears to the total allot­
ment prior to such lease: Provided, That the 
payment limitation shall also be reduced on 
the leased portion of the farm in proportion 
to the allotment accredited to such portion 
if the lessee is a member of the lessor's family 
or is a corporation in which the lessor or 
member of his family is a stockholder, or a 
partnership in which the lessor or a member 
of his family is a partner. 

"(b) In any case which the owner or op­
erator of a farm sells or leases any portion of 
the acreage allotment for the farm to one 
or more persons, the payment limitation 
prescribed by this section shall apply in the 
same manner as if the lessor or seller had 
not leased or sold the acreage allotment. 

" ( 5) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
defining the term 'person' and prescribing 
such rules as he determines necessary to as­
sure an effective and economical application 
of such limitation: Provided, That the pro­
visions of this Act which limit payments to 
any person shall not be applicable to lands 
owned by States, political subdivisions, or 
agencies thereof, so long as such lands are 
farmed primarily in the direct furtherance of 
a public function, as determined by the 
Secretary." ' 

DAIRY PROGRAM 
Milk Marketing Orders 

(2) Section 201 is amended by-
(A) amending section 201(e) by striking 

out "1973" and insert~ng "1977", and by 
str!king out "1976" and inserting "1980", and 

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

"(f) 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 defined 
in a milk order apply in writing for a hear­
ing on a proposed amendment of such order, 
the Secretary shall call such a hearing if the 
proposed amendment is one that may legally 
be made to such order. Subsection (12) of 
this section shall not be construed to per­
mit any cooperative to act for its members 
in an application for a hearing under the 
foregoing proviso and nothing in such pro­
viso shall be construed to preclude the Sec­
retary 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 amendment to 
·an order in response to an application for 
a hearing on such proposed amendment if 
the application requesting the hearing is 
received by the Secretary within ninety days 
after the date on which the Secretary has 
announced his decision on a previously pro­
posed amendment to such order and the two 
proposed amendments are essentially the 
same.' 

."(2) inserting after the phrase 'pure and 
wholesome milk' in section 8c(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'." 
Milk Price· Support, Butterfat Price Support 

Suspension 
(3) Section 202 is amended by-
(A) striking the introductory clause which 

precedes subsection (a); 
(B) effective April 1, 1974, inserting in sub­

section (b) before the period at the end of 
the first sentence in the quotation the foi­
lowing: "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 
( 4) Section 203 is amended by striking out 

"1973" and inserting "1977". 
Dairy Indemnity Program 

( 5) 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: 
" 'SECTION 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 Agri­
culture Act of 1973 in the case of indemnity 
payments not authorized prior to such date 
of enactment), to remove their milk, and to 
make indemnity payments for dairy products 
at fair market value to manufacturers of 
dairy products who have been directed since 
the date of enactment of the Agricultural 
Act of 1970 to remove their dairy products 
from commercial markets because of resi­
dues of chemicals registered and approved 
for use by the Federal Government at the 
time of such use. Any indemnity payment to 
any farmer shall continue until he has been 
reinstated and is again allowed to dispose of 
his milk on commercial markets.' " 

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

"Dairy Import Licenses 
"SEC. 205. Section 22 of the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act (7 U.S.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 being 
imported but sought to be imported under 
this section during any period after the 
enactment of the Agriculture Act of 1973, the 
Secretary shall make licenses available for a 
thirty-day period before issuing licenses to 
other applicants to domestic producers and 
processors who agree to import such dairy 
products: Provided however, That such li­
censes shall not be sold, transferred or as­
signed. For purposes of this subsection, dairy 
products include ( 1) all forms of milk and 
dairy products, butterfat, milk solids-not-fat, 
and any combination or mixture thereof: (2) 
any article, compound, 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 derivatives of ' 
milk, butterfat, or milk solids-not-fat, if im­
ported commercially for any food use. Dairy 
products · do not include ( 1) casein, casein­
ates, industrial casein, industrial casemates, 
or any other industrial products, not to be 
used in any form for any food use, or an in­
gredient of food; or (2) articles not normally 
considered to be dairy products, such as 
candy, bakery goods, and other similar arti-

cles: Provided, That dairy products in any 
form, in any such article are not commer­
cially extractable or capable of being used 
commercially as a replacement or substitute 
for such ingredients in the manufacture of 
any food product.' 

"PRODUCER HANDLERS" 
"SEc. 206. The legal status of prod~1cer ' 

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 Agriculture Act 
of 1973 as it was prior thereto.'' 

WOOL PROGRAM 
(7) Section 3011s 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 sec­
tion 708 and insert the following: 'The Sec­
retary of Agriculture is authorized to enter 
into agreements with, or to approve agree­
ments entered into between, marketing co­
operatives, trade associations, or others en­
gaged or whose members are engaged in the 
handling of wool, mohair, sheep, or goats or 
the products thereof for the purpose of de­
veloping and conducting on a national, State, 
or regional basis advertising and sales pro­
motion programs and programs for the de­
velopment and dissemination of information 
on 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 ex­
panding foreign markets and uses for · mo­
hair or goats or the products thereof pro­
duced in the United States.'." 

WHEAT PROGRAM 
Wheat Production Incentives 

(8) Effective beginning with the 1974 crop 
section 401 is amended by striking out "1971, 
1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 through 
1977" and section 107 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as it appears therein, is amend­
ed by-

( A) amending section 107 (a) to read as 
follows: 

" (a) Loans and purchases on each crop 
of wheat shall be made available at such 
level as the Secretary determines appropriate, 
taking into consideration competitive world 
prices of wheat, the feeding value of wheat 
in relation to feed grains, and the level at 
which price support is made available for 
feed grains: Provided, That in no event shall 
such level be in excess of the parity price for 
wheat or less than $1.49 per bushel.'' 

(B) substituting the word "payments" for 
the word "certificates" in section 107 (lb) ; 

(C) striking the quotation mark at the 
end of section 107 (b) ; and 

(D) adding at the end of the section the 
following: 

"(c) Payments shall be made for each crop 
of wheat to the producers on each farm in 
an amount determined by multiplying (i) 
the amount by which the higher of-

.. (1) the :rational weighted average market 
price· received by farmers during the first 
five months of the marketing year for such 
crop, as determined by the Secretary, or 

"(2) the loan level determined under sub­
section (a) for such crop 
is less than the established price of $2.05 per 
bushel, adjusted for each of the 1975 through 
1977 crops to reflect any changes in the in­
dex of prices paid by farmers for production 
items, interest, taxes, and wage rates, times 
(ii) the allotment for the farm for such crop, 
times (iii) the projected yield established 
for the farm with such adjustments as the 
Secretary determines necessary to provide 



r 

July 19, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24971 
a fair and equitable yield: Provided, -That any 
increase that would otherwise be made ·in 
the established price to reflect a change in 
the index of prices paid by farmers shall be 
adjusted to reflect any change in (i) the 
national average yield per acre of wheat for 
the three calendar years preceding the year 
for which the determination is made, over 
(11) the national average yield per acre ·or 
wheat for the three calendar years preceding 
the year previous to the one for which the 
determination is made. If the Secretary de.:. 
termines that the producers are prevented 
from planting, or if planted, prevented from 
harvesting any portion of the farm acreage 
allotment to wheat or other nonconserving 
crop, because of drought, flood, or other nat­
ural disaster or condition beyond the con­
trol of the producer, the rate of payment on 
such portion shall be the larger of (A) the 
foregoing rate, or (B) one-third of the estab­
Ushed price. The Secretary shall provide for 
the sharing of payments made under this 
subsection for any farm among the producers 
on the farm on a fair and equitable basis." 
Termination of Wheat Certificate Program, 

Farm Acreage Allotments 
(9) Section 402 is amended by inserting 

"(a)" after the section designation and add­
ing 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) shall 
not be applicable to the 1974 through 1977 
crops of wheat, except as provided in para­
graphs (B) and (C) of this subsection. 

"(B) Section 379b (c) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended by sub­
section (a) of this section (which pr~vides 
for a set-aside program), shall be effective 
with respect to the 1974 through 1977 crops 
of wheat with the following changes: 

"(1) The phrase 'payments authorized by 
section 107(c) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949' shall be substituted for -the word 'cer­
tificates' and the phrases 'certificates au­
thorized in subsection (b) ' and 'marketing 
certificates' each place they occur. 

"(ii) The word 'domestic' shall be stricken 
each place it occurs. . 

"(iii) The second sentence of section 379b 
(c) ( 1) is amended to read as follows: 'If 
a set-aside of cropland is in effect under this 
subsection (c), then as a condition of eligi­
bility for loans, purchases, and payments 
authorized by section 107(c) of the Agricul­
tural Act of 1949, the producers on a farm 
must set aside and devote to approved co~­
servation uses an acreage of cropland equal 
to (i) such percentage of the wheat allot­
ment for the farm as may be specified by 
the Secretary and wlll be estimated by the 
Secretary to result in a set~aside not in ex­
cess of thirteen and three-tenths million 
acres in the case of the 1971 crop; plus, if 
required by the Secretary, (ii) the acreage of 
cropland on the farm devoted in preceding 
years to soil conserving uses, as determined 
by the Secretary.' 

"(iv) The third sentence in 379b(c) (1) is 
amended to read as follows: 'The Secretary 
is authorized for the 1974 through 1977_ crops 
to limit the acreage planted to wheat on the 
farm to a percentage of the acreage allot­
ment.' 

"(v) '1971 through 1977' shall be sub­
stituted for '1971, 1972, and 1973' each place 
it occurs other than in the third sentence 
of section 379b(c) (1). 

"(vi) Af<.;er the second sentence of sec­
tion 379b(c) (3) the following shall be in­
serted: "The Secretary may, in the case of 
programs for the' 1974 through 1977 crops, 
pay an appropriate share of the cost of prac­
tices designed to carry out the purposes of 
the foregoing sentences.' 

"(C) Sections 379b (d), (e), (g), and (i) 
of the Agric· .ltural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended by subsection (a) of this sec­
tion, shall be effective for ·the 1974 through 
1977 crops amended to read as follows: 

" ' (d) The Secretary shall provide for the 
sharing of payments made under this section 
for any farm among prod~cers on the farm 
on a fair and equitable basis. 

"'(e) :n any case in whicl. the failure of 
a producer to comply fully With the terms 
and conditiun.s o'i. the program formulated 
under this section precludes the making of 
loans, purchases, and payments, the Secre­
tary may, .~evertheless, make such loans, 
purchases, and payment in such amounts as 
he determines to be equitable in relation to 
the seriousness of the default. 

" '(g) The Secretary is authorized to issue 
such regulations as he determines necessary 
to carry out the provision::: of this title. 

" ' ( i) The Secretary shall carry out the pro­
gram authorized by this section through 
the Commodity Credit Corporation.' 

"(D) Section 379c of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938, effective only with 
respect to the 1974 through 1977 crops of 
wheat, is amended to read as follows: 

"'SEC. 379c. (a) (1) The farm acreage al­
lotment for each crop of wheat shall be deter­
mined as provided in this section. The Sec­
retary shall proclaim the national acreage 
allotment not later than April 15 of each cal­
endar year for the crop harvested in the next 
succeeding calendar year. Such national al­
lotment shall be the number of acres he de­
termines on the basis of the estimated na­
tional average yield for the crop for which 
the determination is being made will pro­
duce the quantity (less imports) that he 
estimates will be utilized domestically and 
for export during the marketing year for 
such crop. If the Secretary determines that 
carryover stocks are excessive or an increase 
in stocks is needed to assure a· desirable car­
ryover, he may adjust the allotment by the 
amount he determines will accomplish the 
desired decrease or increase in carryover 
stocks. The national acreage allotment for 
any crop of wheat shall be apportioned by the 
Secretary among the State·s on the basis of 
the apportionment to each State of the na­
tional acreage allotment for the preceding 
crop ( 1973 national domestic allotment in 
the case of apportionment of the 1974 na­
tional acreage allotment) adjusted to the ex­
tent deemed necessary by the Secretary to 
establish a fair and equitable apportion­
ment base for each State taking into con­
sideration established crop rotation practices, 
the estimated decrease in farm acreage al­
lotments, and other relevant factors. 

"'(2) The State acreage allotment for 
wheat, less a reserve of not to exceed 1 per 
centum thereof for apportionment as pro­
vided in this subsection, shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary among the counties in the 
State, on the basis of the apportionment to 
each such county of the wheat allotment 
for · the preceding crop, adjusted to the ex­
tent deemed necessary by the Secretary in 
order to establish a fair and equitable ap­
portionment base for each county taking 
into consideration established crop-rotation 
practices, the estimated decrease in farm 
allotments, and other relevant factors. 

"'(3) The farm allotment for each crop of 
wheat shall be determined by apportioning 
the county wheat allotment among farms in 
the county which had a wheat allotment for 
the preceding crop on the basis of such allot­
ment, adjusted to reflect established crop­
rotation practices and such other factors as 
the Secretary determines should be consid­
ered for the purpose of establishing a fair 
and equitable allotment. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this subsection, the 
farm allotment shall be adjusted downward 
to the extent required by subsection (b). 

"'(4) Not to exceed 1 per centum of the 
State allotment for any crop may be ap­
portioned to farms for which there was no 
allotment for the preceding crop on the 
basis of the following factors: suitability of 
the land for production of wheat, the past 
experience of the farm operator in the pro~ 
duction of wheat, the extent to which the 

farm operator is dependent on income from 
farming for his livelihood, the production of 
wheat on other farms owned, operated, or 
controlled by the farm operator, and such 
other factors as the Secretary determine:-: 
should be considered for the purpose o~ 
establishing fair and equitable farm allot­
ments. No part of such reserve shall be ap­
portioned to a farm to reflect new croplan(l 
brought into production after the date o: 
enactment of the set-aside program for 
wheat. 

" ' ( 5) The planting on a farm of wheat or 
any crop for which no farm allotment was 
established shall not make the farm eligible 
for an allotment under subsection (a) (3) nor 
shall such farm by reason of such plantinr; 
be considered ineligible for an allotment 
under subsection (a) (4). 

"'(6) The Secretary may make such ad­
justments in acreage under this Act as he 
determines necessary to correct for abnormal 
factors affecting production, and to give due 
consideration to tillable acreage, crop rota­
tion practices, types of soil, soil and water 
conservation measures, and topography, and 
in addition, in the 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. 

" ' (b) ( 1) If for any crop the total acreage 
of wheat planted on a farm is less than the 
farm allotment, the farm allotment used 
as a base for the succeeding crop shall be 
reduced by the percentage by which such 
planted acreage was less than such farm al­
lotment, but such reduction shall not exceed 
20 percentum of the farm allotment for the 
preceding crop. If no acreage has been plant­
ed to wheat for three consecutive crop years 
on any farm which has an allotment, such 
farm shall lose its allotment. Producers on 
any farm who have planted "tO wheat not 
less than 90 per centum of the allotment for 
the farm shall be considered to have planted 
an acre!l.ge equal to 100 per centum of such 
allotment. An acreage on the farm which 
the Secretary determines was not planted 
to wheat because of drought, flood, or other 
natural disaster or condition beyond the 
control of the producer shall be considered 
to be an acreage of wheat planted for har­
vest. For the purpose of this subsection, the 
Secretary may permit producers of wheat to 
have acreage devoted to soybeans, feed grains 
for which there is a set-aside program in ef­
fect, guar, castor beans, cotton, triticale, 
oats, rye, or such other crops as the Secre­
tary may deem appropriate considered as 
devoted to the production of wheat to such 
extent and subject to such terms and con­
ditions as the Secretary determines will not 
impair the effective operation of the pro­
gram. · 

"' (2) Notwithstanding the provisions o! 
subsection (b) (1), no farm · allotment shall 
be reduced or lost through failure to plant 
the farm allotment, if the producer elects 
not to receive payments for the portion of 
the farm allotment not planted, to which he 
would otherwise be entitled under the pro­
visions of section 107(c) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949.'" 
Repeal of Processor Certificate Requirement 

(10) Section 403 is amended by inserting 
"(a)'.' after the section designation and by 
inserting at the end thereof the following: 

"(b) Sections 379d, 379e, 379f, 379g, 379h, 
379i, and 379j of the Agricultural Adjust­
ment Act of 1938 (which deal with market­
ing certificate requirements for processors 
and exporters) shall not be applicable to 
wheat processed or exported during the 
period July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1978; 
and section 379g is amended by adding the 
following new subsection (c): 

"(c) The Secretary is autb,orized to take 
such action a.s he determines to be necessary 
to facilitate the transition from the certif-
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icate program provided for under seetton 
379d to a. Ji)E.og;Fam Wilder whicb. :ma certif­
icates are required. Notwitlimtaruling any 
other provision G:ll l.a.w~ auelill aU>thorit;y shall 
include, b:ut. shall :m.at be: limited to the au­
thority to. exempl. 8lll &r a. portion of wheat 
c:! food. products· made' the:refrom m the 
channels. Elf. trade on. July l, 19't3. from the 
marketi>ng, restJ'iciions. in subsection. {b) of 
•·ection 379d, OF. tO> seil rertificates te> ~­
t:ons owning such wheat or food! :prodructs 
made therefrom at such price and und'eJ' 
such terms and conElitions as the Secretary 
may dete:rmine. Any sucb. certificate- shall 
be• issued. by the Commodity Credit, Ct:mpora­
tion... Nothing h.e-:rein. shall authorize fue 
Secretary to requue cert.tfi.cates on wheat 
processed a:llter .Jnne 00,, 197:3>.' .'' 

Suspension of Wheat Manke.ting Quotas 
fll) Section 40~ Is· amended by striking 

"'I9'11, 19'72', and 19'73'~ wherever ft· appems 
and fnserttng "t9TI through 19'77 .... , and' by 
striking "19'12' and 19'13" and inserting "1972 
through 19'17 ..... 

State Agency AIIatments, Yield Calculations 
V2} ~a} Section 4()5, is. amended by strik­

mg out "1971,. l9'Z2. and 1973." and insert.mg 
"1971 thraugb. 19'Z1"; and by repealing para­
t;.Faph (2) etru.tive witb the 1974 crop; by 
inserting " (a) " after the section designation; 
by changing the period and quotation mark 
at. the end of. the section to a. semicolon; and 
by, adding at the end. of the section the fol­
lowing; 

"(b~ Effective with respect to the 1974 
through 1971 e:rops section 301 ~b} (13) (K)r 
«>f the Agrieul:tura.L Adjustment Act of 1938 
is. amended b~ adding after 'three ca.le.nd&l' 
years' the following: ''five ealendar years in 
the case of wheat}', and section 708 of Pub­
lic Law 89.-32l. 1s amended by inserting in 
the second. sentence aftet: 'determining the 
prnje.c.ted yield' the. following ' (except. that 
in the case of. wheat"' if the yield is abnor­
mally low in any one of. the calenda-r years. of 
the base p.er.iod because of drought. flood, 
or o.ther natura.l disaster,, the Secretary shall 
take into account the actual yield proved by 
the producer in the other four years of. such 
base period} • .'' 

Suspensicm of Quota PrQvisions. 
fli3) Secti<m 400 is amended by striking 

t>ut. ''l97JJ, 19~ a;nd 1973 .. and' inserting "1971 
through 19177". 
Reduction in Wheat Stored To A voi:d Penalty 

{H.) Secti.on. 407 of. the Agricultural Act of 
19'70 is amended by adding at the. end thereof 
the following: 'LNotwlthstanding. the. forego­
ing. the Seet:e.ta.ry may, a;uthorize release of 
wheat. stored by a, producer under section 
8'79c fb} of' the Agdcuitural .Adjustment Act 
of 1938. as. amended. prior to the 1971 crop, 
whenever he determines such release will not 
significantly affect market. pJ!ices. for wheat. 
As. a, condition. af release. the Secretary may; 
~:e.quire- a 1re-f.lll:Uli of such. pmtion af the yal ue 
o:fi eerti:ftca.tes. :received m the crop year the 
e2c.ess: wheat was. produced! as he deems ap­
propriate oonsf.d.e17ing the period of time ihe 
4!'!Xcess wheat h-as been in storage and the need 
to provide fair and equitable treatment 
among all wheat program participants ..... 
Application o-r the Agrfcultural1 Act of 1949 

(15) Section 408 fs amended by stl"ikingout 
"197!, 19'72', and 1973."' and inserting "1971 
tl:lro.ugh. I97'I'". 
Commvdity Credit. Corporation Sal~ Price 

Restrictions. 
( 1&) Section 400 is amended by striking out 

"1971. 19'i2, and 1973" and inse:rti.ng, "1971 
t:P..roug,h lS77'". 

Set-Aside: on. Summe:r Fallo.w Farms 
( 11} Section -it& fs' ameuded by striking out 

"1971, 1972, and 19"73" and msertin.g "1971 
through 197?"'. 

FEED GRAIN PR.<>G.ttAM 
(18)\ Efi!ectfvee on:ryr witb l!'espect to• the 

1974 11hraugh 197'7 erops of' :feed! grains·, sec­
tion 501 is amended by,-

(A' stlrilting out that p0!'1!ian through the 
filrst eolon al'Kf secti'On li05(s} of the Agrfeul'­
turaJI .Aet of ]tg49:, ftS it appeal'S' the-rem, and 
inserting the following·: 

"SEc. 501. (a) Efl'eetive only with respect to 
the 1971! through 19!77 crops of feed grains~ 
section I05(a) of' the .Agrtc\lltura]l Aet of' 1~9'. 
a-s amended', is fUrther amended' to read as 
follows: 

"'SEc. 105. Notwithstanding a:ny othe? pro­
vision of law-

" ' (a} ( :r) The Secretary shall make avail­
able to prod'ucers l'oans and purchases on 
each crop of corn at such lever, not less than 
$1.19 per bushel' nor in excess of 90' per cent­
um of the parity price therefor~ as the Sec­
retary determines will encourage the ex­
portation of feed grains lmd not result' in 
excessive total stocks of feed grains i'n the 
United States. 

"'•(2~ The Secretary shan make available 
to producers roans and purchases on each 
crop of barley., oats', and' rye, respectively, 
at such lever as· the Secretary determfnes 
IS' !air and reasonable- 1n. relation to the 
lever that loans and purchases are ma.de 
available for corn., taking futo considera­
tion the :feeding value of such commodity in 
relation to eorn and the other factors spec­
Hied in section 40'1 (1'>} , and on each crop of 
grain sorghums at such rever as the Secre­
tary determines is :rarr and reasonable in 
relation to the level that loans and' pur­
chases are made avaiiable for corn. taking 
into consideration the feeding value and 
average transportation costs to market of 
grain sorghums in relation to· corn:·:• 

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

.. (b} E!Tective only with respe.ct to the 1974 
through I977 crops of :reed grains, section 
I05 (b} of the A~icuitural Act of I949, as 
amended., is further amended to read as 
follows: 

" • (b) (1} In addition., the Secretary shall 
make available to producers payments for 
each crop of' corn. grain sorgb. urns., and. if 
designated by the Secretary~ barley, com­
puted by· multiplying 'I} the payment rate, 
times. {2) the allotment :far the farm for 
such crap,. times (3 J the yield established 
:ror the :r.arm :Cor the precedtng crap. with 
such auj.ustments as the Secretary deter­
mines necessary to p.rovi.d.e a. fair and equi­
table yield. The payment J.!.ate for corn shall 
be the amount by which the higher a!-

" '(1J the national weig)l.ted aYerage mat:k­
et price received by !a~:mers during the first 
five mon.ths of the marketing year for such 
crop~ as determined by the Secretary, or 

" '(2) the loan. level determined undel' 
suli>secti<m {a) fnr such Cl'op 
is less. than the established price of $1.38. per 
bushel, adjt1sted for each of the 1915 throug)l 
19.77 c1:ops. to reflect any; i:hanges in the mcle!l!: 
of prices paid. by, farmers for prod:uciian 
items int.eres.t,. taxe~ and wage rates: Plo­
vided..., 'I'hat any increase that would other­
wise be. made in the established price: tg re­
flect a change in the index. of p:rlces paid 
by farmers. shall be. adiusted to reilect any 
change in (i} the :national average yield. pe? 
acre of feed grains. for the three calendar 
years, preceding_ the yea..tr fa which the de­
termination is made~ o.veE (li) the natiE>nal 
average yield peT aere of :lleed grains; for the 
three calendar yea.l!'s preceding the year pre­
vious to the one for whicb the determination 
is made.. The payment rate fol!' g:rain sor­
ghums and,. it designated by the Secretary, 
barley, shaH be sucb r~te as· the Secretary 
determines- fail'" a.nd reaSOl'Iable in re:tatfon 
to- the :mte- at- wh!eh payments a-re- mad'e avafl'­
abie- :ffno' oorn. If' tfl:e s·ecretary determines 
1rhat the p-roducers on a farm are prevented 

:from. ptanting, or if planted, prevented from 
harvesting any portion of the farm acreage 
allotment to feed gl!'ains. or other nOl!JiC.'OnS.en:­
ing etrop, be.cause of droug;h.~ flood. o~ athelr 
natumd disaster. or eondition beyond the ron.­
trol CiJ! the J.lll'Odu:eer, the l"Bt& a! payment. on 
such portion shall be the larger of. tA.) the 
foregoing :rate, Oll" (BJ one-third' o! the es­
tabli:sh.ed!. pl'ice.. 

•• •(2) The Se.cret:aey shall!M prior ta January 
1 of each calendar Jeal', determine and pl'O.­
elaiim far the crop produced in such eaie:r.rdar 
year a national acreage: allotment fen !eea 
gza.ins.. wh~J.!l shzll b.e the number of' acres 
he determines on the basis of' the estima1ied 
na:tionall average -yield of the ,.eed grains i:n­
elu.ded. in the· prl!lgra.m tOT" the el!'op for wbich 
the detel7minatfon 1s: being made wm produce 
the quantitY' (l'ess. imports)) of' sueb feed 
grains. that he. estbnates wfll be utilized 
flomesttealliy; and for export during thai! 
marketmg year for sucb crop. If' the Secre­
tary detenn!nes that carryover stoeks of any 
«>~the :feed grains are excessive Ol"' an inerease 
in stuclts is needed io assure a. desirable 
carryover, he may adjust, the feed! grain 
allotment b;w the amcn:m:t. he determines will 
a.cc.omp.Lish the. desired decrease: or increase 
in can-yover st.ocks. State, counrty .. and fum 
:feed grain allotments. shall be es.tablished 
on the. b.as.ts, o:l the. feed. grain &11-otments 
es.tabl.is:hed fo:v the preceding crop ~f.oE 197-! 
on the basis. o.f the feed grain bases estab­
lished :lio~ 1973:), ad,iuat.ed to. the. extent 
deemed necess.ary to establish a fair and 
equitable apportionment base for each State. 
county, and farm. Not tn exceed 1 per centnm 
of. 'the. state- feed grain allotment. may be 
reserved fO.F apportionment. t.o new feed grain. 
fa11ms. on the baSis of the f.ollowing· factors: 
suita.btlrt.y o:ll the land for production of 
feed grams,. the ext.ent to whtchl the farm 
ope:ratm: is dependent. on income from fann­
ing :fo:rr his livelib.oOO, the production of f.e:ed~ 
grains on otheJ.! faEms. owned, operated', wr 
controlled by the fal!'nl operator~ and s.ucn 
othe.Jt factors. as the Secretacy determines 
should be considered. !or· the pmp.osa ot 
esta.blishing fair and equitall'le- feed grain 
allotments. 

" '(3.~ If for any crop the- total acreage em 
a farm planted t€>: feed grains: included tn 
the• p:rogr.am fol'm:l!llated under this; subsec­
tion. is less. than the feed grain allotment, fo~ 
the fa11m, the feed grain. allotment fol!" the 
farm. far the succeeding, C!'ops. shall loe re­
duced b.~ the percentage by which the 
planted aClTeage is. less tha.n the ieed. grain 
allotment for the farm~ but su.cb red:tretion 
shall not. exceed 2.0 percentum oi the1 teed. 
grain. allotment. If no ac;:nage has: been 
planted to. sueb feed grains. fOP tluee con­
secutive crop. years on any furm w.biehl has: 
a. f.eed. grain allo.t.men t, such fa:rm shall lose 
its fee.d grain allotment~ P-rovided .. That- n.o 
farm feed g,rain allotment. shaU be nedllteed 
or lost through failure to. plant, i.l \he pro­
ducer elects not. to rec.eive payment. for sucll: 
portion of the farm feed grBJin alilo.tmen.t not: 
planted~ to· which he would otherwise oe 
entit:rad undel" the l,ilr()Visions. of this Act. 
Any, s.uQ. acres. eliminated from any fal'm 
shall be. assigned to a national pool for. the 
adjustment. of feed grain allotments a:s pllo­
vided for in subsection (e) (2). Producers. en 
any farm who have planted to sucht feed 
grains not less than 90 pel' eent.um· of the 
feed gJ.'ain. allotment. shall be considered to 
have planted an acreage equal. tO> 100 per 
centum of such allotment... An acreage 011. 

the farm w:hich the Secreta.11y detamines 
was not pranted tn su.cb. feed g;rain because 
of drought, flood,. or a.ther natural disaster 
or condition beyond the c.anj;ro1 of the pro­
ducer shal! be considered t.a, he a.n acreage 
of feed grains pianted :ror harvest. Fo.r the 
purpose of this paragraph .. the Secretary may 
:permft" produeem af :reed grains, to have acre­
age devoted to soybe2ns; wheat. g:usr, castoJ• 
beans, cotton, trftfaale, oats, rye. or such 

\ 
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other crops as the Secretary may deem ap­
propriate, considered as devoted to the pro­
duction of such feed grains to such extent . 
and subject to such terms and conditions 
as the Secretary determines will not impair 
the effective operation of the program.'.'' 

(C) striking out "1971, 1972, 1973" where it 
appears in that part which amends section 
105(c) (1) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 
and inserting "1971 through 1977", and by 
amending the second sentence of section 
105(c) (1) to read as follows: "If a set-aside 
of cropland is in effect under this subsection 
(c), then as a condition of eligibility for 
loans, purchases, and payments on corn, 
grain sorghums, and, lf designated by the 
Secretary, barley, respectively, the producers 
on a farm must set aside and devote to ap­
proved conservation uses an acreage of crop­
land equal to (i) such percentage of the 
feed grain allotment for the farm as may 
be specified by the Secretary, pl116, if re­
quired by the Secretary (ii) the acreage of 
cropland on the farm devoted in preceding 
years to soil conserving uses, as determined 
by the Secretary." 

(D) amending the third sentence of sec­
tion 105(c) (1) to read as follows: "The Sec­
retary is authorized for the 1974 through 
1977 crops to limit the acreage planted to 
feed grains on the farm to a percentage of 
the farm acreage allotment.", 

(E) striking out paragraphs (1) and (3) 
of subsection (e), and striking out all of 
subsection (g), 

(F) inserting after the second sentence of 
section 105(c) (3) the following: "The Secre­
tary may, in the case of programs for the 
1974 through 1977 crops, pay an appropriate 
share of the cost of practices designed to 
.carry out the purposes of the foregoing sen­
tences.'' 

COTTON PROGRAM 

Suspension of Marketing Quotas for Cotton, 
Minimum Base Acreage Allotment 

(19) Section 601 is amended by-
(A) striking out "1971, 1972, and 1973" 

wherever it appears therein and inserting 
"1971 through 1977", 

(B) striking "1970, 1971, and 1972" from 
paragraph (2) and inserting "1970 through 
1976", 

(C) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
striking out the following from section 344a 
(a) in section 601 "for which a farm base 
acreage allotment is established (other than 
pursuant to section 350(e) (1) (A))", 

(D) striking "1974" from paragraph (3) (1) 
and inserting "1978", and by striking "1972 
and 1973" from paragraph (4) and inserting 
"1972 through 1977", 

(E) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
adding at the end of section 350 (a) in para­
graph (4) of section 601 the following: "The 
national base acreage allotment for the 1974 
through 1977 crops shall not be less than 
eleven million acres.'', 

(F) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
striking "soybeans, wheat or feed grains" 
from the last sentence of section 350(e) (2) 
in paragraph ( 4) of section 601 and insert­
ing "soybeans, wheat, feed grains, guar, cas­
tor beans, triticale, oats, and rye, or such 
other crops as the Secretary may deem ap­
propriate". 

(G) effective beginning with the 1974 
crop, striking the words "an adjoining" in 
the first sentence of section 350 (h) as found 
in paragraph (4) of section 601, and insert­
ing in lieu thereof "any other nearby", 

(H) effective beginning with the 1974 
crop, striking subsection 350(g) in paragraph 
(4) of section 601 and redesignating sub­
section (h) as subsection (g). 

COTTON PRODUCTION INCENTIVES 

(20) Section 602 is amended by-
( A) striking "1971, 1972, and 1973" wher­

ever it appears therein and inserting "1971 
through 1977", by striking "the 1972 or 1973 
crop" where it appears in that part amend-

ing section 103(e) (1) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 and inserting "an!' of the 1972 
through 1977 crops", and by striking out 
"acreage world price" in that part amend­
ing section 103(e) (1) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949,' and substituting "average price 
of American cotton in world markets"; 

(B) in that part amending section 103(e) 
(1) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 striking 
out "two-year period" whenever it appears 
therein and substituting "three-year pe­
riod"; and by strikin~ out that part begin­
ning with "except that" in the first sentence 
and substituting "except that if the loan 
rate so calculated is higher than the then 
current level of average world prices for 
American cotton of such quality, the Secre­
tary is authorized to adjust the current 
calculated loan rate for cotton to 90 per 
centum of the then current average world 
price."; 

(C) effective, beginning with the 1974 
crop, amending section 103(e) (2) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as it appears in 
such section 602 to read as follows: 

"(2) Payments shall be made for each 
crop of cotton to the producers on each farm 
at a rate equal to the amount by which 
the higher of-

"(1) the average market price received by 
farmers for upland cotton during the calen­
dar year which includes the first five months 
of the marketing year for such crop, as de­
termined by the Secretary, or 

" ( 2) the loan level determined under para­
graph ( 1) for such crop 
is less than the established price of 38 cents 
per pound adjusted for each of the 1975 
through 1977 crops to refl.ect any changes 
in the index of prices paid by farmers for 
production items, interest, taxes, and wage 
rates: Provided, That any increase that 
would otherwise be made in the established 
price to refl.ect a change in the index of 
prices paid by farmers shall be adjusted 
to refl.ect any change in (i) the national aver­
age yield per acre of cotton for the three 
calendar years preceding the year for which 
the determination is made, over (ii) the na­
tional average yield per acre of cotton for 
the three calendar years preceding the year 
previous to the one for which the determina­
tion is made. If the Secretary determines that 
the producers on a farm are prevented from 
planting, or if planted, prevented from har­
vesting any portion of the allotment to cot­
ton, because of drought, fl.ood, or other nat­
ural disaster, or condition beyond the con­
trol of the producer, the rate of payment for 
such portion shall be the larger of (A) the 
foregoing rate, or (B) one-third of the estab­
lished price. The payment rate with respect 
to any producer who (i) is on a small farm 
(that is, a farm on which the base acreage 
allotment is ten acres or less, or on which 
the yield used in making payments times 
the farm base acreage allotment is five thous­
and pounds or less, and for which the base 
acreage allotment has not been reduced un­
der section 350 (f)), (ii) resides on such farm, 
and (iii) derives his principal income from 
cotton produced on such farm, shall be in­
creased by 30 per centum; but, notwithstand­
ing paragraph (3), such increase shall be 
made only with respect to his share of cot­
ton actually harvested on such farm within 
the quantity specified in paragraph (3) .'' 

(D) effective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
section 103(e) (3) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 is amended (A) by striking out all of 
the first sentence after the word "multiply­
ing" and substituting "the farm base acreage 
allotment for the farm for the crop by the 
average yield established for the farm," and 
(b) by striking out the second sentence, 

(E) the fourth sentence of section 103(e) 
( 4) (A) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 as 
found in section 602 is amended to read as 
follows: "The Secretary shall permit pro­
ducers to plant and graze on set-aside acre­
age sweet sorghum, and the Secretary may 

permit, subject to such terms and conditions 
as he may prescribe, all or any of the set­
aside acreage to be devoted to hay and graz­
ing or the production of guar, sesame, saf­
flower, sunflower, castor beans, mustard 
seed, crambe, . plantago, ovato, fl.axseed, 
triticale, oats, rye, or other commodity, if 
he determines that such production is need­
ed to provide an adequate supply, is not 
likely to increase the cost of the price-sup­
port program, and will not adversely affect 
farm income.'' 

(F) inserting after the second sentence of 
section 103(e) (5) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 as it appears in such section 602 the 
following: "The Secretary may in the case of 
programs for the 1974 through 1977 crops, 
pay an appropriate share of the cost of prac­
tices designed to carry out the purposes of 
the foregoing sentences.'' 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION SALES PRICE 

RESTRICTIONS FOR COTTON 

(21) Section 603 is amended by striking 
out "1974" and inserting "1978", and by de­
leting "110 per centum" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "115 per centum". 

MISCELLANEOUS COTTON PROVISIONS 

(22) Sections 604, 605, 606, and 607 are 
each amended by striking out "1971, 1972, 
and 1973" and inserting "1971 through 
1977". 

COTTON INSECT ERADICATION 

(24) 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 production 
costs, to prevent the movement of certain 
cotton plant insects to areas not now in­
fected, and to enhance the quality of the 
environment, the Secretary is authorized and . 
directed to carry out programs to destroy and 
eliminate cotton boll weevils in infested 
areas of the United States as provided herein 
and to carry out similar programs with re­
spect to pink bollworms or any other major 
cotton insect if the Secretary determines 
that methods and systems have been devel­
oped to the point that success in eradication 
of such insects is assured. The Secretary 
shall carry out the eradication programs au­
thorized by this subsection through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. In carrying 
out insect eradication projects, the Secretary 
shall utilize the technical and related serv­
ices of appropriate Federal, State, private 
agencies, and cotton organizations. Produc­
ers 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 Secre­
tary. 

"The Secretary may issue such regulations 
as he deems necessary to enforce the provi­
sions of this subsection with respect to · 
achieving the compliance of producers and 
landowners who are not receiving benefits 
from any program administered by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. Any per­
son who knowingly violates any such regula­
tion promulgated by the Secretary under 
this subsection may be assessed a civil pen­
alty of not to exceed $5,000 for each offense. 
No civil penalty shall be assessed unless the 
person shall have been given notice and op­
portunity for a hearing on such charge in 
the county, parish, or incorporated city of 
the residence of the person charged. In deter­
mining the amount of the penalty the Sec­
retary shall consider the appropriateness of 
such penalty to the size of the business of 
the person charged, the effect on the per­
son's ability to continue ln business, and the 
gravity of the violation. Where special meas­
ures deemed essential to achievement of the 
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eradication objective are taken by the project 
and result in a foss: of production and in­
come to the· procfttcer, the S'e-eretary shall pre-· 
vide :reasonable and eqattab!e' indemnifica­
tion from fund's avafrabre for the project, and 
also provide for appropriate protection of' 
the allotment, acreage history, and average 
yield for the farm. The ease of the program 
in each eradieation zone shall be detenni.ned, 
and cotton p:rocfucers in the zone snail be 
required to pay up to one-half thereof, with 
the exact share in each zone area; ta be speci­
fied by the Secretary upon hfs fi:ndmg that 
such share is reasonable and equitable based 
on population levels of' tl'l:e target insect and 
the degree of contror measures normally 
required. Each producers pro rata share 
shall be deducted from his cotton payment 
under this .Act or otherwise collected', as pro­
vided in regulations of the Secretary. rnsofar 
a:s practicable, eotton producers- andl other 
persons engaged in cotton production · in the 
eradication zone shall be employed to par­
ticipate in the we>rk of the project. in such 
zone. Funding of the program shall be ter­
minated at such time as the Secll'etary deter­
mines and 1·eports. t .o the Congress that com­
plete eradication of the insects for which 
programs are undertaken pursuant tCJ this 
subsection has been accomplished. Funds in 
custocfy of agencies· carrying out the program 
shall, upon termination of such program, be 
accounted for to the Secretary for· appropri­
ate disposition. 

"The Secretary is authol'izedl to covperate 
with the Government. of Mexico in call'ryi:ng 
out operations. or measures· in Mexico whicb 
he deems necessary and f'easible tCJ prevent 
the m{)vement into the 'United States from 
Mexico of any insects eradicated under the 
provisions of this subsection. The- measure 
and' eharacter of cooperation carried out 
under this subsection on the pari;. of' the 
United States and on the part of the Go'V­
ernment of Mexicn, ineluding the expendi­
ture or use of' funds made· avai'fable by the­
Secretary under this subsection, shall be 
such as may be- prescribed by the- S'eCl'etary. 
.Arrangeme-nts for the cooperaticm authorized 
by this subsection shan be made through and 
in consuftation with the- Secretary of State. 
The Commodfty Ctedit Corporation shall nO't 
malte any expenditures for carrying out the' 
purposes of this subsection unleSS' the Cor­
JWration has received fund's ta cover sueh 
expenditures from appropriations made ta 
carey out the pUTp'ases of' this subsection. 
There are hereby authorized' to be appro­
priated to the Commodity Credit Corpora­
tion such sums as the Cang:ress may from 
time to time determine to be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of' this· subsection.• ... 

425) Title vr Is. f'urther amended. by add­
ing. the f'oliowilag new section: Section 612. 
Section 3'Z4 (,a.} of the A.gdcultorai. Adj;ust­
ment Act a! 1938., as amended., is. hereby 
amended by adding the following new sen­
tence: "Where cotton is planted in ski prow 
patterns, the same rules that were in effect 
f.or the 1971 th:rougb 19'Z3 crops for classify­
ing the ac:reage planted to cotton ·and. the 
area skipped. shall also apply to the 1974 
through 19'77 crops." 

PUBLIC LAW 480 
'26) Title VII is mnended-
(A) by striking out "'1973" and inserting 

"l97'Z" in. section. 70.1; and 
(B) by adding a new se:cti'On 70.3- as. follCi>.ws: 
"SEc. 703. Tille IV! o:li' suctb Act is amended 

ey adding at the end th~f. the following: 
"•sEc. 4llr No, agrbrult:mall commodities: 

shan be sold. tm.de'l' titl'e> I CDl' titre- En or 
donated under' title- U of this Act· to North 
Vietnam, unless by an .Aet o!' Congress. en­
acted subseqtrent to July :r, :1:973, assistance­
to North Vietnam is specf1Ical1'y authorized.'" 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
(27} Title VIII is amendecf as f'ollows~ 

BEEKEEPER. l:N.DEMNI'll.lES 

(A) Section 804 is amended!. ~ stltiking 
out "December 31~ 197a" andl inserting "De­
cember 31., 197'1'". 

EXPORT S.U.ES REPOR:l'ING 

(B) By adding the f'oltowing new sections: 
"SEc~ 807. All exporters. of. wheat and wheat 

flour,. !eed grains~ oil seeds. cotton and prod­
ucts. thereof and oth~ commodities the Sec­
retary may designate produced in the United 
States shall report to. the Secretary of Agri­
culture, on a. weekly; basis the following in­
foJ:mation regarding any; . contract for export. 
~ales. entered into. or subsequently modified 
m any; manner during the reporting period: 
(a) typer class, and quantity of the com­
modity sought to be exported, (b) the mar­
keting year of shipment, (c) destination if 
known. Individual reports shall remain c~­
fidential but shall be compiled by th& Secre­
tary and published in compilation form. each 
week. following the week of reporting. All 
exporters of agricultural commodities pro.­
duced in the United States shall upon re­
quest of the Secretary of Agriculture im­
mediately, repoct to the Secretary any; illro:r­
ma.tion with :respect to. export. sales. of agri­
cultural 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 thi& section 
shall be fined not more than $2.5,000 or im­
pl'is..aned not. more than one year. or both.. 
The Secretary may suspend the requirement. 
for publishing data, with :respect to• any com­
modity or type of class. thereof during any; 
period in which he determines that there. 
is a domestie supplw af sucb commodity 
substantially in excess of. the quantity needed 
t& meet. domestic l'equirements, and. that 
total supplies of. such commodity in the ex­
porting countEies a:ue estimated to be in sur­
plus. and that anti-cipated 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. Su-cb 
suspension shaH net :remain in effect for more 
than sixty days: unless extended by the· See­
reta:I:Y'. Extensions of s\l'eb suspension. til any., 
shalt ruso be limited to sixty days each and 
shall!. e>Dily be p.TOmlll'lgated tf the Secll'etall'y 
detm-mb:l.es, tha~ the cbc:m:ns.ta.nees at the 
time a! the crommencement of any extension. 
meet the conditions described herein. 

"Sec. 80&. The Secretary shall, within 
sixty (66) days: from the enactment O'f thfs: 
Act, submit t;o. the Congress a deta.ITed report 
i.ndfcatlng what steps: are being taken 1lo 
implement the :recommerrdations of the con­
troner Gen'et'al of tlre United States in hi& 
Report tO' the C'ongl'ess: dated July 9, J97:J, 
entitled Russian Wheat Sales· and Weabesses 
in Agriculture's Management of Wheat Erx­
port Subsidy Program (}3. 1!76943}. 

"Wheat a,nd Feed Grains: Resea:rcb 
"Sec. 809-. In orde.:r to :reQ'uce fertili'.i!el' and 

herbicide usage in exeess. of p:ooductiliUl needs., 
to develop wheat. and feed grain varie.ties. 
more susceptible to wmplete fertllizell' \l.tili­
za.tion£ to improve the Fesistance of wheat 
and feed grain plants to disease and to en­
hance their consel!Vation a.nd envi:rOll.lD:e'ntal 
qu.a.lities. the Seereta.ry of Ag:ri~ultme is au­
thorized and. directed. ta ea.rcy out regional 
amd.nationa:ll :researeh programs:. 

... In canyillg out, s.uch researc:fl., the Secm­
tuyr &ba:tl utilize the- technkall aM ll'elated 
senices of' the' appropriate FederaJ!, mate, 
and private agencies. 

"There is atrthorfzed to be app:rop:riated 
snell sums as may be neeessary to ean-y out 
the pruvistons of t.ftfs seetiion, but not mora> 
than $:t,OOO,OOO' in any fiscal year. 

"'Emergency Reserve. 
"S~<:· 810'. fa} Notwithstanding any other 

pro'VlSron of' l'aw, the Secretary- o:l! Agrreui­
tttr& sfrarr under the provisions o:l! this Act 
estabrfsh, maintain,.. and dispose of a se­
parate reserve of inventories of' wheat, feed 
grafns·, and soybeans f'or the purpose of al­
levtating distress caused by a natural disas­
ter. 

"'Strch reserve inventories shall' include 
such quantities of grain that the Secretary 
deems needed to provide for the alleviation 
of dfstress as the result of a natural disaster 

"" (!J'~' The Se,cretary shall acquire su-el'r com~ 
m~d1t1es through the price support program. 

(c} Except when a state of emergency 
has been proclaimed by the President o:r by 
concurrent resolution of Congress· declaring 
that sucl't reserves should be disposed' crf 
the Secretary shall not offer any eommod~ 
i~, in the reserve for sale or dlsposttren. 

. (d) The Secretary is also authorized' to 
dlspose of such commodities only for ( 11 use 
iD: re~ieving distress (a)· in any SUtte, the 
District of Columbia, Puerto RicO', Guam. or 
t~e Virgin Islands and (b) in· eomreetion 
wtth_ any major disaster· determined by the 
President to warrant assistance byr the Fed­
erar Government under Public Law 8'15 
Eighty-fiTst Congress, as amended f42' 1\J.s.d. 
1855 et seq.y, or (2) for use fn eonnecti{)n 
with ~ state of civil defense emergeney as 
proclaimed by the President o:r by troncnr­
re?t resolution of the Congress in aceordance· 
With the provisions of the Federal Civil De­
fense .Act of 1950, as amended (50 U'.S.C. 
.App. 2251-2297}. 

" (e) rr:he Secretary may sen at an equiv­
alent pnce, allowing for the eustomary to­
cation and grade price diffel'entiars, substaD­
tia.ny equivalent quantities in different· l'e>ea­
tions or warehouses to the extent needed to, 
properly handle, rotate, distribute, and locate 
such reserve. 
. "(f) The Se!:reta:ry may use the Commod­
lty Credit Corporation to the extent feasible 
to fulfill the purposes of this section; and. 
to the maximum extent practicable consist­
ent with the fulfillment of the purposes of 
this section and the effective and eftiefer:rt 
administration. of this section shall utm.ze 
the usual and customazy channels, factlitfes, 
and arrangements of trade and commerce 

,.,(g) The Secretary may issue sucb ~Ies 
and regulations as· may be nece"SSary to earcy 
out' the provisions of this section 

...(11) There is hereby authorized to be ap­
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out. the purposes. or this section. 

"ImpoFted Commodities; 
"SEc. 811. Notwithstandfng aDy other pm,. 

visi:O!lS of this Act; the Secretary mall! en­
cnuraga too pmduetton of any, crop «>f vbieb 
the Uruted States fs a net. imPQrter anc:l ~r 
which a . price :support program is not m etreet 
by p.ermitting the plan1li:ng o.i sueb aep em 
set-aside acreage and witb no J'~e>n m 
the: rate of payment fm! the e.om'Dl'Od.i1ly. 
''Ehlergeney Supply of Agricu11ime- Pmd\tets 

'"Sec_ 8!2(al Notwithstanding any o1lher 
proviSion of' law£ the Secretary of' Agrieuttnre 
shall, under the provisions of' tl:tts Act. assist' 
farmers, processors, and distributors· fn ob­
taining such prices for agrtculturar products 
tha.t an orderly. adequate and steadi supply 
of such prodl.lcts WilT exist for the consum:ers 
o!' thfs nation_ 

... Cbl The Ptesident; shall make appropriate 
adjustments In the maximum p:rtee whfch 
may, be charged under the provisions of Ex-­
ecutive Order I1 'Z23" {dated .Tune 13'. !!T73} 
or any subseque-nt Executive· Order' for any 
agricultural products Cat any point in the­
distribution chain} as to which the secretary 
of Agriettlture eertifies ta ti're' PPel!lident that 
the suppl-y o'l the proctuct; wm be Rd.uced. to 
unaccept.ably tow :revels. as a :resurt o:li': 1l.he 

I 
I 



1: 
( 

July -19, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24975 

freeze or subsequent modification thereof 
and that alternative means !or increasing the 
supply are not available. 

" (c) Under this section, the term "agri­
cultural products" shall include meatJ poul­
try, vegetables, fruits and all other agricul­
ture commodities." 

(28) By adding the following new title X: 
"TITLE X-RURAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSERVATION 
"SEC. 1001. Notwithstanding any other 

provision 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 
conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, 
as amended, section 16(b) of such Act, and 
:tn the water Bank Act (16 u.s.a. 1301 et 
seq.) by entering into contracts of three, 
five, ten, or twenty-five years with, and at 
the option of, eligible owners and operators 
of land as determined by the Secretary and 
having such c.ontrol as the Secretary deter­
mines to be needed on the farms, ranches, 
wetlands, forests, or other lands covered 
thereby. In addition, the Secretary is hereby 
authorized to purchase perpetul).l easements 
to promote said purposes of this Title, in­
eluding the sound use and management of 
:flood plains, shore lands, and aquatic areas 
of the Nation. Such contracts shall be de­
signed to assist farm, ranch, wetland, and 
:nonindustrial p1·ivate forest owners and op­
erators, or other owners or operators, to make, 
in orderly progression over a period of years, 
such changes, if any, as are needed to e:ffec­
tna.te any of the purposes specified in clauses 
(l), (2), (St~ (4), and (6) of section 7(a) 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot­
ment Act, as amended; section 16 (b)' of s.uch 
.Act; the water Bank Act (16 u.s.a .. 1301 et 
seq.); in enlarging fish and wildllfe and 
recreation sources; improving the level of 
management of nonindustrial private forest 
)a.nds;- and in providing long-term wildlife 
aru1 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 commodi­
ties and fore.st products· adequate to meet 
eonsumer demand at prices fair to both 
producers and consumers. 

"SEc. 1002. Eligible landowners and op­
erators: for contracts under· this title shall 
:furnish to the Secretary a plan of farming 
operations or land use which incorporates 
such! practices and principles as may be 
detel"mined by him to be practicable and 
which outlines a sehedule of proposed 
ehanges, if any, in cropping systems. or land 
use and of the conservation measures which 
are- to. be carried out on the farm. ranch, 
wetland, forests, or other land during the 
~ntract period to protect the farm. ranch, 
wetland, forests, or other land and surround­
ing areas, its wildlife, and nearby populace 
and communities from erosion, deterioration, 
po-llution by natural and manmade causes or 
to insure an adequate supply of timber and 
related forest products. Said plans may also, 
1n important migratory waterfowl nesting 
and breeding areas which are identified in a 
eonservation plan developed in cooperation 
wlth a soil and water conservation distrtct 
m which the lands are located, and under 
such rules and regulation-s as the Secretary 
may provide, include a schedule of proposed 
changes, if any, to eonserve surface waters 
and preserve and improve habitat for migra­
tory waterfowl and other wildlife resources 
and improve subsurface moisture, including, 
subject to the provisions of section 1001 of 
this· title, the red'Uction of areas of new land 
eoming into. production. the enhancement of 
the natural bea-uty of the :tandscape, and the 
promotion of comprehensive and total water 
management study. 

"S'':c. lOC!IS:. (a) Approved conservation 
plans of eligible Jand'o.wners and operators 

CXIX--15'75-Part I9 

developed 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 eontracts 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 substan­
tially in accordance with the schedule out­
lined 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 Secre­
tary, after considering the recommendations 
of the Soil ami Water Conservation District 
Board, or the State forester or other appro­
priate official in a contract entered into under 
the provisions of section 1009 of this title, 
determines that such violation is of such a 
nature as to warrant termination of the con­
tract, or to make refunds or accept such pay­
ment adjustments as the Secretary may deem 
appropriate if he determines that the viola­
tion by the owner or operator does not war­
ran~ 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 received 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, 
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 
Secretary 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 wetlauds shall contain the further 
agreement of the ow:ner or operator that he 
shall not drain, burn. fill, or otherwise de­
stroy the wetland ch~ter of such areas, 
nor use such areas for agricultural purposes: 
And provided further, That contracts entered 
into for the protection of wetlands to effec­
tuate the purposes of the Water Bank Act 
may include wetlands covered by Federal 
or State government easement which permits 
ag;ricultural use, together with such adjacent 
areas as. determined desirable by the. Secre­
tary. 

"(b) In return for such agreement by 
the· landowner ol' opera tor the Secreta.ry shall 
agree to make payments in appropriate cir­
C\.rmst.ances for the use of land maintained 
for conservation 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 deter­
mines that cos~shartng is appropriate' and 
in the public interest. The portion of such 
cost (including labor) to be shared shall be 
that part which the Secre.tary determines is 
necessary and appropriate to effectuate the 
physical installation 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 oi section 1009(d) of 
this title, not less than 50 per centum or 
more than 75 per centum of the actual costs 
incurred by the owner or operator. 

" (c) The Secretary mal' terminate any 
contract with a landowner or operator _,. 

mutual agreement with the owner 0-r op­
erator if the Secretary determines that such 
termination would be in the public in­
terest, and may agree to such modification 
of eontraets previously entered into as he 
may determine to be desirable to carry out 
the purposes of the program or faciiitate the 
practical administration thereof or to ac­
complish equitable treatment with respect 
to other similar consel"'vation, land use, or 
commodity programs administered by the 
Secretary. 

"SEC. 1004. The Secretary is 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) Notwithstan.:iing th~ !1rovi­
sions· of any other title, the Secretary may 
establish multiyear set-aside contracts for 
a period not to extend beyond the 197-7 crop. 
Producers agreeing to a m·.lltiyear set-aside 
agreement shall be required to devote this 
acreage to vegetative cover capable of main­
taining itself throughout such period to 
provide soil protection, water quality en­
hancement, 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 gove_·ning noxious 
weed control. 

"(b) The Secretary shall provide cost-shar­
ing incentives to farm operators for such 
cover establishment, wheneve::- 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 titre. The 
total acreage placed under agreements which 
result in their retirement from production 
in any county or local community shan in 
addition to the limitations elsewhere in this 
title be limited to a percentage of the total 
eligible acreage in such county or local com­
munity which the Secretary determines 
would not adversely affect the economy of 
the county or local community. In deter­
mining such percentage the Secretary shall 
give· appropriate consideration to the pro­
ductivity of the acreage being retired, if any, 
as oompared to the average productivity of 
eligible acreage in such county or local com­
munity which the Secretary determines 
would not adversely a:ffeet the economy of 
the county or local community. 
"S~. 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 
Soil Conservation l).lld Domestic Allotment 
Act) regarding the types of conservation 
measures that should be approved to effec­
tuate the purposes of this title. The Secretary 
shall appoint at least six individuals to the 
advisory boards of each State who a.re espe­
cially qualified by reason of education, train­
ing, and experience in the fields of agricul­
ture, son, 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 or· 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 measmes. that 
should be a.ppJ:oved affecting the water l!mnk 
program; the authorization to purchase per­
petual easements to promot& the. pUl'pO.ses of 
"this title-. as described in section 1001 ot tills 
title; the providing of loog-tenn upland 
game eover~ and the establishment. and ma.n­
agement of approved pracltiees, an mul"ti-
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year set-aside contracts as provided in sec­
tion 1005 of this title. 

"(b) The Secretary of Agriculture, through 
the establishment of a national advisory 
board to be named in consultation with the 
Secretary of the Interior, shall seek the ad­
vice and assistance of the appropriate offi­
cials 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 
advice to subjects which cover the types of 
conservation measures that should be ap­
proved regarding the water bank program; 
the authorization to purchase perpetual 
easements to promote the purposes of this 
Act, as described in section 1001 of this title; 
the providing of longterm upland game cover; 
and the establishment and management of 
approved practices on multiyear set-aside 
contracts as provided in section 1005 of this 
title. 

"SEc. 1008. In carrying out the programs 
authorized under sections 1001 through 1006 
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 committeer established under section 8 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot­
ment Act, as amended. The Secretary is also 
authorized to utilize the facilities and serv­
ices of the Commodity Credit Corporation in 
discharging his functons and responsbllitles 
under this program. The Secretary shall also 
utilize the technical services of the Soil Con­
servation, the Forest Service, State forestry 
organizations, soil and water conservation 
districts, and other State, and Federal agen­
cies, as appropriate, in development and in­
stallation of approved conservation plans 
und'3r this title. 

"SEc. 1009. (a) In furtherance of the pur­
poses of this title, the Secretary of Agricul­
ture is authorized and directed to develop 
and carry out a pilot forectry incentives pro­
gram to encourage the development, manage­
ment, and protection of nonindustrial private 
forest lands. The purposes of such a pro­
gram shall be to encourage landowners to 
apply practices which will provide for the 
afforestation of suitable open lands and re­
forestation of cutover and other nonstocked 
and understocked forest la:1d~: 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 
term 'non-industrial 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 in­
clude private entitles which regularly en­
gage in the business of manufacturing forest 
products or providing public utilities serv­
ices of any type, or the subsidiaries of such 
entities. 

"(c) 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 
section, 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 appro­
priate 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 incident to such approval. 

"(d) The Secretary may, if he determines 
that such action will contribute to the effec­
tive and equitable administration of the 
program established by this section, use an 
advertising and bid procedure in determin­
ing 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 included in 
the forestry incentives improvement pro­
gram. The Secretary shall periodically 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 
authority 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 appropriated for the programs authorized 
under section 1009 of this Act." 

SEc. 2. Section 301 of the Act of August 14, 
1946 (Public Law 79-733), as amended (7 
U.S.C. 1628), is hereby repealed. 

FOOD STAMPS 
SEC. 3. The Food Stamp Act of 1964, as 

amended, is amended-
( a) 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-

(!) by striking out "or"; and 
(2) by inserting before the period at the 

end thereof of the following: ", or (3) any 
narcotics addict or alcoholic who lives under 
the supervision of a private nonprofit orga­
nization or institution for the purpose of 
regular participation in a drug or alcoholic 
treatment and rehabilitation program." 

(b) 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 addition 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 pursuant to Public Law 91-616 'Com­
prehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol Pre­
vention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act' 
and Public Law 92-255 'Drug Abuse Office 
and Treatment Act of 1972' as providing 
treatment that can lead to the rehabilitation 
of drug addicts or alcoholics." 

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

" (d) The Secretary shall establish uni­
form national standards of eligibility for 
households described in section 3(e) (3) of 
this act: Pmvided, That the standards estab­
lished by the Secretary shall take into ac­
count payments in kind received from an 
employer by members of a household, if 
such payments are in lieu of or supplemental 
to household income." 

(d) Section 5 (c) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1964 (7 U.S.C. 2014(c)) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: "For 

the purposes of this section, the term 'able­
bodied adult person' shall not includr any 
narcotics addict or alcoholic who reg\ .larly 
participates, as a resident or nonresident, in 
any drug addiction or alcoholic treatment 
and rehabilitation prqgram." 

(e) Section 10 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1964 (7 U.S.C. 2019) is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following new sub-­
section: 

"(i) Subject to such terms and conditions 
as may be prescribed by the Secretary in 
the regulations pursuant to this Act, mem­
bers of an eligible household who are narcot­
ics addicts or alcoholics and regularly partici­
pate in a drug addiction or alcoholic 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 orga­
nization or institution which meets require-

. ments (1), (2), and (3) of subsection (h) 
above. Meals served pursuant to this sub­
section shall be deemed 'food' for the pur­
poses of this Act." 

(f) By amending subsection (a) of sec­
tion 7 of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 (7 U.S.C. 
2016(a)) to read as follows: 

"The face value of the coupon allotment 
which State agencies shall be authorized to 
issue to any households certified as eligible 
to participate in the food stamp program 
shall be in such amount as the Secretary de­
termines to be the cost of a nutritionally ade­
quate diet, adjusted semi-annually by the 
nearest dollar increment that is a multiple of 
two to reflect changes in the prices of food 
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
in 'P_ll& Department of Labor, to be imple­
mel);ted commencing with the allotments of 
Jamiary 1, 1974, incorporating the changes 
in th.t;l prices ·of food through August 31, 1973, 
but in no event shall such adjustment be 
made for households of a given size unless 
the increase in the face value of the coupon 
allotment for such households, as calculated 
above, is a minimum of $2.00. 

(g) By adding at the end of subsection 
(h) of section 10, the following: "Subject to 
such terms and conditions as may be pre­
scribed 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 citi­
zens' centers, apartment buildings occupied 
primarily by elderly persons, any public or 
nonprofit private school which prepares 
meals especially for elderly persons, any pub­
lic or nonprofit private eating establish­
ment which prepares meals especially for el­
derly persons during special hours, and any 
other public nonprofit priv.ate establishment 
approved for such purpose by the Secre­
tary." 

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

(i) Section 3(b) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1964 (7 U.S.C. 2012(b)) is amended to read 
as follows: "The term 'food' means any food 
or food product for home consumption ex­
cept alcoholic beverages and toba-eco and 
shall also include seeds and plants for use 
in gardens to produce food for the personal 
consumption of the eligible household." 

(j) 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 pri­
vate nonprofit organization or institution 
that meets the requirements of sections 
10(h} or 10(i) of this Act." 

(k) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a household shall not participate in 
the food stamp program while its principal 
wage-earner is, on account of a labor dis­
pute to which he is a party or to which a 

; 

I 
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labor organization of which he is a member 
is a party, on strike: Provided, That such 
ineligibility shall not apply to any household 
that was eligible for and participating in the 
food stamp program immediately prior to 
the start of such strike, dispute, or other 
similar action in which any member of such 
household engages: Provided further, That 
such ineligibility shall not apply to any 
household if any of its members is subject 
to an employer's lockout. 

(1) Section 3 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsections: 

"(o) The term 'labor organization' means 
any organization o:l!' any kind, or any agency 
or employee representat.ion committee or 
plan, in which employees participate and 
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in 
part, of dealing with employers concerning 
grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of 
pay, hours of employment, or condition of 
work. 

•• (p) The term 'strike' includes any strike 
or other concerted stoppage of work by em­
ployees (including a stoppage by reason of 
the expiration of a collective-bargaining 
agreement)." 

(m) By inserting at the end of section 
3 (e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 the fol­
lowing· new sentence: "Residents of federally 
subsidized housing for the elderly, built 
under either section 202 of the Housing Act 
of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q), or section 236 of 
the National Housing Act (12 u.s.a. 1715z-1) 
shall not be considered residents of an insti­
tution or. boarding house for purposes of 
eligibility for food stamps under this Act." 
CONSOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL DE-

VELOPMENTACTAMENDMENTS 
SEC'. 4. The Consolidated Farm and Rural 

Development Act is amended as follows: 
(a) Section 306(a) of such Act is amended 

by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"(13) (A) The Secretary, under such rea­

sonable rules and conditions as he shall 
esta.blish, shall make grants to eligible vol­
unteer fire departments for up to 50 per 
centum of the cost of firefighting equipment 
needed by such departments bnt which such 
departments are unable to purchase through 
the resources otherwise available to them, 
and for the cost of the training necessary to 
enable 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 de­
partment in a rural town, village, or unin­
corporated area where the population is less 
than two thousand but greater than two 
hundred, as reasonably determined by the 
Secre.tary." 

(b} Section 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 be 
made under this section, section 304, or sec­
tion 312 shall require or be subject to the 
pl'ior approval of any officer, employee, or 
agency of any State. 

" ( 5) No certificates issued by the Secretary 
or any private entity evidencing beneficial 
ownership in a block of notes insured or 
guaranteed under this title shall be subject to 
laws admin.istered by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission: Prrovided, That the 
Se.eretary shall require any private entity of­
:fe:ring sueh certificates to place the insured 
o:r guaranteed notes in the custody of an 
institution chartered by a Federal or State 
agency to act as trustee and shall require 
periodic reports a.s to the sale of such certif­
icates: Provid'ed further, That any sale by 
the Secretary ol such certiftcates shall be 
treated as a sale o:l!' asse.ts for the purpose of 
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921." 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 5. The Rtrral! 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", re­
spectively, whereve:r such words appear. 

(b) Section 404 of such Act is amended to 
1·ead 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 beg.inning with 
the fiscal year for which funds are first ap­
propriated and obligated by the Secretary of 
Agriculture carrying out this title." 

SEc. 6. This Act may be cited as the "Agri­
culture Act of 1973". 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed. and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill <H.R. 8860) was 
laid to the table. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAKE 
CORRECTIONS IN ENGROSSMENI' 
OF HOUSE AMENDMENT' TO S. 1888 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that in the engrossment 
of the House amendment to the Senate 
bill S 188.8 that the Clerk be authorized 
to make corrections. in section numbers, 
punctuation, and cross references tore­
flect the actions of the House. 

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

There was no objection. 

G~~AL LEAVE 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that an Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re­
vise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. H.R. 8'86(). 

The SPE:AKER4 Is there. objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

REQUEST TO PRINT H.R. 8860 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, if it is in 
order, I would ask that the bill as just 
passed by the House, H.R. 8860, be 
printed in the RECORD of today so that we 
may all see just what has been done 
when the REcoRD appears tomorrow 
morning·. 

The SPEAKER. The· Chair will state 
to the gentleman from Texas that the 
House amendment to the Senate bill 
will be printed. 

Mr. POAGE. I thank the Speaker. 

ANNUAL REPORT ON RADIATION 
CONTROL FOR HEALTH AND SAFE­
TY ACT OF 1968 (PUBLIC LAW 90-
602}-MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI­
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES (H. 
DOC. NO. 93-132) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States, which was read 
and, togethex with the ac.compa_"'lging 
papers, referred to the Committee OJ:Il 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and 
ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress at the United States: 
I transmit herewith the 1972 annual 

report on the administration of the Ra­
diation Contra! for Health and Safety 
Act of 1968 <Public Law 9a-602), as pre­
pared by the Se<.!retary of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 19, 1973. 

SPECIAL REPORT ON FEDERAL­
STATE RELATIONS p- THE ADMIN­
ISTRATION OF THE NATURAL 
GAS PIPELINE SAFETY ACT OF 
1968-MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI­
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi­
dent of the United States, which was 
read and, together with the accompany­
ing papers, referred to the Committee 
or.. Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

To' the Congress of the United States: 
J herewith transmit. a special report on 

Federal-State relations in the· adminis­
tration of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safe­
ty Act of 1968. This report has been 
prepared in accoruance with section 5 
of the act approved August 22, 1972, 
P.L. 92-401. 

RICHARD N:rxON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 19, 1973. 

REPORT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 
UNDERTAKEN BY THE NATIONAL 
ADVISORY COUNCll.. ON ADULT 
EDUCATION DURING FISCAL YEAR 
1973-MESSAGE FROM THE PRES­
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
(H. DOC. NO. 93-133) 

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 with illustrations: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

As required by the Adult Education 
Act of 1966 as amended (Public Law 91-
230), I transmit herewith a report of 
Federal activities undertaken by the Na­
tional Advisory Council on Adult Edu­
cation during fiscal year 1973. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 19, 1973. 

EPA HEARING IN HOUSTON, DALLAS, 
AND SAN ANTONIO, TEX. 

<Mr. CASEY of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.} 

Mr. CASEY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
Environmental Protection Agency :flexed 
its muscles during the last 3 days in 
hearings held at Houston, Dallas, and 
San Antonio, Tex. 

The rules that they propose shock and 
stun the citizens of these areas and 
should alert this Congress. We must take 
immediate action to bring within reason 
the power of this agency which we have 
created. 

I wish to call my colleagues? attention 
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to these proposals for I am sure you will 
soon be hearing from ·your own areas 
about EPA's activities. 

Mr. Speaker, would you believe that 
EPA is going to assume authority for 
land-use control-a topic that is under 
intense debate in one of the committees 
of this House. 

Would you believe that EPA is going 
to take on gasoline rationing-a matter 
that was under consideration by the ex­

. ecutive department within the last few 
weeks. 

Would you believe that EPA is going to 
take on traffic control-a matter which 
is under study by the Department of 
Transportation as well as the State high­
way departments of the various States. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to point out and 
protest in the strongest voice possible 
that, in my opinion, this agency · is 
assuming too much authority. 

In their proposals, as outlined in the 
hearings, EPA would have the authority 
to determine whether or not a shopping 
center may be built; whether or not a 
parking garage or parking lot may be 
built or expanded. I dare say this ru1e 
would apply also to any large office build­
ing which proposes to have parking fa­
cilities for its employees and customers. 

These proposed regulations would limit 
the amount of gasoline available to a 
particu1ar area to the amount of gaso­
line consumed in that area during the 
1971-72 period. This limitation, Mr. 
Speaker, if applied to a fast growing area 
such as the Houston-Galveston, Dallas­
San Antonio areas would mean no 
growth. 

·EPA proposes that 25 percent of all 
available streets and highway lanes be 
restricted to buses and car pools. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress debated in­
tensely the subject of automobile emis­
sion control devices and what year these 
devices would be effective. EPA now 
states that all pre-1968 model cars must 
have emission control devices installed 
and be inspected at 6-month intervals. 
Believe it or not, EPA also adds that 20 
percent of these cars tested must fail in 
the first inspection cycle. 

If this agency is allowed to continue its 
march on the freedoms of this country 
and assume more control, I can readily 
see where this Congress could close shop 
and go home, as far as many of the topics 
we are now debating are concerned. 

EPA's power grab could easily spread 
to other activities: population control, 
complete regulation of all business ac­
tivities, designation of public housing 
cities, and yes, even movement of vast 
segments of our popu1ation from one end 
of our country to another. 

Mr. Speaker, the main point I want 
to make to my colleagues is that EPA 
justifies this power grab stating that we, 
the Congress, told them to do this. 

I have initiated a thorough research 
of our air quality laws, Mr. Speaker. If 
Congress, in its haste to clean up the 
environment, created a monster, it is up 
to Congress to trim its claws and to re­
duce it to the helpful watchdog which we 
intended, not a wild animal that is about 
to devour us. 

Mr. Speaker, I attach a brief resume 
of EPA's proposals:' 

TRANSPORTATION CONTROL MEASURES 
JUNE 14, 1973. 

TEXAS-Austin-Waco; Corpus Christi-V~c­
toria; Dallas-Ft. Worth; El Paso; Hous­
ton-Galveston; San Antonio. 

The EPA proposal for Texas covers six re­
gions: Austin, Corpus Christi, Dallas-Fort 
Worth, El :?aso, Houston-Galveston, and San 
Antonio.* Two of these-Houston and San 
Antonio--will require significant VMT re­
duction measures, and it is proposed to ap­
ply them. Even so, these will not be enough 
to ,achieve the standards by May 31, 1975, 
and accordingly it is "l.lso proposed to give 
a one year extension for achieving the stand­
ards in San Antonio and a one or two year 
extension for achieving them in Houston. 
The air quality baseline for these regions is 
as follows: 

Air quality baseline 
(Percent of rollback required) 

HO 
AQCR: ppm Percen t 

Aust in-Waco ----------- - --- .109 27 
Corpus Christi-Victoria ___ ___ .184 56 
Dallas-Ft. Worth _____ _______ .125 36 
El Paso __________ ___________ .120 34 
Houston-Galveston ---------- .320 75 
San Antonio ___ _____ _________ .145 45 

It is expected that all other areas will 
achieve the standards by the original dead­
line. Some VMT reduction measures may be 
necessary to do this in Dallas, but they will 
probably not be necessary in other regions 
for which a plan is being proposed today. 

In Houston and San Antonio, it is pro­
posed to convert selected lanes of major 
streets and freeways to the exclusive use of 
buses and carpools, to limit g·rowth in the 
number of parking spaces, and to limit the 
growth in gasoline consumption above 1972-
73 levels. Only the first two of these meas­
ures are being proposed for Dallas. Although 
these are the only proposals for which regu­
latory language is inclu~ed, other means of 
reducing VMT will also be considered. 

In Houston and San Antonio, a ban on 
the future construction of new stationary 
sources of reactive organic compounds is 
also being proposed. 

In all areas increased controls on station­
ary sources of hydrocarbons are proposed. 
In particular, controls on evaporative emis­
sions of gasoline are proposed for Houston, 
San Antonio, and Dallas. · 

In Houston, Dallas, San Antonio, and El 
Paso, it is proposed to require all automo­
biles to undergo an annual emissions test 
and for those that fail to receive mainte­
nance until they can pass. In Houston, San 
Antonio, and possibly Dallas, it is proposed 
to require pre-1968 automobiles to be fitted 
with relatively inexpensive emissions control 
devices. 

These measures will result in achieving 
the standards for all Texas air quality con­
trol regions no later than 1977. However, to 
maintain air quality after that date in the 
spread out and rapidly growing cities of 
Texas may require significant changes in 
land-use and increased reliance on mass 
transit. 

SPEECH BEFORE UNITED NATIONS 
COMMITTEE ON DECOLONIZATION 

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

* The Texas portion of the Southern Texas­
Southeast Louisiana Interstate Region will 
also require additional measures. Due to time 
pressures, a complete plan for this region is 
not being proposed. It is proposed however, 
to require additional reductions in hydrocar­
bon emissions from stationary sources located 
there. 

Mr. WON PAT. Mr. Speaker, recently 
I had the privilege of addressing the 
United Nations Committee on Decolo­
nization with regard to the U.S. Territory 
of Guam's political status with this 
country. 

The committee, to which our State De­
partment yearly sends a report on the 
political and economic progress of Guam, 
the Virgin Islands, and American Samoa, 
has repeatedly called for the U.S. removal 
of its military bases from Guam and its 
assistance to the territorial residents in 
moving toward independence~ 

As one who was born, raised, and edu­
cated on Guam, and as our island's first 
Delegate to the Congress of the United 
States, I have often protested the rash 
statements of the United Nations as 
being false. Despite my prior demands 
for a prompt retraction, however, the 
U.N. has continued to openly state that 
Guam's relations with Washington are 
not in the best interests of the territory. 

I can assure you, Mr. Speaker, that 
such charges are totally without sub­
stance, and do not represent the will of 
the American citizens of Guam. The resi­
dents of the territory are proud to be 
Americans and would have it no other 
way. 

In my letter last year to Mr. Kurt 
Waldheim, United Nations Secretary 
General, I again denied the committee's 
allegations about Guam and requested 
the opportunity to personally appear be­
fore the world body to provide them with 
the political and economic realities of 
Guam. The U.N., I am pleased to say, ac­
cepted my offer. 

I appeared before the committee on 
July 11. Although the committee mem­
bers evidenced considerable interest in 
my statement, especially that portion ex­
plaining why the people of Guam desire 
more meaningfu1 political relations with 
America, I can only hope that future 
United Nations utterances about Guam 
will henceforth be more enlightened. 

For the information of my colleagues, 
I now insert into the RECORD the text of 
my U.N. statement: 
STATEMENT BEFORE THE UNITED NATIONS COM_: 

MITTEE ON DECOLONIZATION, JULY 11, 1973 
(By Antonio B. Won Pat) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the United 
Nations Committee on Decolonization, my 
name is Antonio Borja Won Pat, a life-long 
resident of the Territory of Guam in the 
Mariana Islands, an American citizen, and 
our Island's first elected Delegate to the 
United States Congress. As one who was 
born, raised and educated on Guam, I take 
great pleasure in greeting each of you with 
"Hafa Adai," which is "good day" in our 
native language. · 

The United Nations is well-known as the 
principal world forum which consistently 
assures less influential ethnic and political 
entities of speaking with a voice equal ··in 
status to that of the larger nations. You 
are to be commended for your continued in­
terest in the dependent territories of the 
world, and for the progress you have made 
to reduce colonialism throughout the world·. 

I appreciate having this opportunity to .. 
day to reaffirm the position taken in my 
letter written to the United Nations last year, 
in which I protested charges made by this 
Committee that America is hampering 
Guam's economic and political development. 
By mY qomments now, and .by the future ac­
tions of the Guamanian people themselves, 
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we hope to remove any doubts this Commit­
tee may have about the political a_spirations 
of Guam. We also trust that the world com­
munity will hence forth appreciate that 
Guam's present association with the United 
States is now a unique union which is desired 
by all parties concerned, including the in­
digenous population of the Territory. 

It is predicated on friendship and a com­
mon belief in· the delllocratic system o:{ gov­
ernment, and it is suffi.ciently fluid to wit;h­
stand the changes inherent in a develop­
ment society such as Guam. 

Since Guam's present-day political goals 
are inextricably int~rtwined with our past, 

. let me begin by reviewing our 75-year his­

. tory with the United States. 
As this Subcommittee well knows, Guam 

was ceded to the United States as a result 
of the Treaty of Paris of December 10, 1898, 
which ended the Spanish-American War. 
Our future was quickly resolved on the basis 

. of our strategic importance, and for the next 
52 years Guam was governed almost solely 
by offi.cers of the United States Navy. 

As we progressed within the American 
political system, so did our desire for great­
er internal self-government. By the early 
1930's we attained a semblance of repre­
sentative government by the creation of a 
bi-cameral Guam Congress, which was ac­
tually little more than an advisory body. 
Our power was quite limited as any "laws" 
we promulgated were subject to approval 
by the Naval Commander. 

While our political awareness was increas­
ing, so, to, were our interrelations with the 
Americans. Guamanians were increasingly 
exposed to great segments of American life. 
In the mid-1930's we sent our first delegation 
to Washington in an unsuccessful effort to 
gain American citizenship. 

In 1941 Guam was invaded and occupied 
by the Imperial Japanese Forces. For the 

. next three years the people suffered the rav­
ages of war and the tyranny of the enemy. 
Our love and loyalty to America and the 
tragedy of that tii:ne became a catalyst to 
firmly fix in our minds that the American 
way of life was really what we wanted after 
the war was over. 

After the liberation of Guam in 1944, we 
renewed our efforts to convince washington 
of our aspiration and desire for self-govern­
ment. The military re-established the ad­
visory Guam Congress, and over the years 
we continued to petition Washington for a 
civil government and for citizenship. 

In 1950 the Guam Congress sent a delega­
tion to Washington to seek legislation to­
wards this end. I was one of the two-man 
delegation that was elected to go to Wash­
ington to participate in the successful effort 
to secure an Organic Act for Guam from the 
U.S. Congress. 

With this unprecedented victory we not 
only gained the cherished right to be Amer­
icans, but the Organic Act established Guam 
as an unincorporated territory of the United 
States. It created a civil government with a 
21-member uni-cameral Legislature, elected 
at large every two years, and vested with 
true legislative powers, and an independent 
judiciary. The Act also set forth a "Bill of 
Rights" based on the first ten ! mendments 
to the United States Constitution, and fur­
ther provided that Guam would retain all of 
the Federal income taxes and other taxes 
originating on the Island. 

As a member of the original I;egislature, 
and as Speaker for six terms, I can testify to 
the increased importance which the newly 
formed civil government gave to Guam. No 
longer did we lack an "official" voice, and 
our status as American citizens certainly 
aided us in our dealings with the Federal 
Government. 

The need for additional political develop­
ment did not · end with the passage of the 
Organic Act. As time passed, it became evi­
dent that this Act did not meet all of the 

needs of our people and their government. 
The Act inevitably required constant inter­
pretation and amendment. Many new social 
programs were also being launched in Wash­
ington, and, although we felt that Guam 
should have been part of them, all too often 
we were inadvertently left out. 

What we really needed, of course, was 
representation in the United States Congress. 
Unfortunately, the political climate in Wash­
ington was not ripe for that step until 1972. 
As Americans, we appreciated our proud 
heritage of representative government, and 
in 1964 we authorized the election of a Wash­
ington Representative, who was charged 
with the responsibility of ·representing 
Guam's interests on a full-time basis before 
Congress and the Federal agencies. In effect, 
Guam's Washington Representative was our 
own Congressman, without Congressional 
sanction. I was fortunate to be the only per­
son elected to this position, and was elected 
at that time to the first of two four-year 
terms. 

Despite the many hurdles an unofficial 
lobbyist has to overcome in political circles, 
I believe that my record of legislative vic­
tories won during the past eight years shows 
that the concept was an eminently success­
ful one. One major victory of which we are 
extremely proud was the passage of legisla­
tion enabling the Guamanian people to elect, 
for the first time, our own Governor and 
Lieutenant-Governor in 1970. This was a 
tremendous step forward for Guam, and one 
which dramatically increased our degree of 
local autonomy. The 1970 Gubernatorial elec­
tion also provided an excellent opportunity 
to demonstrate the existence of a healthy 
two-party system on Guam. I say . this be­
cause the people elected a Republican Gover­
nor while retaining a Democrat-controlled 
Legislature. 

We are. equally proud of other measures 
authorizing the Guam Legislature to set its 
own salaries and providing them with the 
option of legislative apportionment. A great 
deal of effort was also devoted to including 
Guam in Federal programs. By the end of 
1972 Congress had extended over 100 addi­
tional programs to the Territory, with our 
total aid in direct Federal grants rising to 
$14.3 million. This latter figure, of course, 
does not include the millions of dollars the 
Federal Government spends on Guam each 
year for salaries and construction. 

The passage last year of a bill granting 
Guam and the Virgin Islands the right to 
elect our first Delegates to the United States 
House of Representatives wa.s also another 
significant milestone in our political develop­
ment. 

This was a step for which we had long 
waited and hoped, and oce which, hopefully, 
will cement the bonds between Guam and 
Washington even closer in the years to come. 

In summation, then, Guam has obviously 
come a long way in our relations with the 
United States. We have a spokesman in Con­
gress, we have our own elected Governor, we 
have an elected Legislature. The number of 
Federal programs in which we participate has 
increased tenfold in the past eight years. 
And, perhaps most significant in the long 
run, we are American citizens who are now 
assured of sharing in the great American her­
itage and bounty. These are victories we 
have sought, and victories we have struggled 
for within the context of the American sys­
tem. 

I am confident that the future will be 
equally bright for Guam. With our repre·­
sentation in Congress now a matter of rec­
ord, we have opened the door for even greater 
political advancement for our people. Al­
though Delegates are not allowed to vote for 
the final passage of measures on the Floor of 
the House, I can vote in Committee. 

As a Delegate to Congress, I share in all 
other privileges granted to Members of Con­
gress. I can introduce bills and amendments, 

and debate measures awaiting a vote on the 
Floor. As a member of the majority party in 
the House of Representatives, I am a full 
voting participant in the House Democratic 
Caucus, which chooses the Speaker and the 
Democratic Majority Leader. 

In the six months since I have held this 
office, I have introduced many bills which 
specifically address themselves to the needs 
of the Territory. Of particular interest is 
my measure authorizing the people of Guam 
to vote in Presidental elections. As Ameri­
cans, we believe that we should share with 
our fellow Americans in the fifty States the 
fundamental right to participate in the elec­
tion of our Chief Executive. Under the ex­
isting system, Americans living on Guam 
may not exercise their franchise; should 
they move to one of the States, however, they 
may then vote in Presidential elections. Since 
Guam already has three votes in our national 

. conventions where Presidential candidates 
are chosen, to deny us the opportunity to 
choose between the final two candidates is a 
political paradox I aim to resolve. 

In addition, I have introduced legislation 
to extend the Government of Guam's ad­
ministrative control over our offshore areas; 
to authorize the Federal Court on Guam to 
review property transactions which took 
place between local residents and the U.S. 
Navy during the immediate post-World War 
II period; and to permit the Government of 
Guam to increase its public debt limitation. 

My activities are not restricted solely to 
Guam's interests, but to the whole spectrum 
of national affairs. 

As each step of our political development 
must necessarily be followed by another to 
maintain our momentum, Guam is now be­
ginning to review our overall political status. 

An impetus to this action has been, of 
course, the present Status Talks between the 
United States and the Northern Marianas of 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

Statehood is generally agreed to be our 
final goal; however, in view of our limited 

· population and income, Statehood would now 
·not be a practical endeavor. An alternative, 
which I have personally endorsed before the 
Legislature in 1970, is Commonwealth Status 
for Guam. As a Commonwealth, the people of 
Guam would have the power to draft their 
own constitution, and thus would close any 
remaining gaps in our internal control. Also, 
we would retain control of our taxes and 
representation in Congress. In keeping with 
our desire for closer ties with the American 
democratic tradition, any constitution draft­
ed would necessarily be based on the princi­
ples of mutual consent and complete local 
self-determination, not inconsistent with 
the Federal Constitution. 

Several steps have already been taken to­
wards this end by Guam. The Governor has 
recently formed an advisory council on our 
political status. And the Legislature has 
passed legislation creating a political Status 
Commission. The two bodies will work to­
gether to review all factors that may have 
bearing on the present and future relation­
ships with the Federal Government. In 1969, 
Guam held a Constitutional Convention. 

The results of that exercise, however, were 
not conclusive, and time has changed our 
perspective and our short-range goals. Since 
any status change Guam proposes must be 
ratified by our fellow Americans in Congress, 
I intend to introduce legislation in the near 
future· which will give the official sanction of 
the Congress to preliminary efforts in this 
matter. 

Whatever our future, one fact stands out 
clearly: We are American citizens now and 
we are justly proud of this achievement. Our 
relationship is not static, however, and in 
the years to come many changes will take 
place, changes which ~ believe will be de­
signed to give the American citizens of Guam 
an ever greater voice in our Island's affairs. 

Thus we have arrived at a stage in our re-
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lations which, while not always perfect, does 
provide us with far more advantages than 
we ever hoped possible 75 years ago, and one 
which certainly offers Guam a tremendous 
improvement over the status we enjoyed 
during three-hundred years of Spanish rule. 

'l'hank you. 

THE OVAL OFFICE TAPES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. RoBISON) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, like everyone else I have given 
a good deal of thought to the implica­
tions of the automatically tape-recorded 
conversations at the White House since 
their surprising disclosure, last Monday, 
by former presidential assistant, Alex­
ander P. Butterfield. 

Two of my own local, daily newspapers 
immediately called me to ask if I had 
been "taped" in this fashion in recent 
years. This was an easy question to an­
swer since my White House visits have 
been infrequent during the tenure of the 
present administration-consisting of 
one or two social visits with large num­
bers of other guests, two trips to the 
famed Oval Office for picture-taking ses­
sions with the President at campaign 
time, and since I have never spoken to 
President Nixon directly by telephone. As 
for the fact of the taping, I offered the 
observation-for what it was worth­
that this is, after all, an "electronic age" 
and we might as well take advantage qf 
it, including its use for historical-report­
ing purposes at the highest level of gov­
ernment. To this I added the thought 
that, if people really wanted an "open" 
Presidency-as many say they do-what 
better way of assuring it than through 
keeping a recorded transcript of what 
was said to or by a President, either in 
person or over the telephone? If this were 
to become the practice, however, clearly 
then it should be made known-as from 
now on it will be known or, at least, sus­
pected-to all parties to such conversa­
tions. It was, I noted, the clandestine na­
ture of the administration's recourse to 
such a device or technique that gave 
me-and many others-pause. 

In any event, the tapes were made­
and, supposedly, presently are available 
for properly limited and controlled pub­
lic access. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand-and fully 
appreciate-the new dilemma the al­
ready-beleaguered President faces in this 
regard. But the essential fact-it seems 
to me as the editorial to which I will 
shortly have reference points out-is that 
these tapes-

Finally offer some way t:J:le truth might be 
established and the Watergate affair put be­
hind us~ 

If, Mr. Speaker-and I recognize the 
degree of speculation involved-control­
led access to the pertinent "Watergate" 
tapes would allow us to get, sooner than 
anyone has hoped, to the bottom of this 
so-unfortunate affair then I, for one, 
strongly feel the President ought to make 
them available. The Watergate hear­
ings-in the other body-bid otherwise 
to go on, almost forever, as the Nation's 

newest, if not most popular, daytime 
soap opera on television. As they go 
on, to be followed in turn by whatever 
it is that the almost-forgotten Special 
Prosecutor and his staff people are work~ 
ing on, our Federal Government will con­
tinlie to "mark time" at a moment in 
history when, on so many, many fronts 
the order ought to be "forward marc}l." 

The doctrine of separation of power&--­
the concept of Executive privilege-the . 
problems involved by the existence of 
possible as well as pending criminal in­
dictments and trials of some of Water­
gate's participants-all these things are, 
in the ordinary course of events, of sub­
stantial importance. But we are in an 
extraordinary, and unprecedented, situa­
tion; a situation in which the national 
interest, insofar as it can be perceived, 
should be given precedence. 

· The editorial to which I earlier had 
reference appeared in yesterday's edition 
of the .Wall Street Journal. It sums 
up in better words than I could sum.,­
mon my own current belief that-in its 
own concluding sentence-

The overwhelming duty that Richard 
Nixon owes the Nation is to get this sin­
gular evidence before the public and end 
the turmoil one way or another. 

I am sending a copy of these remarks 
to the White House, and now submit the 
full editorial for my colleagues' con­
sideration: 

THE OVAL OFFICE TAPES 

The important thing about the newly dis­
closed tapes of presidential conversations 
is that they finally offer some way the truth 
might be established and the Watergate af- · 
fair put behind us. Other issues are sub­
sidiary, and should not be allowed to obscure 
the central point. 

Chief among the obscuring lesser issues, of 
course, is the doctrine of separation of pow­
ers, which the White House evoked yesterday 
in indicating it will not release the tapes. 
Assuming the administration is serious about 
this point and not merely finding excuses to 
perpetuate the cover-up, it is allowing nice­
ties to take precedence over the welfare of 
the nation. 

Another subsidiary issue concerns the pro­
priety of making the tapes in the first place, 
a question we find puzzling. We recognize 
certain troublesome implications, but are dis­
turbed at the alacrity with which this latest 
disclosure has been incorporated into the 
"police state" theme popular with some poli­
ticians and commentators. This is another 
of the exaggerations that have become par­
ticularly pronounced in recent weeks. 

The Senators are putting themselves into 
a queasy position when on one hand they 
complain about secret recordings of their 
own private conversations and on the other 
band demand release of his private conver­
sations with his aides. For that matter, we 
wonqer how many Senate investigators or 
newspapers have never clandestinely re­
corded a conversation themselves? 

Despite all that, there are, as we said, 
certain troublesome implications. It is less 
than perfectly honest to record a conversa­
tion without telling the other party, and 
seems to us quite difficult to justify in the 
absence of strong extenuating circumstances. 
The routine recordings, also, show a care­
lessness about the rather scary potential im­
plications of electronic technology. 

But against that, again, there is something 
touching about presidential willingness to 
have every conversation recorded· for poster­
ity, or at least to put himself voluntarily in 
the position of .having to sneak about the. 

White House if he wants to say something he 
doesn't want recorded. One would almost 
think that a President who knew his Oval 
Office talks were recorded for eventual re­
lease would not do anything like participate 
in covering up crimes. So with due apologies 
to the reader who expects clear-cut declara­
tions, our feelings on the ethics of the mat­
ter are confused. 

We are quite sure, though, that in the 
Circumstances Of this particular Case releaEe 
of the recordings would serve the public in­
terest. One of the most troublesome things 
about the Watergate scandal has been the 
difficulty in conceiving how it ever might be 
brought to an end. It seemed likely to go on 
forever, perpetuating paralysis in govern­
ment and hyste1·ia among editorial writers. 
Now for the first time there is, er, light at 
the end of the tunnel. · 

We are in no position to guess, of course, 
what the tapes might show. Conceivably they 
will be ambiguous, or suggest that the Presi­
dent was neither deeply involved nor com­
pletely innocent. But even if they are not 
clearcut, and whether they suggest inno­
cence or guilt, they ought to go far toward 
resolving the matter in one way or another. 

This point, not executive privilege ought 
to be central to the decision of whether the 
recordings should be made public. Obviously 
the President cannot allow the Ervin Com­
mittee to rummage through all his conversa­
tions, but surely this problem is not beyond 
compromise. The separation of powers is a 
sound constitutional doctrine, but it is a 
general guide to be interpreted in the cir­
cumstances and requirements of the present, 
not an iron wall. 

If the President does not reconsider his 
initial instinct to withhold the tapes he will · 
only prolong the Watergate agony, and in­
tensify ·the never-quite-resolvable impression 
of his own guilt. It would obviously be bet­
ter for him and the nation if he could es- , 
tablish his own innocence. Even if the tapes 
show him guilty, he needs to recognize tp.at . 
the alternative to disclosure is continued 
doubt and increasingly ill-tempered national 
discourse. 

It would seem clear to us that at this 
point the overwhelming duty that Richard 
Nixon owes the nation is to get this singular 
evidence before the public and end the tur­
moil one way or another. 

THE OFFENDER EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Tilinois (Mr. RAILSBACK) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing with Mr. ANDERSON of 
lllinois, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. HORTON the 
Offender Employment and Training Act, 
a bill designed as a step forward in meet­
ing and reversing a crisis in our correc­
tions system. The distinguished senior 
Senator from Illinois, Mr. PERCY, has re­
cently introduced identical legislation in 
the other body. 

We know-and I emphasize know­
that present correctional systems and 
their programs have two fundamental 
deficiencies: They do not work and they 
cost too much. Recidivism rates make a 
mockery out of the traditional methods 
of crime prevention and incarceration. 
Some States and some Federal programs 
are making efforts to develop a more ef­
fective structure and they are to be com­
mended. Overall, however, too little in 
the way of money, resources and, mor~ 
importantly, additi9n~l .. and · _policy 
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change have characterized the response 
to conditions in the prisons and the in­
creased crime and recidivism rates. 

There are now more than 400,000 per­
sons in jail or prison and another million 
on parole or probation. Many of the hun­
dreds of thousands now under arrest and 
awaiting trial will be entering the cor­
rections system and many, having served 
their sentences, have recently been re­
leased back into the community. 

These offenders are diverse in their 
background and their problems are com­
plex. They differ in the seriousness of 
their offenses, legal status, and the de­
gree of public control over their activi­
ties. One key common denominator is 
that they often have difficulties after 
their incarceration obtaining and hold­
ing jobs. Despite tremendous differences 
in the labor potental and, generally, their 
amenability to assistance, most criminal 
offenders have employment problems and 
need help. 

In part-and experience and studies 
indicate it is only a minor part-the 
problem is related to a reluctance on the 
part of the private sector to hire ex­
offenders. The more important reason is 
the inability of the particular individual 
to function in a positive and independent 
manner in the "free society." The ex­
offender is neither mentally or techni­
cally equipped for reintegration into 
society. He does not have the skills or 
desire to be a productive member of the 
work force. Rehabilitation in terms of 
the employabilit~ of ex-offenders has 
been a dismal failure. 

Society has a right to be protected 
from thos.e who would violate its laws. 
However, it is· in the best interests of 
society to rehabilitate these individuals 
so that society does not continue to bear 
the burden of supporting them indefi­
nitely. Because temporary protective sep­
aration and rehabilitation must be the 
principal objectives of any correctional 
program, a system which provides for 
the greatest likelihood of successful and 
constructive reentry into society will be 
least expensive in the long run. An of­
fender must, therefore, leave the prison 
setting with those economic skills which 
will permit him to be a productive mem­
ber of society. 

In order to achieve this end, a correc­
tional system must at a minimum set 
standards and organize programs to 
achieve the following goals: first, develop 
in each inmate a set of attitudes favor­
able toward work and the work situation; 
second, develop in each inmate the mini­
mum qualifications necessary to obtain 
and maintain a job; and third, develop 
in each inmate attitudes favorable to 
leading a law-abiding life. Employ­
ability-that is, marketable job skills­
of ex-offenders would be a certainty if 
these goals were being achieved-unfor­
tunately they are not. 

In the first place, not all inmates are 
engaged in work or training programs 
while in prison. Of those working, many 
perform the ·menial tasks necessary to 
maintain the prison community. Those 
who work in such "housekeeping" posi­
tions as well as those involved in training 
and work production programs often do 
not get paid. Thus, based on a yearlong 

' 

study conducted at my request by the made by Federal prisoners and those 
Library of Congress, a survey of State made in State prisons for use by other 
and Federal correctional institutions re- States. The Federal Government so far 
vealed the following facts: The average as its own prisoners are .concerned has 
percentage of men in State prisons who adhered to the same policy that has 
were engaged in paid labor was 50 per- characterized State systems: prisoners 
cent of the total prisoner population, should be employed exclusively in the 
while the percentage for women in manufacture of supplies or the perform­
women's institutions, was 84 percent. ance of services for the Government or 
The average percentage of men employed its political subdivisions. The contract­
in paid labor in Federal institutions was ing out of prison labor and the sale of 
27 percent while the average percentage prison-made goods to the public are 
for women was 25 percent. strictly prohibited. 

The same survey also reveals the in- As a conseqence of these legislative 
adequacy of wages as an incentive for restrictions, employment programs in 
participation-where there is a choice- prisons have been forced to operate un­
or effort in those programs which do der at least the following constraints: 
pay inmates. Hourly wage rates for in- First, limited markets since products are 
mates in State correctional institutions only for governmental agencies, second, 
varied from State to State, ranging from industries requiring little training, third, 
a low of 1 cent an hour in some States payment of token wages to inmates, 
to a high of $1.10. On average, across the fourth, operating so as to minimize com­
entire spectrum of State prisons, hourly petition with free labor and business, 
wage scales in the State correctional in- fifth, lack of capital for modernization, 
stitutions ranged from 4 to 17 cents an and sixth, high employee turnover cou­
hour for men's prisons and from 6 to pled with competition for inmate time 
13 cents an hour for women in women's with other institutional programs. These 
correctional institutions. restraints have made it extremely dif-

On average, hourly wage scales for ficult for correctional training and em­
prisoners engaged in paid labor in Fed- ployment programs to fulfill the rehabil­
eral institutions were much higher than itative goal of employability. 
their State counterparts, ranging from To correct this situation it will be nec-
21 to 51 cents an hour for work done essary to remove these restrictions and 
in the Federal Prison Industries. Women initiate a positive program whereby work 
and men are paid equally. In some cases, programs can !'ealistically achieve at­
prisoners employed in the industries can titude change and raise the work poten­
·earn more than 51 cents an hour-from ·tial of inmates. A recognition of several 
67 to 72 cents an hour-for unusually factors has led to the legislation that is 
·high productivity or longevity-for ex- being introduced today. 
ample, at the U.S. Penitentiaries in Too frequently lip service is given to 
Marion and Lewisburg. the goal of rehabilitation while other 

The types of training and work pro- goals-custody, institutional conveni­
'grams available are usually unrelated to ence, profit-are in fact given priority. 
labor market needs and thus we have ex- If correctional training and employ­
offenders trained for positions which do ment programs are to be successful in 
not exist or where there is an oversupply terms of employability and earning po­
of labor. And those engaged in "house- tential, modern production methods and 
keeping" functions or who do not work a competitive market situation are neces­
at all have almost no prospect for em- sary to create a realistic work situation 
ployment at a decent wage and usually and assure reasonable wages and profits. 
find their way to the end of the welfare Private capital involvement is one 
line. From the above facts, it is not dif- means for upgrading the prison indus­
ficult to understand how the failure to tries programs. 
provide employment and training op- Increasing the level of inmate partici­
portunitie::; while in prison or on parole pation and remuneration will increase 
or probation leads the offender back the probability of postrelease success 
through the front door o:i the prison he by reducing inmate financial pressures 
so recently left. and providing powerful motivation for 

A great deal of the responsibility for the development of employment skills. 
the failure to provide meaningful train- Many decisions regarding correctional 
ing and work programs must lie at the employment programs are made as are­
door of the state legislatures and Con- action to falsely perceived views of busi­
gress. While legislative and administra.- ness and labor. There is no reason to be 
tive actions in recent years have cor- lieve that these groups would not accept 
rected abuses which saw inmate labor change in prison industries and they can 
exploited for profit and punishment, they expect to support such change if it would 
have at the same time created certain be to their advantage. 
barriers to an effective correctional em- In order to give new meaning and di-
ployment program. rection to the training and employment 

Federal legislation has had a direct of prisoners in State and Federal correc­
impact on State as well as Federal pris- tiona! systems, the bill introduced today 
on employment programs. In 1929 Con- would authorize grants and loans to, and 
gress passed the Hawes-Cooper Act contracts with, private organizations in­
which divested prison-made goods of eluding corporations, labor unions, and 
their interstate character, thus making private nonprofit groups and Federal 
them subject to local law upon delivery agencies responsible for the operation of 
within a State. Subsequent acts pro- correctional institutions, for the purpose 
hibited the interstate transportation or of establishing or expanding projects, 
importation of convict-made goods for within or outside Federal and State penal 
any purpose but excepted commodities · institutions, to train or employ criminal 
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offenders. Products produced and serv­
ices performed would be available for 
sale to the public and could be sold for 
interstate commerce. By removing the 
restrictions against interstate commerce 
contracting out prison labor and sale t~ 
other than governmental agencies the 
legislation would establish a positive' pro­
gram for the benefit of the prisoner, pri­
vate employers and organizations and 
the public. ' 

Title I of the Offender Employment 
and Training Act applies to Federal cor­
rectional institutions. It provides author­
ization for the Federal Prison Industries, 
the Department of Justice corporation 
responsible for offering Federal prisoners 
training and work experience, to make 
grants or loans to, or contract with, pri­
vate organizations for the construction 
or operation of projects designed to train 
and employ Federal offenders. Such proj­
ects may also provide supportive services 
including education and counseling. The 
private organizations would be the em­
ployers of the prisoners and the project 
may operate within the prison facility 
itself or outside of it. 

In order to be eligible an applicant 
must meet the following conditions: 

First, prisoners would receive wages at 
a rate not less than that paid for work 
or training of a similar nature in the 
locality in which the work or training is 
to be performed. 

Second, the work or training per­
formed must be of such a nature as to 
make it likely that they will find employ­
ment upon release. 

Third, wages will be subject to State 
and Federal laws requiring deductions 
for money to support dependents and 
costs incident to confinement such as 
room and board. In addition, up to 10 
percent of wages could go to a fund which 
might be established for the purpose of 
compensating victims of crime. 

The program would be supported by a 
Federal Employment and Training Fund 
whose moneys would be derived from 
repayments of loans and proceeds from 
sales where the employer is a Federal 
agency, such as the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons. The fund would also be sup­
ported by such annual congressional ap­
propriations as would be necessary to 
make the fund not less than $10 million. 

Title II of the Offender Employment 
and Training Act gives to the Attorney 
General the same powers given the Fed­
eral Prison Industries in title I for carry­
ing out similar projects in State correc­
tional institutions. The State program 
would be funded by a $10 million authori­
zation for each of the next 5 years. 

THE OFFENDER EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
.man from Maine <Mr. COHEN) is recog­
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, every gen­
eration throughout the history of the 
world has been faced with the problems 
of crime and violence. From the moment 
the first social contract was formed and 
men agreed to live together in an orga-

nized society, there has been the in­
evitable problem of those who would 
violate the laws or rules of that society. 

Yet, in modern day America, the scope 
of crime and violence and the corre­
sponding fear and paranoia that is felt 
by the citizenry have reached unprece­
dented levels. Crime in the streets con­
tinues to plague us as one of the greatest 
concerns of the American people and 
public officials. 

To be sure, dw·ing the past few years 
we have made some tremendous progress 
in law enforcement, particularly from 
the perspective of improving the skills 
of our law enforcement officials and pro­
viding them with greater resources to do 
their job. There is ample evidence to 
demonstrate that these efforts are now 
starting to have a relative impact on the 
reduction of crime. 

Yet, the work of our police forces and 
law enforcement officials is only part of 
the solution to this important problem 
facing all Americans. The time has come 
to give equal attention to our system of 
corrections and to the criminal himself, 
particularl~r his motivations and the 
forces behind his criminal activities. 

The startling fact is that 80 percent 
of all crimes in this country are com­
mitted by people who have previously 
been convicted of another crime. Obvi­
ously, we are failing in our obligation 
to rehabilitate the criminal. Likewise we 
are failing to provide the proper kind of 
environment where a criminal has in­
centive to become a productive member 
of society rather than a destructive one. 

Given our current correctional pro­
grams, the typical criminal offender may 
finish his term of imprisonment and re­
turn to society and possibly his family 
only to be confronted with an environ­
ment that leaves him little choice but to 
return to a life of crime. Upon being re­
leased from prison, the ex-offenders rare­
ly can find jobs either because they lack 
work skills or because of the high risk 
perceived by employers to be involved in 
training someone with a past criminal 
record. Of course, he lacks skills because 
there have never been adequate oppor­
tunities for vocational training. 

So, upon his release from prison, the 
ex-offender soon discovers that he can­
not get a job and, therefore, cannot meet 
his responsibilities for providing for his 
family. This is a tremendous psychologi­
cal burden for the head of any household 
and it is a particularly difficult one too 
for those returning from prison. Faced 
with these pressures and the absence of 
even the opportunity to even try to lead 
a normal, productive life, the ex-offender 
then is often forced to turn to crime to 
obtain the money he needs. If caught and 
convicted, he is once again trapped in 
this vicious cycle where little assistance 
is o:tfered him to develop marketable 
skills or to acquire tools that would en­
able him to reenter society on an equal 
footing with others. 

The tragedy of this situation has been 
recognized by many. Since 1967, four 
Presidential Commissions, dozens of leg­
islative reports, and more than 500 books 
and articles have recommended reform of 
our correctional system. During the first 

National Conference on Corrections held 
at Williamsburg, Va., in 1971, this Na­
tion's leading legal and law enforcement 
authorities resoundingly supported the 
need for reform. As President Nixon has 
stated-

The time has come to repudiate once and 
for all the idea that prisons are warehouses 
for human rubbish; our correctional systems 
must be changed to make them places that 
will correct and educate. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill my colleagues 
and I are introducing today would be a 
major step toward making our penal in­
stitutions an integral and viable part of 
an e:tfective crime combatting program 
rather than places that actually work 
against the concept of a crimeless and 
more productive society. Instead of com­
pounding the problems of the criminal 
and actually contributing to the pres­
sures that lead to a life of crime, our 
correctional institutions can and should 
provide opportunities for the offender to 
learn marketable skills, to acquire the 
tools that will enable hirr.. to take ad­
vantage of the opportunities available 
to the rest of society, and to teach him, 
through practical experienl!e, the re­
sponsibilities that go along with living 
a normal and productive life. 
" This legislation, \"lhich is, in e:tfect, a 

work your way out of ;~rison plan," 
would enable private industry to lease 
prison property on a long-term basis, 
and to provide work facilities within the 
prisons. In these facilities the employers 
would hire prison inmates at prevailing 
wages to produce regularly marketable 
products, just as if they were employed 
in an industry on the outside. 

Any participation by the inmates 
would be voluntary. And, the employer 
would be expected ~o provide such sup­
portive services as training education 
counseling, and so forth. ' ' 

Because he is able to earn prevailing 
wa:res, the inmate participating in the 
program could pay the Government for 
his room, board, and maintenance. He 
could also pay for support of his family 
taxes, and social security payments. fu 
addition, he would be required to con~ 
tribute up to 10 percent of his wages to 
any Federal fund established by law to 
compensate victims of crime. 

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, this legisla­
tion would create a program that would 
enable someone to emerge from prison 
with new skills and work experience, as 
well as a sense of productivity and dig­
nity in being able to care for his family 
and to contribute to his community. Up­
on being released from prison, he would 
find the transition a far easier and na­
tural one than what faces him today. 
· In conclusion, this legislation wouid 
not only be a net savings, in dollars, to 
the Government, but it would be a 
tremendous investment in the human 
productivity and dignity which all Amer­
icans so highly value. We would at once 
contribute to a more effective and pro­
gressive crime fighting strategy as well as 
a more meaningful life for many of our 
citizens who have been victims of the vi­
cious cycle of our current penal sys­
tem. 



July 19, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24983 

INTRODUCTION OF TWO BILLS 
RELATING TO CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Dlinois (Mr. ANDERSON) is rec­
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I am today introducing for appropri­
ate reference with my colleague from 
New York (Mr. HORTON) the Federal 
Criminal Justice System Reorganization 
Act. This is the same legislation intro­
duced in the other body by the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) with the gen­
tleman from Tennessee <Mr. BRocK). 
and the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
JAVITS). The gentleman from New York 
(Mr. HoRTON) and I are also joining with 
our colleague from Dlinois <Mr. RAILS­
BACK) and our colleague from Maine <Mr. 
CoHEN) in the introduction of the Of­
fender Employment and Training Act, 
often referred to as the "work your way 
out of prison bill." Identical legislation 
was introduced in the other body on July 
12, by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
PERCY) with the gentleman from Ten­
nessee <Mr. BROCK), from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS), and the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TAFT). 

At the outset I want to congratulate 
the senior Senator from Illinois, Mr. 
PERCY on his initiative in authorizing 
these two important pieces of legislation. 
And I am proud to introduce companion 
bills in this body. 

REDUCTION OF RECIDIVISM 

Mr. Speaker, in bureaucracies the 
process a person goes through after being 
a1·rested for a crime in the United States 
is called the criminal justice system. 
Not all. but many of those persons spend 
some time in a prison, and one criminol­
ogist with experience in running prisons 
has said-

The genius of American penology lies in 
the fact tha.t we have demonstrated tha.t 18th 
a.nd 19th century methods can be forced 
to work in the middle of the 20th century. 

A great deal of evidence suggests, how­
ever, that we are not making it work, 
and in fact, a disturbing amount of 
crime is being committed by persons 
who have been in and out of the criminal 
justice system and the prisons which 
comprise a major part of it. The purpose 
of the legislation I introduce today is to 
help reduce this recidivism by improving 
as much as we can the entire criminal 
justice system. 

Reduction of any kind of crime re­
quires in part the ability to understand, 
even to predict, what causes crime and 
what can be done to reduce it. You may 
recall that capital punishment for pick­
pocketing in England was abolished 
when it was observed that most pick­
pocketing oc.curred during public hang­
ings. Our ability today to predict what 
will prevent crime or retard its growth 
is still extremely tentative and inexact. 
As an example, some eXPerts believe that, 
contrary to popular belief, there is little 
evidence to indicate that the volume or 
rate of crime recidivism is so related to 
penal policy that they vary with changes 
in correctional programs or practices. 

There is considerable evidence, in fact, 
to buttress the argument that the inci-· 

dence of crime is most closely related to 
conditions largely beyond the control of 
the criminal justice system. The list of 
such factors includes age and sex, the 
race composition of the community, the 
economic status and stability of the com­
munity, and the strength and efficiency 
of the police force. Even such unrelated 
considerations as the weather have an 
effect on crime. 

Thus, we have a polarity developing. 
On the one hand, there are those who 
think that attributing an increase in 
crime to the criminal justice system is 
like holding an umbrella respl)nsible for 
the rain. On the other hand, we have 
some reformers who tell us that we must 
conclude that our prisons, for example, 
have failed because two-thirds of all 
crime is committed by recidivists. There 
is a middle ground between these two ex­
aggerations, however, where I believe we 
can find the foundation for sound, new 
penal policy. 

Consider for a moment that the cor­
rections process provides an opportunity 
that many of the other crime related 
factors do not. We cannot, for example, 
change the age, sex, or race of an offend­
er. We cannot, even in a matter of 
years, change the nature of his commu­
nity, his family, or his educational back­
ground. But from the time we arrest an 
offender until years after he is released, 
we have the opportunity to touch his 
life directly .. Equally changes in penal 
policy can be made and administered in 
relatively short order. 

In other words, while we must make 
the time-consuming, broad attack on the 
underlying social and economic condi­
tions which produce crime, and while we 
must work to insure that the law is firm­
ly enforced, we must at the same time 
:find better ways of treating an appre­
hended offender so he does not offend 
again. Treatment of the offender while 
he is in public custody-from arrest, to 
trial, to sentencing, while on probation. 
in prison or on parole-is one of the best 
ways within our grasp of achieving what 
must be our number one goal-protect­
ing society from crime. 

PROTECTING SOOIETY 

Protecting society from crime, let me 
emphasize, in the most efficient and eco­
nomical way possible, should be our 
overriding consideration. As the follow­
ing will indicate, it just so happens that 
the most efficient and most economical 
way possible probably involves the most 
humane treatment of offenders. 

Of the 21,000 inmates now in Federal 
prisons, 98 percent will ultimately be 
released. Based on past performance, 
Federal officials estimate that 68 percent 
of those will return for the commission 
of another crime. I am convinced that we 
could -reduce that number if we were to 
institute some procedural changes. 

Consider the effect of our present pa .. 
role procedures on the outlook of an in­
mate. Eight members of the Federal Pa· 
role Board, assisted by eight hearing 
examiners, decide more than 17,500 pa­
role requests each year. Because each 
decision requires the concurrence of at 
least two members, at least 35,000 indi­
vidual decisions are made each year. 
That requires each individual Board 

member to make over 4,300 decisions 
each year. 

It might be argued that because many 
requests can be easily rejected or granted, 
that the burden is not as overbearing 
as it first seems. But experts agree that 
even those which can be dismissed 
quickly should be accompanied by an 
explanation to the inmate, including 
among other things, the Board's opinion 
of what goals the prisoner should set 
in order to win parole. Perhaps it would 
have to do with his attitude, behavior, 
vocational training or the like. 

If the present Board attempted such 
·a task, paralysis would result. In its ab-­
sence, many prisoners sit and stew, fum­
ing with anger and frustration. When 
they finally get out, the present system 
provides a wholly inadequate apparatus 
to deal with the resulting resentment, 
let alone all the other problems faced by 
returning prisoners. Today, 64.0 U.S. pro­
bation officers supervise 45,000 proba­
tioners and parolees. That averages out 
to 71 cases per officer, or more than 
twice the recommended caseload of 35. 
FEDERAL JUSTICE SYSTEM REORGANIZATION ACT 

A key element of the Federal Justice 
System Reorganization Act is the re­
placement of the present eight-member 
Parole Board with a local criminal jus­
tice office located in each Federal district, 
and staffed by at least three members 
appointed by the Attorney General. 
These local offices would serve as the 
grassroots administration agencies of our 
Federal courts and criminal justice sys­
tem, responsible for all criminal cases 
filed in their jurisdictions. 

Each would swing into action at the 
time of arrest. Immediately the local of­
fice would be assigned the case and would 
begin to develop information necessary to 
make a wise decision regarding bail, pre­
trial release, or incarceration. It would 
make a recommendation to the court. 

Recommendations on these matters 
would then be the basis of discussion 
between the U.S. att01-ney and the coun­
sel for the defendant at a precharge 
conference. At the conference, the wis­
dom of diverting the defendant from the 
criminal justice system would be con­
sidered factoring in the offense, the 
safety of the community and the prob­
ability that such diversion would assist 
the defendant in rejoining the commu­
nity as a law-abiding citizen. For ex­
ample, it might be decided in the case of 
an alcoholic or a drug addict that hos­
pitalization or even outpatient treatment 
would be a wiser course than jail 

If a defendant were tried and con­
victed, the local office would recommend 
what type of sentence for the court to 
impose, stating its reasons for the sen­
tence, and the goals that the incarcer­
ated offender should shoot for in order 
to be released. The court could accept, 
modify, or reject this recommendation 
stating its own reasons and goals. The 
local office would also hold annual parole 
hearings and decide, on the basis of the 
progress of the offender in meeting the 
goals set at the time of sentencing, when 
the individual should be released into 
the community. If parole were dented, 
the local office would provide Wiitten 
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reasons, explaining what goals had been 
met and what goals remain to be met. 

If the individual were released either 
on parole, probation, pretrial diversion, 
or other authorized form of release, the 
local office would be responsible for the 
individual's supervison. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize that 
this is a summary of only one of a num­
ber of reorganization provisions in the 
bill. I would direct the attention of my 
colleagues to the remarks submitted by 
Senator PERCY in the other body on 
July 12, for a discussion of the other pro­
visions and a copy of the bill. They begin 
on page 23488 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of that date. 

In describing the bill in total the Sen­
ator from Illinois concludes the follow­
ing in those remarks: 

By replacing the present potpourri of 
services and harried professionals, and con­
flicting lines of authority, with a single co­
ordinated body, the criminal justice system 
will become more efficient. And with the 
added advantage of national guidelines and 
standards, current regional inequities in the 
criminal justice system would be diminished 
and hopefully eliminated. The by-prod­
uct of this total reorganization would be 
better criminal justice and, therefore, a lower 
level of crime. Presently 80 percent of all 
crimes are committed by people who have 
previously been through our criminal justice 
processes. This new system would help to 
reduce the number of recidivists, and thus 
lower the level of crime. 

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly agree. 
THE OFFENDER EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT 

Mr. Speaker, there is mounting evi­
dence to suggest that the principal deter­
minant of post-release behavior is the 
economic situation a person finds him­
self in after getting out of prison. For 
most prisoners that entails findinli!: a job. 

But most cannot find jobs because 
they lack work skills. Many lack work 
skills because while in prison they never 
received adequate vocational training. 
Time in prison is too often squandered 
with useless tasks in an environment of 
indolence and lethargy. There are two 
primary reasons for this: It has long 
been thought that it would cost the Gov­
ernment too much money to become in­
volved in effective vocational training for 
each inmate; and second, a number of 
laws stand in the way of innovative proj­
ects that could increase the inmate's job 
potential. 

The costs of keeping a person in prison 
without preparing him to make his way 
on the outside may be higher, I believe, 
than it would cost to train him. Consider 
present costs. The Government spends 
an average of $11.55 per day to keep an 
inmate locked up in a cell that may have 
cost up to $30,000 to construct. In addi­
tion, some 55,000 families receive welfare 
payments because the family wage 
earner is in prison and unable to support 
them. 

The legislation we introduce today, 
the Offender Employment and Training 
Act, would authorize the Federal Gov­
ernment to implement projects with the 
private sector to provide vocational 
training and jobs within prison walls. 
This "work your way out of prison plan" 
would call on private industry to lease 
prison property on a long-term basis, 

and to provide work facilities within the 
prisons. In these facilities, the employer 
would hire prison inmates at prevalling 
wages to produce regularly marketable 
items. 

Participation in this program by a pris­
oner would be completely voluntary. Out 
of the wages paid to those who partici­
pate, prisoners would pay the Govern­
ment for room and board. They would 
also help support their families, pay 
taxes, and make social security pay­
ments. In addition, they would be re­
quired to contribute up to 10 percent of 
their wages to a fund to compensate 
victims of crime. 

The Federal Bureau of Prisons has 
given its full support to this measure. 
And in lllinois, for example, a new uni­
fied code of corrections, signed by Gov­
enor Ogilvie, provides that prison-made 
products can be sold to nonprofit orga­
nizations, such as church grou:Ps and uni­
versities. The opening up of potential 
markets, which we will continue to pro­
mote, has been accompanied by grow­
ing support by leaders in both the busi­
ness and labor community. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these kinds 
of innovations are essential to the devel­
opment of an anticrime system that can 
adequately protect our citizens. They are 
the product of commonsense, decency 
and the desire to do whatever is possible 
to stop crime. 

LEGISLATION TO RESTRUCTURE 
THE FEDERAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
SYSTEM AND TO UPGRADE OF­
FENDER EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING PROGRAMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. HoRTON) is rec­
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I call to 
the attention of my colleagues two bills 
I am introducing today to improve the 
Federal criminal justice system. Both 
measures are identical to bills intro­
duced in the other body by Senator 
CHARLES PERCY. As my COlleagues well 
know, Senator PERCY has been among 
those in the forefront of efforts to re­
evaluate our present procedw·es for deal­
ings with criminal offenders. I have been 
pleased to work with Senator PERCY in 
offering two proposals which we believe 
will give meaning to the words "criminal 
justice system" and thereby reduce the 
threat of crime in our society. 

Mr. Speaker, I doubt that many ex­
perts or laymen would quarrel with the 
belief that our country is failing to solve 
the crime problem. Granted, we can point 
to statistics which show that the crime 
rate is lower than it was a few years ago 
and that certain types of crimes are be­
ing committed with less frequency. Vio­
lent crimes, however, are increasing and 
while many of our cities have made de­
monstrable progress, crime in the sub­
urbs is growing dramatically. 

What is this failure costing us? The 
House Select Committee on Crime re­
cently noted that $1.5 billion was spent 
in 1971 to keep 400,000 inmates in Fed­
eral, State, and local prisons. The Bu­
reau of Prisons tells me that the average 

per capita cost of confining a Federal in­
mate was $13.42 a day during fiscal year 
1972. Currently, the total inmate pop­
ulation in Federal facilities is about 
23,404. These figures are disturbing alone 
but they do not begin to reflect the full 
cost to our society. They do not include 
the billions of dollars spent for police 
protection, the losses suffered by the 
victims of crime, or the intangible ele­
ment of fear. 

Statistics on the rate of criminal re­
peaters further demonstrate the funda­
mental failure of our criminal justice 
machinery. The Select Committee on 
Crime stated that even though $1.5 bil­
lion was spent in 1971 to confine 400,000 
prisoners, "taxpayers were the victims 
of more and more felonies, 80 percent of 
which were committed by former offend­
ers." In response to my request to the 
Bureau of Prisons for the rate of recid­
ivism in Federal facilities alone, I was 
given the results of a study conducted in 
June of 1972. At that time, there were 
20,729 inmates in the Federal systems, 
of whom 17,756 were surveyed. The re­
sults were as follows: 
Number of prisoners and number of p1·ior 

commitments of any kind in a Federal, 
State, or local facility 

6,672 -------------------------- 0 
3,115 -------------------------- 1 
2,353 -------------------------- 2 
5,616 -------------------------- 3 or more 

This and other studies of recidivism 
offer conclusive evidence that our crimi­
nal justice procedures are in fact part 
of the problem. 

REORGANIZATION 

Through my service on the Govern­
ment Operations Committee, I have par­
ticipated in countless hours of reviewing 
the workings of government and reor..: 
ganization proposals designed to bring 
about greater efficiency. I am convinced 
that we can ill afford to cast about for 
piecemeal improvements to a criminal 
justice system which is so uncoordinated 
that it is no system at all. We need to in­
stitute a fundamental overhaul and 
establish coordinated machinery to deal 
with an individual from the moment he 
is arrested. 

To accomplish this goal, I am spon..; 
SOring together With JOHN ANDERSON Of 
Illinois the Federal Criminal Justice Re­
organization Act. This legislation would 
establish within the Department of Jus­
tice a new Criminal Justice Services Ad­
ministration with overall responsibility 
for coordinating Federal activities in the 
area of criminal justice. Several ongoing 
functions would be transferred into the 
new Administration. The Bureau of Pris­
ons and the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, for example, would be 
transferred into the Administration with 
their internal organizations remaining 
intact. In addition, a Bureau of Juvenile 
Justice would be established to assume all 
functions now carried out by HEW re­
lating to juvenile delinquency . . 

Among the new entities created with­
in the Administration would be a Nation­
al Criminal Justice Board. The National 
Board would be composed of 11 mem­
bers, one from each judicial circuit, ap­
pointed by the President and confirmed 
by the Senate. Its duties would include 
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the formulation of sentencing guidelines 
for U.S. courts, as well as national stand­
ards f?r bail setting, pretrial release, 
probation and parole. In addition, the 
National Board would serve as an appel­
late body to hear appeals from offenders 
who believe their parole denial deviated 
from established national guidelines. 

The heart of the proposed reorganiza­
tion lies within the local Criminal Justice 
Office established in each Federal dis­
trict and functioning under the National 
Board. The District Offices would thus 

· become the basic administrative units 
for the Federal courts and the criminal 
justice system. Immediately after the ar­
I'est of an individual, for example, the 
District Office would investigate the case 
and report its recommendations for the 
setting of bail to the appropriate judicial 
office. The local office could also recom­
mend medical treatment if problems such 
as drug addiction or alcoholism are evi­
dent. Thes·e findings and recommenda­
tions then become the basis for discus­
sion between the U.S. attorney and the 
defendant's counsel at a formal pre­
charge conference. At this point, the 
possibility of diverting the suspect from 
the criminal justice.system is considered. 
If diversion is agreed upon, the charges 
are suspended for up to 12 months, with 
the progress of the defendant monitored 
by the U.S. attorney. 

If the defendant is prosecuted and 
convicted, the case is again referred to 
the district office prior to sentencing. The 
office would r0commend the se-ntence to 
be imposed, its reasons t:Q.erefor, and the 
goals which the offender should attain to 
entitle him to parole. The court, of 
course, may accept or reject the recom­
mendation but in doing so, must set forth 
its reasons for the sentence and the goals 
for the offender. 

Annual hearings would be held by the 
local office to assess the progress of the 
offender in meeting the goals established 
at the time of sentencing. Its evaluation 
would determine when the individual 
would be released into the c·ommunity. If 
parole is denied, the defendant would be 
told why. Once the individual is released, 
the local office would have supervision 
over him. 

Another important unit established by 
this legislation is the office of ombuds­
man. It would have two primary func­
tions. First, any petition for collateral re­
view filed by a State or Federal prisoner 
could be referred to the ombudsman by 
the court or upon request by the prisoner. 
Within 90 days, the ombudsman would 
consider the petition and, if possible, re­
solve the matter. If the problem is not 
resoljred, the petition and an accompany­
ing report would be forwarded to the 
court. This procedure could substantially 
reduce the burden now placed on the 
courts by prisoner petitions. In addition, 
the ombudsman would review and at­
tempt to resolve nonjudicial petitions and 
other communications referred to it by 
an offender or by the Bureau of P1·isons. 

OFFENDER EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT 

Mr. Speaker, I am also joining my col­
leagues, TOM RAILSBACK and JOHN AN­
DERSON, in introducing the Offender Em­
ployment and Training Act. Its purpose 
is to equip the Federal offender with a 

vocational skill so that when he leaves 
prison, he can get a job rather than re­
turn to crime. 

The futility of our current training ef­
forts is clearly evident in the observa­
tions of a former inmate of a Federal 
facility: 

They still release prisoners the way they 
used to in the old Jimmy Cagney movies. 
They give you about 50 dollars and a shiny 
suit, with which you are supposed to start 
life over again after years or decades behind 
the walls ... You can't live forever on 50 
dollars. You can't find work on the streets 
making license plates or using whatever other 
skills you learned on. obsolete equipment 
w~rking in the prison factory. If you go into 
priSon undereducated and underskilled, that 
is the way you will probably come out, with 
the added stigma of having done time. 

The Offender Employment and Train­
ing Act would authorize the Federal 
Prison Industries to enter into contracts 
with the private sector-businesses or 
other groups-to establish factories on 
the prison grounds. The prisoners who 
volunteer for the program would be 
trained to produce items for sale on the 
open market. Current prohibition against 
selling prison-made goods in interstate 
commerce would be lifted. 

For his work, the prisoner would be 
paid the prevailing wage in the prison's 
locale. From that wage, normal deduc­
tions for taxes and social security would 
be withheld. Additional deductions would 
be made to reimburse the Government 
for the costs of the prisoner's room and 
board in the Federal facility. Finally, up 
to 10 percent of the wage could be di­
verted to a fund for compensating vic­
tims of crime. 

Mr. Speaker, a program in my con­
gressional district has successfully dem­
onstrated the ability to reduce recidivism 
by equipping offenders with job skills. 
The program, sponsored by the Educa­
tion Systems of the Singer Education 
Division, has expanded to include not 
only probationers but those still in con­
finement. I include at this point a letter 
I received from Mr. G. C. Whitaker 
which relates the progress being made 
under this innovative program: 

SINGER EDUCATION DIVISION, 
Rochester, N.Y., July 13, 1973. 

Hon. FRANK HORTON, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Rayburn 

Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR FRANK: Your interest in sponsoring 

.a Bill to help make self-supporting citizens 
of prison inmates is gratifying. 

We at Education Systems (formerly 
Graflex:, Inc.) of the Singer Education Divi­
sion, have had considerable success dealing 
with 453 "probationers" since December 1, 
1970, and 289 "jail inmates" since April 3, 
1972. 

As borne out by an evaluation conducted 
by the National Council on Crime and De­
linquency, after the first year of the Proba­
tioner Project, the recidivist rate dropped 
to 6.9 percent. Of the probationers com­
pleting the program, 85 percent were placed 
on jobs and nearly 90 percent of these re­
tained them. 

Of the 289 inmates enrolled in the "Jail" 
program, 266 had completed the course as of 
May 2, 1973, and 147 were available for place­
ment. Of these, approximately 75 percent 
were placed on jobs, with more than 90 per­
cent retaining them when followed up in two 
months. 

As you know from the data forwarded you, 
it is important to guide the clients in as-

sessing their own vocational aptitudes and 
interests, and in developing their own work 
objectives. 

This, coupled with remedial training, job 
placement, and job coaching, has produced 
excellent results with existing manpower 
sources in the Rochester/Monroe County 
area. 

It seems reasonable to assume that the 
projects pay for themselves in approximately 
one year-transforming social liabilities into 
self-supporting citizens. 

The underlying concept is so promising 
that .. apart from the moral uplift, the eco­
nomiCs of the situation appear to justify the 
broader application which you seek. 

Best wishes for the success of your under­
taking. 

Sincerely, 
G . c . WHITAKER. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE ENERGY 
EFFICIENCY LABELING ACT OF 
1973 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Massachusetts <Mr. HARRING­
TON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

. Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, in 
his energy message last month President 
Nixon. state~ the need for ''e~ergy con­
servatiOn-mmdedness." This recognition 
of the need for energy conservation dif­
fers z::tarke~ly fro.m his first energy mes­
sage m which energy conservation was 
practically dismissed as a national policy. 
But energy conservation cannot be dis­
missed. In order to harness the potential 
of the earth's resources to do work for 
m.an we strip-mine mountair..s, flood 
wilderness areas, send poisonous oxides 
of nitrogen, sulfur, and carbon into our 
air, and thermally pollute 10 percent of 
America's fresh water flow. 

The environmental problems created 
by the production of energy resources 
have been further exacerbated by the 
emergence of the so-called energy crisis. 
In large part, these shortages have been 
artificially created by an industry struc­
ture which is monopolistic in nature and 
out of touch with market forces. In part, 
the energy shortage is a result of our 
burgeoning demand for additional en­
ergy. 

The oil industry, until a few short 
weeks ago, vigorously opposed any pro­
grams designed to encourage energy con­
servation. The National Petroleum Coun­
cil, the policy arm of the oil industry 
stated: 

Restrictions on energy demand growth 
could prove expensive and undesirable. 
Among other things, they would alter life­
style.s and adversely affect employment, eco­
nonuc growth and consumer choice. 

Consequently, conservation was left off 
the NPC's recommendations for dealing 
with the energy crisis. 

Now, faced with growing public and 
official pressure, the oil industry has 
c~anged its tune, if not stripes, and the 
arrwaves are full of ways to conserve 
gasoline and other energy resources. 
President Nixon has now announced a 
national goal of a 5-percent reduction in 
energy demand. Unfortunately, he failed 
to provide us with mechanisms for re­
ducing that demand. 

President Nixon has suggested that 
consumers buy more energy-efficient 
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goods. Yet, it would be nearly impossible 
to do that today. Consumers cannot 
make choices between goods on the basis 
of efficiency and €mergy costs because the 
necessary information· is simply not 
available, and in many cases, does not 
exist. If consumers knew how greatly 
their own interests would be served by 
buying efficient goods, and knew which 
goods were efficient, their buying pat­
terns would change. 

An efficient air conditioner can pro­
vide as much cooling as an inefficient one 
at one-third the energy cost. In dollars 
and cents, this means a savings of $40 
per year on a single air conditioner for 
families in many parts of the country. 
Also, as the President's message points 
out, an efficient car can travel 10,000 
miles for $400 less in gasoline costs than 
an inefficient car. 

Price tags for energy in intensive 
goods are misleading. They only show 
the purchase cost and ignore the cost 
of operation of the good. In many cases 
the operation costs far exceed the pur­
chase cost of the good. 

The simplest way to promote conser­
vation-mindedness is to show the con­
sumer that buying efficient goods bene­
fits him directly, in terms of decreased 
electric and heating bills as well as in­
directly by reducing pollution, and re­
source depletion. For this reason, I am 
today introducing the Energy Efficiency 
Labeling Act of 1973. 

The bill will require producers to in­
form consumers of the energy costs in­
volved in operating the many energy-in­
tensive products which they buy. More 
technically, the bill states that the pro­
ducers and retailers of cars, homes, and 
energy-intensive appliances be required 
to make clear the energy costs involved 
in the operation of these goods to an 
average user in the relevant geographical 
region of the country. Packages, con­
tracts, and price tags would bear labels 
informing consumers of the full price of 
the goods under consideration, not just 
the purchase price. 

In addition, the Federal Trade Com­
mission, which will administer the law, 
is empowered to require labels on any 
type of good which yields substantial 
differentials in energy costs to con­
sumers. Goods not meeting a minimum 
efficiency standard, as determined by the 
FTC, would be required to bear a second 
label. This label would clearly state that 
the good is inefficient and would remind 
the consumer to view the annual average 
cost label. 

The bill also places requirements on 
advertising. Any advertisement which in­
cludes a price for a labelled good wopld 
also have to state the average annual 
energy cost of the good in each region 
in which the advertisement is placed. All 
advertisements for goods falling below 
the minimum efficiency standard set bY 
the FTC would also have to clearly bear 
the second, warning label. 

The Federal Trade Commission would 
be required to define the geographical 
regions of the country in which the 
energy costs of appliances are similar. 
Obviously, the energy costs of a house 
heater in Florida differs greatly from the 

average energy cost of that same heater 
in Minnesota. Retailers in each region 
would be required to post these average 
energy costs near the goods. 

In addition to promoting conserva­
tion, energy labeling will also protect the 
consumer from overpaying for an appli­
ance. Today, when a consumer goes into 
a store to buy an appliance, he has little 
or no information with which to judge 
the relative value of competing brands. 
Usually he is forced to trust a brand 
name, but this trust is hardly objective, 
and is often judged on the sophistica­
tion of that company's advertising cam­
paign. 

This lack of information leads inevi­
tably to a misallocation of resources, · 
espedally energy resources. A market­
place economy can function correctly 
only when consumers have the informa­
tion they need to make rational de­
cisions. Today, they do not have this in­
formation. 

The bill I am introducing today does 
not burden down industry with regula­
tion and restrictions. It does not prevent 
companies from making inefficient goods. 
However, it does permit consumers to be 
able to distinguish between efficient and 
inefficient goods. 

This is admittedly, a small step. Con­
sumer buying habits take time to change. 
More drastic approaches to limiting en­
ergy overuse will have to be considered. 
But, in terms of translating the Presi­
dent's call for energy conservation­
mindedness into a workable program, I 
feel this bill serves a useful purpose. 

Mr. Speaker,:;: include the text of the 
bill to be reprinted below: 
A bill to require the labeling of energy­

intensive consumer goods with respect to 
the annual energy costs of operating these 
goods for an average owner 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Energy Efficiency 
Labeling Act of 1973". 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 2. As used in this Act, the term-
( 1) "Commission" means the Federal Trad~ 

Commission; 
(2) "energy intensive consumer good" or 

"consumer good" means any one- or two­
family dwelling, appliance powered by any 
source including any house heater, water 
heater, air conditioner, refrigerator, stove, 
television, food freezer, clothes dryer, dish­
washer, washing machine, and any other ap­
pliance which the Commission determines 
yields substantial differentials in energy costs 
depending upon the efficiency of such good; 
and 

( 3) "communications medium" means 
radio, television, cinema, or periodical pub­
lication or other printed medium of com­
munication. 

LABELING; ADVERTISING 

SEc. 3. (a) No person may sell or offer for 
sale in, or in any manner affecting, inter­
state commerce any consumer good after a 
date prescribed, by rule, by the Commission 
unless such good bears a clear~y discernible 
and understandable label describing the an­
nual average energy costs for the operation· 
of such good by an average owner in the 
relevant geographical region as determined 
by the Commission. Any price ta·g shall have 
such label included on it. 

· (b) Any consumer good which does · not 
meet a minimum standard px:escribed by the. 

Commission in accordance with section 4 of 
this Act shall bear a second label clearly 
stating that such good is inefficient and may 
cause the consumer und:uly great costs, and 
reminding the consumer to view the annual 
average energy cost ·label. Such second label 
shall appear in all places where the annual 
average energy cost label appears. 

(P) No manufacturer, distributor, whole­
saler, or ret.ailer of consumer goods may ad­
vertise or cause to be advertised a price for. 
any such good through any communic~tion , 
medium unless such advertisement contains 
a statement of the annual average energy 
costs for the operation of such good for each 
region in which the advertisement is pre­
sented. 

(d) No manufacturer, distributor, whole­
saler, or retailer may advertise or cause to 
be advertised any consumer good which does 
not meet the Commission's minimum effi­
ciency standard unless such advertisement 
clearly presents the warning label specified 
in subsection (b) of this section. 

PROMULGATION OF STANDARDS 

SEc. 4. (a) The Commission shall, by rule, · 
promulgate standards for labeling consumer 
goods with respect to the annual average en­
ergy costs for the operation of consumer 
goods. In promulgating such rules, the Com:. · 
mission may consult with the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Council on Environ­
mental Quality, or any other appropriate 
agency of the United States. 

(b) The Commission shall, by rule, define 
annual average usage rates for each class of 
goods which are used for roughly the same 
purpose and average energy piices (including 
electricity) for each of the several regions 
of the United States. The Commission shall 
set out clearly defined cycles of usage for 
each class of consumer goods except houses. 
These cycles shall include usages through 
different levels of output, maintenance, and . 
age. The Commission shall promulgate test­
ing procedures by which manufacturers may 
test consumer goods in order to determine 
the contents of any label which may be re­
quired under section 3 of this Act, and shall 
supply the manufacturers with the relevant 
data as to the average usage rates, energy 
costs, cycles of usage, and minimum stand­
ards, upon request. 

(c) The Commission shall supply retailers, 
upon request, with data on average usage 
rates and energy prices for specific consumer 
goods defined for the geographical region in 
which the retailer is located. Retailers shall 
post this information for each type of con­
sumer good in a clearly visible and under­
standable manner near the relevant consumer 
goods. 

SPOT CHECKS 

SEC. 5. The Commission shall spot check 
the labels which manufacturers put on con­
sumer goods subject to the provisions of this 
Act. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM 

SEC. 6. The Commission shall undertake a 
program of public education explaining the 
reasons necessitating the labels, the nature 
of the labels, and the usefulness of the 
labels, making use of the communications 
media. 

CIVIL PENALTIES 

SEc. 7. (a) Any person who violates sec­
tion 3 or 4 (c) of this Act shall be fined not 
more than $2,000 for each such violation. A 
violation of such section .shall constitute a 
separate offense with respect to each con­
sumer product involved, except that the max­
imum civil penalty shall not exceed $1,000,000 
for any related series of violations. 

(b) In determining the amount of such 
penalty, or whether it should be remitted 
or mitigated ar..d in what amoun~, the appro­
priateness of such penalty to the size of the 
business of the person charged and the grav­
vity· of the violation shall be considered. 



July 19, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24987 
CRIMINAL PENALTmS 

SEC. 8. (a) Any · person who knowingly 
violates section 3 of this Act shall be fined 
not more than $50,000 or be imprisoned for 
not more than one year, or both. 

(b) Any individual officer, director, or agent 
of a corporation who knowingly authorizes, 
orders, or performs any act constituting a 
violation of section 3 of this Aot shall be 
subject to penalties under this section with­
out regard to any penalties to which that 
corporation may be subject under subsection 
(a) of this section. 

INJUNCTIVE ENFORCEMENT 

SEc. 9. The United States district courts 
shall have jurisdiction to restrain any vio­
lation of section 3, or to restrain any person 
from advertising or distributing in commerce 
a consumer good which does not comply with 
the requirements of any appli~able standard 
promulgated by the CommlSSIO:O under sec­
tion 4 of this Act. Such actiOns may be 
brought by the Commission in. its own name 
by any of its attorneys designated by it 
for such purpose or by the Attorney General 
in any United States district court for a 
district wherein any act, omission, or trans­
action constituting the violation occurred, 
or in such court for the district wherein the 
defendant is found or transacts business. 
In any action under this section process may 
be served on a defendant in any other dis­
trict in which the defendant resides or may 
be found. 

ENFORCEMENT POWERS 

SEC. 10. In carrying out its duti~~ under 
this Act, the Commission may utilize the 
provisions of sections 9 e.nd 10 of the Fed­
eral Trade Commission Act, and such sec­
tions are hereby made applicable to the en­
forcement of the provisions of this Act. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 11. There are authorized to be appro­
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

CITIZEN SUIT 

SEc. 12. (a) Any person may commence 
a civil action on his own behalf-

(1) against any manufacturer, distributor, 
wholesaler, or retailer of consumer .g~s or 
other person who is alleged to be m VIOla­
tion of the provisions of this Act, or 

(2) against any Federal agency, where 
there is an alleged failure of the appropriate 
agency to perform any act or duty un~er 
this Act which is not discretionary. The dis­
trict courts shall have jurisdiction without 
regard to the amount of controversy or the 
citizenship of the parties to enforce the pro­
visions of this Act with regard to any man­
ufacturer, distributor, wholesaler, or retailer 
of consumer goods or other person or to 
order the appropriate Federal agency to per­
form such act or duty, as the case may be. 

(b) No action may be commenced u~der 
subsection (a) of this section prior to sixty 
days after the plaintiff has given notice of 
the violation by registered mail to the appro­
priate Federal agency or to the appropriate 
manufacturer, distributor, wholesaler, or re­
tailer of consumer goods or other person and 
to the Commission. Nothing in this section 
shall restrict any right which any person 
or class of persons may have under any stat­
ute or common law. 

(c) In any action under this section, the 
party bringing such action may elect, b?' a 
demand for such relief in his complamt, 
to recover reasonable attorney's fees, in which 
case the court shall award the . costs of the 
suit, including a reasonable attorney's fee, 
to such party if such party prevails in such 
action. 

ARMY JUGGLING BOOKS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Wisconsin <Mr. AsPIN) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

-Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, an internal 
Army audit which I am publicly releas­
ing today accuses the Army of improp­
erly juggling its books to cover up 
spending of hundreds of millions of dol­
lars more than appropriated by the Con-
gress. · 

The overspending involves $115 mil­
lion in personnel funds during 1970 and 
raises the possibility of at least $50 
million in overspending in operations 
and maintenance funds for 1971. 

The army audit report says: 
Had obligations for pay and allowances 

been properly stated and other accounts 
appropriately adjusted Appropriations Ac­
counts for FY70 would have shown an ap­
parent overobligation of about $115 million. 

But, Mr. Speaker, in fairness to the 
Army I must report that the findings of 
the Army report have been disputed by 
senior officials in the service. According 
to the Deputy Secretary of the Army for 
Fiscal Management, Mr. Saintsing, 
"after careful review of the report it 
is still my conclusion that no overobliga­
tion of appropriations has occurred." 

Senior Department of Defense offi­
cials are awaiting the results of an on­
going General Accounting Office investi­
gation which I originally requested to 
determine if illegal overspending has oc­
curred or not. 

Top Army officials consider the nu­
merous transfers of funds to avoid so­
called overobligations to be perfectly 
proper. However, if the GAO finds that 
overspending has occurred and it is con­
sidered willful, then some senior Army 
officials should be punished. 

According to Federal law, any so-called 
willful overspending can be punished 
by a $5,000 fine and 2 years in jail. Even 
if the overspending is not considered 
willful the law requires that any depart­
ment submit a full report to Congress 
explaining the causes of any overobliga­
tion. 

The Army audit report also says that: 
Fund availability for operations and main­

tenance for FY 71 was increased by trans­
fer from other appropriations and other 
reimbursement actions. We question the 
propriety of $60 million of such transfers. 

Book juggling, overspending and mis­
management seem to be becoming the 
rule rather than the exception. Neither 
Congress nor the public can tolerate any 
more book juggling or overspending by 
the military-its got to stop and its got 
to stop now. 

OPPOSES APPOINTMENT OF WIL­
LIAM COLBY TO HEAD CIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Massachusetts (Mr. DRINAN) 
1s recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to share with my colleagues the 
testimony I intend to deliver before the 
u.s. Senate Committee on Armed Serv­
ices on Friday, July 20, 1973 at 10 a.m. 
in opposition to the appointment of Mr. 
WUliam E. Colby as the Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency: 

I have come to testify against the appoint­
ment of Mr. Colby as the Director of the 
CIA because I have been almost compelled 
by the voice of my conscience to raise my 
voice to prevent the confirmation of a man 
whose activities in Vietnam and whose testi­
mony before this Committee on July 2, 
1973 indicate that almost certainly he will 
continue within the CIA those activities of 
this intelligence agency which have brought 
disgrace to the Federal government and to 
the American people. 

On Sunday June 1, 1969 I and seven other 
Americans talked with William E. Colby in 
Saigon from 4:30 p.m. to 6:45 p.m. I was 
in South Vietnam as a member of the pri­
vately financed U.S. Study Team on Reli­
gious and Political Freedom from May 29 to 
June 10, 1969. The extensive report of that 
study team is printed in full in the Congres­
sional Record of June 17, 1969 on page 
E5018. 

When I read that Mr. William Colby had 
been appointed as the Director of the CIA 
I reviewed very carefully the notes which I 
took during and after the two hours that 
I and my associates spent with Mr. Colby 
more than four years ago. Mr. Colby at 
that time was, or course, in charge of the 
Phoenix Program or CORDS. The precise 
purpose of the study team of which I was 
a member was to determine the number of 
political prisoners and the extent to which, 
if any, the United States was contributing to 
the supression of political freedom in South 
Vietnam. 

Mr. Colby did his best to prevent us from 
acquiring any hard information from him 
or from his associates. For the first 26 min­
utes of the interview Mr. Colby explained 
several obvious matters about South Viet­
nam all of which were thoroughly known to 
the eight members of the U.S. study team. 
Mr. Colby also went out of his way to ex­
plain that President Johnson had given 
him the personal rank of Ambassador when 
he left the CIA and agreed to run the Phoe­
nix Program for the State Department. 

At no time did Mr. Colby even concede the 
possibility that the pacification program was 
assisting the government of President Thieu 
to put in jail all of the political activists 
who alone could form a political party or a 
political coalition capable of running a can­
didate in a genuine election against Pres­
ident Thieu. 

Mr. Colby conceded that the number of 
political prisoners increased as the pacifica­
tion program became more widespread in 
South Vietnam. Mr. Colby also conceded 
that many of the political prisoners did not 
receive a trial and that many of them re­
mained for months and years in prison mere­
ly because of the suspicion of some local of­
ficial. Mr. Colby stated "I know brutality 
exists" and added without much proof that 
"we try to do something about it." He never 
made cle.ar however what he tried to do 
about the widespread existence of brutality 
in prisons,-a phenomenon which I and my 
associates heard everywhere in South Viet­
nam. 

Mr. Colby offered no assistance whatsoever 
and in fact professed total ignorance about 
the "tiger cages" in the prison on Con Son 
Island. We were unable to discover these 
dungeons which were eventually discovered a 
year later by a U.S. Congressional team, mem­
bers of which almost stumbled by accident 
upon the existence of these hideous dun­
geons. 
. In fact Mr. Colby indicated that he knew 

little about the conditions in the prisons 
most of which were built with American 
money and designed by American engineers. 
I and the other members of the U.S. Study 
Team of Political Freedom in South Vietnam 
felt indignation at the way that Mr. Colby 
evaded our questions and out talked us as a 
form of "brush off". 

I did. not learn until 1971 that during Mr. 
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Colby's period with the pacification program 
20,587 South Vietnamese people were killed! 
During that same period (1968 to May 1971) 
28,978 persons were captured or jailed. 

One had the impression of Mr. Colby on 
that Sunday afternoon in June, 1969 of an 
individual who would do what he was told, 
carry out orders as they were given and al­
ways seek by misl~ading or deceptive state-. 
ments to deny that anything was wrong in 
the program which he was implementing. 

This impression was deepened by a con­
versation which I had with an American 
prison official, present during our entire in­
terview with Mr. Colby, who spoke to me as 
I was leaving Mr. Colby's office. This indi­
vidual who had come to Saigon from the 
United States because he was an expert in 
building prisons had denied in the presence 
of all of us that there was any brutality 
against the political prisoners that were lit­
erally rounded up by the Phoenix program 
and herded into prisons. He confessed pri­
vately to me, however, as I was leaving that 
he knew of extensive brutality and he hoped 
that the U.S. study team would expose it to 
the entire world. He concluded by stating 
that he would deny what he had said if I 
ever attributed it to him! 

On the basis of what we saw in South 
Vietnam the study team recommended that 
the 'Nixon Administration and the Congress 
have a complete investigation of the extent 
to which American officials in the pacification 
program have turned over innocent South 
Vietnamese citizens to military field tribu­
nals, the equivalent of a kangaroo court, and 
thus have contributed to the disappearance 
of all political opposition to President Thieu. 

The study team predicted that the total 
number of political prisoners would increase 
as long as the pacification program con­
tinued. This has of course happened so that 
now there are some 200,000 political prison­
ers in South Vietnam-a situation which 
makes it virtually impossible for any politi­
cal opposition to arise against President 
Thieu. 

Mr. Colby seemed incapable of compre­
hending the fact that the United States gov­
ernment and particularly the pacification 
program was making a mockery of the con­
stitution of South Vietnam. He kept insisting 
that war conditions existed in South Viet­
nam and that therefore the violations were 
under~tandable. Mr. Colby seemed actually 
unwilling to listen when John Pemberton, 
the Executive Director of the American Civil 
Liberties Union and Methodist Bishop James 
Armstrong, members of the team, pointed 
out to him that the South Vietnamese Con­
stitution provides: 

"Any restriction upon the basic rights of 
th~ citizens must be prescribed by law and 
the tlme and place within which such a re­
striction is enforced must be clearly speci-. 
fied. :n any event the essence of all basic 
freedoms cannot be violated." 

We found of course other American offi­
cials in South Vietnam who were just as in­
sensitive to the complicity of the United 
States in lawlessness as Mr. Colby appeared 
to be. 

I feel obliged by my convictions and by 
my conscience to state that a man who dis­
played the attitudes which Mr. Colby did 
when he operated the Phoenix . program 
should no-'- be confirmed by the Congress of 
the United States to be the Director of the 
CIA. I:,:·. . 

I want also to raise other questions about 
the unsatisfactory nature of the testimony 
which Mr. Colby gave on July 2, 1973 before 
this committee. I also want to state my shock 
and indignation that one hour and 40 min­
utes has been the total time spent, with one 
Senator present, in hearings on the crucial 
question of who will be the next Director 
of the CIA. This is the agency which has 
brought disgrace to itself by its invoivement 
with the ITT in Chile, shock ·and anger to 

everyone by its. involvement in the bugging up with the South Vietnamese government 
of the office of the psychiatrist of Dr. Daniel. and that he "saw action taken against ~he 
Ellsberg and universal hc;>rror by its involve- individual doing it". This may have been· in 
ment in the Watergate scandal. . some individual cases but the awful fact re-

I also want to express my protest that tlie mains that Mr. Colby presided over a pattern 
Senate Committee ·on Armed Services has of total lawlessness and absolute violation 
given · a totaliy inadequate explanation of of the basic and fundamental. norms of con.! 
why it held the one hearing on Mr. Colby on , stitutional government in South Vietnam 
July 2 when the Congress was not in session. during · the entire life of the Phoenix pro-
The only explanation is the words of the gram.' . 
ch\].irman who opened the hearing by stating: I and my associates told this to Mr. Colby 
"We regret that most of the members are ab- on June 1, 1969 in: Saigon. He st ates in his 
sent because of the recess but in as much t estimony on July 2, 1973 that it w_as not;, 
as Director .Schlesinger has nqw become. f?ec- u ntil 1971 that a South Vietnamese citizen 
retary of Defense we thought it would be ad- w~s able to receive a copy of the charges 
visable to have Mr. Colby here at the earliest.· made against him and to have a hearing on 
opportunity in order to consider his confir- t hose charges at which he could actually · 
mation as the new Director of the CIA." I appear. 
personally would hope that the chairman · I do not want to have a director o! the CIA 
would send a personal letter to every single who for whatever reason by his own actmis- ·· 
member of the House and of the Senate in- sion was unable or unwilling to guarantee 
viting them to testify if they so desire about to South Vietnamese citizens the basic pro-
the nature and the future of the CIA. · · visions of due process. · 

The chairman of this committee also stated Mr. Chairman, I wish to set forth another 
in his opening remarks that the hearing on reason why in my judgment the confirma­
Mr. Colby will "also review a number o! tion of Mr. Colby should be postponed. On 
policies relating to the CIA itself". The chair- July 2, 1973 Mr. Colby was asked by the · 
man went on to note that "we are going to chairman if he would allow members of the 
take this opportunity to try to get a better Congress to ''see at least the general amount 
understanding for ourselves and for the peo- which is spent for intelligence functions ali­
ple -as to just what the CIA is and what it nually". Mr. Colby· answered by stating "I · 
is supposed to do." would ·prc)pose to leave that question, Mr·. 

I want to state, with all due respect, that Chairman, in the hands of the Congress to ·· 
it has been the Senate Armed Services Com- decide". 
mittee Which, more than any other agency In response to a similar question as to 
in Congress, has prevented the Congress and whether the Congress should be able to de­
the people of this country frc ::.1 knowing cide on the budget for the intelligenCe com­
anything about the CIA. In the last two dec- munity each year as for all other Federal 
ades more than 200 bills aimed at making agencies Mr. Colby responded: "That would 
the CIA accountable to Congress have been be up to the Congress again, Mr. ChaiTman. .. 
introduced. None has been enacted. The most As a member of Congress I want to assert 
recent attempt to make the CIA accountable in the clearest and most vigorous way avail­
came on July 17, 1972 when the Senate For-. able to me that I think that the Congress 
eign Relations Committee reported out a bill should take Mr. Colby at his word and de­
requiring the CIA to submit regular reports cide ·right now that the Congress has a right 
to Congressional committees. That bill died and a duty. to know what money is spent by 
in the Senate Armed Services Committee. the CIA and how it is spent. Mr. Colby has 

In all candor, Mr. Chairman, the record- made no objection and the least that the 
of the Senate with regard to oversight of the . Congress could do if it is to confirm Mr. 
CIA has been disgraceful. On November 23, Colby is to assert the right which Mr. Colby 
1971 Senator John Stennis and Senator Allen has conceded is that of the ·Congress; 
Ellender-then the Chairmen of the Armed namely the right to set the budget each year 
Services and the Appropriations Committee for the CIA just as it does for evel"y other 
as well as of their CIA oversight Subcommit- agency of the Federal government. 
tee, said that they knew nothing about the If Mr. Colby is confirmed and the CIA con­
CIA-financed war in Laos, surely CIA's tinues to become involved in activities which 
biggest operation (Congressional Record, vol. bring dtsgrace to it and shame to the AmeT-· 
117, pt. 33, pp. 42923-32). iean people the citizens of this nation can 

I hope therefore that these hearings which, blame the Congress and the Congress alone. 
as the chairman has noted, are designed to At this particular time of substantial change 
bring about a "better understanding for our- in our foreign policy it would be reckless and 
selves and for the people" (and I underline irresponsible for the Congress to refuse to 
for the people!) will remain open as long as take Mr. Colby at his word and to decline 
any member of the Congress desires to ad- to say that from this day forward the Con­
dress himself to this question. gress will, as Mr. Colby concedes it can, es-

1 congratulate the chairman for having tablish the budget of the CIA. 
an open hearing for the first time on the I object to Mr. Colby's confinnation be­
confirmation of a director since the CIA was cause in the testimony on .July 2 he made 
established in 1947. no firm commitment that the CIA under his 

I find the testimony of Mr. Colby ver,y direction would not become involved in an­
ambiguous, equivocal and unsatisfactory. other operation such as the CIA conducted 
His justification of the Phoenix program in · Laos. Mr.· Colby only stated that "it '·is 
added little to the unsatisfactory evidence very unlikely that we will be involved in such 
which he gave on that matter before the an activity". Mr. Colby, furthermore, does 
Senate and House Congressional committees not want the Congress to change the 1947 act 
in 1970 and 1971. He made absolutely no re- that created the. CIA. Mr; Colby conceded''' 
sponse then or on July 2, 1973 to the vehe- that the adventure in Laos "undoubtedly 
ment criticisms made of the basic injustices went beyond what Congress intended" when 
in that program of which he was practically it stated that the CIA should perform other 
the architect. ·· functions as designated by the National Se-

No where has Mr. Colby responded to the curity Council. Even so Mr. Colby felt that 
criticism that he and the Phoenix program the 1947 act should not be changed "because 
have brought aoout the vi.Ytual dictatorship I think that the agency might be fettered in 
o1 President Thieu because the United States. sq~e . respeqts . whi~ would be of impor­
has put all of the potential political oppo- · tat;~.ce. tq the Unite~ States, . ! ... 
nent s of President Thieu in jail! Mr. Colby ~r . . Colby is a~so .less tll.fl.n clear or · sa tis:-. 
stated on July 2. (on page 15) that .he di·· factory when· he states t .hat he would .. n .ot pre­
rected any Americans in South Vietnam. to . elude the CIA · from assisting other Federal 
report any illegal abuses to higher authority. agencies even though the CIA should re­
Mr. Colby states that he dld receive· some. strict . all of its activities' to foreign in tel.." 
reports of misbehavior, that he took them lig.ence operations: Mr. ColbY; says, for ex-. 
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ample, that he can "envisage a situation 
in which it would be appropriate for the 
agency to help not Mr. Howard Hunt but a 
White House official to meet somebody with· 
out coming to public notice". Similarly Mr. 
Colby approves of a secret FBI-ciA arrange· 
ment by which both of these agencies agree 
to help each other. Mr. Chairman, as a mem· 
ber of the House Judiciary Committee with 
direct oversight of the Department of Jus· 
tice and the FBI I feel that I have a right to 
see that document and to question those 
who wrote it and those who operate by it. 
On page 56 of his testimony Mr. Colby states 
that he has not had a chance to review this 
matter in detail. I feel strongly that the 
Congress of the United States should review 
the agreement between the CIA and the FBI 
which, Mr. Colby tells us, was "drawn up 
some years ago". 

I feel, Mr. Chairman, that the time has 
long since passed when the Congress of the 
United States should review completely and 
openly the nature and purpose of the CIA. 
It is frightening to me to consider the im· 
plications of one of Mr. Colby's statements 
on July 2. On page 64 he states that "certain 
structures are necessary in this country 
(America) to give our people abroad per· 
haps a reason for operating abroad in some 
respects so that they can appear not as 
CIA employees but as representatives of some 
other entity .... " If the American people 
and the Congress are going to finance James 
Bond types like Mr. Colby suggests I think 
that the elected members of the Congress 
have a right to know about it. Up to now 
the CIA has pretended that they inform a 
handful of members of the House Appropria· 
tions Committee and a few members of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. That 1s 
not informing the Congress. That is cheat• 
ing me as a member of the Congress and the 
people that I represent of the knowledge and 
the information to which the citizens of this 
country are entitled. 

Mr. Chairman, the CIA for the first time 
in the history of this nation has introduced 
a secret agency into our government. It may 
have been necessary in 1947. You, Mr. Chair· 
man, stated on July 2 that "everybody real· 
1zes the way the world is today we need an 
agency like the Central Intelligence Agency." 
That is your conviction honestly arrived at 
but I as a member of Congress also have the 
right to have the basic information so that 
I can make some judgment as to whether 
we do in fact need a CIA today. 

The senior members of the House and of 
the Senate have conspired to prevent the 
younger members of the House and of the 
Senate knowing anything about the CIA. I 
think that the younger members of the 
House and of the Senate have a right to 
resent that type of treatment. Their con· 
stituents also have a right to deplore the 
arrogance of senior members of Congress 
alleging or pretending that the CIA has ade· 
quately informed them of the budget and the 
activities of the cr A. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Colby would not even 
disclose on July 2 the nature and the makeup 
of the so-cal~ed 40 Committee, a secret group_ 
accountable to the National Security Coun­
cil. Dr. Kissinger is the chairman of the 40 
Committee. Is it not incongruous that the 
Senate has the right to confirm the appoint­
ment of Mr. Colby, the Director of the CIA, 
but has no right to confirm Dr. Kissinger or 
even to compel him to come and testify? 
Similarly the Congress knows virtually noth­
ing of the super-secret clandestine 40 Com­
mittee-a group whic_h over the past 10 years 
or more has involved this nation, without its 
advice or consent, in ill-advised wa'rs; known 
and unknown, all around the world. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Colby has done "intel­
ligence" work for most of his adult life. He 
believes in the apparatus set up by the 40 
Committee. He believed ill the Phoenix pro-

gram in South Vietnam. He believes in send­
ing American citizens to other nations who 
will pretend that they are not employees of 
the CIA. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope fervently that the 
world of secrecy in government that created 
all of these horrendous things in which Mr. 
Colby has been involved for so many years is 
coming to an end. 

I would therefore urgently plead that the 
confirmation of Mr. Colby be delayed until 
the members of Congress can review the 
National Security Act of 1947, can question 
Mr. Colby extensively, can establish Con­
gressional review of the budget of the CIA 
and, in short, raise and resolve this basic 
question: Does the United States in 1973 
want or need a clandestine CIA headed by 
an individual who carried out the most des­
picable part of the war which most Amer· 
icans feel was the greatest mistake the Unit­
ed States ever made? 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 
CUTS STAFF IN NEW MEXICO BY 
ALMOST 40 PERCENT 
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, the 
Farmers Home Administration seeks to 
reduce its staff in New Mexico from 83 
employees to 51 employees, a reduction 
of almost 40 percent. 

It is possible that Frank B. Elliott, the 
Acting Director of FHA, is carrying out 
these actions unlawfuily. It is certain 
that these actions will adversely affect 
many people in New Mexico. 

I have written to Secretary Butz pro­
testing these actions. I think some of my 
colleagues will be interested in my letter. 
It reads as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1973. 

Hon. EARL L. BuTz, 
Secretary, Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SECRETARY BUTZ: I write to express 
my deep concern about proposed Farmers 
Home Administration staff cuts in New 
Mexico. 

I have been informed that the Farmers 
Home Administration seeks to reduce its staff 
in New Mexico from 83 employees to 51, a 
reduction of almost 40%. Similar reductions 
to a somewhat lesser degree are being made 
in other Western states. I seek a full explana­
tion of the reduction, and in particular, the 
discrepancy between nationwide staff reduc­
tions and the reduction for New Mexico. 

To clarify the point, I refer to page 150 of 
Part 3 of the FY 1974 Hearings before the 
Agriculture-Environmental and Consumer 
Protection Subcommittee of the House Ap­
propriations Committee. Mr. Darrell Dunn, 
the Associate Administrator of Farmers Home 
Administration, stated: 

"The full-time permanent employment 
ceiling for Farmers Home Administration is 
being reduced by 747 employees between 
July 1, 1973, and June 30, 1974. This is in 
keeping with the reduction in number of 
loans to be made by field offices and, there­
fore, will be made in field offices." 

On the same page, it is stated that there 
are 6,718 field employees. Thus, a 747-person 
cut would represent an 11% reduction of all 
field employees. This is in comparison to the 
proposed 38.6% staff cut for the State of New 
Mexico. 

Furthermore, this is in the face of a Farm­
ers Home Administration budget for this year 
that will be approximately the same last 

year. There is no budget cut, or loss of fund­
ing to explain F.H.A. actions. The Budget 
Office for the Farmers Home Administration 
told me that last year F.H.A. worked from 
a budget of around four billion dollars. Al­
though the Appropriation Bill funding F.H.A. 
has not yet passed Congress, we are aware 
that the Senate has approved a measure 
calling for four and one-third billion dollars 
for the coming year and the House bill pro­
vides approximately three and one-half bil­
llon dollars. It is clear that a compromise 
bill will be worked out in conference that will 
provide essentially the same funding for 
Farmers Home Administration programs as 
last year. 

In addition, Frank B. Elliott, the Acting 
Administrator of Farmers Home Adminis­
tration, may be carrying out these actions 
unlawfully. It can be contended that the 
failure of the President to nominate Mr. El­
liott and to submit his name to the Senate 
for confirmation means that he has been 
acting unlawfully and illegally in his role as 
Administrator of the Farmers Home Admin­
istration. The issues involved in this case 
closely parallel the issues in Wtlliam et al v. 
Phillips. 

On June 11, 1973 in the United States Dis­
trict Court for the District of Columbia, four 

· United States Senators filed suit against the 
"acting" director of the O.E.O., Howard Phil­
lips, seeking an injunction to enjoin him 
from taking any action as Acting Director of 
the Office of Economic Opportunity. Judge 
Jones' court held that Phillips was serving 
unlawfully and illegally in his position as 
acting director of the O.E.O. in that he has 
not been appointed Director by the Presi­
dent and confirmed by the Senate as re­
quired by the authorizing statute. William 
et al. v. Phillips. 

The Consolidated Farmers Home Admin­
istration Act of 1961, the substantive legisla­
tion creating the Farmers Home Administra­
tion, requires the F.H.A. "to be headed by 
an Administrator, appointed by the Presi­
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate." 7 U.S.C. § 1981. 

Furthermore, there are no provisions in 
the legislation vesting a temporary power of 
appointment in the President, and therefore, 
the constitutional process of nomination and 
Senate confirmation must be followed. Ar­
ticle II, section 2 of the United States Con­
stitution provides that the President "shall 
nominate, and by and with the Advice and 
Consent of the Senate, shall appoint ... all 
other officers of the United States." 

Under the Vacancies Act of 1868, 5 u.s.c. 
§ 3346-49, the President is authorized to fill 
vacancies. However, the Act limits the term 
of appointments under it to 30 days. U.S.C. 
§ 3348. Therefore, Mr. Elliott has been serv­
ing unlawfully in office since April 19, 1973, 
30 days after his March 20, 1973 appointment 
as Acting Administrator. 
· The court in Williams et al. v. Phillips 
wrote, "A Presidential power to appoint offi­
cers temporarily in the face of statutes re­
quiring their appointment to be confirmed by 
the Senate, would a void the nomination and 
confirmation process of officers in its en­
tirety." 

On June 22, 1973, the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Cir­
cuit entered an Order refusing to stay the 
June 11, 1973 decision in Williams et al. v. 
Phillips that declared Phillips was serving 
illegally as Acting Director of the O.E.O. and 
enjoining him from taking any action as 
Acting Director. 

The Farmers Home Administration pro­
posal that would reduce the F.H.A. staff in 
New Mexico by almost 40% could be unlaw­
ful in that Mr. Elliott has not been nomi­
nated by the President nor confirmed by the 
Senate for the position of Administrator in 
compliance with Constitutional and statu-

. tory requirements. 
I am sure you are well aware of the 1m-
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portance of the Farmers Home Administra~ 
tion to the people of New Mexico and the 
proposed reduction would be a severe blow 
to my state. 

:New Mexico is overwhelmingly rural with 
only 8.4 people per square mile. Because of 
its size, 121,412 square miles, and its diver~ 
gent, rural population, the need for the serv~ 
ices of F.HA. is particularly acute. I am 
greatly concerned about this matter and 
hope that the Farmers Home Administration 
will reassess its position because it is clear~ 
ly inequitable and unwise in light of the 
needs of the people of New Mexico. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD RUNNELS, 

Member of Congress. 

PHASE IV 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
the administration gave us phase IV. 
Their answer to stemming inflation 
seems to be a severe, long-term economic 
recession. In short, that is where phase 
IV will lead us, down the path to reces:.. 
sion, certainly the least desirable method 
one can think of for controlling an infla­
tionary economy. The gist of phase IV 
is that the administration is not going tO' 
rely on tough economic controls to stop 
inflation, but will wait for the economy 
to slow down on its own; in the mean­
time, the American consumer continues 
to have to battle the war of inflation on 
his own. 

Phase IV cannot hope to "stabilize the 
economy, reduce inflation, and minimize 
unemployment," as the administration 
claims, while it ignores the need to con­
trol the basic commodities of life. The 
President has lifted the freeze on foods 
and admits. that we will again experi­
ence, and continue to feel, a "bulge" in 
food costs. Instead of imposing a freeze 
on food prices at every level, on the farm 
as well as on the supermarket shelves, 
which really would have been a "tough" 
effective program of controls, they are in­
stead demanding that the American con­
sumer continue to absorb the increases 
passed on from farmer to processor. I 
shudder to think of the food prices that 
will face us in the fall when the ceiling 
on beef will be lifted as well. It is uncon­
scionable that the administration, which 
was largely responsible for the exorbit­
ant increase in food prices to begin with, 
through such disastrous policies as the 
Russian wheat deal, phase III, and con­
tinuing farm subsidies programs cannot 
now take a strong stance to repair the 
economic damage it created. 

Phase IV will also exempt from con­
trols public utility rates, rents, and in­
terest rates. With the existent housing 
shortage, where does the administration 
expect people to live when they cannot 
afford ever-increasing rents or the costs 
of utilities, and cannot borrow at reason­
able rates money needed to buy a home 
even if they could find one? Precisely 

. because a housing shortage exists, more 
and more Americans are turning to 
apartment living as their only alterna­
tive. With the absence of rent controls 
in phase III, however, even this alterna-

tive has become a burden. It is deplorable 
that after seeing rapidly rising rents im­
posed on tenants during phase III, the 
administration has not seen fit to rein­
state a program of rent controls in phase 
IV. The administration's economic poli­
cies are literally eating Americans out 
of house and home. 

Public utilities is another sore spot. Not 
only does their exemption from controls 
affect the cost of basic necessities like 
heating, light, and hot water, but areas 
of transportation as well. The Long 
Island Railroad in my district, for in­
stance, is considered by the Cost of Living 
Council to be in the category of a public 
utility. New Yorkers have already been 
taxed to the extreme by strikes and fare 
hikes, and it is patently unfair to them 
that further increases will be allowed 
without controls of any kind. I might 
also add that this is a sure way to aggra­
vate the unemployment problem-let 
rates go up and you cut down on the 
mobility of people to get to jobs or con­
sider the possibility of new job oppor­
tunities. 

Of course, the average American, just 
like he did in phase II, III, and 3% will 
tighten his belt and make do while the 
administration makes one more stab at 
achieving price stability .. The point is, 
though, that one would think by this 
time the administration would realize 
the futility of half-measure economic 
controls and the full measure of awaiting 
an economic recession to slow things 
down. The President simply must admit, 
to himself and to the American people, 
·that for this year at least, he will not be 
able to achieve the goal of an "uncon-
trolled economy"; the Congress has given 
him broad authority to control inflation; 
it is time he exercised that authority to 
its fullest extent. 

WILL INVESTIGATE STATE DE­
PARTMENT'S F.All..URE TO PRO­
VIDE PROMPTLY COMPLETE OR 
ACCURATE INFORMATION ON 
PIPELINE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Montana (Mr. MELCHER) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, the 
State Department's inexcusable delays 
in providing the Subcommitte on Pub­
lic Lands with accurate and complete 
replies to my questions concerning a 
trans-Canadian pipeline make it neces­
sary to call upon Secretary of State Rog­
ers to explain the charges made by op­
ponents of the all-Alaska line valid in­
formation available to his Department 
from Canadian Government officials was 
deliberately withheld and delayed in 
transmittal to this subcommittee. 

From information provided me by 
State Department official Marshall 
Wright in letters dated June 22, June 27, 
July 6, July 16, and July 17-which have 
all or are being made part of the sub­
committee's record and provided for the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-I understand 
that while no application is pending in 
Canada for an oil or gas pipeline, that if 
one were received from an oil company 

or a group of oil companies, the appli­
cation would begin to be processed some­
time later this year. 

The Canadian Gove!"nment had no 
detailed information on what might be 
the environmental damage in Canada i.f 
a pipeline was built. 

The CanMlian Government does not 
feel that the Canadian native claims 
would be a deterrent to processing such 
an application. 

The procedure for processing such an 
application would require approximately 
2 years for various Canadian Govern­
ment and P1·ovincial Government ac­
tions. 

This amount of time-2 years-is not 
the total time necessary for Canadian 
governmental sanction of the permit be':" 
cause of the lack of solid and detailed 
environmental study by government of­
ficials. 

The Canadian Government is not 
maintaining that the private study made 
by the Mackenzie Valley group would be 
adequate upon which to make an envi­
ronmental judgment, but it would have 
to be augmented by further study which 
would not be undertaken until an appli­
cation for a pipeline, either oil or gas, is 
made. 

Finally, it is my understanding that 
the Canadian Government is not in the 
position to say definitely if and when a 
trans-Canadian pipeline could be built, 
but they would discourage concurrent 
construction of an oil and gas pipeline 
and would want a 3-year space between 
either one to stretch out the economic 
benefits that construction of such pipe­
lines would bring to Canada. 

The point on which the State Depart­
ment delayed supplying this committee 
with the Canadian Government posi­
tion was whether or not Canada would 
insist on 51 percent ownership of a gas 
or oil pipeline built across Canada. While 
it had been stated previously that ma­
jority ownership by Canadians of such 
a pipeline would be required and that at 
least half of the oil flow would need to 
be their own oil, the Canadian Govern­
ment this month asserts that such re­
quirement need not be the case. 

In conclusion, the time lag between the 
trans-Alaskan pipeline and a pipeline in 
Canada, based on information supplied 
us. would be 3 years or more and even 
that must be conditioned upon two hap­
penings: First, an application would have 
to be filed by an oil company or a con­
sortium of oil companies to build along 
a specific trans-Canadian route. Second, 
before approval of such an application 
by the Canadian Government it would be 
necessary for a thorough study of the 
proposed route as acceptable on environ­
mental conditions which are yet to be 
studied, evaluated, and determined. 

There is no certainty that the Ca­
nadian Government would approve such 
an application. But, as evidenced by their 
clearly stated interest in the economic 
advantages of such a pipeline or pipe­
lines, they are interested. 

Yet, there is another consideration 
also in regard to the trans-Canadian 
route. That is the lack of study of the 
Alaskan portion of such a route. This 
would need to be done to prepare an 
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environmental impact statement for the 
route if such an application were filed. 

The canadian Government's state­
ment that Canadian natives claims need .. 
not be settled before a pipeline could 
transverse the lands claimed by natives. 
is disputed. Congressman MEEDS has 
summarized those disputes and a copy 
of his summary is in the committee­
rec-ord. 

I am deeply concerned by the State 
Department's withholding or delaying 
information about the Canadian position 
whicl.. I sought for the subcommittee. 
We are going to look into it promptly. 

While I am sympathetic to the Cana­
dian route and would prefer it, if it could 
be built now the fact remains that it will 
take years longer to build a trans-Canada 
pipeline than a trans-Alaska line. 
- My letter of July 16 to the State De­
partment follows and their letters of that 
date and the following are also presented 
here for the House's understanding: 
CONGRESS OF .THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 16, 1973 . 

Hon. WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
Secretary, Department of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am enclosing a let­
ter I have received from three environmental 
groups in which they made very serious 
charges that the State Department did not 
accurately represent the Canadian position 
on a Mackenzie Valley pipeline, in some 
important respects, in your Department's 
June 22 and June 27 communications to me 
on the subject. 

The charge is contained in the fourth 
paragraph of the letter. Subsequent mate­
rial deals with specifics. 

There is attached to the letter a docu­
ment which is represented to originate from 
Canada which - repeats the statement that 

·Canada would not require majority owner-
ship of a "land bridge" pipeline. 

The Canadian position on throughput is 
allegedly stated in the first paragraph on 
Page 5. 

The Subcommittee is now marking up 
the pipeline bill. I would appreciate the 
earliest possible statement from the Depart­
ment as to the accuracy of the charges in 
the letter, the claim that is made that the 
Canadian position as reported in the letter 
sent me by the Wilderness Society, the 
Friends of the Earth and the Environmental 
Defense FUnd. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN MELCHER. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 16, 1973. 

Hon . JOHN MELCHER, -
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 

Committee on Interior and Insular Af­
fairs, House of Representatives, Wash­
ington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: On July 7 I sent you 
detailed written responses to questions posed 
by our Embassy in Ottawa to Canadian om­
cials on a possible Canadian alternative to 
the proposed Trans-Alaska oil pipeline route. 

We have just today received from our Em­
bassy in Ottawa a revision which the Cana­
dian Government wishes to make in its ear­
lier answer to the question on pipeline own­
ership and control which appeared at the 
bottom of page 2 of the report attached to 
my letter of July 7 .. 

Sincerely, 
MARSHALL WRIGHT, 

. Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations. 

CXIX--1576-Part 19 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 
Q. What is the Canadian Government posi­

tion likely to be with regard to ownership 
and control? 
· A. Speaking to this point in connection 

with a gas pipeline in the House of Commons 
on May 22, 1973, Minister Macdonald said: 

"Mr. Speaker, I have indicated that the ob­
jective of the government would be to give 
an opportunity to Canadians to acquire 51% 
ownership in any such pipeline and the ex­
pectation that it would remain under Cana­
dian control." 

In connection with an oll pipeline which 
might take US oil to US markets using 
Canada as a "land bridge", it would not be 
its policy to require majority Canadian own­
ership. However, as Canadian oil becomes 
available it would be expected that the pipe­
line would be expanded to accept such oil. 

In addition, all interprovincial and inter­
national pipelines are under National Energy 
Board control. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D .C., July 17, 1973. 

Hon. JOHN MELCHER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands 

Committee on Interior and Insular Af­
fairs, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C. . 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Department has 
received your letter of July 16 which in turn 
enclosed correspondence from three environ­
mental groups in which it is charged that 
the Department did not accurately represent 
the Canadian position on a possible Macken­
·zie Valley pipeline in its communications 
with you. 

The allegations, I believe, are based on 
misinformation,_ and I wish to assure you 
that the Department has sought to be thor­
ough, accurate, and prompt in providing you 
'with its reports on the views of the Canadian 
Government in this matter. 

Upon receipt of your letter we have re­
'viewed the Department's records and trust 
·you will find the following information re­
-assuring in this regard. The facts are as set 
,forth below. 
_ Late on the afternoon of July 5 the De­
-partment received from the American Em-
bassy in Ottawa the texts of responses given 
the Embassy by the Canadian Government 

· to questions the Department had instructed 
the Embassy to discuss with Canadian 

·authorities. 
These responses were being studied in the 

Department when, on July 6, the Canadian 
Embassy in Washington asked the Depart­
ment to forward them to the appropriate 
committees of the Congress. During the dis­
cussion it became clear that the response to 

-one of the questions, as supplied our Em­
: bassy in Ottawa by the Canadian Govern­
ment, was different from the version the 
Canadian Government had supplied its own 
Embassy in Washington. 

On the afternoon of July 6 the Depart­
ment checked by telephone with our Em­
bassy in Ottawa to make certain that there 

· had not been a ·clerical error arid confirmed 
that we had the version actually provided 
the Embassy by the Canadian Government. 
Subsequently the same day, the Department 
informed the Canadian Embassy in Wash­
ington that it was transmitting this text to 
the appropriate committees of the Congress. 
The Department also suggested to the Cana­
dian Embassy that if the Canadian Govern­
ment wished to revise the answer to one of 
the questions it should promptly inform our 
Embassy in Ottawa. At the same time we 
alerted our Embassy in Ottawa that it might 
be approached by the Canadian Government 
with a revised version and we instructed the 
Embassy to report the details promptly if 
such an approach were made . 

On the morning of July 7 the Department 

forwarded to the Congress the version of the 
responses which had been given to the Em­
bassy in Ottawa. 

Having heard nothing further on the mat­
ter from our Embassy in Ottawa, the Depart­
ment checked by telephone on July 16 and 
was informed that indeed a revised version 
of the answer to one question had been given 
to the Embassy, under cover of a letter dated 
July 10, and that it was enroute to the De­
partment by diplomatic pouch. Because of 
the urgency of the matter, the Department. 
had the revised version dictated over the tele­
phone. We supplied the text of the new ver­
sion to your office late that afternoon, July 
16, under cover of a letter which apparently 
crossed with your letter of the same date to 
which I am now responding. 

In short, we believe we have promptly and 
accurately conveyed to the Congress all the 
information supplied us by the Canadian 
Government. If you require anything further, 
however, please do not hesitate to let me 
know. 

Sincerely, 
MARSHALL WRIGHT, 

'Assistant Secretary for Congressional Re­
lattons. 

LEGISLATION TO REQUffiE FULL 
AUDITS OF IRS, FEDERAL RE­
SERVE SYSTEM, COMPTROLLER 
OF THE CURRENCY, AND OFFICE 
OF ALIEN PROPERTY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, .the gentle­
man from Florida (Mr. GIBBONS) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GIDBONS. Mr. Speaker, it has 
come to my attention that there are a 
number of agenCies of the Federal Gov­
·emment that are not now subject to a 
complete audit by the General Account­
ing Office. I have therefore introduced 
H.R. 9285 to require the General Ac­
·counting Office to conduct complete au­
dits of the Internal Revenue Service-­
which is now subject only to a partial 
audit-the Federal Reserve System, the 
Comptroller of the Currency, and the Of­
fice of Alien Property. 

A study by the Banking and Currency 
Committee showed that the Internal 
Revenue Service with a budget of $945,-
983,000 had the highest expenditures of 
an unaudited agency, followed by the 

. Federal Reserve System with the second 
highest of more than $300,000,000. 

I make no accusation that the expendi­
tures of the unaudited agencies are 

·wrong, but I feel that these governmental 
· agencies should be accountable to the 
public and Congress as other Federal 
agencies are. 

A copy of H.R. 9285 follows: 
H .R . 9285 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 

· America in Congress assembled, That section 
117 of the Accounting and Auditing Act of 
1950 (31 U.S.C. 67) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec­
tion: 

"(d) (1) The Comptroller General shall 
make, under such rules and regulations as 
he shall prescribe, an audit for each fiscal 
year of the Federal Reserve Board and the 
Federal Reserve banks and their branches, 
the Internal Revenue Service, the Comptrol­
ler of the Currency, and the omce of Alien 
Property. 

"(2) In making the audit required by 
paragraph (1) of this subsection, representa-
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tives of the General Accounting Office shall 
have access to all books, accounts, financial 
records, reports, files, and all other papers, 
things, or property belonging to or in use 
by the entities being audited, including re­
ports of examinations of member banks of 
the Federal Reserve System, and they shall 
be afforded full facilities for verifying trans­
actions with balances or securities held by 
depositaries, fiscal agents, and custodians of 
the Federal Reserve Board and the Federal 
Reserve banks and their branches. 

"(3) The Comptroller General shall, at the 
end of six months after the end of the year, 
or as soon thereafter as may be practicable, 
make a report to the Congress on the results 
of the audit required by paragraph ( 1) of 
this subsection, and he shall make any spe­
cial or preliminary reports he deems desirable 
for the information of the Congress.". 

A RESPONSE TO MOBIL OIL 
CORP.'S VIEWS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Rhode Island <Mr. TIERNAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, Mobil 
Oil Corp. has recently placed in news­
papers around the country, an open let­
ter to each Member of Congress on the 
subject of the energy shortage. In the in­
terest of an open debate on the critical 
issue, I would like to respond to their 
views. 

Oil companies have long exerted undue 
influence in the halls of government and 
the present public relations campaign 
represents another step in the historical 
pattern of attempting to manipulate 
Government policy in their own self­
interest. The giant vertically integrated 
oligopolistic oil companies find them­
selves in a dilemma. The gasoline short­
age has proved enormously profitable­
the earnings of the five largest oil compa­
nies have leaped more than 25 percent in 
the last year. At the same time, they find 
themselves increasingly the subject of 
court suits and investigations with 
regard to violations of the antitrust laws. 
The State of Florida recently brought 
a suit against six major oil companies 
asking that the court order divestiture 
of their crude oil operations. At the same 
time, a Federal grand jury in Los Angeles 
has subpenaed the major oil companies' 
pricing, supply, and marketing files as a 
part of their investigation. Additionally, 
the Federal Trade Commission is under­
taking antitrust action against the major 
oil companies in an attempt to force 
divestiture of one or more of their inte­
grated operations-crude oil production, 
transportation, refining, and marketing. 

This is an alarming development from 
the oil companies' point of view. Their 
operations are not inheren tly profitable. 
The independent companies which are 
presently being forced out of the market 
have demonstrated a capacity to operate 
much more efficiently-and hence prof­
itably-than the major companies. The 
giant conglomerates are immensely prof­
itable because their integrated opera­
tions allow them to manipulate the tax 
laws to their own advantage. This is false 
profit, resulting not from efficient opera­
tion, but from political power which al­
lows self-aggrandizement at the expense 
of consumers and taxpayers. 

The advertisements to which I refer 
characterize allegations by responsible 
public officials and private citizens that 
oil companies have either caused the cur­
rent energy shortage or at the very least 
manipulated it to their own advantage 
as "absolute nonsense, totally unsupport­
able charges and outright lies being 
spread around by a variety of people." 

This is the oil companies side of the 
story, one in which they have a substan­
tial economic interest. Another side was 
recently provided by the Federal Trade 
Commission in a report to Senate In­
terior Commitee Chairman HENRY JAcK­
SON. Following is a summary of the re­
port's major points: . 

First, the oil companies' claim that 
inadequate refinery capacity is due to 
environmental constraints and the un­
certainty surrounding the Alaskan Pipe­
line is unsatisfactory as an explanation 
of the shortage. The report points out 
that once the oil companies decided re­
finery construction was sufficiently lu­
crative, "environmental constraints" 
were no longer a limiting factor; 

Second, "the major integrated oil 
companies are, however, taking advan­
tage of the present shortage to drive the 
only viable long-term source of price 
competition out of the market." 

Third, "the major firms seek to con­
solidate market power by various exclu­
sionary tactics. An elaborate system of 
devices to deny independents access to 
product has been erected. The resulting 
system endangers existing independents, 
makes new entry difficult or impossible, 
and yields serious economic losses to 
American consumers." 

Fourth, independent marketers have 
been exceptionally innovative in their 
marketing styles. Therefore, in restrict­
ing their access to gasoline, the majors 
·have created major misallocations of re-
··sources. This is particularly true in view 
of the majors' failure to innovate and 
meaningfully compete among themselves 
at the retail level. In fact, it appears that 
the majors have tacitly agreed not to 
compete with respect to retail prices. 

The oil companies' version of truth is 
remarkably different from that of the 
independent investigator, the FTC, which 
found that the major oil companies have 
used their market power to exploit con­
sumers and drive their competition out 
of the market. 

Mobil's assertion that ''political deci­
sions have produced the shortage," is in 
part correct. But these political decisions 
were the direct result of oil company 
pressure. Having lobbied intensively for 
years on behalf of the oil import quota 
system, whose only purpose was to artifi­
cially inflate the domestic producers' 
profits, the oil companies now do an 
about face and blame the current short­
age on past Government policies. 

Government policies of the past have 
been ill-advised precisely because they 
were designed to benefit the oil com­
panies. A good example of this perversion 
of public power to private ends is the oil 
depletion allowance and other so-called 
tax incentives for oil production. The 
oil depletion allowance permits an oil 
company to subtract from its gross in-

come before taxes an amount equal to 
22 percent of its revenues from crude 
production. The most direct effect of 
this subsidy is that oil companies pay 
taxes at a ridiculously low rate. For 1969 
and 1970 the tax rates of some major oil 
companies were: 

[I n percent] 

Standard (Indiana) ___________ _ 
Texaco. ________ -- - ----------
SheiL __ __ -- ____ -- - _---------
Standard (California) _________ _ 
MobiL __ --------------------
Gulf. ____ -------- -- ----------
ARCO _______ -------- __ __ ----

1969 1970 

15.6 
.8 

1.6 
5.1 
7. 2 
.6 

1.8 

13.4 
8. 0 

11. 2 
16. 0 
16. 8 
1.9 
5.0 

By way of comparison the average ef­
fective tax rate for all corporations dur­
ing this period was 37 percent. 

That the major oil companies should 
receive such favorable treatment from 
Government is bad enough. But this is 
not all. The oil depletion allowances 
emerges also as the means by which 
major oil companies maintain a strangle­
hold on the market. Since the transpor­
tation, refining, and marketing aspects of 
their operations do not enjoy the same 
tax status as crude production under 
the depletion allowance, the oil com­
panies have an incentive to raise crude 
oil prices at the expense of refinery and 
marketing profits. For the integrated 
firm, artificially-raised crude oil prices 
allow substantial tax benefits and no 
liabilities for the company as a whole. 
The refinery and marketing operations . 
are subsidized from the windfall profits . 
of the crude production operation. But 
for ·the independent oil company, these 
artificially-high crude oil prices present 
a nearly insurmountable barrier. Crude 
oil supplies are monopolized by the major 
companies. The top 20 integrated firms 
control 94 percent of domestic crude re­
serves. Consequently, the independent 
refiner, with little or no independent ac­
cess to crude supplies, must pay a pro­
hibitively high price for crude oil so that 
effective competition is impossible. 

The oil depletion allowance amounts to 
a unique "double duty" government 
policy designed to protect the major oil 
companies. At one and the same time, it 
provides windfall profits for the inte­
grated oligopolists and removes the pos­
sibility of any meaningful competition. 
Once again the oil companies win while 
consumers and taxpayers lose. 

In the oil depletion allowance, there is 
also an explanation of the present short­
age of refinery capacity. Because of the 
artificially high crude prices at the ex­
pense of refinery profits which it pro­
duces, there is no incentive for either 
the major companies or the independent 
firms to build new refineries. 

In my view, the foregoing suggests the 
most plausible relationship of the oil 
companies to the present petroleum 
shortage. It is not so much that the major 
companies "caused" the shortage as that 
they saw it coming and allowed it to l.ap­
pen because it was not in their economic 
self-interest to do otherwise. As Mobil 
correctly points out, it is the growth of 
demand, rather than an absolute de-
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cline in supply that has caused the short­
age. In this situation, all the major oil 
companies had to do was ·refrain from 
building new refinery capacity . in time 
to meet the increased demand. And, as I 
have shown, the oil depletion allowance 
made the construction of new refineries 
unattractive anyway. Additionally, the 
increasing concern over environmental 
degradation provided a convenient 
scapegoat for the oil companies to use in 
masking the real causes of the shortage 
of refinery capacity. 

Circumstances, however, are changing. 
Oil producing nations are demanding 
larger roles in crude oil production with­
in their boundaries and higher prices for 
their scarce resource. This trend, coupled 
with President Nixon's belated decision 
to abolish the oil import quota system, 
has put a pinch on the majors' profit 
margin from crude production, causing 
them to put greater emphasis on refining 
and marketing operations. In these 
changed circumstances, the companies 
have been able to proceed quite expedi­
tioUslY with plans for the construction 
of new refineries. 

I would not want tc leave the impres­
sion that the major oi! companies are 
solely responsible for the current energy 
crisis. Certainly the profligate use of 
energy by the United States during the 
past half century was ir..sane and could 
not have continued in any case. A na­
tion with only 7 percent of the world's 
population cannot consume 33 percent 
m. its energy and still be a responsible 
global citizen, economically and ecologi­
cally. 

Therefore, Mobil is to be highly com­
mended for their recent advertising 
campaign promoting energy conserva­
tion and their avowed intention "to try 
to elicit from you and yow· constituents 
a national effort, such as our cou.."ltry has 
not seen since World Wa-:: II, to use 
wisely the energy resources available to 
us and to establish new policies to alle­
viate energy problems in the years just 
ar.ead." But I think it is wise to remem­
ber that the interests of the Nation will 
not always coincide with those of the 
major oil companies. 

In many cases the public interest is 
in harmony with the proposals of oil 
companies, and in these cases they should 
be vigorously supported. Mobil mentions 
both the Alaskan pipeline and the neeC:t 
for a "superport" both of which I sup­
port with some reservations. The two 
million barrels of oil which will flow 
through the Alaskan pipeline daily are 
desperately needed. However thi::; should 
not require total neglect of environmen­
tal protection. When the House of Rep­
resentatives acts on the pipelint: bill, I 
intend to offer an amendment which 
would establish a trust fund in the De­
partment of Interior financed by a per 
barrel levY on North Slope oil, which 
would cover the cost · of cleanup result­
ing from environmental demage caused 
by the pipeline, should the pipeline com­
pany prove unable or unwilling to do so. 

Similar safeguards should be adopted 
with respect to any plan for the construc­
tion of a "superport." 

MR. BURKE OF MASSACHUSETTS' 
AMENDMENT DEFEATED-WOULD 
HAvE PROVIDED SEEDS AND 
PLANTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle- · 
man from Massachusetts <Mr. BuRKE) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I just wish to take a few min­
utes of my time to explain to the House 
the amendment I offered here this after­
noon that was defeated by a vote of 151 
to 132 on a division vote. The amend­
ment was a permissive amendment that 
would have authorized the Secretary of 
Agriculture to supply seeds and plants 
upon request by families for home 
gardens throughout the Nation. 

I was rather surprised and shocked to 
see the 151 Members of the Congress 
who stood up against this bill, because 
today we are facing a real shortage in 
food products, and food prices are rising 
to astronomical heights. In fact, it is 
not beyond the possibility that within a 
year the families of this Nation will be 
paying as high as $1 a head for lettuce 
or as high as $1 for a pound of onions. 

This amendment of mine would have 
just allowed this great and affiuent Na­
tion of ours to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to provide seeds upon 
request to people throughout the coun­
try, and particularly in the urban areas. 

I remember when I was a little boy 
the Department of Agriculture supplied 
seeds to the persons in the teeming 
tenement districts of this Nation. I re­
member during those days, because they 
were difficult days, there were many 
families that never had any fresh vege­
tables to eat other than what they could 
grow in a little plot of land in their back 
yard. 

Yes, during World War I the victory 
gardens were very successful. During 
World War II they were successful. If 
we could get a back-to-the-soil move­
ment in this country, it would be a good 
thing for the families, it would be a good 
thing for the youngsters to go out in 
the city areas of this country where they 
have maybe 50 square feet of land or 100 
square feet of land and learn about the 
soil and learn about plants and learn 
about seeds which are planted and see 
the fruits of their efforts. 

But, no, this Congress of ours turned 
a deaf ear to that. They turned it down 
at a time when we are facing the highest 
prices in the history of the Nation. 

The President's freeze on beef prices 
alon~ is not enough. During the next few 
weeks we are going to see a further es­
calation of prices of food. I wish some 
of the Members of this House would take 
the time to walk into the markets arQund 
this country in their own neighborhoods 
and see the looks upon the faces of the 
mothers and housewives trying to buy 
food for their own families. It is an al­
most impossible task especially for the 
people living on fixed incomes. 

It seems every time we try to do some­
thing to help the little people in this · 
country it fails. I regret, Mr. Speaker, 
that this afternoon 151 Members of this 

House took the time to oppose this bill 
that would have provided a whole new 
healthful activity -on the part of the 
American people living in the urban 
areas of America. · 

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

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gentle-. 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I would like to say to my 
colleague I think the reason his amend­
ment failed is that he went "beyond what 
has ever been done before and he in­
cluded plants. I think a number of the 
people I heard on the floor commented 
that if it had been limited to seeds alone 
the gentleman would have had absolute­
ly no difficulty in having his amendment 
adopted. It is a physical impossibility to 
raise the plants and send them out. I 
think that was the one shortcoming the 
gentleman had in his amend!llent. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. The 
motion was permissive. It did not require 
that the Secretary do it. It was not man­
datory for the Secretary to give the 
plants. 

However, the gentleman is incorrect: 
In 1923 this great Nation of ours sup­
plied not only seeds but plants upon re­
quest of the American people. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Of course I am not as 
old as the gentleman and I could not re­
call anything back that far, but I can 
remember when the Congressmen all 
sent out seeds, but I never recall that 
they sent out plants. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I want 
to say this about my youthful colleague, 
that this would have been a great op­
portunity for America if the Congress­
men had demonstrated their concern 
about the high prices the American peo-.­
ple are facing and particularly in the 
cost o:: nourishing foods. · 

It is a shame when a family cannot get 
any green vegetables and a shame when 
an American family has to pay 69 cents 
for a head of lettuce and a shame when ' 
it has to pay as high as 89 cents for a 
head of lettuce, as they have, and 69 
cents for a pound of onions. 

What has happened in this great coun­
try of ours? Have we lost our heart? 
Have we lost our concern about the 
plight of people? Or are we more inter­
ested in the big fat cat tycoons of this 
Nation who enjoy all kinds of tax breaks 
and benefits, and great corporations who 
operate internationally who can get a $4 
billion tax break on their investment? 
Everything can be done for them, but 
when it comes to providing food for the 
poor family who happens to be strug­
gling, the answer is "No." 

Mr. Speaker, as I sat and listened at­
tentively to the debate concerning this 
important farm legislation, it occurred to · 
me that the advocates of the consumer's 
interests and the advocates of farming 
interests found little in the way of middle 
ground where their respective interests 
were both equally protected. The net ef­
feet of rampant inflation on food prices 
is unparalleled in our history and be­
hooves us to proceed with every caution 
when examining any legislation which . 
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will bear substantial weight upon farm 
controls and food prices for the future. 
On the other hand, it is important for 
the economy .. that the proper rewards and 
incentives in terms of livable wages be 
extended to the farmers of this Nation. 
I wanted to amend this bill then in 
order that the interests of the small 
home gardener receive appropriate at­
tention. 

The small home gardener is the syn­
thesis of the consu..'ll.er and the producer. 
The prospect of the planting of many 
more small vegetable gardens in urban 
and suburban areas looms with increas­
ing importance in the face of high food 
prices and numerous shortages. The 
small plot gardener, who embodies all the 
virtues of initiative and self-reliance, will 
greatly benefit by the authority extended 
to the Secretary through this amend­
ment. This "back to the soil" amend­
ment has a number of important side 
effects that will be nationally beneficial. 
The cultivation of these small plots, 
whose success during World Wars I and 
II when they were known as victory gar­
dens was so acclaimed, will instill many 
suburban and urban dwellers with a 
much more realistic understanding of 
the problems and special needs of rural 
farmers. Furthermore, such small proj­
ects as vegetable gardens provide healthy 
exercise and produce many nutritious 
varieties of vegetables such as tomatoes, 
onions, lettuce, carrots, bean~. and 
squash. The "harvest" of these home gar­
dens, small as they might be, would be of 
special significance in assisting the poor­
er families in urban areas meet rising 
prices in the supermarkets. 

This amendment would not require 
elaborate bureaucratic management 
within the Department of Agriculture 
and I offered this amendment today with 
the express desire that its provisions be 
implemented at once, making tl~e bene­
fits of this program available to all smaJl 
gardeners for the spring planting season 
of 1974. 

AMBASSADOR G. McMURTRIE 
GODLEY 

<Mr. STRATTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join with many others who have 
spoken out in expressing my shock, dis­
may, and horror at the recent action of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
in rejecting the nomination of Ambassa­
dor G. McMurtrie Godley to be Assis~ant 
Secretary of State for Far Eastern 
Affairs. · 

To reject the promotion of a Foreign 
Service officer on the ground that he has 
carried out the established policy o~ his 
government "with too much enthusiasm'' 
puts the Senate and the Congress in a 
kind of never-never land. What do we 
do? Only promote those who sabotage 
their country's policy? Or only those who 
drag the.ir feet in carrying out orders? 

Was it not this same majority of the 
Senate committee, or at least most of 
them, who a couple of decades ago were 
loudly deplorillg the permanent damage 

done to our Foreign Service, especially 
· to those in positions of expertise on Far 
Eastern matters, by an identical e:ffort 
O!l the part of many Senators and Con­
g:ressmen to "get" foreign service officers 
who had carried out their assignments 
conscientiously with respect to the status 
of the revolutionary movements then un­
derway in China? 

If so, how can we deplore such a policy 
then and enshrine it today? Or is it not 
so much a matter of procedure as a mat­
ter of what policy currently appeals to 
a majority of the members of the Foreign 
Relations Committee? And if that be the 
ultimate standard we are to follow, ifin­
deed the committee rath ~r than the Pres­
ident and the Department of SLate are to 
take over the day-to-day operations of 
our Foreign Service, what happens tC' the 
historic separation-of-powers doctrine? 

Mr. Speaker, I have known Ambassa­
dor Godley for many years. He is a friend 
of mine and for 12 years was also a con­
stituent. He is one of the brightest, ablest, 
most energetic, most courageous mem­
bers of the Foreign Service. He served 
with great distinction in an extremely 
difficult and dangerous post as Ambas­
sador to the Congo-now Zaire--a few 
years ago. From there, without hardly a 
chance to catch his breath, he was sent 
to Vientiane to deal with an equally com­
plex and hazardous assignment in Laos. 
· His only sin, apparently, is that he did 

his job there successfully and without 
complairit. After all, Mr. Speaker, we 
have achieved a cease-fire in Laos and 
it still seems to be working in contrast 
to both Vietnam and Cambodia. Second, 
we have prevented the Communist rebels 
from taking over control of the entire 
country. In addition, we have so con­
ducted ourselves in Laos that this shock­
ingly open sieve for North Vietnamese 
infiltration into South Vietnam was· still · 
not able to prevent a reasonably satis­
factory settlement of the Vietnamese 
war. 

And this also happened to · be our Na­
tion's basic policy. This was the policy 
that the Congress as a whole--as dis­
tinct from a majority of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations-had overwhelm­
ingly supported. This is the policy that 
Mac Godley carried out successfully. Do 
we fault him for these results simply be­
cause he "whistled while he worked?" 

Mr. Speaker, the people of America 
owe a debt of gratitude to Mac Godley. 
That debt has been ill-paid by the ill­
tempered action of the Foreign Relations 
Committee majority. This country has 
meanly dealt with a brave and coura­
geous public servant, whose continued 
services to his :flag we can ill afford to do 
without. 

I sincerely hope that the Senate will 
act quickly to right this wrong and will 
move to confirm the nomination of G. 
McMurtrie Godley to be Assistant Sec­
retary of State, the views of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee to the con .. 
trary notwithstanding. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
FLIGHT PAY LEGISLATION 

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 

point ·in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. STRATTO;N. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
I advised· the House that on Thursday 
and Friday, July 26 and July 27 the Mili­
tary Compensation Subcommittee of the 
House Armed Services Committee, will 
commence hearings on the controver­
sial subject of :flight pay legislation. 
The hearings these first 2 days will be 
devoted exclusively to Members of 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all aware that 
section 715 of Public Law 92-570, the De­
fense Department appropriation act for 
fiscal year 1973, terminated, as of May 31 
of this year, :flight pay for officers in the 
grade of colonel, or Navy captain, and 
above, in assignments which do not re­
quire the maintenance of basic :flying 
skills. On June 28 of this year the House, 
in the course of instructing its conferees 
on H.R. 8537, rejected-by a vote of 238-
175-a 6-month extension of the May 31 
termination date. 
. The Defense Department has sub­

mitted legislation for a general revision 
of the :flight-pay laws. The Defense pro­
posal is contained in H.R. 8593, intro­
duced by the chairman of our commit­
tee, Mr. HEBERT, and the ranking minor­
ity member, Mr. BRAY, on June 12. I hope 
Members of Congress who testify before 
our subcommittee on July 26 and July 27 
in addition to presenting their general 
views as to the proper basis for receipt 
o~ hazardous-duty pay for aviation duty, 
Will acquaint themselves with H.R. 8593 
and address the philosophy and provi­
sions of H.R. 8593 in their testimony. 

As an aid to Members on the subject, 
I am including with this statement the 
text of H.R. 8593, a sectional analysis of 
H.R. 8593, and the Speaker's letter of 
May 17, 1973, from the Department of 
Defense requesting both the 6-month 
extension and the permanent legislative 
changes incorporated in H.R. 8593. 

It should be understood that H.R. 8593 
was introduced by request and is at this 
point simply a vehicle on which to com-
mence hearings. · 

But we also say that it will not be 
possible to complete further hearings by 
the subcommittee prior to the congres­
sional recess commencing August 3. 
However, I would like to announce that 
the subcommittee will resume its hear­
ings on :flight pay promptly when the 
Congress returns in September and at 
that time will hear witnesses from the 
Department of Defense and the individ­
ual services as well as such organiza­
tional witnesses who wish to testify. 

H .R. 8593 
A bill to amend section 301 of title 37, United 

States Code, relating to incentive pay, to 
attract and retain volunteers for aviation 
crewmember duties, and for ·other pur-

. poses. 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
301 (b) of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) A member who satisfies the requi~e­
ments for a hazardous duty described in sub­
section (a) (1) of this section is entitled to 
monthly incentive pay as follows: 

"(1) For an officer .in pay grades 0-1 
through 0-6 who is qualified under subsec­
tion (a) ( 1) of this section : 
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"Phase I.-Years of aviation service 

(including flight training) as an officer 

$100 
$125 
$150 
$165 
$245 

"Monthly rate 
2 or less. 
Over 2. 
Over 3. 
Over 4. 
Over 6. 

"Phase II.-Years of active service as an 
officer 

"Monthly rate 

$225 --------------- Over 18. 
$205 --------------- Over. 20. 

"Pay grade 2 or less 

0-10_ ----------------------------- - $165 
0-9 ___ -------------------- ------- -- 165 
0-8 __ _ --- -- -------- --- ------------- 155 
0-7-------------------------------- 150 
0-6 ___ --- -------------- ------ ------ 200 
0-5 __ _ ------------------- ---------- 190 
0-4 ____ ---------------------------- 170 
0-3_ -- ---------------- -- --- -- ------ 145 
0- 2 __ __ - --------------------------- 115 
0- l_ __ ----------------------------- 100 

"Pay grade 2 or less 

W-4--- ---------------- ------------ $115 
W-3 _____ -- -- __ ---------------- ---- 110 
W-2 ___ ------------------ --- ------- 105 
W- 1- -- --------------- ------ ---- --- 100 

"Pay grade 2 or less 

E-9 ________ ------------------------ $105 
E-8 ___ ----------------------------- 105 
E-7 _ ------ ------ -- ----------------- 80 

70 
60 
55 
55 
50 

E-6 _____ --------------- - -- - -- ------E-5 ______________ --- - - _______ ---- __ 
E-4_ -------------------- -- -- -------
E-3 ___ - ---- _-- ---------------------

50 

Over 2 

$165 
165 
155 
150 
200 
190 
170 
145 
125 
105 

Over 2 

$115 
115 
110 
105 

Over 2 

$105 
105 
85 
75 
70 
65 
60 
60 
55 

$185 --------------·- Over 22. 
$165 -------------- Over 24 but not over 25. 
An officer is entitled to t~e . rates in pl::).ase I 
of this table until he has completed 18 years 
of active s~ryice as an officer, after which his 
entitlement is as prescribed by the rates in 
phase II, except that an officer does not be­
come entitled to the rates in phase II of this 
table until he has first completed at least 6 
years of aviation service as an officer. An 
officer in a pay grade above 0-6 is entitled. 
until he completes 25 years of active serv­
ice as an officer, to be paid at the rate set 
forth in this table, except that an officer in 
pay grade 0-7 may not be paid at a rate 

"COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 

greater than $160 a month, and· an officer in 
pay grade 0-8, or above, may not be paid at 
a rate greater than $165 a month. 

"(2) For a warrant officer ·who is qualified 
under subsection (a) (1) of this section: 

Years of aviation service as an officer 
"Monthly rate 

$100 
$110 
$165 

2 or less. 
Over 2. 
Over 6. 

"(3) For an enlisted member who is quali~ 
fied under subsection (a) ( 1), and a mem­
ber who is qualified under subsection (a) 
(2) or (3) of this section: 

Years of service computed under section 205 

Over 3 Over 4 Over 6 Over 8 Over 10 Over 12 Over 14 Over 16 Over 18 Over 22 Over 26 Over 30 

$165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165 
165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 
165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 
160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 
215 215 215 215 215 215 215 220 245 245 245 245 
205 205 205 205 205 210 225 230 245 245 245 245 
185 185 185 195 210 215 220 230 240 240 240 240 
155 165 180 185 190 200 205 205 205 205 205 205 
150 150 160 165 170 180 185 185 185 185 185 18'> 
135 135 140 145 155 160 170 170 170 170 170 170 

"WARRANT OFFICERS 

Years of service computed under section 205 

Over 3 Over 4 Over 6 Over 8 Over 10 Over 12 Over.14 Over 16 Over 18 Over 2.2 Over 26 Over 30 

$115 $115 $120 $1~5 $135 $145 $155 $160 $165 $165 $lfi5 $165 
115 115 120 120 125 135 140 140 140 140 140 140 
110 110 115 120 125 130 135 135 135 135 135 135 
105 105 110 120 125 130 130 130 130 130 130 130 

"ENLISTED MEMBERS 

Years of service computed under section 205 

Over 3 Over 4 Over 6 Over 8 Over 10 Over 12 Over 14 Over 16 Over 18 Over 22 Over 26 Over 30 

$105 $105 $105 $105 $105 $105 $105 $105 $105 $105 $105 $105 
105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 
85 85 90 95 100 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 
75 80 85 90 95 95 100 100 100 100 100 1{)0 
70 80 80 85 so 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 
65 70 75 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 
60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 
60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 
55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 

E-2_ ------------------------------­
E-L _----------- -------- --- - -------E-1 (under 4 months) _______________ _ 50 --------------- ---------- ------- --- ----------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------- ------ - ---Aviation cadets ____________ -- ___ ----- 50 ---------------------------------------------------- ... ---------------------------------------------- -------------------------------

For the purposes of clauses (1) and (2) of 
this subsection, the years of aviation service 
are computed beginning with the effective 
date of the initial order to perform flying 
duties as an officer." 

SEc. 2. The last sentence of section 715 of 
the Department of Defense Appropriation 
Act, 1973 (86 Stat. 1199), is amended by 
striking out "except, after May 31, 1973, 
those of the rank of colonel or equivalent or 
above (0-6) in noncombat assignments." 

SEC. 3. Notwithstanding the amendments 
made by this act, an officer who was entitled 
to incentive pay under section 301(a) (1) of 
title 37, United States Code, on the day 
before the effective date of this act, if other­
wise qualified, is entitled to either of the 
following: 

( 1) If credited with less than 7 years of 
aviation service as an officer and with lesS 
than 15 years of active service as ·an officer, 
he is entitled to monthly incentive pay at 
either- . 

(A) the amount he was receiving under 
section 301(b) of that title on the day 
before the effective . date of this act 'with 
no entitlement after the effective date ·of 
this act to any longevity pay inc·reases or 
to increases as a result of ·promotion to a 
higher grade, until such time as the rate to 
which he is entitled under section 301(b) 

of that title as amended by this act is equal 
to or greater than the amount he was receiv­
ing under that section on the day before the 
effective date of this Act, after which his 
entitlement shall be as prescribed by that 
section as amended by this Act; or 

(B) the rate prescribed by that section as 
amended by this act; 
whichever is higher. However, an officer de­
scribed in clause (1) of this section who 
has 12 or more years of active service as an 
officer may continue to receive the amount 
he was receiving under that section prior 
to the effective date of this act only for a 
period of 36 months after the effective date 
of this Act, after which his entitlement to 
monthly incentive pay shall be as prescribed 
by that section as amended by this Act. 
However, no officer who is promoted to a pay 
grade of 0-7 or above during that 36-month 
period may receive more than the rate which 
existed for that pay grade prior to the effec­
tive date of this Act. Once an officer· de-' 
scribed in clause ( 1) of this secti-on has re­
ceived any monthly incentive pay under 
section 301 (a). ( 1) and 301 (b) of title 37, 
United States Code, as amended by this Act, 
he is no longer entitled to receive any pay­
ment under that section as it existed· on the 
day before the effective date of this Act; or 

(2) If credited with 7 or more years of 
aviation service as an officer and with 15 or 
more years of active service as an officer, he 
is entitled to elect whether to receive month­
ly incentive pay at either-

(A) the amount he was receiving under 
that section on the day before the effective 
dat~ of this Act, with no entitlement after 
the effective date of this Act to any longevity 
pay increases or to increases as a result of 
promotion to a higher grade, for a period 
of 36 months after the effective date of this 
Act after which his entitlement to monthly 
incentive pay shall be as prescribed by that 
section as amended by this Act; or 

(B) the rate prescribed by that section as 
amended by this act. 
An election once made may not be revoked. 
However, no officer who is promoted to a 
pay grade of 0-7 or above during the 36-
month period described in clause (2) (A) of 
this section may receive more than the rate 
which existed for that pay grade prior to 
the effective date of this Act. 
However, there may not be any termination 
or reduction of monthly incentive pay under 
this section for warrant officers on active 
duty. 

SEc. 4. This Act is effective -on January 1, 
1974 .. 
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 

Section by section analysis of HR 8593, 
to amend section 301 of title 37, United 
States Code, relating to incentive pay, to 
attract and retain volunteers for aviation 
crewmember duties, and for other purposes. 

Section 1 of the bill restates current sub­
section (b) of section 301 (Incentive pay: 
hazardous duty) of title 37, United States 
Code, and restructures it to include revised 
incentive pay rate tables for officer aviation 
crew members while retaining present in­
centive pay tables for all other categories of 
hazardous duty. 

Proposed new subsection (b) (1) prescribes 
revised incentive pay tables authorizing 
monthly rates of incentive pay ranging from 
$100 to $245 for members with not more 
than 18 years of aviation service as officers 
in pay grades 0-1-0-6. After the comple­
tion of 18 years of active service as an officer, 
the monthly rate of incentive pay would be 
reduced after each 2-year period by $20 until 
the rate reaches $165 for those with more 
than 24 years of active service as officers. Un­
der new clause (1), all aviation incentive 
pay would be terminated at the completion 
of 25 years of active service as an officer. The 
aviation incentive pay authorized is divided 
into two phases. Phase I is based on years of 
aviation service as an officer while phase II 
is based only on years of active service as an 
officer. Before becoming entitled to a rate of 
pay under phase II, an officer must complete 
six years of service under phase I. An officer 
in a pay grade above 0-6 would be entitled, 
until he completes 25 years of active service 
as an officer, to be paid at the rates set forth 
in the table, except that an officer in pay 
grade 0-7 could not be paid at a rate greater 
than $160 a month, and an officer in pay 
grade 0-8, or above, could not be paid at a 
rate greater than $165 a. month. 

Proposed new subsection (b) ( 2) covers 
warrant officers and provides that those who 
are qualified under current section 301 (a) (1) 
would receive monthly aviation incentive pay 
ranging from $100, for those with less than 
two years of aviation service as an officer, to 
$165, for those with over six years of that 
service. The 25-year limitation prescribed in 
proposed new subsection (b) (1) for other 
ofli.cers does not apply to warrant officers. 

Proposed new subsection (b) (3) sets 
forth, without change, the existing table in 
current 37 U.S.C. 301(b) and provides that 
it would continue to apply to enlisted mem­
bers qualified under current 37 U.S.C. 301 
(a) ( 1) , and to officers and enlisted members 
qualified under current 37 U.S.C. 301(a) (2) 
or (3). It also provides that, for the purposes 
of proposed new subsection (b) (1) and (2), 
the years of aviation service are computed 
beginning with the effective date of the ini­
tial order to perform flying duties as an 
officer. 

Section 2 of the bill amend section 715, 
Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 
1973, by deleting provisions denying flight 
pay to certain rated colonels, or equivalent, 
or above, in noncombat assignments. 

Section 3. This section authorizes saved­
pay for aviation·crewmembers who would lose 
pay under the revised incentive pay rates. 

Clause (1) entitles an officer with less than 
seven years of aviation service as an officer 
and with less than 15 years of total active 
service as an officer to receive either the 
amount he was receiving under 37 U.S.C. 301 
(b) on the day before the effective date of. 
the bill, or the new rate prescribed by that 
section as amended by the bill, whichever 
is higher. An officer whose pay is saved at the 
old rates must switch over to the new rates 
whenever his entitlement under the new 
rates becomes equal to or greater than his 
entitlement under the old rates, except that 
an officer who has 12 or more years of active 
service as an officer may have his pay saved 
under the old rates only for a period of 36 

months after the effective date of the bill. 
Once an officer switches over to the new rates, 
he remains under them permanently and 
may not receive any further payments under 
the old rates. 

Clause (2) entitles an officer with seven 
or more years of aviation service as an officer 
and with 15 or more years of active service 
as an officer to elect whether to receive 
monthly incentive pay at either the amount 
he was receiving under that section on the 
day before the effective date of the bill, or 
at the new rate prescribed by that section 
as amended by the bill. An election once 
made may not be revoked. An officer under 
clause (2) who elects to receive the old 
rates may receive them only for a period of 
36 months after the effective date of the bill, 
after which his entitlement shall be as pre­
scribed by 37 U.S.C. 301(a) (1) and 301(b) 
as amended by the bill. 

Any officer under this section whose pay 
is saved at the old rates is not entitled after 
the effective date of the bill to any pay in­
creases for longevity or for promotion to a 
higher grade. However, no officer under this 
section who is promoted to a pay grade of 
0-7 or above during the 36-month period his 
pay is being saved may receive more than 
the rate which existed for that pay grade 
prior to the effective date of the bill. Fur­
ther, there may not be any termination or 
reduction of monthly incentive pay under 
this section for warrant officers on aetive 
duty. 

Section 4 of the bill provides an effective 
date of January 1, 1974. 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, D.C., May 17, 1973. 
Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: There are forwarded 

herewith drafts of proposed legislation "To 
amend section 715 of the Department of De­
fense Appropriation Act, 1973, to extend un­
til December 31, 1973, the date after which 
members in the rank of colonel or equiva­
lent or above (0-6) in noncombat assign­
ments are no longer entitled to flight pay 
prescribed unqer section 301 of title 37, 
United States Code", and "To amend section 
301 of title 37,, United States Code, relating 
to incentive pay, to attract and retain vol­
unteers for aviation crewmember duties, and 
for other purposes." 

These proposals are part of the Depart­
ment of Defense legislative program for the 
93rd Congress. The Office of Management and 
Budget advises that, from the standpoint of 
the Administration program, there is no ob­
jection to the presentation of these proposals 
for the consideration of the Congress. It is 
recommended that these proposals be en­
acted. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 
The purpose of the legislation is to extend 

from May 31, 1973 until December 31, 1973, 
the effective date for terminating fiight pay 
for colonels and equivalent (0-6) and above 
in noncombat assignments and to restruc­
ture the present fiight pay system in order 
to make it more effective in today's environ­
ment. The proposed legislation also responds 
to Congressional criticism of the existing 
:flight pay system as expressed in section 715 
of the Department of Defense Appropriation 
Act, 1973 (PL. 92-570). 

The Senate Report on H.R. 16593 stated, 
with respect to section 715, "It is the view of 
the committee that the Department of De­
fense should review the entire area of incen­
tive pay, the performance requirements tor 
receiving such pay. and the inequities re­
sulting under the existing statutory provi­
sions, and early in the next session, submit 
to the Oongress a proposal to correct these 
inequities." (Senate Report No. 92-l!l4:3, 
page 7.) 

The topic of special and incentive pays was 
the subject of th~ 1971 Quadrennial Review 
of Military Compensation. These 1971 
studies, including the Study oj Flight Pay 
(Crewmember) and Submarine Duty Pay, 
were transmitted to the Congress on Janu­
ary 25, 1972. Pursuant to the Senate Report 
on section 715, the Department of Defense 
completed a careful review of flight pay for 
aviation crewmembers. 

The recent review confirmed that reten­
tion shortfalls after the completion of the 
first obligated tour of duty and manning de­
ficiencies in the critical mid-career years of 
service, identified and documented in the 
Quadrennial Review, continue to exist. The 
recent review, as well as the Quadrennial Re­
view, reaffirms the need to restructure the in­
centive pay rates to address these deficiencies. 
It should be noted that the retention and 
manning shortfalls are concentrated in the 
Department of the Navy and the Department 
of the Air Force. The Department of the 
Army does not at this time have a similar 
problem. 

The particularly arduous pressures for avi­
ation personnel that existed over the past ten 
years are expected to be eased somewhat now 
that United States involvement in Southeast 
Asia is expected to be phased out since the 
United States has withdrawn its ground com­
bat forces from Vietnam. The expected im­
provement in duty assignments and other 
measures to improve the attractiveness of 
military service in an all-volunteer environ­
ment might, together with the restructured 
flight pay rates, produce an improvement in 
aviation personnel retention greater than can 
be expected from the adjustment of rates 
only. This combination of measures mi,.ht 
nrove adeauate for the immediate fut~e. 
However, should all of these measures in 
combination still prove inadequate, the De­
partment of Defense has recommended the 
enactment of the proposed Uniformed Serv­
ices Special Pay Act which would provide for 
additional monetary incentives (i.e., the Of­
ficer Variable Incentive Pay) to address in­
adequate retention in any critical skill area 
including aviation. Should the Department 
of Defense be required to use the latter au­
thority, it would be used only in such amount 
as might be required to alleviate the reten­
tion problem. 

The attached interim legislation would ex­
tend from May 31, 1973, until December 31, 
1973, the effective date for terminating :flight 
pay for colonels and equivalent (0-6) and 
above in noncombat assignments. 

This interim legislation is urgently re­
quired for reasons of equity. Unless new leg­
islation ~ enacted prior to June 1, 1973. the 
effect Will be to reduce the monthly pay 
of the officers affected ( 0-6 and above) by 
denying them flight pay after May 31, with­
out adequate consideration; a result charac­
terized in Senate Report No. 92-1243 as un­
fair. By acting on the interim proposal be­
fore May 31, the Congress would avoid 
this inequitable result and prevent a pre­
mature loss of fiight pay by several 
t1?-ousand officers. It would also pro­
Vlde adequate time for orderly considera­
tion by the Congress during the remainder 
of 1973 of the proposed substantive revision 
or the flight pay system. 

The substantive Bill, therefore, carries an 
effective date of January 1, 1974. Its principal 
features, particularly those that differ from 
existing law are: 

Payment of flight pay (crewmember) on 
the basis of years of aviation service (rather 
than service by grade and longevity com­
puted for pay purposes by section 205, title 
37) until 18 years of active officer service. 

For both commissioned and warrant officers, 
the highest rates of incentive pay begin 
after 6 years of aviation service rather than 
at about 18 years of service for pay pur­
poses, as is the ca.c:;e today. The six years of 
aviation service point generally coincides 
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with the expiration of the first obligated 
tour of duty, and the higher rates address 
the inadequate retention issue at that point. 

A gradual decline of pay rates from 18 
years of active officer service on the basis of 
years of active officer service, rather than re­
maining on the higher rates. 

Termination of all flight pay (crewmem­
ber) after the completion of 25 years of ac­
tive officer service, rather than payment for 
a full military career of 30 years or more. 

No increases in the flight pay rates of 
general and flag officers over the existing 
rates, although some of these officers could 
receive lower rates of pay. 

A warrant officer flight pay scale adjusted 
proportionately to the pay changes of com­
missioned officers. However, since warrant 
officer aviators remain in operational avia­
tion duties throughout their careers, no 25 
year flight pay cut-off is made. Warrant of­
ficer aviators will continue to be paid for 
their full flying careers on the basis of avia­
tion service rather than service for pay pur­
poses (section 205, title 37, United States 
Code). 

The proposed legislation would provide for 
a three-year transition period with save-pay 
provisions for those officers faced with pay 
reductions or denial of pay. This equity pro­
vision provides sufficient lead time for the 
affected officers to adjust financially and 
should coincide with the expiration of the 
current tour of duty of the majority of the 
officers affected. 

The proposed legislation would eliminate 
the existing language terminating entitle­
ment to flight pay of officers of the grade 
0-6 (colonels or equivalent) and above as 
unneeded because of the changes proposed 
by this legislation. 

The Department of Defense recognizes that 
the proposed legislation might not be the 
final answer to the aviation manning prob­
lem. The Department will continue to moni­
tor closely the aviation crewmember reten­
tion experience of the separate services. 
Should retention decline and the circum­
stances warrant, the Department of Defense 
would take the additional steps including, 
if necessary, appropriate legislative recom­
mendations to the Congress. Conversely, if 
the retention experience improves as antici­
pated, then the Department of Defense will 
lower the initial pilot training rate as appro­
priate. Any improved retention in the avia­
tion community is highly cost effective com­
pared to increased training of pilots. The 
training investment in a Navy jet fighter 
pilot, for example, is $799,000; this is more 
than ten times the cost of a full lifetime 
flight pay earnings of that pilot. Clearly, fi­
nancial incentives that improve retention 
and avoid such high training costs will be a 
more efficient way to man adequately the 
aviation force. 

COST AND BUDGET 
The proposed legislation can be accommo­

dated within the authorized amounts of the 
President's budget for FY 1974. The FY 1974 
budget estimate includes $227.5 million of the 
estimated total DoD cost. The balance of $4.8 
million will be absorbed within the FY 1974 
funds available to the military departments. 

5-YEAR COST ESTIMATE 

[In millions of dollars) 

Fiscal year-

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

ProposaL __ _____ __ __ __ 215.3 215.7 209.4 206.1 200.2 
Saved pay ___ __ __ ____ __ 17.0 19.5 19.4 10.4 2.5 

Total DOD cost__ _ 232.3 235.2 228.8 216.5 202.7 
Net cost change __ -4.8 -13.0 -12.4 -4.4 +4.1 

In addition, savings from potential reten­
tion improvements have not been included 
in the estimate above; thus, savings may ap-

pear sooner and be more significant than 
shown here. 

Sincerely, 
J. FRED BUZHARDT. 

THE FAMOUS RANDALL REPORT ON 
AMERICA'S MILITARY COMMIT­
MENTTONATO 
<Mr. STRATTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, in view 
of the current interest in both the House 
and the Senate in our military commit­
ment to NATO, and especially in view of 
some of the efforts being made in the 
House Democratic caucus and in the 
other body to force a unilateral reduction 
of American forces assigned to NATO 
and stationed in Europe, I believe it 
would be of great assistance to all Mem­
bers to be able to read the very excellent 
report on this whole NATO subject pre­
pared and submitted in July 1971 by a 
subcommittee of the Armed Services 
Committee headed by our distinguished 
colleague from Missouri (Mr. RANDALL). 
Accordingly, I am including the text of 
this excellent report in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been universally 
agreed that the Randall report is the 
most thorough and penetrating analysis 
of our NATO commitment ever made by 
a committee of Congress. Its conclusions 
deserve to be very carefully considered in 
connection with any proposals to effect 
unilateral force reductions on our part. 

I especially invite the attention of 
Members to the subcommittee's recom­
mendation for the creation of a common 
NATO fund to meet the admittedly se­
rious problems of balance of payments 
deficits arising out of our stationing of 
American troops in Europe. This propos­
al, made 2 years ago, is now being put 
forward with great enthusiasm by the 
administration, as well as by others, and 
I believe it is another idea whose time 
has finally come. Here is that idea, Mr. 
Speaker, as first proposed to Congress, 
in the Randall report. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just point out one 
other thing and that is that the text 
which follows actually represents an up­
dating of the July 1971 report in terms 
of the relevant statistics. The committee 
staff has done this up-dating, based on 
figures that are current as of July 1, 
1973. 

The report follows: 
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
August 15, 1972. 

Hon. F. EDWARD HEBERT, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 

House of Representatives, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith the report of the Special 
Subcommittee on NATO Commitments, en­
titled "The American Commitment to 
NATO." 

The members of the Subcommittee appre­
ciate the opportunity to have been of service 
to the Committee in this undertaking. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. RANDALL, 

Chairman, Special Subcommittee on 
NATO Commitments. 

THE AMERICAN COMMITMENT TO NATO 
(Report of the Special Subcommittee on 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization Com­
mitments) 

l. INTRODUCTION 
"Much of the intense difficulty of our time 

is in nature conceptual, and it a.rises from 
a massive misstatement of our problem."­
Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

The desire for change is frequently accom­
panied by the compulsion to simplify. The 
desire for fundamental changes in the U.S. 
position in the world, growing out of na­
tional anxieties not generated by our NATO 
involvement, has brought about considerable 
questioning and debate over the U.S. military 
presence on the European Continent and the 
U.S. contribution to NATO. It is perhaps not 
surprising that, since the questioning is often 
inspired by an objective independent of the 
future of NATO, the problem is poorly stated 
and the situation grossly oversimplified. 

Thus the question is usually put simply: 
How much can we reduce the number of our 
troops in NATO? Statements are made to the 
effect that various numbers of support forces 
could be withdrawn without weakening 
NATO or that large numbers of combat and 
support forces--up to half-could be with­
drawn and the Europeans could easily and 
effectively replace them. The question is fre­
quently posed in the form of a non sequitur: 
Why do we need 310,000 troops in Europe 
25 years after the end of World War II? 

The subcommittee notes that the problem 
is almost always stated in terms of number 
of troops in Europe. 

The subcommittee certainly does not dis­
courage questions being raised about the 
American commitment to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. The subcommittee rec­
ognizes that as the times change, the com­
mitment and the situation which engendered 
it must be reviewed and reexamined. Since 
the subject has been somewhat neglected 
in national councils in the past, present de­
bate is engendering more than normal dif­
ficulties. Some of the restudying being done 
in regard to NATO should have been done 
years ago, and some of the revisions being 
made are being started much later than they 
should have. 

The existence of this special subcommittee 
is evidence of the urgency to reexamine our 
NATO commitment. The work of the sub­
committee represents the first major effort 
to reexamine the military side of the com­
mitment in the House in many years, and the 
subcommittee is aware of no other study by 
a House subcommittee that has gone into the 
subject in such depth at any time since 
NATO was organized 24 years ago. Indeed 
the subcommittee believes that certain prob­
lems in NATO are caused by continuing neg­
lect at high executive branch levels, as will 
be discussed later on in this report. 

The questions before the Congress 
The subcommittee does not believe that 

the Congress can properly discharge its na­
tional-policy function in regard to Europe 
by simply debating a supposedly desirable 
level of troops in Europe. 

The U.S. commitment to NATO cannot be 
expressed simply in terms of numbers of 
ground troops. It is expressed also in terms 
of naval forces, air forces, the strategic nu­
clear umbrella, dollar commitments, and last, 
but certainly not least, a spiritual commit­
ment-a commitment of national will. The 
questions the Congress must address are: 

Is the NATO military alliance still needed 
and still justified? 

If it is, what should be the level of U.S. 
commitment to that alliance? 

If changes should be made, how should 
they be made? 

And what advantages and what risks are 
involved in changes? 

The subcommittee wishes to say at the 
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outset that in making its recommendations 
it eschews the temptation to opt for cosmetic 
change that would presumably appease poli­
tical sentiment in the United States. The 
possib111ty of withdrawing something on the 
order of 10,000 to 20,000 men from Europe is 
one of those ideas that have a surface attrac­
tiveness and that grow more intoxicating in 
political seasons. But on close examination 
such a move could have results that might 
weaken the Alliance out of proportion to 
the number of men withdrawn; and the sav­
ings, if any, would be extremely modest. 

The f:ubcommittee does believe that the 
United States is carrying a disproportionate 
share of the NATO cost and that some bur- . 
den-shifting must take place. However, troop 
replacement is neither the most feasible 
method nor the most beneficial to our own 
interests. The subcommittee will make rec­
ommendations 1n the course of this report 
for fundamental changes in the way of fi­
nancing the Alliance's military deployments 
which could relieve the most burdensome 
aspect of the commitment for the United 
States. 

Scope of the inquiry 
The Special Subcommittee on North At• 

lantlc Treaty Organization Commitments 
was appointed on July 27, 1971, and was di­
rected by the chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services "to inquire into the com­
mitments of the United States in support of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, in­
cluding troop commitments and the ability 
to meet such commitments." The subcom­
mittee interpreted its charter in the broadest 
sense, giving primary emphasis to major poli­
cies in regard to the level of U.S. commit­
ment to the Alliance and the comparative 
burden-sharing among the Allies. The sub­
committee also reviewed the capability of 
U.S. forces and other NATO forces to fulfill 
their missions. 

The subcommittee held its initial public 
hearing on October 14, 1971, following an ex­
tensive series of background brietlngs. The 
study included 17 hearings in the United 
States, 9 of them open hearings; and 17 
hearings held in the course of two visits to 
American bases and NATO installations in 
Europe. In the course of the inquiry the sub­
committee visited 9 European countries; 
visited every major U.s. commander in 
Europe as well as NATO's major commander 
in the United States, Supreme Allied Com­
mander, Atlantic, located at Norfolk, Vir­
ginia; and visited with U.S. troops in the 
field in Europe. 

The subcommittee listened to 34 major 
witnesses. In addition to senior officials from 
the Department of State and the Department 
of Defense, it heard from such distinguished 
former Government leaders as the Honorable 
George W. Ball, former Under Secretary of 
State; the Honorable John J. McCloy, Chair­
man of the General Advisory Committee on 
Arms Control and Disarmament and former 
U.S. Military Governor and High Commis­
sioner for Germany; and Gen Lauris Norstad, 
former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe. 
The subcommittee also received testimony 
from academic leaders such as Dr. Timothy 
W. Stanley, Executive Vice President, Inter­
national Economic Policy Association; Dr. 
Morton H. Halperin, Senior Fellow, The 
Brookings Institution; and Dr. David P. Cal­
leo, Professor and Director of European 
Studies and Research Associate, Washington 
Center of Foreign Policy Research. A com­
plete list of witnesses appears in the appen­
dix of this report. 

From the Defense Intelligence Agency and 
from commanders in Europe the subcommit­
tee received extensive classified material con­
cerning Warsaw Pact forces as well as the 
capabilities of U.S. and other NATO forces. 

The printed hearings, which cover 1,095 
pages, will prove a valuable source of de­
tailed information for those who truly wish 

a. better understanding of the problems fac­
ing the Alliance. 

To the extent feasible, the subcommittee 
reviewed problems within the U.S. forces in 
Europe which might have an impact on the 
readiness of those forces; however, the sub­
committee wishes to make clear that because 
of the importance of its primary objective 
there was not time to make an exhaustive 
study of all of tl~e areas where problems have 
arisen. 

The subcommittee will, in the course of 
this report. however, have some brief recom­
mendations to make regarding improved liv­
ing conditions for U.S. forces in Europe. Some 
problems not peculla.r to Europe, but which 
have surfaced there, have been studied by 
other subcommittees of this committee or 
the Congress; i.e., drugs. 

At the meeting where the subcommittee 
report was adopted, the vote was 4 to o. How­
ever, the remaining member of the subcom­
mittee has submitted minority views which 
are included in this report. 

II. THE NEED FOR NATO 

"The many acting together can achieve a 
result which if they acted separately would 
be beyond the reach of any or of all."­
President Dwight D. Eisenhower 

The value of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization would appear to be self-evident 
and its continuation beyond question. But 
perhaps the lack of reiteration of the neces­
sity and value of the Alliance and the impor­
tance of the American contribution to the 
Alliance has led to its being widely ques­
tioned, often in irrational terms. Proposals 
are sometimes made based on assumptions 
which seem to ignore some simple, elemental 
truths about NATO's existence. 

NATO has been, to a certain extent, a. vic­
tim of its own success. NATO has been the 
longest, the most important and the most 
successful military alliance in our history. 
It has kept pace in Western Europe; the 
NATO area has had 25 years without a war. 
Under the protection provided by NATO 
most of the countries of the Alliance have 
achieved not only economic recovery from 
World War II, but a high level of prosperity 
in recent years. The nations of Western 
Europe have achieved an economic and po­
litical unity previously unrealized in Euro­
pean history. More important, NATO pro­
vides the environment for moving toward 
a. greater unity in the future which is the 
best long-range hope of providing Western 
European security without extensive U.S. 
participation. 

The nations of Western Europe are pro­
tected from Soviet pressure in a way that 
would simply be impossible if they were not 
united militarily. 

The need for NATO then is a paradox, as 
any successful deterrent 1s a. paradox-its 
existence eliminates the necessity for its use. 

As General Goodpaster told the .subcom­
mittee: 

"It is a little hard to understand. People. 
as;k me, 'Do you think there is going to be 
a war in Europe?' And I say that really, I 
don't think there is going to be a war in 
Europe, because I think we are going to 
have sense enough to keep up the strength 
of our forces here; and as long as we do, I 
think the chances are very, very low that we 
will have a war, either a deliberate one or 
one the Soviets will stumble into. They are 
not interested in stumbling into something 
that would risk their devastation. 

"But 'so long as we maintain our forces,' 
that is the key to the thing. And what we 
are telling people. then, is to maintain 
forces for a war that probably won't occur. 
And the paradox is, as I put it sometimes, if 
you have got the strength, you don't need it; 
but if you haven't got it, you need it." 

The dangers of Finlandization 
One only has to look at the map to realize 

that war alone is not the only thing that 

NATO prevents. Equally, it forestalls the loss 
of freedom through Soviet pressure without 
having to resort to war. Many of the smaller 
nations of Western Europe, no matter how 
brave, no matter how determined, could not 
stand up to Soviet pressure if they were left 
alone.- The gradual Finlandization of many of 
these countries, the slow absorption into the 
Soviet hegemony, would be virtually inevita­
ble without collective defense. 

The value of a free Western Europe to the 
United States would appear to be equally 
self-evident. Without the independence and 
seour!ty that NATO provides, the U.S. posi­
tion m the world, strategically and economi­
cally, would be seriously reduced. 

After consideration of the freedom of the 
citizens of Western Europe themselves, it 
should not be forgotten that the nations of 
the NATO Alliance constitute the principal 
world market for U.S. industry outside the 
United States. And no other area of the 
world could replace that market. 

The long-term U.S. industrial investment 
in Western Europe is estimated at $30 bil­
lion. In cooperating to ensure the success of 
NATO, we are, among other things, providing 
a. security for critically important American 
economic interests. 

As will be shown later in this report, the 
Western European nations provide the major 
portion of the men, the airplanes and the 
naval forces of the Alliance. If the Alliance 
did not exist, the cost to the United states 
to keep up its strategic position would in­
crease in some areas, most notably in the 
maintenance of naval forces. And regardless 
of how much the expenditure for U.S. forces 
were increased, the strategic position of the 
United States would be inevitably weakened. 

I~ is without question, therefore, that the 
Alliance must continue. It is equally appar­
ent that at the present time the Alliance 
cannot continue without a substantial u.s. 
contribution. 

The subcommittee must point out that no 
responsible person from whom it has heard 
no witness, or no published critic of America'~ 
role in Europe, has proposed dismantling the 
Alliance. The proposals of some critics might 
result in the dissolution of the Alliance, but 
such is not the stated intention of any of 
those making proposals. 

The question is what should the U.S. con­
tribution be to the continuation of the Al­
liance. And each proposal for change must 
be examined in the light of the risk involved 
for the permanence of the structure. The 
subcommittee, therefore, has attempted to 
take the long view. It may be that some of 
the proposals for reductions in U.S. forces tn 
Western Europe would work. But the sub­
committee has repeatedly asked itself: What 
are the risks involved in taking such actions 
compared to alternate actions which may be 
taken at lesser risk and which would prove 
of equal or greater benefit to the United 
States in terms of the burden it carries? It 
is for this reason the subcommittee has em­
phasized, as stat_ed earlier, that the commit­
ment must not be looked at just in terms 
of troop levels, but in terms of all forces 
and of monetary and intangible contribu: 
tions. 

III. THE NATURE OF THE THREAT 

"None of us are opposed to a detente, but 
it ought to be a true detente. And how do 
you get a true detente? That means the other 
fellow gives up his aim of acting against you 
and he reduces the capability that he has to 
act against you. When he has done that, then 
we can hear him talklng."-Gen. Andrew J. 
Goodpaster. 
It has been said that a "threat" is the 

product of capabilities joined to intentions. 
The present tendency is to judge the threat 
basically in terms of intentions and not of 
capabilities. In what is said to be the new 
environment of detente, where hopeful signs 
of more stable relations in Europe have ap-

( 
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peared, there is the tendency on the part of 
many intelligent people to assume that the 
Soviet Union is entirely reconciled to the 
status quo and no longer retains any long­
range hunger for hegemony o-oor Western 
Europe. In some quarters detent.e is viewed 
not as a result that grew out of .strength, .but 
as a reason for beginning the dismantling of 
that strength. Such a view grows. as the 
Honorable George W. Ball told the subcom­
mittee, out of "the normal desire .of people 
to achieve that state of grace which is vague­
ly thought of as 'normality'-as though there 
could .be anythin,g normal in a world where 
one-third of the world's population is .still 
locked behind an Iron Curtain .ana the wall 
still stands in Berlin." 

The question, "Why do we need .300,000 
troops in Western Europe a quarter century 
.after the close of World War ill?" is a. non 
sequitur. The American forces ,are in Europe 
not to fight an old war, but to prevent a. 
new one. 

The sulx:ommittee sought to determine 
whether the threat to NATO has decreased 
or whether proposals for reductions in our 
NATO forces have been based on the supposl­
tion that the danger of war has decreased 
because Soviet intentions have changed. 

There has been no evidence, in fact no 
claims made, that Soviet capabilities have 
decreased. The evidence from our bearings 
both in this country and in Eur.ope, and in­
deed from outside witnesses as well, .has been 
that SOviet capabilities have Increased. Soviet 
and Warsaw Pact forces in the central region 
have not decreased in strength, and over 
the years their equipment has been con­
siderably modernized to substantially im­
prove their fighting power. SOviet naval 
forces on the southern .and northern flanks 
ha;ve .been dramatically strengthened, both in 
numbers and quality, and are ever more 
active. 

'The subcommittee studied the Warsaw 
Pact forces and the development of those 
forces both in hearings in this country and 
in meetings with military commanders in 
Europe. The great bulk of the information 
gathered by the subcommittee must neces­
sarily remain classified. The following is a 
brief., unclassified rundown of Warsaw P.act 
forces. 

Dimension of the threa-t 
The threat the Pact forces pose .spans the 

.spectrum of modern warfa11e-ftlom the 

.strategic to the tactical-from air warfare 
to the under-the-sea variety. 

Soviet forces make up approximately 45 
percent of the total Warsaw Pact torces in 
peacetime and would make up '75 percent ·in 
wartime. It is important to note, hG>w.ever, 
that all Warsaw Pact :for.ces have the adva.n.­
tage of standardization-in military doc­
trine, operational procedures and equip­
ment-imposed by Soviet commanders and 
instructors. 

Nuclear forces 
'The Soviet strategic rocket forces and nav:y 

would support warsaw Pact operations in 
Europe. At the nuclear strategic force level, 
the Soviets have available for targeting in 
Western Europe over 600 intercontinental, 
intermediate- and medium-range ballistic 
missiles, submarine-launched missiles, .as 
weli as equally impressive numbers of me­
dium bombers stationed in the western 
U.S.S.R. At the tactical nuclear level the 
Soviets have increased their delivery capabil­
ity and number of weapons that would be 
available to support a conventional offensive. 

Central Europe 
In the area of East GermaDy, Poland, 

Czechoslovakia, and Hungary the ,soviets 
have stationed about 15 tank divisions with 
an equivalent number of mechanized divi­
sions. This present total of about ·ao divisions 
represents a net increase in the last 10 years 
by a total of '5 divisions (those now stationed 

in Czechoslovakia) . These ground forces are 
supported by about 4 Soviet tactical air 
armies as well as an array ,of .artillery and 
other combat-support units. 

In this central and perhaps most important 
area of Soviet •interest {•at least in terms of 
forces earmarked for operations in a specific 
area.), the Eastern European countries of 
.East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and 
Hungary add ali>out 25 high-readiness divi­
sions and at least 10 more of reduced man­
ning and equipment. After a relatively short 
period of time the Soviets with their East­
ern European allies could amass in this -area. 
more than 80 divisions, with well o:ver a mil­
lion men., ,supported by more than 1'9,000 
tanks and well over 2,500 tactical aircraift. 

To provide tactical nuclear support il'or 4ihis 
force in ,the central European .area, there 
would be an ·augmentation of the present 
complement of tactical nuclear launchers to 
bring their total numb:er up to well over 
500. Artillery pieces in this centrai ar-ea 
would number about~Q,OOO ~number includes 
ilaunchers--,multiple tube and hea:vy .mor­
tars) . 'This \Concentr-ation, generally <oppGSirte 
West Germany, has necessitated stationing in 
the Federal Republic .of Germany the for.ces 
rof 6 Allies •(Britain, F~ance, Belgium, Canada, 
the Netherlands, -and !the United :States~ to 
bolster the West -German Armed Forces. 

Nortihern sect@r 
In the North, as part ·of ·an offensive 

against NATO, ithe Soviets would probably 
move against the northern province of Nor­
way. There are approximately 10 Soviet divi­
sions in varying degrees of readiness located 
in the Leningrad military district which 
would be available for 'an operation '8.ga·inst 
NATO. These forces would be .suppor.ted !by a. 
:small tactical air force and have ,supporting 
forces similar to those -in the centra ~region. 
Two of these divisions are stationed normally 
In an area opposite northern Norway; the 
remaining ground forces could be in position 
lt"eady for an -attack on Northern Norway well 
within the time limit required by their eoun-

. terparts in the central11egion. The totai force 
would probably number well over 1!>0.:000 
men. 

In the waters off the northern tip of Nor­
way the Soviet Northern Fleet 'has ye-ar­
round access to the ice-free Barents and 
Norwegian 'SealS. 'Thls fieet numbers well o:ver 
150 large ·surface w.arships and general­
purpose submari:n.es and over 200 ·aircraft. 
The fleet, operating from this base .a.r.ea, 
would provide the main Soviet threat to 
NATO shipping in the Atlantic and could 
attack NATO naval and amphibious .forces 
committed to European operations. Norway 
would be 'Strategically imporvant to the so­
viets in an attack against N:ATO as a secure 
land base /for this meet; ,the Allies would then 
be denied :a base of 0peratlon to interdict 
the Soviet fleet 'Close Ito its hGme. 

The Sovlet Ba'ltic Fleet 'has the mission 'Of 
controlling the Baltic 'Sea and its approaches. 
This fleet ·numbers over 70 large surface 
warships and submarines and over 150 
aircraft. 

Southern sector 
The Warsaw Pact Gperations against 

NATO's southern region may Include forces 
from Bulgaria and possibly RO<mania, as well 
as the Soviet Union. The Bulgarian and Ro­
manian ground forces number o~r 1'5 di­
visions. The Soviets could reinforce their 
Eastern European satellites in this area with 
more than 5 divisions foT operations .against 
Greece and Turkish Thrace. The key .stra­
tegic areas would, ·of ccmrse, tbe the Bosporus 
and Dardanelles. Additionally, the Soviets 
could launch an attack in Easterl!l. Turkey 
w1th more than 15 divlslons. 

Soviet frontal aviation with their Bulgarian 
counterparts (Romanians have ·only national 

air .defense forces) could support the attack 
with several hundred aircraft. The Black 
Sea Floot and the Soviet Mediterranean 
'Squadron provide the naval contingent of 
the Warsaw Pact threat -against the southern 
flank of NATO. The Black Sea Fleet ·numbers 
over 80 large 'Surfac:e warships and sub­
marines. The Black Sea Fleet air force has 
over 200 ·combat-ready aircraft including a 
number of antiship-missile-equipped Badg­
ers. 'This fleet provides some of the logistic 

.suppo~t for the Soviet Mediterranean 
Squadron. 

The 'Soviet Mediterranean Squadron has 
numbered between 45 and 55 ships of various 
types wit.h peaks up to near~y 70. The typical 
composition of this squadron is: 16-19 sur­
face combatants including 1 or 2 cruisers, 
guid·ed-missile frigates and destroyer types; 
minesweepers :and tank landing ships; about 
10 submarines; and a group of logistic sup­
port units. The ·sur:face-to-·surfa<:e missiles 
-o-:n Soviet .ships and submarines provide a 
particularly .serious threat to the 6th Fleet. 
Amphibious units could carry a naval in­
fantry battalion landing team. Support for 
the squadron is primarily derived from the 
effective use of fleet ,anchorages and sec­
ondarily through the use of f.acmties in the 
UAR and Syria. 

The Soviets maintain mGre than 20 divi­
sions in the inter«>r areas of the U.S.S.R. 
west of the Ural Mountains as a strategic 
ground-force reserve. This force would add 
more than 200,000 troops, over 5,000 tanks 
and hundreds of combat aircraft to the battle 
area if committed. 

Summary 
The Warsaw Pact maintains over 55 divi­

sions in Germany, Poland, and Czechoslo­
vakia, most of which could be combat ready 
in less than 2 days. On the NATO flanks 
there are almost ro divisions that could be 
available for -combat 'Operations .against 
NATO ~n the same time iframe. After several 
weeks of preparation an additional 65 or 
more divisions could be available for opera­
tions against NATO, supported by tactical 
equipment .and lar.ge formations <>f artillery 
,and rocket forces. The Soviet .forces .are being 
modernized. The Soviet tactical nuclear ca­
pability continues to improve. 

The Warsaw Pact force does have weak­
nesses prima·rtl,y 'in its ma•intenance and sup­
port area. About ha.U Df the Warsaw Pa:ct 
divisiGns need ·extensive filler personnel and 
<equipment to li>ring these formations to com­
ibat readiness. Additional~y. -some question 
the reliability of the E~tern Europea.l!l armed 
iforces which may not necessarily and whole­
heartedly .support .Soviet forces in an active 
military <Confrontation with the West. 

The Warsaw Pact force ls offensiv,e­
•oriented; its size and posture go beyond any 
reascmable anCil conservative ,estimate based 
on Western military judgment of what wouid 
be required to defend Eastern Europe and 
the U.S.S.R. 

The military <Capacity ·of the Warsaw Pact 
poses the historical kind of threat that large 
.standing military forces have always posed 
for their weaker neighbors. Smaller nations 
have been .more inclined, historically, to ac­
·Commodate the political and economic poli­
cies of nations witlil impressive military 
sta:nding forces. An exception to this histori­
cal accommodation process has been allowed 
by the peacetime alliance of NATO. 

One other point is worth noting. Althou,gh 
NATO's capability has increased in the last 
ifew years, the military risk to the Alliance is 
g11eater now that it was ·5 or 10 years ago. The 
improv-ement in the political atmosphere has 
already been .taken into account in deter­
mining the minimlllll level of forces required 
to meet the threat. Any reasonable Interpre­
tation or conditions, therefore, would suggest 
that the strength of NATO as a whole should 
not be Independently reduced. 
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XV. NATO'S Mll.ITARY STRUCTURE AND THE 

RELATIVE BALANCE OF FORCES 

The extensive public debate on American 
forces in Europe has sometimes led to the 
impression that the United States makes the 
main contribution of strength to the NATO 
Alliance. Such is not the case. The Allies 
contribute 90 percent of the manpower, 80 
percent of the naval power (in terms of num­
bers of vessels) and 75 percent of the air-
power of NATO. · 

The subcommittee examined in great de­
tail the relative effort made by the European 
members of NATO and talked extensively 
with military commanders about the readi­
ness and capability of European NATO forces. 
The following table provides in unclassified 
form a rundown of NATO forces: 

MAJOR FORCES- NATO t 

GROUND FORMATIONS 

Northern and 

Ground forces available to commanders 
in peacetime (in division equivalents): 

Armored •••• _____ ••••••• __ •••••• .: 
Infantry, mechanized and airborne .• 

Tanks: Main battle tanks in operational 
service-Peacetime. ____ •••• -------.: 

Aircraft-Tactical aircraft in operational 
service: Light bombers. ____ ______________ .; 

Fighter/ground attack ••••••••••••• 
Interceptors •••. _ ••••••••••••••••• 
Reconnaissance ••••••••••••••••••• 

NAVAL FORCES 

Central Southern 
Europe Europe 

9 6 
15 31 

6, 000 2,100 

64 ••.. ••• •. ; 
1, 200 450 

400 250 
400 150 

Category: 
Attack carriers ••• ~.......................... 8 
ASW carriers ••••••• -·--·-----------------·- 4 
Surface attack: Cruisers/destroyers........... 10 
Antisubmarine: Destroyers, frigates, escorts.... 280 
Motor torpedo gunboats_____________________ 136 
Attack submarines: 

Nuclear. •••• ---- •• __ ••••• _------ ______ ; 35 
Diesel: 

Long/medium range................... 90 
Short range....... . .. . ............. 60 

For the general reader the following un­
classified comparisons, taken from material 
issued by the Institute for Strategic Studies 
in London, should prove of interest. 

FORCE COMPARISONS 

NATOt 
approx­

imate 

Number of divisions 

Type of division figures 

Warsaw 
Pact 

approx­
imate 

figures NAT02 
Warsaw 

Pact 

Armored: 
Men ••••••••••• 
Tanks a •..••••• 

Mechanized/ 
motorized 
infantry: 
Men ••••••••••• 
Tanks a •••••••• 

Light infantry: 
Men ••••••••••• 
Tanks .•••••••• 

Airborne: Men ••• 

14, 500 8, 250 14 61 
300 325 ------·-·········-·· 

15, 500 10, 000 21% 94 
250 175 ···--···----··--·--· 

17,000 ·-·------.: 23 _________ .; 
50 ---.-- ... -· --- .. --------------

10, 000 7, 000 1% 8 

1 The divisional formation varies from country to country in 
numbers of men and firepower, but by and large they are modeled 
on a structure of 3 brigades. 

2 French land forces in Federal Republic of Germany and in 
Metropolitan France are excluded. 

a In global terms, the ratio of main battle tanks between NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact stands at about 1:3. 

Note: As regards conventional artillery, the Warsaw Pact have 
a definite margin of superiority in firepower. 

NATO 
approx-

Warsaw (Of which imate 
Categories figures Pact U.S.S.R.I) 

Tactical aircraft in operational 
64 280 230 service: Light bombers .••• 

Fi1hterjground attack •••••••• 1, 650 1, 520 1,150 
nterceptors •••• ____ •••••• 650 3, 050 1, 550 

Reconnaissance •••• _____ •• 550 540 340 

TotaL ••.••••• --------- 2, 914 5, 390 3, 270 

nuclear weapons have to be used, or more 
desirably, during which the enemy will be 
presented with the emphatic demand to 
remove his forces or face nuclear attack. 

It should be understood that while the 
flexible-response theory calls for using con­
ventilmal forces as long as appropriate, the 
theory is not to be confused with that of 
gradual escalation, which has proven to be 
illusionary. The subcommittee satisfied itself 
very clearly on this point in discussion with 
the Supreme Allied Commander, General 
Goodpaster. 

It is also important to note that the 
flexible-response theory allows appropriate 
forces for stopping the kinds of incursions 
that might occur short of a general assault. 
The prospects of war ru·e generally viewed 
in terms of a massive attack across the Ger­
man border by all of the Warsaw Pact forces. 
If there were not strong, united NATO forces 
prepared to respond, a more likely action 
would be movement by a small force against 
one country or one section of a country, fol­
lowing some real or trumped-up provoca­
tion, with the hope that forces could move 
in quickly to take over a certain amount of 
territory and then present Western leader­
ship with a fait accompli and thus the aw­
ful choice of surrendering the territory 
already lost or resorting to nuclear weapons 
which threaten far greater destruction there 
and elsewhere. 

It has to be conceded that we have no as­
surance that conventional forces will hold 
out indefinitely. It may be that after a pe­
riod of time in a general attack the only 
way to stop advancing Warsaw Pact forces 
would be with the use of tactical nuclear 
weapons. 

NATO planning recognizes this, and it is 
important that the leaders in the Kremlin 
recognize it. 

It is for this reason that the subcommittee 
stressed in the beginning that the NATO 

1 There are also large number of aircraft stationed in western commitment is, as much as anything, a com­
U.S.S.R., under national command, which have not been in- mitment of national will. Although there 
eluded in these tables. Aircraft of the U.S. Air Forces, stationed would be strong reasons to restrain the Soviet 
in the United States and programed to reinforce NATO forces, 
are also excluded from the tables. · ~ ~ leadership from escalating the war to a 

strategic nuclear exchange--among other 
The present NATO forces could be expected reasons, because of the foreseeable destruc-

t Figures exclude France. to deny the enemy-to use Winston Church- tion of the Russian homeland-nobody can 
ill's words-"the fruits of war without the say with any certainty what stability could 

Relative balance of forces cost of war." In essence NATO presents the be assured once nuclear weapons were used. 
There have been widely differing public in- other side with the sobering prospect that he But the subcommittee is persuaded that 

terpretations of the relative balance of forces faces the high probability that he will gain this strategy is the most logical in terms of 
between the Warsaw Pact and NATO, vary- nothing without suffering the heavy cost of defending and preserving western Europe. 
ing from those who say, on the one extreme, war and the longer the struggle, the greater Anything that adds to the possibility of 
that NATO forces are superior to Warsaw the punishment, including the eventual dev- preventing nuclear warfare, anything that 
Pact forces (and hence, U.S. troops could astating power of nuclear weapons if that gives to the President a better alternative, 
safely be withdrawn) to, on the other ex- is what it takes. that gives to him some additional measure 
treme, those who say that the Warsaw Pact Flexible-response strategy of time in that terrible moment when the 
advantage is so great that the NATO conven- Prior to 1967 the strategy of the Alliance decision on nuclear response must be made, 
tional strategy is not viable even with the was based on so-called limited nuclear war- is worth the price. 
present substantial U.S. forces in Europe fare. The strategy acknowledged that NATO v. u.s. TROOPS IN EUROPE 
(and hence, U.S. forces might just as well be t h f 
withdrawn). forces would go immediately o t e use o Two points should be understood at the 

The subcommittee discussed with military tactical nuclear weapons as necessary. The vi- outset in discussing the frequently asked 
commanders the relative balance of forces in ability of such a strategy was always open to question, "why do we have 300,000 U.S. troops 
terms of manpower and, more importantly, question. It must be remembered that the in Western Europe": 
of relative firepower. Much of this discus- difference between a tactical nuclear weapon ' (1) There is nothing sacrosanct about the 
sion concerns sensitive military information and a strategic nuclear weapon depends a present number of U.S. combat forces com­
and must remain classified. The sum and little bit on where you are standing when mitted to NATO. 
substance, however, is that the Warsaw Pact the mushroom cloud forms. What might be (2) We do not have 300,000 combat troops 
has superior forces but the margin is not a tactical nuclear weapon for someone in in Western Europe; we have about 260,000 in 
so great that it prevents the NATO forces the United States or Great Britain would the combat and combat support roles com­
from presenting a very real deterrent to ag- be a strategic nuclear weapon for a European mitted to NATO. 
gressive action. In terms of pure numbers, in in the forward area. There are about 310,000 American military 
many areas of comparison the forces con- · Thus far in every cold-war crisis American personnel in Europe, but some 50,000 are 
fronting NATO are two or three times greater Presidents have found that almost any al- personnel in a variety of assignment and 
than NATO in-place forces. In tanks, for ternative is preferable to the use of nuclear billets not directly tied to NATO. The 50,000 
example, the Pact has a 3-to-1 advantage, we:~~~\967 NATO strategy has been based is made up, generally speaking, of small 
which is only partially offset by superior on a theory of flexible response, sometimes numbers assigned to a variety of tasks, the 
NATO antitank capability, In numbers of referred to as "the pause strategy." The major categories being communications and 
aircraft the advantage is about 3 to 2. In theory intends that NATO will have the flex- security. 
some instances qualitative advantages on the ibilty to respond with a level of power neces- In determining whether the number of 
part of NATO forces make up for lack of sary to check the enemy; and part and parcel forces maintained in Europe can be reduced, 
numbers, but this should not be overstated. of the strategy is that adequate conven- the subcommittee realized that the answer is 
In addition, there are also some areas where tional forces can hold the enemy for at least inextricably tied to the question of whether 
NATO forces would be at a disadvantage be- a limited period of time and give the leader- the total number of U.S. forces oriented 
cause of the use of older equipment. ship time in which to determine whether toward NATO and therefore the total num-
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ber of active-duty U.S. forces could be 
reduced. 

Total ground forces committed .to NATO 
The United States presently has 4~ Army 

divisions in Europe plus 2% divisions in 
this country for which equipment is pre­
positioned in Europe and airlift is available 
for immediate deployment in time of crisis. 
In addition, the United States is committed 
to provide additional numbers of divisions 
within 30 days, additional numbers beyond 
that in 60 days and further numbers in 90 
days in line with agreed-upon NATO strat­
egy. 

The forces that are committed to NATO 
include 9 of a total of 13 Army divisions. 

Thus the NATO-oriented force·s take up a 
substantia1 part of the U.S. active-duty 
Army. For example, some of the forces com­
mitted in principle towards NATO are 
actually now stationed in the Pacific; and 
some of the forces would have to come out 
of our Reserve and National Guard divisions. 

Our international treaty commitments re­
quire us to maintain certain forces to be 
available in times of emergency in those 
parts vf the world where we have such com­
mitruents. There is a real question of whether 
there would simply be enough forces to meet 
contingencies that could arise .simultane­
ously; that is, both in a NATO area and in 
another part of the world where a crisis 
might be related to a NATO crisis. 

By the end of fiscal year 1973 the U.S. 
Armed Forces had been reduced by more 
than 1.2 million men below what they were 
at the end of fiscal year 1968. The reduction 
in the U.S. Armed Forces will be equal to 
more than twice the total number of men 
that were in Vietnam at the high point of 
our military involvement. 

The U.S. Army now numbers below 850,000 
men, less than half the size of the Soviet 
Army. As it began fiscal year 1973, the U.S. 
Army numbered 13 divisions. In recent testi­
mony before the full Committee on Armed 
Services, the Chief of Staff of the Army said 
that 1 Y2 of these divisions were under­
manned. By contrast, the Russians maintain 
about 40 divisions on the Chinese border 
alone. 

In considering our worldwide treaty com­
mitments and in the absence of any marked 
revision in those treaties, it does not seem 
to the subcommittee the facts justify a sub­
stantial reduction of the total number of 
active-duty Army personnel below what is 
presently planned for fiscal year 1973. The 
subcommittee notes that Subcommittee No. 
2 of -the Committee on Armed Services, after 
extensive review earlier this year, determined 
that na reduction should be made beyond 
the manpower levels requested in the fiscal 
year 1973 budget. 

It would seem, therefore, that no persua­
sive argument can be made for both bring­
ing forces back from Europe and demabiliz­
ing them. Such an unwarrantecl cut would 
leave the Army unable to carry out its strate­
gic commitment for active forces. 

Maintaining NATO forces in t'ILe United, 
States 

In this regard the subcom.mittee notes that 
most of the critics of our position in Europe 
advocate withdrawing troops from the Con­
tinent. But the subcommittee has seen na 
vaHd, documented argument maintaining 
that the total number of U.S. forces avail­
able for a NATO confiict in time of actual 
war can or should be reduced. 

[n determining whether ta main.tain the 
troops in Europe or to maintain them in. the 
United States-since it is evident that with­
drawal does not mean demobilizatian-three 
things have ·to be considered: 

(1) the military advantage .of haying the 
troops statio11ed in Europe; 

(2) the psychological impact af withdrawal 
upon the NATO partners.; and 

(3) the effect or cost if troops are with­
drawn; 

The subcommi<ttee has examined many sta­
tistics relating to the costs involved in bring­
ing back and maintaining various gros.s num­
bers of troops in. the United States as com­
pared to maintaining them in Europe. The 
Defense Department generally estimates that 
the cost of maintaining the troops in the 
United States would be higher than the cost 
of maintaining them in Western Europe. A 
large element of this is the cost of hous­
ing, since housing is provided free in Western 
Germany-and Defense states new housing 
would have to be constructed in the United 
States and the cost of maintaining additional 
prepositioned equipment in Europe or main ­
taining additional airlift or sealift. 

The subcommittee has seen some estimates 
which conclude that the cost would be rough­
ly comparable or slightly higher to maintain 
the troops in the United States. The subcom­
mittee has seen no estimates which would in­
dicate that a substantial total budget saving 
would be gained by maintaining troops in the 
United States as compared to maintaining 
them in Europe. 

The subcommittee does not believe it is 
necessary to go through the kind of dazzling 
statistical footwork to which it was treated at 
various points in its hearings. While it ques­
tions some of the costs included in the De­
fense Department estimates, the subcommit­
tee is satisfied that essentially the budgetary 
impact would be, in all probability, a slight 
increase by having the troops in the United 
States or, at the very best, an equal cost in 
terms of the total budget. 

The subcommittee is satisfied that no sig­
nificant amount of saving could be shown by 
simply bringing back the troops to the United 
States and keeping them on active duty here. 

In straight-dollar terms therefore, remov­
ing the troops to the United States is not 
justified. 

There is one substantial cost, however, re­
lated to having those troops in Europe which 
would, of course, be obviated if they were not 
there: This is the balance-of-payments defi­
cit which ensues which is roughly $1.5 billion 
a year. In a later part of this report the sub­
committee discusses how it believes this prob­
lem should be attacked since, as the ensuing 
discussion will show, removal of troops from 
Europe is not one of the most desirable means 
of solving this problem when all of the factors 
involved are considered. 

The psychic epoxy 
It is apparent to anyone who reads the 

newspapers that this is a time of uncertainty 
and reassessment in Western Europe. both in 
terms of its own future and in terms of its 
judgment of the long-range intentions of the 
United States. 

The Presidential missions to Moscow and 
Peking; the great publicity attending pro­
posed cuts in NATO forces in the Senate; 
the revaluation of the dollar and the sus­
pension of redemption of dollars with gold, 
which left some European countries with a 
great store of U.S. dollars; the German Ost­
politik; and the general mood of and great 
desire for detente and for future trade 
with the East; and other developments taken 
together make this the worst of times for a 
unilateral reduction of U.S. forces. 

Everywhere that it traveled the subcom­
mittee was impressed by the deep concern 
felt by European leaders as to the continu­
ing viabiUty of the American commitment. 
Subcommittee members were informed re­
peatedly, both by Europeans and by U.S. 
leaders in the field. that the Europeans 
would consider a substantial U.S. withdrawal 
at the present time as a sign that the Ameri­
cans had decided to pull out of Europe and 
this was the .b.egrnnlng of the process of dis­
engagement. 

All of the American commanders and dip­
lomat~c personnel ln Europe reiterated how 

closely t h e Europeans follow developments 
on the NATO debate in the United States. 
As one commander put it. "They count the 
votes." From the European point of view, the 
direct U.S. negotiations With the Soviets 
concerning strategic armament raise some 
doubt as to the con tinued protection of the 
interests of Western Europe. In strictly mili­
tary terms the conventional defense of West­
ern Europe becomes more important in an 
atmosphere of strategic parity where the 
parity has t h e imprimatur of a treaty. How­
ever, the Europeans need to be reassured that 
in a political sense the importance of West­
ern Europe is not downgraded in U.S. plan­
ning. 

It must also be remembered that the policy 
has been stated by the President that the 
United States will maintain and improve its 
forces in Western Europe and not reduce 
them without reciprocal reductions on the 
part of the Warsaw Pact, given a similar 
effort by our allies. The President, in his 
February 1972 report to Congress, noted: 
"With such mutual reductions now on the 
agenda of East-West diplomacy, this is pre­
cisely the moment not to make unilateral 
cuts in our strength." 'The "existing stra­
tegic balance" which the President gave as 
one of the reasons for our policy has now 
been, to some extent, solidified. The Presi­
dent's statement of policy was also reaffirmed 
by the Secretary of State at the NATO Minis­
terial Conference in December 1971. 

As is acknowledged hereinafter, the NATO 
Allies in the past have neglected to meet 
their NATO commitments and are still, in 
the opinion of the subcommittee, not doing 
all that they should do. At the same time it 
must be acknowledged that over the last 
2¥2 years the Allies have taken significant 
steps to enhance the level of their participa­
tion, particularly through actions taken at 
the ministerial meeting in December 1971. 
This increased e.ffort can significantly im­
prove NATO's military power and deterrent 
capability. A substantial withdrawal by the 
United States, especially if precipitately 
carried out, could encourage an abandon­
ment of these planned improvements by our 
allies and an irresponsible weakening of the 
Alliance. 

Over and over the subcommittee was told 
that even small reductions, if made precip­
itately and unilaterally, would damage U.S. 
credibility with our allies and lead to the 
inevitable conclusion that larger cuts would 
follow. It is an unfortunate fact that the 
kind of modest reductions which, at certain 
times, would be feasible and which were 
made at various times in the 1960's would 
have an adverse psychological impact in the 
present en-yironment out of all proportion 
to the actual military effect of such reduc­
tions. 

It must be remembered that U.S. strate­
gic forces are the bedrock which gives NATO 
conventional forces viability; and European 
ieaders are quite candid in their statement 
that U.S. forces in place in Europe are an 
earnest of the U.S. commitment to defend 
NATO, whatever level of defense is required. 
It must be conceded that without U.S. forces 
in Western Europe, any action against the 
Alliance nations that would require a strate­
gic nuclear response by the United States 
would create enormous pressure to withhold 
such a re'sponse. With U.S. forces of substan­
tial numbers involved in the engagement 
from the beginning, the assurance of a nu-: 
clear response is much less in doubt. 

In short, U.S. forces in place in Europe 
are the psychological epoxy of the Alliance. 
the glue that holds NATO together. 

All of the above is not to say that the 
subcommittee is unalterably opposed to any 
change in our force levels in Europe. Quite 
the contrary is true. The subcommittee dis­
cusses further on in ·this report the pros~ 
pects of mutual and balanced force .reduc-
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tions and of other steps which might even­
tually lead to reduction in European forces. 

Trend in troop deployment 
A study of U.S. troops in Europe will show 

that the trend has been downward. The U.S. 
military personnel in Europe have been re­
duced by over 100,000 from the peak force 
during the Berlin crisis of 1961 to slightly 
over 300,000 now. Current U.S. Army Eu­
rope strength is about 22 percent below the 
level 8 years ago. 

After the 1961 Berlin crisis, a phasedown 
eliminated 15 percent of military an0 civilian 
spaces (reduction completed by the end of 
June 1964). In 1961) the Secretary of Defense 
reduced line-of-communication units, elim­
inating another 4,000 spaces. 

With the withdrawal of :.?ranee from the 
milltary arm of NATO, the U.S. logistics ele­
ment was cut by another 16,000 men. 
. The U.S. dual-basing concept grew out of 
the 1967 trilateral negotiations with the 
United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of 
Germany. The ~nited States and the United 
Kingdom were experiencing unacceptable 
balance-of-payments problems and were 
seeking means of reducing the imbalances 
without a commensurate reduction in their 
commitments to NATO. The three nations 
agreed that the United States and the United 
Kingdom would redeploy selected units to the 
United States and the United Kingdom, with 
the understar..ding that the units would re­
main committed to NATO and available for 
prompt return in the case of need. The 
United States also agreed that no further 
redeployments were justified at that time. 

NATO in-place forces were further reduced 
when Canada, in 1969, cut its land and air 
forces in Europe from 10,000 tc 5,000. 

Both the United States and the United 
Kingdom recognized that there were no mili­
tary advantages to the dual-ba:sing concept. 
However, the redeployment of some troops, 
along with other balance-of-payments meas-

. ures, such as the Federal Republic of Ger­
tnany's efforts to increase offset payments, 
were deemed necessary from an economic 
standpoint. · 

The return of units agreed upon in 1967 
was completed during the late summer of 
1968. The code name Reforger was assigned 
to redeploying Army units and Crested Cap 
to redeploying Air Force units. Major Re­
forger units (consisting of approximately 
28,000 troops spaces) include the following: 

Unit Stationed 
1st Infantry Division (Mechanized) 

less 1 brigade in Federal Republic of 
Germany ------------- Ft. Riley, Kansas 

3d Armd. Cavalry Regiment __ Ft. Bliss, Texas 
3 artillery battalions ____ Ft. Sill, Oklahoma 
1 artillery battalion __ Ft. Knox, Kentucky 

. Crested Cap forces consist of the 49th Tac­
tical Fighter Wing which includes 4 tactical 
squadrons (96 F-4 aircraft and 3,400 per­
sonnel) normally based at Holloman Air 
Force Base, New Mexico. 

The 1967 trilateral agreement stipulated 
that selected elements of the Reforger/ 
Crested Cap forces would return to Western 
Europe once a year to conduct exercises. Since 
then 4 exercises (1969, 1970, 1971 and 1973) 
have been conducted and e fifth exercise is 
planned during fiscal year 1974. The costs to 
implement the previous exercises ranged 
from $14 to $19 million. 

The costs for the 1973 exercises were Re­
forger, $12.9 million, and Crested Cap, $4.9 
million. Overseas personal spending avoided 
annually from dual-basing Reforger/Crested 
Cap forces total $93.2 million. 

In spite of the estimated $93.2 million 
foreign-Pxchange savings, there are definite 
economic setbacks. For example, it is more 
expensive to maintain dual-based forces in 
the Un!.ted States than if they had remained 
in Eut~pe. It is necessary to maintain two 
sets of heavy equipment (tanks, armored 

personnel carriers, artillery, etc.) for dual­
based ground forces. One set for day-to-day 
training is kept in CONUS and a second set 
is prepositioned in Europe for use in times of 
crisis. 
· This practice is less costly than acquiring 
and maintaining the additional transport 
that would be needed to move one set of 
equipment across the Atlantic each time 
Reforger/Crested Cap exercises are con­
ducted. 
· Witnesses in Europe testified that the 
dual-basing has "degraded" the overall in­
place defense capability in Europe. General 
Burchinal summed up the feeling expressed 
by moot U.S. commanders in Europe: 

"Dual-based forces are no substitute for 
in-place forces in or near their combat po­
sitions on a daily basis. And there is always 
the possibility that there could be political. 
objection to their return to Europe during 
a period of tension on the grounds that this 
in itself would be a provocative or escalating 
act." 

In 1968 and 1969 the Defense Department 
launched a program called Redcoste (for 
reduction of coots, Europe) which took an­
other 16,000 personnel out of Europe. 

It is against the background of this kind 
of continual chipping away in numbers that 
commanders in Europe have resisted further 
cuts. General Davison, the U.S. Army com­
mander in Europe, said that his combat 
forces are at the minimum required to de­
fend the sector of the front for which he 
is responsible. 

The Reforger/Crested Cap effect has creat­
ed a situation where all of the U.S. troops in 
Europe are on the line. The command is not 
able to have one division in reserve in place 
in Europe, but rather that reserve is held 
back in the United States. 
The enduring attraction of rapid redeploy­

ment 
Nothing seems to hold such enduring at­

tractiveness for would-be defense planners 
as the idea of rapid redeployment of forces 
to "hot spots" around the world. The con­
tinuing reference in the literature of those 
who advocate NATO troop withdrawals to 
"light mobile forces" and "rapid reinforce­
ment" gives evidence of the superficial man­
ner in which realities of such operations have 
been studied. 

The deterrent value of in-place forces just 
simply cannot be duplicated with any man­
ners of plans for strategic augmentation. A 
potential enemy is always less likely to at­
tack a standing force of several divisions 
than he is to attack a lightly defended area 
which has a promise of forces at some time 
in the future. 

All of the experts who have had experience 
in operations to rapidly redeploy large forces 
of a divisional level or higher across the 
oceans when questioned by the subcommit­
tee expressed considerable skepticism about 
the feasibility of such operations as the basis 
for a sizable part of defense forces. 

To begin with, . it must be understood that 
a substantial part of our force committed to 
Europe is already based in the United States 
on the premise of rapid redeployment, as ex-. 
plained above. 

While it is true that the U.S. forces have 
improved their capacity for redeployment 
substantially in recent years, most notably 
with the addition of the C-5A, the idea that 
even greater numbers of forces could be 
rapidly redeveloped beyond what is now 
planned for is seriously q:u~stioned by .the 
subcommittee . . 

In its own on-the-spot investigations the 
su_bcommittee has been struck by a variety of 
factors which would affect the feasibility of 
future large-scale redeployments. Some of 
these are factors over which military plan­
ners would have no control; they are geo­
graphic and demographic. The area of West-, 
ern Europe where redeployment is to take 

place is relatively small and densely popu­
lated. West Germany is about the size of 
Oregon. With France presently not part of 
the military alliance of NATO, virtually all 
planning for rapid redeployment, in the cen­
tral region, must contemplate the use of air­
fields in West Germany. There are insuffi­
cient numbers of airfields, and they are insuf­
ficiently dispersed. And because of the in­
tractability of the French, the line of com­
munication (that is, the line of resupply) 
runs parallel rather than perpendicular to 
what would be the front lines. 

A number of existing military factors would 
further complicate the problems. One is the 
presence of substantial Russian advantage 
in airpower, which would be of a particular 
advantage with the supply line and the aug­
mentation points so close to the front lines. 
Another is the lack of adequate shelters at 
airfields which are vital to the survivability 
of our aircraft. The NATO countries are just 
beginning a substantial program of building 
shelters and are at least a year behind the 
Warsaw Pact nations in this regard. The So­
viets learned well the lesson of the Arab­
Israeli six-day war and have a substantial 
aircraft-shelter program going throughout 
Eastern Europe. 

The subcommittee is deeply concerned that 
our antiaircraft defense capability is deficient 
generally throughout Europe and particu­
larly deficient in defense of rear-area air­
fields. One primary reason for this deficiency 
is delay in getting the Improved Hawk and 
other surface-to-air defense systeins devel­
oped and deployed to Europe. Because of the 
great numbers of aircraft in possession of 
the Warsaw Pact, improvement in the type 
and number of antiaircraft systeins must be 
pursued to prevent those systeins from being 
overwhelmed and to provide adequate de­
fense of our forces, their airfields and their 
supply depots. 

Another unfavorable impact that the de­
mography of West Germany entails is the 
shortage of areas for dispersal of supplies 
and prepositioned equipment, and more of· 
these are in large central depots than desir­
able. The danger of these depots coming un­
der attack, with the consequent destruction 
of equipment designed for augmentation 
forces would appear to be obvious. There is 
a limit to how much more prepositioned· 
equipment could be placed in Western Eu­
l'Ope as long as France remains outside of 
the military alliance and, therefore, a severe 
limit on the additional numbers of forces 
that could be held in the United States for 
rapid redeployment. 

Even with our present redeployment sched­
ule, significant improvements are required. 
To greatly expand the augmentation re­
quirement does not appear feasible. 

Ratio of combat to support troops 
Almost as alluring and enduring as the 

idea of rapid redeployment to armchair 
strategists is the belief that vast reductions 
could be made in our forces, in Europe and 
elsewhere, by cutting out "support" troops 
. without any loss of combat capability. It 
must be admitted that the subcommittee 
:flew off to Europe with visions of such vast 
support reductions. 

This is another area where the facts are 
easily oversimplified and thus unknowingly 
distorted. The armed services do not help 
the situation a great deal by their descrip..; 
tion of various activities, as will be shown 
below. 

It is generally stated that we have a higher 
support-to-combat ratio than our NATO 
Allies and a much higher ratio than the 
Warsaw Pact forces. It is also alleged that 
out of 260,000 troops in Europe, we only have 
about 70,000 in combat divisions and, there­
fore, a great many more in unnecessary sup­
port activities. · 

The subcommittee does not want to be in 
the position of saying that reductions could 
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not be made in support areas not directly re­
lated to combat activities. For example, it 
would clearly not hurt our combat potential 
if some reduction were made in the large 
establishment which supports commissaries 
and exchanges in Europe-though under 
present economic conditions we would not 
want to see these privileges lost to military 
personnel on the Continent. 

It is also frequently alleged that wholesale 
reductions could be made in what is called 
"sustaining support" without any loss of 
fighting power. This is based on the thought 
that every division has one man · in combat 
support and one man in sustaining support 
for every combat trooper and that among 
the combat troopers a high percentage are 
what are called complementary support 
troops. 

A close examination of the European forces 
shows that a much higher percentage than 
generally realized are engaged in essential 
combat-related jobs, whether they are re­
ferred to by a support title or not. 

Approximately 41 percent of the Army's 
strength in Europe is in what are called 
combat units. It would be a mistake, how­
ever, to refer to the remaining 59 percent 
as being in noncombat jobs and therefore 
expendable as far as readiness is concerned. 

The U.S. Army forces in Europe are broken 
down into combat, combat support, and 
combat service support. After the "combat" 
troops, who make up only 41 percent of the 
forces, combat support troops account for 
27 percent. This latter category includes ar­
tillery personnel, air-defense units which 
fire the Nike and the Hawk-who, in point 
of fact, would probably be the first troops to 
direct fire at the enemy in an engagement-­
and helicopter and other gunship crews. So 
the troops in this category are called "com­
bat support," but they are in the fundamen­
tal sense combat troops-they are putting 
fire on the enemy and they contribute sub­
stantially to firepower of the division. When 
these two categories are taken together, com­
bat and combat support, that means more 
than two-thirds of the personnel are actually 
involved in combat activities related to de­
livering firepower at the enemy. 

The next category, combat service support, 
sounds even further removed from the battle 
than combat support. But it involves many 
of what are essentially logistic units such as 
engineers, troops that move ammunition for­
ward, transportation units, and equipment 
maintenance personnel. In other words many 
of these people are crucial to the successful 
maneuvering of the combat forces. Other 
personnel in the combat service support cat­
egory include personnel manning rear-area 
depots, hospital personnel, those responsible 
for mortuary service and so on. While many 
of these people may well be in rear areas, the 
service they perform is essential. 

General Burchinal, Deputy Commander in 
Chief of the U.S. European Command, told 
the subcommittee, "I could pretty well claim 
over two-thirds of our forces are right in the 
line of fire and a large portion of the remain­
ing forces operate in the battle area." 

The subcommittee must say that the man­
ner in which the Army identifies its person­
nel adds to the confusion on the ratio of 
support to combat troops and does not ap­
pear very desirable in terms of the personnel 
themselves. Surely it does not do much for 
the morale of a soldier to be told that he is 
a part of the support element rather than a · 
combat element when he is firing guns at 
the enemy and they are firing guns at him. 

The subcommittee was impressed by the 
fact that virtually all the commanders in 
Europe, when questioned ·on this point, in­
dicated they believed they had absorbed all 
the reductions that could be taken in sup­
port forces and that if further cuts were made 
in their forces, they would have to make 
them in frontline-division troops. 

"We have to build forces for sustained 
combat, initially in a defensive role, and 

this requires support," General .Burchinal 
told the subcommittee. 

Most of the reductions that have been 
made to date in forces in Europe were the 
result of efforts to reduce the support super­
structure. It should also be remembered that 
a higher percentage of support forces are go­
ing to be required for U.S. troops in Europe 
than for Soviet troops in Europe for two very 
good reasons: 

One is the length of the logistic train. U.S. 
forces have to be resupplied and reinforced 
across an ocean, which requires more per­
sonnel to handle the transportation of equip;. 
ment and supplies and requires a high per­
centage of in-place equipment and supplies 
with, in turn, the necessity for personnel 
management and control of these items. 

The second very simple reason is that U.S. 
forces have a much higher standard of liv­
ing and much higher expectations in the 
matter of facilities and support than Soviet 
troops; and this, in turn, is going to re­
quire a higher percentage of personnel run­
ning support activities. 

Efforts along the line of Redcoste are con­
tinuing. The subcommittee believes that 
these efforts should continue and that addi­
tional savings on a regular basis can be made 
if constant management attention is given 
to the program. However, the subcommittee 
must conclude that wholesale withdrawal of 
many thousands of support troops from the 
forces committed to NATO would inevitably 
have some adverse impact on the combat 
capability of our NATO forces. 
Headquarters personnel and complexity of 

command structure 
The subcommittee was concerned about 

what it believed was the high percentage of 
personnel in headquarters assignments in 
a number of locations in Europe. Also, the 
subcommittee was concerned about what ap­
peared to be inflated rank structure in head­
quarters. While the total manpower savings 
would be relatively small in terms of the 
forces as a whole, reduction and improved 
management should be pursued wherever 
possible. 

The subcommittee was informed during 
its visit to Wiesbaden of the reorganization of 
the Air Force headquarters structure which 
allowed the elimination of over 400 slots. The 
reorganization is complete and has accounted 
for a saving of over 600 slots. In this case 
the saving in military personnel is not a 
net saving in total number of people in Eu­
rope but is a reduction in higher-level head­
quarters with the additional billets being dis­
tributed to units in the field allowing for 
improved readiness without any net increase 
in the total personnel authorization. 

The subcommittee applauded the move and 
expressed to commanders throughout Europe 
its belief that similar efforts should be made 
in other headquarters. 

Since the completion of its travels and its 
hearings, the subcommittee has been pleased 
to learn that more than 3,000 positions have 
been identified in U.S. Army Europe which 
can be taken out of support assignments and 
used to improve the combat capability of the 
forces. 

In May of last year the Secretary of Defense 
announced measures which will strengthen 
the combat capability of our forces in Europe 
without any increase in the total strength of 
U.S. Army Europe. An airborne battalion 
combat team of over 1,000 men has been ac­
tivated and is being filled; and, in addition, 
2 tank battalions, 2 attack helicopter com­
panies and 1 Chaparral-Vulcan air-defense 
battalion have been formed. The personnel 
slots for these units will come from a stream­
lining of command, control, and logistics or­
ganizations. Scheduled for elimination are 
the Combat Support Command for U.S. Army 
Europe, the U.S. Army Materiel Command 
for Europe, the Advanced Weapons Support 
Command, and the Management Information 
Systems Support Agency. 

By providing the billets to local com­
manders to increase their combat forces, a 
real incentive is provided for improved man­
agement in the staff and 'headquarters area. 

'rhe subcommittee is pleased with this re·­
o:i'ganization, ·which is along the lines of the 
views expressed by the subcommittee during 
its. European visit. 

The subcommittee did not have time to 
review all of the intermediate-level head­
quarters as thoroughly as it would like, but 
it believes that further effort by the Depart­
ment of Defense would find other areas 
where personnel and dollars could be saved 
by streamlining. 

Such moves improve readiness not only by 
providing more manpower to the combat 
units, but, in some cases, by providing a 
needed simplification of command lines. 

The subcommittee is concerned about the 
complexity of the command structure in 
NATO and the necessity for communicating 
quick decisions through many layers of 
command. Some of the complexity is inevi­
tably because of the nature of the situation. 
That is to say, there is one line of command 
for U.S. forces for a non-NATO crisis which 
would be inevitably somewhat different from 
what would be faced in a NATO crisis. The 
subcommittee recognizes that separate struc­
tural lines have to be maintained and in 
some cases staff work has to be performed 
both for a NATO heaC:quarters and for a 
solely U.S. headquarters. 

However, the subcommittee continues to 
believe that the complexity of command 
structure could be a potential source of dan­
ger in times of crisis and could hinder rather 
than enhance the rapidity of NATO's re­
sponse. When it is remembered that NATO is 
a community of nations with officers from 
many different armed forces and with differ­
ent languages, there is a special requirement 
for the clearest command lines possible. 

The subcommittee urges the Department 
of Defense to restudy the command setup in 
Europe with a view to eliminating those 
senior command positions which are dupli­
cative and which involve the employment of 
nonessential staff personnel. 

Irreplaceable deterrent 
American forces, while providing 10 percent 

of ground forces overall for NATO, provides 
about 25 percent of NATO strength in the 
central region, the area perceived as the most 
likely arena of combat and the area where 
American combat troops are concentrated. 
The American troops there simply could not 
be replaced by a like number of European 
troops and still provide the deterrent value 
now possessed. The European troops, even if 
they were as wen trained and as strong in 
firepower as American troops, would :::wt be 
accepted as a deterrent by the Russians to 
the degree that American troops would and, 
therefore, would not be so accepted by the 
Western Europeans. The incentive would thus 
not exist for the Europeans to go to the ex­
pense, fiscal and political, that providing 
such a replacement entail:;;. . 

Admittedly, after all that the United 
States has done for the preservation of West­
ern Europe over three generations and two 
wars, it is somewhat galling to be told that 
our European friends will believe that a 
partial reduction is necessarily the beginning 
of the end of our commitment and that we 
will not be there in a crisis. 

But to attempt to give an ironclad commit­
ment without adequate forces continuously 
available, in an age where the commitment 
carries the possible necessity of using nuclear 
weapons, is simply unrealistic. 

Short of reductions on the other side, the 
forces must be there in the beginning-and a 
considerable portion of them must be Ameri­
can. 
VI. EUROPEAN COMMITMENTS AND OBLIGATIONS 

"Unless the countries of Western Europe 
use the years or months-between now and 
a possible American reduction of strength or 
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withdrawal-they may find themselves in a 
desperate position. 

"It is ridiculous to pretend that countries 
which spend no more than an average of 4.1 
percent of their Gross National Product on 
defense cannot provide more formidable de­
fense forces-the forces on which all their 
democratic institutions, social benefits and 
modem luxuries, which they prize so much, 
depend in the final count. We may con­
ceivably see the day ag.ain when, as in 1940, 
the people of Western Europe will curse the 
names of the men who failed to provide for 
a proper defense of their homelands."-Brig. 
Gen. C. N. Barclay, British Army. 

The United States, by most measurements, 
makes a greater effort for defense than any 
of its NATO Allies except Portugal. The 
United States spends a greater percentage of 
its gross national product on national de­
fense worldwide; it spends a significantly 
greater amount per capita than the other 14 
partners; it has more men under arms per 
100,000 citizens than most of the NATO 
partners. Central-region Allies, at last check, 
had approximately 8 men under arms per 
1,000 population The United States had 12. 
The minimum term of enlistment for a U.S. 
serviceman is longer than the term of serv­
ice for many Euopean Allies. Allied forces 
have terms of service for 12 to 60 months. 

As everyone knows, NATO has provided the 
framework under which Europe has achieved 
remarkable economic recovery; and in the 
last decade, in particular, most of the coun­
tries of the Alliance have achieved great 
prosperity. The NATO European partners 
now have a combined GNP in excess of $700 
billion per year for a combined population 
which exceeds 310 million. 

The question is naturally asked, therefore, 
why Europe-with a greater population than 
ours and a GNP close to ours--cannot pro­
vide a higher level of the military forces for 
the Alliance. 

The subcommittee concludes that the 
European partners could do more and should 
do more in terms of total contribution to 
the Alliance. 

The contribution of the European partners, 
however, must be looked at in perspective. 
The lack of equal burden-sharing by the 
Europeans comes about as a result of past 
neglect. During the 1960's, as the economies 
of many European countries improved mark­
edly, no effort was made to increase their 
NATO contribution. This was particularly 
true during the time the Alliance operated 
on the theory of nuclear retaliation; that is, 
up to 1967. With no great weight given to 
conventional response there was not a great 
deal of incentive for the European partners 
to increase their forces. 

With the introduction of flexible response 
in 1967, greater emphasis has been placed on 
conventional forces. Initially, some of the 
NATO partners did not fully accept the flex­
ible-response theory, or at least did not exert 
the effort required to make it work. 

There is no question that some of the 
European partners felt comfortable with the 
assurance of American nuclear packup and 
were content with a situation which allowed 
the United States to carry a heavy share of 
the load, particularly the financial burden. 
The withdrawal of France from the military 
wing of the Alliance complicated the plan­
ning and the supply lines of the NATO forces 
and for a time shifted attention away from 
the relative efforts of the partners. 

It is also clear that American policy plan­
ners did not expend the effort they should 
have during the 1960's to impress upon Eu­
ropean partners the urgency of carrying their 
full share of the burden. 

The obligation of the European partners 
A review of the 23-year history of NATO 

is a. sorry record of American Presidents call­
ing for greater efforts by the European na­
tions and having the call fall on deaf ears. 
Every President since Harry S. Truman has 
issued statements to the effect that we would 

carry out certain commitments to NATO, 
contingent upon relative effort by the Euro­
pean nations. The United States has carried 
out the commitments promised. European 
nations frequently did not do so. 

America simply does not have the finan­
cial capability to spend a greater percentage 
of its resources on the security of Western 
Europe than Western Europe spends, nor 
are its citizens willing to demand more serv­
ice from its young men in the defense of 
NATO than other nations demand. 

It must be understood by the European 
partners of the Alliance that the time of 
unequal burden-sharing is past. 

The European partners have fallen short 
in maintaining levels of war-readiness ma­
teriel (WRM) called for by NATO strategy. 
This has led many to question whether they 
sincerely support the theory of flexible re­
sponse. The subcommittee was shocked to 
find a. few instances where a lack of reserve 
war materiel would make some units of the 
armed forces of some nations unable to carry 
out their missions for even a brief period. 
These deficiencies simply have to be cor­
rected if the United States is to continue its 
contribution at the present level. 

Almost all of the experts the subcom­
mittee talked to-commanders in Europe, 
former Government officials, officials in 
Washington, and academic experts-agreed 
that the European partners were not doing 
as much as they could, and should do more. 
However, no clear prescription as to how to 
bring about the desired level of effort was 
forthcoming. 

The NATO treaty is unique and does not 
give to the NATO Council or to the Military 
Committee any authority to force contribu­
tions from members. Each member of the 
Alliance pledges itself to consider an attack 
on one member an attack on all and to 
make its contribution to the joint defense. 
However, the level of that contribution is 
essentially self-determined and the Military 
Committee of NATO can encourage but it 
cannot demand. 
Levels of effort 

The subcommittee was struck with the 
great variations in the levels of effort made 
towards national defense by the European 
partners. In some cases, the percentage of 
GNP spent on national defense is as high 
as that of the United States. It was par­
ticularly interesting to the subcommittee 
that the countries of Turkey, Greece, and 
Portugal, which are the poorest of the 
Alliance, spend the greatest share of their 
resources on national defense, except for the 
U.K., in each case about 6 percent of their 
GNP. It seems to the subcommittee that 
their far more prosperous northern allies 
could make an equal sacrifice of resources. 
Turkey, in particular, maintains a. large 
standing army although that places great 
strain on its resources. 

It was not los·t on the subcommittee that 
when military assistance to the Greek Gov­
ernment was reduced, the Greeks voluntarily 
increased their own spending for National 
defense to more than make up for the 
amount they had lost-evidence that the 
partners can make a. greater effort when they 
have to. 

NATO NATIONS- DEFENSE EXPENDITURES 

Total 
defense 

expendi­
tures 

(millions 
of U.S. 

dollars) 
1972 

(fore­
cast) 

ra~~~~-::::::~===~=~=~=~=~ 2. rJ: g Denmark _____ .;_.; ___ .; _____ .; 460.0 
France 4 ____ .: ••• .: • .: • .: • .: ••• .: 7,194. 0 

Defense Percent 
expendi- of GNP 
tures as related 
percent to NATO 

of GfllP 1 missions 2 

3.3 
2.5 
2.6 
4.2 

(3) 
(~) 
( 3) 
(8) 

Total 
defense 

expendi­
tures 

(millions 
of U.S. 

dollars) 
1972 

(fore­
cast) 

Defense 
expendi­
tures as 
percent 

of GNP1 

Percent 
of GNP 
related 

to NATO 
missions2 

Federal Republic of Germany_ 8, 995.0 4. 0 (3) 
Greece ___________________ _. 557.0 5. 3 (3) 

Iceland 5--------------------·-----------------.: (3) 
ItalY---------------------- 3, 349.0 3.1 (3) 
Luxembourg ______________ .; 11.6 1. 1 (3) 
Netherlands _______________ .; 1, 516.0 3. 8 (3) 
Norway ___________________ .; 499.0 3. 8 (3) 
PortugaL ________________ ..: 608.0 8. 3 (3) 
Turkey ___________________ .: 691.0 5. 0 (3) 
United Kingdom____________ 8, 022.0 5. 8 (3) 
United States _______________ 79, 528.6 7. 5 (3) 

1 GNP is based on the "factor cost" concept which differs 
from the "market value" concept normally used to calculate 
U.S. GNP. The factor cost approach attempts to net out from 
GNP certain components of market cost which, strictly speak­
ing, have not added to the actual value of the good or service, 
but which are nevertheless included in its selling price (e.g., 
indirect business and/or manufacturing taxes). GNP is calculated 
on the factor cost basis in order to eliminate the effects of dif­
ferences in tax rates, which vary from country to country. 

a Data on defense expenditures is provided by NATO nations 
and collated and analyzed by international staff and OECD. 
Nations do not breal{ out defense cost data to show percentages 
related to NATO commitments. National defense is considered 
by European nations as defense as part of NATO. 

a No data available. 
4 Not in NATO integrated military organization. 
6 Possesses no defense forces. 

Having said all the above, the subcommit­
tee emphasizes that it does not wish to down­
grade the effort of the European partners. 
The defensive effort of European NATO na­
tions is substantial, as outlined earlier. There 
is burden-sharing now, but the subcommit­
tee believes there has to be some shifting of 
the burden to achieve greater equity. With­
out such burden-shifting, the U.S. NATO 
commitment could be in danger of losing the 
public support in this country that it re­
quires. The subcommittee believes the most 
desirable way of doing this is by a. change of 
the financing of the military forces of the 
Alliance as described further on in this re­
port. 

Factors inhibiting greater contribution 
It is recognized that there are factors 

which limit the level of NATO efforts by 
European partners. 

For one thing, the level of German forces 
has been restricted by treaty. 

The subcommittee also concedes that a 
simple comparison on the basis of GNP is not 
always fair because one cannot simply make 
a comparison of the total GNP of the United 
States and the total GNP of Western Eu­
rope. 

For all the strides towards unity, Euroj>e 
is still a. collection of independent nations 
with great variations in size, economic ca­
pability, rate of economic growth, traditions, 
and attitudes towards each other. A nation 
With a. far smaller economy than the United 
States could not be expected to spend even 
the same relative percentage of its GNP on 
defense. 

Eight of the 15 member nations of NATO 
have populations smaller than New York City. 

But there has been over the last 18 months, 
spurred partly perhaps by awakening crit­
icism in the United States. a new attitude 
towards their NATO commitment emerging 
on the part of the European Allies. It has 
brought about a series of dramatic increases 
in spending for defense programs. If carried 
forward, it bids fair to substantially enhance 
the conventional capability of NATO. And, to­
gether with adjustments in the financing of 
forces, could right the balance in NATO bur­
densharing. 

EDIP 
At the start of its hearings, the subcom­

mittee was informed of the adoption by the 
10 European Alliance partners of the special 
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European Defense Improvement Program 
(EDIP) which was to add approximately $1 
billion to their defense outlay over a 5-year 
period. 

EDIP was designed to improve capabilities 
in problem areas identified in the NATO 
AD-70's study. That study defined major 
problem areas of the Alliance and identified 
those places where the conventional capabil-. 
ity of NATO was seriously deficient in rela­
tion to the Warsaw Pact. 

The AD-70's study (for Alliance Defense 
in the 1970's) was issued in conjunction with 
the communique of the North Atlantic 
Council in 1970 and signified a reversal of 
the trend among European partners in meet­
ing their commitments. The study included 
this statement concerning the American 
commitment and the related efforts of Eu­
ropean partners: 

"The commitment of substantial North 
American forces deployed in Europe is essen­
tial both politically and militarily for ef­
fective deterrence and defense and to dem­
onstrate the solidarity of NATO. Their re­
placement by European forces would be no 
substitute. At the same time, their signifi­
cance is closely related to an effective and 
improved European defense effort." 

The EDIP was explained to the subcom­
mittee with much fanfare by representatives 
of the Department of State and the Depart­
ment of Defense as justification that the 
Allies were indeed ready to take over their 
fair share of the burden. While the subcom­
mittee appreciates that the EDIP was a step 
in the right direction, it continued to be 
somewhat skeptical since the program is 
spread over a 5-year period. 

The Allies currently spend a total of ap­
proximately $33 billion annually on defense. 
On analysis, the EDIP additions amount to 
only three-quarters of 1 percent a year on 
the combined defense budgets of NATO part­
ners. When the effects of inflation are taken 
into account it will be seen that three-quar­
ters of 1 percent will be hardly enough to 
keep spending levels constant. 

However, the commencement of EDIP was, 
although only a small percentage increase 
in total budgets, important for what it said 
about the change in attitude of the Euro­
pean partners towards their commitment. 
The initiative for the program was largely 
European though admittedly encouraged by 
the United States. 

The EDIP has three elements: 
(1) A special equipment contribution of 

$420 million to the NATO common infra­
structure fund to accelerate work on air­
craft survivor measures and NATO Inte­
grated Communications System. 

(2) Additions and improvements to vari­
ous European forces costing between $450 
and $500 million. These are all forces to be 
committed to NATO. 

(3) Improvements to collective defense ca­
pability costing $79 million. 

The subcommittee found that, in general, 
NATO Allies live up to their quantitative 
force commitments. However, there are qual­
·itative weaknesses and deficiencies; and 
while these deficiencies are a long way from 
being corrected, many of the Allies had in­
cluded in their annual defense budgets pro­
grams unrelated to the EDIP add-ons to 
bring about improvements of the problems 
identified by AD-70's. 

Ministerial meeting of Decembm· 1971 
At the annual meeting of the NATO Coun­

cil of Ministers in Brussels in December of 
1971 significant steps were taken to increase 
the level of effort of European partners 
which have received inadequate attention 
in the United States. The Eurogroup agreed 
to increase their defense budgets to provide 
a total net increase of approximately $1 bil­
lion per year. As indicated earlier, the EDIP 
was spread over 5 years. However, the latest 
effort by the Eurogroup, coming in 1 year, 
is a substantial increase by the Allies. 

It amounts to a 5- to 6-percent increase 
in previously planned defense budgets on the 
average; and even after the effects of infla­
tion are taken into account, it amounts to 
an increase of 3 to 4 percent in real dollars. 

Even more encouraging than the EDIP 
program is this sign that a new spirit is 
taking hold in the Alliance. 

The subcommittee is particularly pleased 
about the spending on the aircraft-shelter 
program. By 1975 the major portion of NATO 
tactical aircraft will be protected by shelters. 

This is one of those areas where the sub­
comittee believes qualitative improvements 
are clearly more advantageous than improve­
ments in numbers. The cost of sheltering 
aircraft is roughly 5 percent of the cost of 
the equipment protected. 

Our NATO Allies have increased their de­
fense expenditures by 30 percent in the pe­
riod 1970-1973. Great Britain plans an in­
creas e in defense spending of more than 5.5 
percent in real terms this year. Germany also 
expects to increase its defense expenditures 
in real terms this year. These are significant 
additions to the allied defense effort. The ex­
tensive equipment improvement programs of 
our Allies continue on schedule. The Eu­
rogroup of 10 NATO nations continues to im­
prove cooperation among its members. While 
much remains to be done, almost all the Al­
lies are taking their responsibilities very se­
riously indeed. 

Ministerial meeting of June 1973 
Dr. James R. Schlesinger, Secretary of De­

fense Designate, and special representative 
to the semiannual NATO defense minister's 
meeting, spurred allied interest by saying 
that the United States would find it difficult 
to maintain its commitment if some of its 
partners were whittling down the effective­
ness of their own conventional forces. Each 
must cont inue to pull his own appropriate 
part of the load. According to Dr. Schlesinger, 
conventional defense is within NATO capa­
bilities and, further NATO has an adequate 
deterrent today. He also proposed that the 
Allies develop a multilateral program to com­
pensate the United States for the heavy ex­
penses of its NATO burden. The NATO de­
fense ministers undertook to concentrate on 
AD-70 force improvements and to allocate 
more resources for the modernization and 
reequipment of NATO forces, and agreed that 
specific proposals by the United States be 
studied within the framework of AD-70. 

Offset agreement 
The West German Government has made a 

valuable contribution to the cost of main­
taining U.S. forces in West Germany through 
provision of what is commonly referred to as 
the German Offset Agreement. The previous 
agreement expired June 30, 1971. After ex­
tended negotiations a new agreement was 
signed in December 1971 covering the period 
of July 1, 1971 through June 30, 1973. Total 
U.S. benefits under the agreement come to 
slightly over $2 billion. 

Prior to the readjustment in the exchange 
rate between the dollar and the German 
mark, it was estimated that a gross balance­
of-payments outflow of approximately $2.5 
billion would be experienced in the 2-year 
period July 1, 1971, to June 30, 1973 for 
maintaining U.S. forces in Germany, includ­
ing personal spending by U.S. military per­
sonnel and their dependents. 

As of March 1, 1973, it was estimated this 
figure could well approach $2.9 billion for 
the 2-year period without considering other 
changes. 

Under the fiscal years 1972-73 offset agree­
ment total funds involved amounted to ap­
proximately $2,065 million (at exchange 
rate of 3.22 DM per $1) . Provisions of this 
agreement are: 

Military procurement.-$1,227 million; 
part of this procurement to be financed from 
funds on deposit at present with the U.S. 
Treasury in the name of the Federal Repub­
lic of Germany. Remainder of procurement 

to be financed by new funds transferred by 
the Federal Republic of Germany directly 
to suppliers or to the U.S. Treasury. Include~ 
is the purchase of roughly $730 million worth 
of F-4's. 

Bundesbank credit.-$621 million; credit 
to be in the form of purchase oy Deutsche 
Bundesbank of special 4Y2-year U.S. Govern­
ment Securities which will carry a 2 Y2 -per­
cent interest rate. While the subcommittee 
appreciates the effort the German Govern­
ment makes, it is recognized that a low­
interest loan is only a temporary relief in 
balance of payments and will eventually, 
when repaid, contribute to the balance-of­
payments deficit. 

Payment of interest.-$31 million; the 
Federal Republic of Germany will turn over 
to the U.S. Government funds equivalent to 
the amount of interest due on the securities 
purchased by the Deutsche Bundesbank. 

Barracks rehabilitation.-$186 million; spe­
cific projects will be agreed between the Fed­
eral Republic of Germany and the United 
States. Disbursement of funds will be by the 
Federal Republic of Germany in portions re­
lated to progress of projects. 

Condition of U.S. troop barracks 
The subcommittee is particularly pleased 

by the German commitment of direct funds 
for rehabilitation of barracks used by U.S. 
troops in Germany. The subcommittee ex­
amined troop-housing facilities both of the 
large kaserne type and for small units in the 
field. 

The facilities for single personnel in many 
areas are simply deplorable. 

The subcommittee believes it is inexcus­
able that this condition has been allowed to 
continue for so long. It makes no sense to 
spend billions of dollars on improved pay 
and fringe benefits to increase retention only 
to have troopers living in intolerable bar­
racks. 

The subcommittee wishes to stress that i't 
is important that . all of the money provided 
by the German Government be used for capi­
tal improvement and that it not be used as an 
excuse to divert funds from the day-to-day 
operation and maintenance budget for troop 
housing. The subcommittee has brought its 
views on this subject to the attention of Sub­
committee No.2, which drafted the military­
construction authorization bill, and is 
pleased that that subcommittee recognizes 
the importance of the barracks-improvement 
program. 

The subcommittee would also point out 
that there will be requirements for additional 
funding beyond the amount pledged by the 
German Government to complete all of the 
rehabilitation badly needed. The subcommit­
tee strongly urges that such additional fund­
ing be pursued by the Defense Department 
through follow-on authorization requests. 
VII. BURDEN-SHIFTING NEED: A NATO COMMON 

FUND 

" 'Budgetary' costs can and must be clearly 
distinguished from the balance-of-payments 
costs of our NATO deployments. The former 
are not out of line with the comparative eco­
nomic strength of the United States and 
should continue to be borne exclusively by 
the United States, so long as the El.rropean 
allies maintain and continue to improve their 
own forces. The balance-of-payments costs, 
however, are an inequitable and intolerable 
burden on the United States during a period 
of chronic and growing deficits in our overall 
balance of payments. They can and must be 
eliminated as a main contributing factor in 
th~ international financial crisis."-Dr. 
Timothy W. Stanley. 

As indicated earlier, the subcommittee be­
lieves that an area where burden-shifting 
should take place which would most desir­
ably benefit the United States ~nd at the 
same time give the greatest assurance of 
protecting the deterrent capabilities of the 
Alliance is in the area of the economic con­
tribution. 



25006 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 19, 1973 
It has been pointed out that in terms of 

percentage of ground, naval and air forces, 
the Allies make a relatively greater con­
tribution. 

In terms of their national budgets, the 
total defense expenditures of NATO nations 
less that of the United States amotmts to 
$32,900 million. This is 4.2 percent of their 
total gross national product. 

The United States, by contrast, spends 
about 6 percent of its GNP on defense and 
less than 2 percent of its GNP in support 
of the NATO Alliance. 

COST OF U.S. FORCES 

The overall cost of the U.S. commitment 
to NATO is approximately $17 billion.2 This 
includes all costs for U.S. general-purpose 
forces and support programs for NATO except 
for a proportionate share of the development 
cost of weapons systems, since these systems 
are not developed for NATO alone. Included 
in this figure is the cost of those forces held 
in the United States including Reserve Forces 
in the United States which would be called 
to active duty and committed to NATO in a 
crisis. 

The actual cost of the forces in Europe 
and their U.S.-based support-including pur­
chase of equipment and a proportionate share 
of U.S. training and logistic support-is ap­
proximately $7.7 billion, including all naval 
forces in the Mediterranean. 

The d.irect cost of U.S. forces stationed in 
Germany and elsewhere in Western Europe 
is approximately $4 billion. This covers pay 
and allowances, and operations and main­
tenance costs for fvrces in Europe, including 
the 6th Fleet. 

It should not be assumed that bringing 
back the 310,000 personnel to the U.S. would 
save $4 billion annually. Keeping these forces 
on active duty in the U.S. without the ability 
to carry out the NATO commitment would 
require roughly 90 percent of the $4 billion 
annually. To maintain these forces in the 
U.S. and maintain the capability to carry 
out the commitment--that is, maintaining 
additional prepositioned unit equipment in 
Europe or additional airlift and sealift­
would require expenditure at least equal to 
and probably greater than the $4 billion. 
Even then, as pointed out elsewhere in this 
report, the capd.bllity and deterrent value of 
the forces would never be equal to in-place 
forces in Europe. 

As the subcommittee stated earlier, in 
terms of our total defense budget the cost of 
NATO is not in itself seriously out of line. 
However, of the U.S. defense expenditures in 
Europe, approximately $1.5 billion represents 
a deficit in the U.S. balance of payments. This 
deficit has been absorbed by the United 
States for many years, and the combined 
effect of our overseas deployments in Europe 
and elsewhere and our foreign aid programs 
have consistently created a substantial deficit 
as the following table shows: 

Net annual balance-of-payments defici ts, 
1960-1972 

(Net liquidity balance) 
CY Billion 
1960 ---------------------------- --$3.403 
1961 ---------------------------- --2.251 
1962 ---------------------------- --2.864 
1963 ---------------------------- -2.713 
1964 ---------------------------- --2.696 
1965 ---------------------------- --2.477 
1966 ---------------------------- --2.151 
1967 ---------------------------- --4.683 
1968 ---------------------------- --1.610 
1969 ---------------------------- --6.122 
1970 ---------------------------- --3.851 
1971 ---------------------------- --22.002 
19721 --------------------------- -13.974 

1 Projected. 

For many years the United States paid in­
sufficient attention to the effect of this de:fi-

2 Does not include strategic nuclear forces. 

cit because it was more than offset by a fav­
orable trade balance. In 1971, however, the 
United States suffered a deficit in its bal­
ance of payments in relation to commercial 
trade for the first time since 1894. It is the 
opinion of the subcolnmittee that our bal­
ance-of-payments deficit due to Government 
operations received insufficient attention over 
the years from international policy planners. 

The subcommittee is aware that the long­
term investment of U.S. business in Europe, 
while presently contributing to a deficit, will 
eventually contribute to a favorable return 
to the United States. 

This fact notwithstanding, however, the 
subcommittee believes it is intolerable that 
the United States should annually suffer a 
balance-of-payments deficit of over a billion 
dollars for the purpose of stationing our 
forces in Western Europe primarily for the 
defense of Western Europe when European 
members of the Alliance suffer no adverse 
economic impact or possibly enjoy a balance­
of-payments windfall as a result of this de­
ployment. 

Working of the fund 
The subcommittee believes the answer to 

the problem would be to change the financial 
arrangements of the Alliance and to estab­
lish a common NATO fund which would as­
sure that no nation suffers a deficit or en­
joys a surplus in its balance of payments 
because of military deployments which bene­
fit all of the members of the Alliance jointly.a 

Those with a balance-of-payments sur­
plus as a result of such deployments should 
contribute the surplus to the fund, and those 
with a deficit should be able to draw from 
the fund to recover the cost of the deficit. 
In some cases, there might be two types of 
payments. For example, Great Britain would 
be reimbursed for the deficit suffered by its 
commitment to station troops in Western 
Europe but at the same time would be 
charged for the surplus it enjoyed as a result 
of the U.S. forces stationed in Great Britain. 

The subcommittee also believes that fac­
tors should be built into the arrangement of 
the fund so that some :financial contribution 
is made by those members which do not 
have forces stationed on their soil but enjoy 
substantial protection because troops are 
stationed in neighboring, more forward 
countries. In other words, the subcommittee 
believes that some arrangement should be 
worked out so that all of the partners pay 
something and the burden should not fall 
entirely on the nations where the troops 
happen to be stationed. For example, Nor­
way, as a matter of policy, allows no station­
ing of foreign troops on its soil and hence 
enjoys no surplus in the balance of payments 
as a result of U.S. forces being stationed in 
Europe. At the same time, Norway benefits to 
a great extent by having U.S. forces stationed 
in Germany; and Norwegian leaders are most 
anxious that U.S. forces not leave Western 
Europe. It is only fair, therefore, that they 
should also make a contribution to equalizing 
the balance-of-payments burden. 

In the case of France-which has excluded 
NATO forces from its soil but which, by the 
fortunes of geography, enjoys the protection 
that NATO provides-the subcommittee be­
lieves that if she is going to have the privi­
lege of continuing to take part in the deci­
sion-making of the Alliance, France should 
make its :financial contribution to equalizing 
the balance-of-payments burden. 

Similarly, the subcommittee believes that 
strenuous efforts must be pursued to get the 
French to pay the cost of facilities left in 
France for which they owe substantial funds 

a The subcommittee is indebted to Dr. 
Timothy W. Stanley, executive vice president 
of the International Economic Policy Asso­
ciation, for first making the suggestion on 
which this recommendation is based. His de­
tailed discussion will be found in the printed 
hearings. 

to the United States and to the overall NATO 
Alliance. 

What the subcommittee has in mind here 
is a supranational fund established under 
the auspices of the NATO Council of Minis­
ters. There would be somewhat of a precedent 
for the procedure in the NATO infrastructure 
arrangement which finances the construction 
of facilities. Financing the deployment of 
troops is equally justified. 

The subcommittee does not think it would 
be appropriate at this time to attempt a 
detailed statistical analysis of how the fund 
would operate. It is recognized that imple­
mentation of the fund would have to be in 
conjunction with the settlement of related 
economic problems of the Alliance. But the 
subcommittee believes the idea must be pur­
sued and should be on the agenda for the 
next Ministerial meeting of the Alliance. 

One of the most, lasting impressions of the 
subcommittee's long study is that the seri­
ousness of the U.S. economic . burdens is not 
sufficiently appreciated, not only by Euro­
pean leaders, but by sometimes myopic U.S. 
representatives abroad. The common fund 
would be of great value in easing these eco .. 
nomic burdens. It would be surely more 
politically palatable in European than 
straight payments on a nation-to-nation 
basis. It would be an important aid in making 
acceptable to the American people the con­
tinued value of NATO commitm~nts. But 
most importantly, it is an economic neces­
sity for the United States. 

VIU. PROBLEMS OF THE PERIPHERY 

Almost anywhere that one looks Oh the 
periphery of NATO's European territory one 
finds problems or potential problems which 
stress the imprudence or reducing NATO 
forces on the central front. The subcommit­
tee would just like to briefiy review some 
of those here. 

THE MEDITERRANEAN 

The Soviet Union has made a frantic 
buildup in its naval forces in the Mediter­
ranean in recent years, a buildup which has 
received considerable publicity. While the 
Soviet forces still do not match the awe­
some power of the U.S. 6th Fleet, lt is at a 
point where it presents a considerable chal­
lenge to that fieet and could divert some of 
the support the 6th Fleet might otherwise 
give to forces in the centrq.l region in an en­
gagement. The Soviets on any given day 
have a greater number of ships in the Medi­
terranean than the United States; and while 
the balance of naval power is still in NATO 
hands, the Soviets' relative position has been 
substantially strengthened over the past few 
years. 

Not only the numbers, J:>ut the quality of 
their forces has improved markedly. Their 
command and control is better than it was, 
and more effective ships are appearing in 
their Mediterranean fieet. They include both 
nuclear-and conventional-powered attack 
submarines (some with cn1ise missiles); 
modern cruisers and destroyers equipped 
with surface-to-surface and surface-to-air 
missiles; modern ASW forces combining sub­
surface, surface and air elements; and land­
ing ships with embarked naval infantry. The 
Soviet employ naval auxiliaries and mer­
chant ships to support the fleet. 

We should not underestimate our own 
power-and above all, we should not lead the 
Soviets to underestimate it. The 6th Fleet is 
an incredibly strong fighting machine. 

However, it must be recognized that the 
Soviets are making a subtle and concerted 
effort to establish a line of bases along the 
African littoral; and if they are successful in 
setting up these support bases, it would give 
the Soviets the capacity to extend tactical 
airpower over Mediterranean waters--a ca­
pacity they greatly desire to offset U.S. car­
rier aviation. At the same time such a devel­
opment inevitably increases the power that 
the Soviets could bring to bear and, there-
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fore, the infiuence they would have fn the 
Middle East. 

At the time of the subcommittee's visit, 
Soviet-built reconnaissance Badgers and 
ASM-equipped aircraft were at Egyptian 
bases, considerably enhancing fleet capabil­
ity. Several thousand Soviet advisors were 
in the area, primarily in Egypt, but also in 
Iraq, Syria and Algeria. It is too early to 
tell what the effect on Soviet Mediterranean 
forces will be as a. result of recent Egyptian 
expulsion of Soviet advisors. 

The ocean environment of the Mediter­
ranean compounds the always complex prob­
lem of submarine detection. Consequently, 
Soviet submarines there, which regularly fol­
low the 6th Fleet, are a particularly serious 
threat; and a greater effort must be made to 
checkmate these undersea forces. The nu­
cleal·-powered attack submarine is our most 
effective means for the long-range detection, 
localiza.tio~ and destruction of enemy sub­
marines in the Mediterranean environment. 
Additional submarines, therefore, is the 
Number 1 requirement of the 6th Fleet. 

.NORTHERN FLANK 

While much publicity attends the Soviet 
developments in the Mediterranean, the sub­
committee wishes to call attention again, as 
it did earlier in this report, to the extensive 
Soviet naval developments on NATO's north­
ern flank. In this northern area of the Nor­
wegian Sea and the Barents Sea there is no 
standing NATO naval force prepared to 
counteract the considerable naval presence 
that the Soviets could bring Into the area in 
a crisis. Due to the effect of ocean currents, 
Soviet entrance to the Norwegian Sea is open 
year round. The possibility of this consider­
able force moving to outflank NATO from the 
north Is always present. The subcommittee 
is especially concerned that the contingency 
forces which would be called upon in an 
emergency to reinforce the northern :Hank 
area. might not be adequate and might be 
sorely needed in another critical area. 

YUGOSLAVIA 

Yugoslavia is a. nation of different ethnic 
groups which, throughout history. ha.ve been 
more in conflict than in harmony. There have 
already been some signs of unrest in the 
country. and the West should be concerned 
about what might develop when Marshal Tito 
dies. Now 81 years old. Tito has set up a 23-
man executive committee to run the country 
after he is gone. Whether the group can hold 
the federal system together after he departs 
the scene is uncertain. 

In this regard the subcommittee shares the 
concern expressed by the Honorable George 
W. Ball and shares his belief that this is still 
one more reason that militates against re­
duction of deterrent NATO forces. The fol­
lowing excerpt from Mr. Ball's testimony 
before the subcommittee is worthy of special 
attention; 

"Now what we do know is that ,the KGB 
has been working actively, particularly with 
the rightwing refugee extremist groups, and 
that the Soviet Union has done something 
it hasn't always done before; it has eon­
scripted some agents from Eastern European 
countries to assist in this process. We have 
already seen the beginnings of hostility and 
fragmentation within the past few months. 

"Now the government was able to suppress 
some trouble in Croatia. The people who had 
been involved have been largely removed 
from the party in Croatia. but I question 
whether there is going to be permanent sta­
bility. There is more rivalry between the 
Croats and the Serbs than we have seen in 
many, many years and without the strong 
guidance of this really remarkable leader, I 
don't know wha.t is going to happen. What 
has disturbed me-and it is not a. scenario 
of my own invention-is that when Tito 
dies. there is a. breakdown of the structure 
of the elaborate 23-ma.n committee. A sep­
aratist group starts an uprising, let's say, in 
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Croatia or wherever. The :ftghting actually 
starts and then some separ&tlst leader under 
Inspiration from the KGB asks the Red Army 
to come and help them out. We could then 
find a situation that the Russians would 
welcome more than anybody could imagine; 
it could mean the realization of their fondest 
dreams and they could invoke the Brezhnev 
doctrine to justify what they were doing. 

". . . I am told that there was a speech 
that Brezhnev made In a factory in Belgrade 
which made it pretty clear that he wouldn't 
hesitate to Invoke the Brezhnev doctrine. 
Having watched the situation In Czechoslo­
vakia in the summer of 1968, I could, there­
fore, see history repeating itself in a way 
tha.t would pose terrible questions for the 
West. Almost certainly the Yugoslavians 
would fight if the Red Army came in; I think 
they'd take to the hills. How long they could 
hold out, I don•t know. 

"But then what could NATO do? It isn't 
within the NATO area. 

"What would the United States do? And 
what would happen if the Red Army did take 
over the country? 

"Particularly, what would happen to the 
politics of Italy if the Red Army were only 
a few miles away across the Adriatic In view 
of the deterioration of the political center In 
Italy and the fact that they are in political 
disarray already. 

"I am .not saying all this is going to hap­
pen, but I think it is something that we 
should be prepared. for. And anything that 
suggests diminution of our troops in Europe 
would only encourage the Soviet Union ... 

MIDDLE EAST 

It is a curious fact that some of those who 
are most vocal for troop withdrawal from 
Europe are most insistent that we commit 
ourselves to support of Israel In a. Middle 
East crisis. It would seem to be obvious that 
bringing forces back from Europe takes them 
further away from Israel. 

But more important-and independent of 
our precise national commitment, if any, to 
Israel-a weakening of NATO forces, par­
ticularly U.S.-deployed forces, inevitably re­
acts to give the Soviets a freer hand for ad­
ventures in the Middle East. It should be 
remembered that the 6th Fleet is part of our 
NATO commitment, and any reduction that 
includes the 6th Fleet weakens the friendly 
forces-the Western sea forces-on Israel's 
open fla.Ilk. 

IX. PUl!.SUlT OF CHANGE 

The subcommittee believes that U.S. troop 
strength In Europe should be maintained 
subject to the burden-shifting in regard to 
the cost of the deployment as proposed 
through a common NATO fUnd. The subcom­
mittee here is speaking principally of the 
basic combat forces committed to NATO. 
This recommendation does not mean that 
the subcommittee is opposed to any force re­
ductions or that the subcommittee believes 
such reductions should not be pursued. 
There are circumstances under which reduc­
tions would be acceptable and some under 
which they would be desirable. The bench­
mark in determining the desirability of re­
ductions is the caveat that they be made in 
such a way as to not reduce the :fighting 
power of the Alliance or at least In such a 
way as to not reduce the relative balance 
and therefore the deterrent value of NATO's 
present military structure. This section dis­
cusses some ideas as to how a change might 
be pursued under such a framework and out· 
lines some of the factors that must be kept 
in mind in pursuing any change. 

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS 
(MBFR) 

The NATO Alliance advanced the concept 
of mutual a.nd balanced force reductions in 
the Declaration of Reykjavik in 1968 a.nd 
reaffirmed its support of the concept in the 
1970 Rome Ministerial Communique which 

invited interested states to hold exploratory 
talks on MBFR in Europe, with special ref­
erence to the central Region. 

Initially the proposal received no response 
from the Warsaw Pact. However, in April 
1971 Leonid Brezhnev indicated that the So­
viets were prepared for discussions on troop 
reductions. His remarks were gree•ted with 
euphoria by some NATO leaders. The Soviets 
meanwhile had previously advanced the idea 
of a. European Security Conference; and while 
the purpose and framework of the confer­
ence was left somewhat vague, it is the view 
of the subcommittee that the Soviets were 
hoping to gain from such a conference an 
arrangement with Europe which would fur­
ther deta~h Western European nations from 
their association with the United States and 
which would ·therefore weaken the NATO 
Alliance. In the fall of 1971 the NATO min­
isters went so far as to designate their for­
mer Secretary General Manlio Brosio as ex­
plorer to discuss procedures with Moscow. 
The Soviets ignored him. 

Subsequently, in May 1972, the President. 
in concluding his visit to Moscow, partici­
pated In a joint statement with Soviet lead­
ers Indicating both sides were prepared to 
work towards mutual force reductions in 
Europe and to take part in a Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). 

The joint commtmique said: 
"Europe 

"In the course of the discussions on the 
international situation, both Sides took note 
of favorable developments in the relaxation 
of tensions in Europe. 

"Recognizing the importance to world 
peace of developments in Europe, where both 
World Wars originated, and mindful of the 
responsibilities and commitments which they 
share with other powers under appropriate 
agreements, the USA and the USSR intend 
to make further efforts to ensure a peaceful 
future for Europe, free of tensions, crises and 
conflicts. 

"They agree that the territorial integrity 
of all states in Europe should be respec.ted. 

"Both Sides view the September 3, 1971 
Quadripartite Agreement relating to the 
Western Sectors of Berlin as a good exam­
ple of fruitful cooperation between the states 
concerned, Including the USA and the USSR. 
The two Sides believe that the implementa­
tion of that agreement in the near future, 
along with other steps. will further improve 
the European situation and contribute to 
the necessary trust among states. · 

"Both Sides welcomed the treaty be­
tween the USSR and the Federal Republic 
of Germany signed on August 12, 1970. They 
noted the significance of the provi.sions of 
this treaty as well as of other recent agree­
ments in contributing to confidence and 
cooperation among the European states. 

"The USA and the USSR are prepared to 
make appropriate contributions to the posi­
tive trends on the European continent to­
ward a genuine detente and the development 
of relations of peaceful cooperation among 
states in Europe on the basis of the prin­
ciples of territorial integrity and inviolability 
o! frontiers, non-interference In internal af­
fairs, sovereign equality. independence and 
renunciation of the use or threat of force. 

"The US and the USSR are in a.ccm:d that 
multilateral consultations looking toward a 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe could begin after the signature of 
the Final Quadripartite Protocol of the 
Agreement of September 3. 1971. The two 
governments agree that the conference 
should be carefully prepared in order that 
it may concretely consider specific problems 
of security and cooperation a.nd thus con­
tribute to the progressive reduction of the 
underlying causes of tension In Europe. This 
conference should be convened at a. time to 
be agreed by the countries concerned, but 
without undue delay. 
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"Both Sides believe that the goal of ensur­

ing stability and security in Europe would 
be served by a reciprocal reduction of armed 
forces and armaments, first of all in Central 
Europe. Any agreement on this question 
should not diminish the security of any of 
the Sides. Appropriate agreement should be 
reached as soon as practicable between the 
states concerned on the procedures for nego­
tiations on this subject in a special forum." 

The successful negotiations in Moscow 
created an atmosphere which made MBFR 
negotiations and a CSCE more likely than 
at any time in the past. In the fall of 1972 
arrangements were worked out for a general 
scenario for separate talks on both MBFR 
and CSCE. Initial or exploratory talks on 
CSCE began in November in Helsinki, and 
MBFR exploratory talks began in Vienna in 
late January 1973. These two sets of talks 
are to move into the full conference or nego­
tiation stage later this year, assuming satis­
factory progress in the initial discussions. 

The subcommittee acknowledges the dif­
ficulty involved in the MBFR concept. It 
involves the most intricate and complex kind 
of negotiations-far more difficult, for ex­
ample, than the SALT negotiations. To begin 
with, it is difficult to get a handle on general­
purpose forces, and there is the previously 
mentioned wide variation in estimates as to 
the existing balance of forces. Some general 
agreement on the relative balance would 
be required-at least on our side, or at least 
in our own Government-before one could 
assess the impact of possible reductions. 

There would also be great difficulty in 
determining what would be a mutual re­
duction. For one thing, any reductions on 
the part of the United States would mean 
bringing troops back 3,000 miles across the 
ocean, whereas the Soviets would be with­
drawing troops several hundred miles across 
land (the very line to which the Soviet troops 
would withdraw might well be a matter of 
contention) . It would therefore seem that 
more Soviet forces in numbers would have 
to be removed to get an equivalent reduction. 
For example, if you moved one Soviet tank 
back 400 miles and one American tank 3,000 
miles back across the ocean, you would be 
handing the Soviets an advantage. 

The number of personnel in U.S. and 
Soviet divisions varies substantially (roughly 
16,000 for a U.S. division and roughly 9,000 
for a Soviet division). In addition, the fire­
power varies and the relative capability of 
various kinds of weapons systems varies wide­
ly. 

While considerable strides have been made 
in the areas of verification, there could still 
be some difficulty resolving numbers and 
movements of troops; and there could still 
be some uncertainty because of the capability 
of Warsaw Pact forces to move rapidly back 
into East Germany. 

The subcommittee was amazed to learn 
that in discussions of MBFR other NATO 
nations have considered various reductions 
in their own forces and that U.S. repre­
sentatives had been something less than 
adamant in opposing such an idea in the 
initial phase of negotiations. In view of the 
relatively greater cost of the burden borne by 
the United States and in view of the more 
desirable impact of lessening tension, the 
subcommittee strongly believes that any ini­
tial reductions of an MBFR agreement should 
involve the withdrawal of American and 
Soviet forces. It is Soviet forces and not 
East European indigenous forces that are 
the greatest threat to NATO. What would 
contribute most to the lessening of tension 
is the reduction of Soviet and U.S. forces. 

For all the difficulty, however, the subcom­
mittee believes that the possibility of mutual 
reductions should be pursued and that the 
hand of NATO should not be weakened while 
negotiations are going on, or during the time 
when negotiations are likely getting under­
way. 

The importance of not reducing forces at 
such a time applies not only to MBFR, but 
to various other negotiations which are being 
conducted by the West German Government 
and by the United States. Reducing the bal­
ance of power at such a time would weaken 
our hand and reduce the benefits that might 
flow to the West from such negotiations. 

A strong and certain U.S. contribution to 
NATO is the best incentive that can be given 
to the Soviets to take part in mutual and 
balanced force reductions. While there is a 
good deal of skepticism about the success 
of MBFR, two years ago there was a great 
deal of skepticism about the success of 
SALT. If a possibility of improving the at­
mosphere for world peace without endanger­
ing the stability of Western Europe through 
negotiations exists, then we have a moral ob­
ligation to pursue it. 

Atlantic Conje1·ence 
The subcommittee believes that planning 

should begin now for possible long-range 
changes in NATO that can be expected to 
come about following the present period of 
intense negotiations. Such planning should 
include possible changes that could be 
agreed upon by the Alliance in the absence 
of MBFR or other agreements. 

The subcommittee was surprised to find 
that as far as it could learn no such plan­
ning is currently going on in our Govern­
ment, either in the Department of Defense 
or in the Department of State. The subcom­
mittee could find no instances in the past 
where representatives of our State Depart­
ment or our Defense Department had spe­
cifically put forward to NATO councils pro­
posed increases in ground troops of NATO 
European partners or where they had pro­
posed original reductions in U.S. forces in 
NATO. Such reductions in the past decade 
in U.S. forces in Europe have been instigated 
by higher-level officials and have not been 
proposed by those representatives responsible 
for initial recommendations on NATO policy. 

At the June DPC Ministerial meeting Dr. 
Schlesinger asked the allies to consider the 
possibility of a multilateral solution aimed 
at alleviating the added costs to the United 
States of stationing U.S. forces in Europe. 
The NATO ministers subsequently directed 
the NATO Permanent Representatives to 
study the issue and to offer whatever recom­
mendations they thought appropriate to the 
DPC. 

There are two other important purposes 
that could be served as a consequence of 
such planning: 

To assure--and to assure that citizens of 
Western Europe know-that NATO is given 
the priority it deserves in U.S. policy. 

To make certain that any change in long­
range U.S. commitments would be made only 
after full consultation and joint planning 
with our allies and in such a manner that 
they would have ample time to adjust their 
own plans. 

The subcommittee is somewhat concerned 
that, up until the past year at least, the 
executive branch has given a higher priority 
to other areas of the world than to NATO. 
The executive branch, in the subcommittee's 
view, has also been deficient in explaining 
and reemphasizings to the American people 
the continued importance to the United 
States of our NATO commitment. 

A meeting of heads of NATO nations, a 
so-called Atlantic Conference was proposed 
to the subcommittee by the Honorable John 
J. McCloy, former High Commissioner for 
Germany, as one desirable means of bring­
ing NATO planning back into sharper focus. 
In such a conference the medium, so to speak, 
would be the message. The act of initiating 
the conference would signal the importance 
placed on the Alliance. 

Even if a full-membership conference is 
not considered · desirable at this time, the 
subcommittee can see merit in the outward 
manifestation of our priority assigned to 

Europe that a Presidential visit to NATO 
would provide. 

BUILDING BLOCKS TO FORCE REDUCTIONS 

In his appearance before the subcommit­
tee, Gen. La uris Norstad, USAF (Ret.), for­
mer Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, dis­
closed that he had once proposed the idea 
of "deep inspection•· as a means of easing 
tension along the border between NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact. The deep inspection would 
involve numbers of officers from NATO in­
specting the forces in place for several hun­
dred miles beyond the border and offcers 
from the Warsaw Pact inspecting equally 
deep into NATO area. This would be an ex­
tension of the present limited inspection 
procedure under which four-man liaison 

teams from each side visit the other side on 
a regular basis. 

The purpose of the deep inspections is 
to be aware of force location and troop move­
ments to provide an additional assurance 
against surpris3 attacl~. Cutting out the 
chances of surprise attack would be the 
equivalent of having additional forces. You 
could safely keep more of your forces re­
moved frcm the forward lines. 

The strategy o! flexible response assumes 
some warning time before an attack could 
be mounted; and present verification meth­
ods give assurance that we would have at 
least some warning, if n _ all the warning 
the strategy considers desirable. 

The deep inspection would provide what 
General Goodpaster refers to as a confidence­
building measure and would be a useful 
building block towards an eventu: 1 mutual 
and balanced force reduction. 

While present national means of verifica­
tion-which the Soviets accept as justified in 
relation to strategic weapons in the SALT 
agreements-may obviate the need for some 
deep inspection, the psychological advantage 
of having inspectors physically present on 
the ground would be of considerable adYan­
tage. It is the recommendation of the sub­
committee, therefore, that the idea be pur­
sued in more detail. 

Similar steps which may be taken prior 
to the start of MBFR negotiatio~ls should be 
sought. An agreement to give notice of prior 
movement of sizable troop units would be 
one example. Hopefully there are others which 
could contribute to reducec;, tension. 

TEMPORARY WITHDRAWAL 

The subcommittee considered, but reject­
ed, a proposal of making a temporary per­
centage withdrawal of our NATO forces as a 
device for compelling Western European 
partners to do more. The subcommittee does 
not believe that this is a wise and mature 
way of dealing with allies or improving mu­
tual confidence in the Alliance. It might well 
encourage the opposite of its intention; that 
is, a decreased effort on the part of the Allies. 
And it would be particularly undesirable at 
the present time because it would be a 
weakening o! our forces and, therefore, a 
weakening of the hand of NATO during nego­
tiations. 

THE METHOD OF CHANGE 

One of the deepest impressions retained 
from a thorough study of NATO is the inter­
dependence of NATO countries-particularly 
their economic interdependence-and the 
interrelationship of policies. It is very easy 
to make neat and clean-looking recommen­
dations concerning this aspect or that aspect 
of the military alliance. But it is simply un­
realistic to plan on actions being taken 
without taking .account of the ripple effect 
on other policies. 

As an example, under other circumstances 
the subcommittee might have recommenda­
tions concerning a change in the extensive 
commissary and exchange organization in 
Western Europe. But with the fluctuations 
in dollar and deutschmark values, a curtail­
ing of these facilities at the present time 
would have a severe and unfair effect on 
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the income of military families in Europe 
and would also encourage the spending of 
more dollars on the foreign economy with 
an attendant adverse balance-of-payments 
effect. 

Similarly, the subcommittee is not recom­
mending any large reductions in the num­
ber of dependents in Europe. Looked at in 
the context of the European deployment 
alone, at first blush it would appear that 
recalling many of the more than 200,000 
dependents in Europe would reduce the cost 
of our NATO deployment and would create 
a significant saving in balance of payments. 
rt would also appear to simplify the tactical 
military requirements, since the removal of 
the dependents would be a serious task in a 
time of crisis, and the subcommittee is not 
convinced that adequate planning has been 
done for this eventuality. However, the Con­
gress has tremendously increased personnel 
costs in recent years by increasing military 
pay and allowances in order to achieve an 
all-volunteer force. Particularly, in 1971 
military pay and allowances were increased 
some $2.4 billion. Many of the troops sta­
tioned in Europe are assigned there after an 
unaccompanied tour in Vietnam or Korea; 
and to ask them to spend another two or 
three years in an unaccompanied tour would 
have an adverse impact on retention and 
would be, in simple terms. unfair to career 
men. It makes no sense to spend billions of 
dollars to create an all-volunteer force and 
then impose the kind of restrictions on fam­
ily life that encourage men to get out of the 
service. While it may be that in some in­
stances in some billets shorter unaccompa­
nied tours would be desirable and could re­
sult in the reduction of some dependents in 
Europe. in the main our forces stationed 
there are best accompanied by their families. 

After forces have been withdrawn from 
Vietnam and reduced in Korea. accompanied­
tour policies can be reviewed again .. 

Information given to the subcommittee in­
dicates that some of the problems that were 
occurring in Western Europe in terms of drug 
use, racial tension, disciplinary problems 
generally and related morale matters are on 
the way to improvement. Statistics presented 
to the subcommittee by Gen. Michael S. 
Davison. Commander. Central Army Group. 
and Commander in Chief, U.S. Army Europe. 
and 7th Army, which will be found in the 
hearings. indicate that the crime rate over 
the last year has been substantially reduced 
and the retention rate has improved. The 
retention rate in U.S. Air Force, Europe, has 
remarkably improved. 

In the view of the subcommittee, however. 
serious problems still exist in the area of 
motivation and assignment of personnel. As­
signment of personnel out of the field for 
which they are trained is one of the worst 
contributors to bad morale, and the sub­
committee was distressed to find this still 
happening in the European Command. 

One or the most important things General 
Davison has done which has brought about 
morale improvement, while at the same time 
improving the readiness of our Army in Eu­
rope. is to get increased training time in the 
field. The observation of the subcommittee 
members over the years is that. General 
Davison is right in his statement that 
soldiers like to soldier and that discipline and 
morale problems do not occur nearly as often 
when the troops In the field are doing a 
soldier's job. Problems occur in the barracks 
or when troops are inadequately occupied 
and do not feel they are doing useful work. 

As a.n example, the subcommittee was 
singularly impressed by the high morale of 
U.S. personnel at Dyiabakir, Turkey, who-­
though stationed in an outpost most young 
Americans would consider a God forsaken 
corner of the world-were sustained by an 
awareness or the importance of the m.:tssion 
they were performing. 

One change which has co-ntributed to a 
generally improved picture In Europe is the 
greater stability of assignments, both in 
terms of officers and enlisted personnel, but 
particularly as regards senior noncommis­
sioned officers and oompany-grade officers. In 
the past the turbulence in assignments 
created by the Vietnam requirements has 
often resulted in company and battalion 
leadership changing every few months; of­
ficers would not get to know their men like 
they should and there was no time to pro­
vide the continuing leadership required. 

SUMMARY 

We have previously mentioned the pro­
found changes now taking place in Western 
Europe with the prospects of a European 
SecW'i.ty Conference and MBFR negotiations; 
the Berlin Accords; the West German treaty 
with Poland; the entry of England, and Den­
mark into the Common Market; and with 
the economic impact of the devaluations of 
the dollar and the earlier evaluation of the 
mark. 

It is no secret that the long-range dream 
of American policy planners has always been 
for greater political unity for Western Eu­
rope, for sucb holds the best guarantee both 
of greater security for Europe and a lessen­
ing of the need for an American contribution 
to tbat security. The expansion of the Com­
mon Market must certainly be seen as an 
important step towards building that greater 
political unity, for the Common Market is 
not meant, as one observer put !t, to create 
merely a federation of grocers. NATO con­
tinues to provide the necessary framework 
ln which that greater political unity and 
greater self-ensured security can come about. 

But those who would try to build the econ­
omy and the political unity of Western Eu­
rope without the military foundation of 
NATO are like the character in Gulliver's 
Travels who was attempting to build a house 
from the roof down. 

As General Norstad told the subcommittee, 
"The greatest assets of NATO are faith, hope, 
and charity. NATO is a movement. and the 
most important thing is the spirit of that 
movement. But something built up over the 
years can be destroyed very quickly." 

Unilateral actions not taken in consort 
with our allies which could lead to the un­
raveling of the Alliance are the kind of de­
structive actions which should be avoided. 
Even if all negotiations failed, even if it even­
tually became necessary to make changes in 
deployment. such changes would need to be 
made very gradually over an extended period 
and only after joint planning. 

The method of change is, to a large extent 
as important as the change itself. And the 
measuring device of the desirability of change 
should always be what contributes most to 
the stable deterrent value of the Alliance and 
to the political stability of Western Europe. 

X. MINOIUTY VIEWS OF HON. LES ASPIN 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. In other WOrdS (Mr. 
Secretary) are we going to be expected to 
send substantial numbers of troops over there 
as a more or less permanent contribution to 
the development of these countries' capacity 
to resist? 

Secretary AcHESON. The answer to that 
question, Senator, is a clear and absolute 
.. No".-,-Hearings before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee on the NATO Alliance, 
April 27, 1949. 

Twenty-five years after the end of World 
War II. American forces are still in Europe. 
Why? That question is legitimate because it 
calls attention to a situation which was not 
foreseen when NATO was established. U.S. 
Forces may have been necessary in 1949 when 
Europe was weak. But now Europe is stl'ong. 
economically and industrially, stronger in 
some respects than the United States, with 
almost as large a GNP and more population. 

Yet we are told it is still necessary for Amer­
ican troops to help defend Europe. Why? 

There is no doubt that the European allies 
can do more for their own defense. When 
they talk about the difficulties of doing more, 
it is political barriers, not economic or pop­
ulation barriers that they are talking about. 

NATO COUNTRY COMPARISONS 

Percent 
of GNP 

going to 
defense 

Length 
of com­
pulsory 
service 

in armed 
forces (in 
months) 

Percent 
of popula­

tion ill 
armed 
forces 

Belgium_ ------------------ 3. 3 12- 15 I. l 
Canada__ _____________ ___ __ 2. 5 (1) . 4 
Denmark_ _________________ 2.6 12 . 9 
France_---- --------------- 4. 2 12 1.1 
Germany______________ _____ 4. 0 15 . 7 
Greece___________________ _ 5. 3 24 2.1 Iceland __________________________________________ ____ ___ _ 
Italy_ ________ _____________ :u 15-24 1.0 
Luxembourg_-------------- 1.1 (1) • 3 
Netherlands________________ 3_8 16-21 . 9 
Norway____________________ 3. & 12-15 . 9 
PortugaL____ _______ ______ 8. 3 24-48 2. 7 
Tufkey_ ___ ________________ 5. 0 18-2ft 1.5 
United Kingdom____________ 5_8 (1) • 7 
United States______________ 1. 5 (1) 1. 1 

1 Voluntary service. 

As the above table shows every one of our 
NATO allies except Portugal spends a smaller 
percentage of GNP on defense than does the 
United States, and only three of the NATO 
allies have a. larger percentage of the popula­
tion serving in the armed forces. The prin­
cipal European powers, France, Germany. and 
Britain, are considerably behind the United 
States in the former category. In fact, it 
would take only marginal increases in re­
sources devoted to defense for the European 
allies to replace all U.S. troops stationed in 
Europe. 

What is more, the allies can replace U.S. 
troops at roughly half the cost to the United 
States. The Germans alone could replace half 
our divisions and half our air wings and still 
keep defense expenditures to under 6 percent 
of the GNP. That figure would still be less 
than the United States is spending on de­
fense and, more significantly, less than the 
Germans themselves were spending in 1963. 

With all of the pressure that our NATO 
allies have put on the United States to main­
tain her commitment, they themselves have 
reduced their own contribution. France 
pulled out of the alliance in 1966. Canada, in 
1969, cut its European forces in half s..q,ying 
in effect, "we are not pulling out of the 
alliance, but Europe should do more." Ger­
many has reduced the length of conscription 
in her armed forces and cut her defense 
budget. The Danes have cut the length of 
conscription in their armed forces and are 
contemplating further reduction. Norway 
does not allow any foreign soldiers on her 
soil even to help defend Norway. Other coun­
tries (Malta and Iceland. for example) ta.ke 
actions directly counter to the interests of 
the NATO alliance. 

Yet we are constantly told of the "deep 
concern felt by European leaders to the con­
tinuing viability of the American commit­
ment." We are told that "the Europeans 
would consider a substantial U.S. withdrawal 
at the present time as a sign that the Ameri­
cans had decided to pull out of Europe and 
this was the beginning of the process of 
disengagement." 

We are told that if we reduce our forces, 
our allies will reduce theirs and ultimately 
it will break up the alliance. There is the 
danger of Finlandization-where every coun­
try will make its own terms with the U.S.S.R. 
and gradually be absorbed into the Soviet 
he~mony. 

The situation appears to be this: because 
we are maintaining our defense commitment 
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we are unable to convince our _allies of the 
necessity of increasing their share 9f the bur­
den. But we cannot withdraw ·our forces be­
cause such an action will trigger our allies 
to reduce their forces and come to terms 
with the Soviet Union. All of this sounds like 
our troops are not only helping to protect 
our allles, but are protecting our allies from 
themselves. If this is all true, perhaps it is 
better that we find out now rather than 
later. 

The fix that we have gotten ourselves into 
is simply this: it appears that we are more 
committed to the defense of Europe than the 
Europeans themselves. Resisting the tempta­
tion to draw parallels with Vietnam, it is 
nonetheless clear that we have gotten into 
this fix partly or largely because of our own 
doing. 

In the first place, we have made the mis­
take of keeping a disproportionate number 
of the NATO high command positions in 
U.S. hands. How can we expect the allies to 
look on NATO as their defense when SACEUR 
has always been an American? 

Second, incredible as it may sound, ap­
parently the United States has never taken 
the position that the allies should increase 
the quantity of their forces. All U.S. pres­
sure apparently has been directed toward 
getting the allies to improve their forces 
qualitatively. 

But third, and perhaps most important, 
we have become so committed to European 
defense largeiy because for years we have 
been arguing with our allies--successfully­
against cutting troops in Europe for the 
wrong reasons. It was the United States that 
first insisted that it was not only possible 
to defend Europe with conventional weapons 
in a conventional war, but it was highly 
desirable to do so. 

It was the United States who first argued 
that the Warsaw Pact did not have over­
whelming superiority in conventional arms. 
If NATO was heavily outnumbered, we could 
cut our forces to a small contingent and save 
a good deal of money. But if we look at man­
power on both sides we see that there is a 
rough balance. The Warsaw Pact has many 
more divisions than NATO but they are 
smaller in size than NATO divisions and in 
manpower there is rough equality. This is 
not to say that there are no imbalances. The 
Warsaw Pact has more tanks, for example, 
but the measurable differences are slight 
and if war were to break out the immeasur­
able differences-morale, training leadership, 
et cetera would be the deciding factors. 

Second, it was the United States who also 
first argued against the proposition that the 
NATO forces can rely on nuclear weapons 
(tactical nuclear weapons) if war comes 
and so can cut manpower requirements. A 
nuclear deterrent by itself, it was recog­
nized, is not a credible deterrent. As has 
been said repeatedly, w~en a crisis comes 
almost any alternative will look better to a 
decisionmaker than the nuclear alternative. 
Because the distinction between tactical and 
strategic nuclear weapons is so blurred the 
use of tactical nuclear weapons is likely to 
lead to total destruction on all sides. As 
both sides are aware of this, nuclear weapons 
alone are not a credible deterrent. 

During the sixties the United States took 
up these arguments with the NATO allies 
saying (a) that it was possible to have a con­
ventional capability to defend Europe (in­
deed we had such a capability all along) 
and (b) because of the limitations of nuclear 
weapons it was indeed highly desirable to 
have this capability. In 1967 the allies finally 
agreed and the doctrine of "flexible response" 
became the NATO doctrine at IE:ast on paper. 

But such a victory was not clear cut nor 
was it without its costs. The low stocks of 
ammunition and other supplies which the 
allies have on hand gives some indication 
that whatever they may have agreed to on 
paper the allies have not fully accepted the 

flexible response doctrine in practice. Also, 
and more significant, the United States hav­
ing argued for so long and so hard in favor 
of a flexible response doctrine is in a very 
poor position to withdraw even some of its 
forces and jeopardize the conventional cap­
ability at just the time when the allies were 
beginning to accept it. 

But in spite of this dilemma that we now 
find ourselves facing there are still some very 
good arguments for developing now a long­
run strategy for diminishing our presence in 
Europe. These arguments are of course in 
part related to Europe's capability to do more 
for herself and are certainly in part related 
to a growing sentiment within the United 
States for our troops to come home. 

But one of the other factors that should 
be important in encouraging us to redefine 
our European presence is that right now a 
war in Europe is a very unlikely war. No one 
can argue that tensions in Europe have 
been reduced-the Berlin accords, the Mos­
cow summit, the SALT agreements, West 
Germany's Ostpolitik all attest to that. In 
speculating about where war is going to 
break out, Europe is now about last on the 
list. There is a war going on in Southeast 
Asia, there has been trouble and could be 
more trouble in the Mideast and the Indian 
Subcontinent, but it is almost impossible to­
day to concoct a scenario for war breaking 
out in Europe. This could of course change, 
but it can be argued that we should take 
advantage of this situation while it is here. 

Not everyone will agree. First it will be 
argued correctly that the Warsaw Pact main­
tains a formidable warmaking capability. As 
long as this warmaking capability exists we 
cannot reduce our forces. But it has also 
been pointed out correctly that "threat" 
involves not only "capability" but also 
"intent." The Warsaw Pact's war capability 
exists only in part as a counter to NATO 
forces. The Soviets also keep forces in East 
Europe to maintain a European presence 
and as a police function over Eastern Euro­
pean countries. While the Soviets are facing 
a formidable challenge on their Chinese 
border and are maintaining control over 
restive European allies--for example, 
Czechoslovakia--the threat of a Soviet in­
vasion of West Europe is not very great. 

Second, it will be argued that NATO is 
the reason why the threat in Europe has 
diminished and this reduction in threat 
proves that NATO is working. Therefore we 
cannot now reduce our forces. If this argu­
ment is true it is going to be very difficult 
to reduce our forces any place at any time. 
Certainly we cannot reduce our forces if the 
threat is increasing. According to this argu­
ment we cannot reduce our forces when the 
threat is diminishing. It seems then that 
neither can we reduce our forces when the 
threat stays the same. When can we reduce 
forces? Apparently never. This argument is 
sometimes called the "heads I win tails you 
lose" argument. 

However, it is possible to recognize that 
NATO is an important contributing factor 
to the stabilization in Europe without 
arguing that it should go on forever un­
changed. Taking advantage of the detente 
by reducing our forces can, if it is done 
in the right way, actually encourage the 
detente and lead to further accords and 
agreements. 

The third argument against force reduc­
tion says that to reduce our forces uni­
laterally will jeopardize the chances for 
mutual and balanced force reductions 
(MBFR). As negotiations on MBFR ·are now 
underway to reduce forces now would be a 
very bad thing. But the possibility of 
MBFR has been dredged up every time. Con­
gress has considered cutting troops in Europe 
and nothing has ever come of it. The -prob- . 
lem is. that MBFR is so complicated. A 
soldier from one country may not be an 
equal fighting force tO a soldier from another 

country-how do you establish ratios be­
tween all the countries? Moving a Soviet 
soldier several hundred miles to Russia is 
not the same as moving an American soldier 
several thousand miles to the United States-­
how do you establish distance ratios? These 
kinds of questions we have not yet settled 
among our NATO allies. It seems unlikely 
that we will settle them with the War3aw· 
Pact in the very near future. 

What the United States should do is take 
advantage of the current detente with Rus­
sia and begin planning now for a phased 
withdrawal of forces from Europe. Some 
forces should remain as a commitment to 
NATO defense but not more than half of 
those there now. To give the NATO allies 
the chance to make up the deficit by in­
creasing their own forces the withdrawal 
should be done by stages and perhaps sched­
uled to begin at some date in the future. 
Negotiations with the allies should deter­
mine the timing, but the planning should 
begin now. The phasing down should be 
flexible enough to react to and encourage 
the proper responses from the Soviet Union. 
If the Soviets increase the pressure the with­
drawal should be reversed but if there are 
affirmative responses this procedure may be 
able to avoid the tangled problems of 
MBFR. All of this flexibility is important 
and therefore preferable that it be done by 
the executive than by the legislative branch. 

Whether the forces taken out of Europe 
should be disbanded or earmarked for another 
contingency depends on what needs there 
are for other contingencies. We have a tre­
mendous commitment of resources to the 
European contingency-nine out of 13 ac­
tive Army divisions, six out of nine reserve 
divisions. Proper defense planning should 
lead to allocation of resources based upon 
probable need. If there is a 90-percent prob­
ability that we will have to fight war A and 
a 10-percent probability that we will have 
to fight war B we should alloc.ate roughly 90 
percent of our resources to A and 10 percent 
to B. But our conventional forces now are 
overwhelmingly earmarked for Europe a low 
probability contingency. 

This is the point of the controversy over 
the question of troops in Europe. The main 
point is not just the 310,000 U.S. troops on 
European soil but the whole question of 
what amount of resources should we buy 
and allocate to the European contingency. 
To raise that question strikes at the heart 
of a great deal of vested interest . 

For instance the Defense Department has 
a very large stake in the European contin­
gency. Planning for general purpose forces is 
much more primitive than planning for 
strategic forces. Trying to determine "how 
much is enough" in numbers of divisions, 
tactic.al air wings and aircraft carrier task 
forces is far from an exact science. Right 
now m•ost of the Army's active and reserve 
divisions are justified in the pudget by be­
ing earmarked for Europe. If we accept that 
view that war .in Europe is not just around 
the corner, it may be pretty hard to justify 
all those divisions. · 

The Army has an additional stake in the 
European contingency. Planning for wars 
in Europe is more comfortable. Wars in 
Europe_ are more "normal" and not aber­
rations like the horror that was and is Viet­
nam. Battle plans are practiced and weapons 
are designed with a war in Europe in mind. 

The State Department too is not free from 
this kind of attitude. The presence of U.S. 
troops in Europe gives the State Department 
leverage in bargaining in international eco­
nomics as well as a whole range of other 
issues. 

The question then of troops in Europe is 
not just a question of a few thousand men 
on European soil. But to argue for a reduc­
tion of ·those few thousand men leads in­
evitably to questions being raised about a 
whole host of vested interests. That is what 
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makes the reduction of troops in Europe so 
difficult and so important. 
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uty Director of Strategic Plans and Policy 
Division, Office of Chief of Naval Operations. 
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Chief Atlantic and Commander in Chief, 
U.S. Atlantic Fleet. 

Earle, Hon. Ralph, II, Defense Advisor to 
the U.S. Mission to NATO. 

Fluckey, Rear Adm. Eugene B., Command­
er, Iberian Atlantic Area. 

Goodpaster, Gen. Andrew J., Supreme Al­
lied Commander, Europe, and U.S. Command­
er in Chief, Europe. 

Halperin, Dr. Morton H., Senior Fellow, The 
Brookings Institution. 

Hightower, Maj. Gen. John M., USA, Chief, 
Joint U.S. Military Aid Group to Greece. 

Hillenbrand, Hon. Martin, Assistant Secre­
tary of State for European Affairs. 

Jones, Gen. David C., Commander in Chief, 
U.S. Air Forces, Europe. 

Klein, Hon. David, Assistant Chief of Mis­
sion, U.S. Mission to Berlin. 

McCloy, Hon. John J., Chairman, General 
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McGough, Maj. Gen. Edward A., III, Com­
mander, 16th Air Force. 

McQuilken, Capt. William Reginald, Com­
mander, U.S. Naval Activities, U.S. Naval 
Station, Rota, Spain. 

Miller, Vice Adm. G. E., Commander 6th 
Fleet, and Commander, Striking and Support 
Forces Southern Europe. 

Milton, Gen. T. R., USAF, U.S. Military 
Representative, NATO Military Committee. 

Morse, Hon. John H., Deputy Assistant Sec­
retary of Defense for European and NATO 
Affairs. 

Norstad, Gen. La uris, USAF (retired) , 
Former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, 
and Former Chief, U.S., European Command. 

Rivero, Adm. Horacio, Commander in 
Chief, Allied Forces Southern Europe. 

Roberts, Brig. Gen. Francis J., Chief, Euro­
pean Division, Plans and Policy Directorate, 
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Scherrer, Maj. Gen. Edward C. D., USA, 
Chief, Joint U.S. Military Mission for Aid to 
Turkey. 

St. John, Maj. Gen. Adrian, USA, Director 
of Plans, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Military Operations. 

Stanley, Dr. Timothy W., Executive Vice 
President, International Economic Policy 
Association. 

Starry, Brig. Gen. D. A., USA, Director of 
Manpower and Forces, Office of the Assistant 
Chief of Staff for Force Development. 

stewart, Maj. Gen. Richard R., USAF, Dep­
uty Director for Intelligence, Defense Intelli-
gence Agency. · 

Tasca, Hon. Henry J., U.S. Ambassador to 
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Vest, Hon. George S., Deputy Chief of Mis­
sion at USNATO, Brussels. 

COMMUNIST PARTY, U.S.A. 

<Mr. !CHORD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, recently 
the National Broadcasting Co. presented 
a special 1-hour television program in 
which it examined the activities of the 
Communist Party, U.S.A., an organiza­
tion which is under firm control and di­
rection of the Soviet Union. This is the 
first time in recent years the media have 
placed the spotlight on the activities of 
the Communist Party. 

One of the salient :;,Joints made in the 
NBC presentation was the fact that 
while the New Left flashed onto the 
American scene and then quickly van­
ished, the Communist Party, the epitome 
of the Old Left, has endured. From a 
low point in the 1950's, the Communist 
Party was described as staging a come­
back with its members actively carrying 
on efforts to infiltrate virtually every 
phase of our society. The party hopes to 
disarm Ameiicans ideologically, :o make 
them feel that communism does not rep­
resent a danger to our democratic insti­
tutions. 

Perhaps the most significant revela­
tion in the television program was the 
statement of Communist Party national 
leader, General Secretary Gus Hall, as 
to whether the Communist Party antici­
pates using violence in connection with 
its coming into power in the United 
States. Although the Communist Party 
in re0ent years has steadfastly main­
tained an official position that it will 
come into power through nonviolent 
means, Gus Hall, when asked by NBC 
commentator Frank McGee if there is a 
strong possibility that a Communist 
takeover would be v!olent, answered: 

I think so. I think there's strong possibili­
ties that there will be violence. We do not 
rule out nonviolence, but, I think if you 
take history in the United States and the 
nature of capitalism and monopoly capital­
ism, that one has to say that there'd be a 
strong possibility of violence. 

In my capacity as chairman of the 
House Committee on Internal Security, 
I was privileged to make a brief appear­
ance on the NBC program. I pointed out 
the :financial assistance CPUSA has 
received from its Kremlin masters. In 
addition, I called attention to the fact 
that the Communists have achieved some 
success in their efforts to infiltrate the 
Federal · Government. This particular 
fact has been a matter of grave concern 
to me and the Committee on Internal Se­
curity has made a comprehensive study 
of this situation. Following extensive 
committee hea1ings over a 2-year period, 
I along with committee member RrcH­
A~nsoN PREYER, introduced two bills, H.R. 
6241 and H.R. 8865, which are designed 
to remedy weaknesses and deficiencies in 
the Federal civilian employee loyalty-se­
curity program. 

The NBC television commentator, in 
mentioning the efforts of the House Co~-

mittee on Internal Security to cope with 
the Communist menace, probably left a 
misunderstanding in regard to the com­
mittee's public source files which I would 
like to correct. It was stated that the 
committee is said to maintain files on 
three-quarters of a million Americans. 
The fact of the matter is that the public 
source material in the committee's files is 
maintained on organizations within its 
mandate. The committee only develops 
information on individuals insofar as 
they are involved in the activities of such 
organizations. It has been estimated that 
the committee's index cards to public 
source material may number close to 
750,000. However, this does not represent 
750,000 different names. Many names 
might have dozens or more index cards 
so that the total number of different 
names would be far less than 750,000. 

It was most interesting to note during 
the television program that a recent poll 
taken by a research concern showed that 
an overwhelming percentage of the 
American public contacted felt that Com­
munist Party members should not hold 
Federal jobs, should not hold defense 
jobs, should not be employed as school­
teachers, and should not be allowed to be 
candidates for public office. In addition, 
a majority of Americans contacted felt 
that Communist Party members should 
be registered with the Attorney General 
and that the Communist Party should be 
outlawed. 

It would be difficult to single out any 
period since the Communist Party was 
organized in which the optimism of the 
party has surpassed that of the present 
time. Gus Hall has declared that the 
party is experiencing its greatest up­
surge. It means for the first time the 
Communist Party has discarded its de­
fensive posture and is working openly 
and defiantly to destroy our system of 
free enterprise. It means that those who 
choose to downgrade the internal threat 
of the Communist Party are sadly under­
estimating the zeal and dedication of 
party leaders. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that it is important 
that all Americans inform themselves 
about the nature of the Communist Party 
in this country in order to develop a 
greater understanding of its goals and 
methods of operation. The NBC televi­
sion program presents much factual 
data which will help enable citizens to 
comprehend the true nature of the Com­
munist Party and thus help to alert them 
to the necessity of preventing the Com­
munist menace from making further in­
roads into our society. 

I include at this point a transcript of 
the NBC television program on the Com­
munist Party. Where necessary for ac­
curacy I have inserted my observations 
concerning the commentator's state­
ments. 

COMMUNIST PARTY U.S.A.-TELEVISION 
PROGRAM 

ANNOUNCER. Tonight Frank McGee reports 
on the Communist Party, U.S.A. 

McGEE. Tim Wheeler is a communist, an 
Amherst graduate, a newspaper reporter. He's 
accredited to Congress and to the White 
House. 

Albert Lima is a commuter. He lives 1n 
Oakland, works in San Francisco. He's a 
Communist Party organizer. 
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Patricia Bell is on the way to meet with 
copper miners. She's a Communist Party re­
cruiter in Tucson, Arizona. 

At a demonstration in Birmingham a po­
liceman argues with Jim Baines, Communist 
organizer for Alabama. That is part of the 
American Communist Party from 1971 to 
1973. For more than two years we've been 
filming this tightly disciplined band of pro­
fessional revolutionaries, officially known as 
the Communist Party, U.S.A. It has survived 
the tough laws, the social ostracism and the 
internal battles of the 1950's. It's outlasted 
the young radicals of the 1960's. The new 
left looked on the old left as bureaucratic, 
stodgy and irre{evant and hoped for spon­
taneous revolution without organization, 
without leadership and with hardly an ideol­
ogy. The new left made its mark then van­
ished. The epitome of the old left, the Com­
munist Party has endured. Its leadership and 
institutions are intact. Its press is in high 
gear. The Daily World in New York and the 
weekly People's World in California. The 
party supports two publishing houses which 
issue an avalanche of books and pamphlets 
on the theory and practice of communism. 
It runs or supports 14 bookstores in cities 
across the country, many of them near urban 
campuses. 

There are about 30 state and district of­
fices of the Communist Party and these are 
connected to hundreds of sub-groups in cities 
and towns. These days the communists are 
visible once again (unintelligible chants 
from demonstrators.) 

Their events are no longer hidden in dark 
urban comers. This was a birthday party for 
national chairman, Henry Winston, held in 
the grand ballroom of the New York Hilton. 

From Massachusetts to California and from 
Minnesota to Texas, the Communist Party 
is stirring itself out of 20 years in the shad­
ows. Once more it's trying to shape American 
history and to do it without severing the 
umbilical cord that unites it with the Com­
munist Party of the Soviet Union. In a dec­
ade when other radicals are organizing into 
special interest groups the communist policy 
remains. If the cause fits, join it. Demonstra­
tions against the Vietnam War, against the 
government of Greece, Wounded Knee. This 
one called for Civil Rights in Northern Ire­
land. The demonstrators were non-commu­
nist Irish-Americans, all but one, Jack Brady, 
who, when this was filmed was treasurer of 
the group. He is not Irish, he is a commu­
nist. 

By themselves the communists are too few 
to make a show of power but they are grow­
ing and they work hard. Some put in up to 
70 hours a week on Communist Party work. 
This is 26th Street in Manhattan. It's be­
tween Broadway and the Avenue of the Amer­
icas. It's a seedy old neighborhood of offices 
and shops and a few apartments. It's just 
down where the garment district mixes in 
with the green plaid wholesalers, and it's 
here at 23 West 26th Street that the Commu­
nist Party, U.S.A. maintains its national 
headquarters. It is said that the F.B.I. or 
somebody kept watch from across the street 
but for the most part hardly anyone pays any 
attention. There are exceptions as when 
members of a Jewish organization demon­
strated and held an impromptu debate with 
the communists. (Unintelligible shouts back 
and forth). 

And there was the time during the last 
national election campaign somebody set off 
dynamite in front of the building. There 
have been several such incidents, but on any 
normal day outsiders remain unaware of the 
building's significance. Non-communist traf­
fic in and out of the building is infrequent. 
It's no Madison Square Garden. There are 
some security precautions but not quite as 
stringent as those practiced by the average 
local telephone company. The inside could be 
called working-class functional. Cubicles 

serve as oftlces for some of the staff, commis­
sion chairman, administrators and secre­
taries. For a national headquarters t:t_ere is 
a noticeable lack of files. The reason, danger 
of disclosure but this creates problems. The 
national office can't communicate with local 
branches because it doesn't have their ad­
dresses. 

[Comment by Mr. !cHORD. The Party's na­
tional office is known to be in frequent com~ 
munication with its district and state offices, 
which are the arteries used to pump the 
Party line to the far-fiung membership.] 

In the third fioor conference room an edu­
cational subcommittee meeting was under­
way. The building used to belong to the 
Vanderbilts. It has a basement and four 
floors. The top fioor, the attic, is occupied 
by the Party's chief admlilistrator, Generai 
Secretary Gus Hall. Hall rules the Party but 
technically he's not at the top. The National 
Convention and the Central Committee are 
the highest policy-making levels but a small 
powerful polltical committee makes day­
to-day decisions. The chain of command 
continues downward from the National Sec­
retariat to the Regional offices and at the 
grassroots there are about a thousand 'llubs. 
Once they were called cells. 

[Comment by Mr. IcHORD. This is an exag­
geration. The Party has about half that 
number.) 

The Communist Party had at one time 
assigned this member to a club in the Bronx. · 
He was also an F.B.I. undercover man. He 
was and still is an elementary school prin­
cipal. Charles Fitzpatrick performed his three 
roles for eleven years, then he testified before 
a Congressional committee. His Party club 
was at a low income housing area called 
Claremont Village. There was a church near­
by. The Party instructed him to contact the 
minister, to use the church for a communist.: 
sponsored event but his long-term assign­
ment, five years, was to talk to thousands of 
families in the huusing project. It was a 
patient door-to-door soft-sell effort to make 
friends for the Communist Party. 

FITZPATRICK. Two main purposes were to 
introduce ourselves into the community and 
at the same time we--there was formed 
within the Claremont Village houses a­
what is known as a concentration club. The 
second major aspect was begun to make 
contacts. Contacts were made through the 
Dally World, by knocking on door bells (sic). 
That was done on a weekly basis for over 
five years. Teams of comrades would go in, 
knock on doors, at that time we were doing 
it on Thursday evenings, knock on an apart­
ment door, introduce ourselves as neighbors, 
Bronx neighbors, and interest them in read­
ing the party's paper. The word communist, 
the Communist Party was never used by-in 
our contacts. 

Then the next level of our activity would 
be that well as we knocked on the door and 
we found, we tried to ascertain what the in­
dividual did for a living, did they belong to a 
trade union, where did they work, what sized 
family? Any personal things, the youngsters 
that go to school, so that-! mean we made 
notations on cards. ( 1) Did they accept our 
paper? Yes, it would say-accepting our 
paper-we had a code for that. For the next 
thing to follow up. How was Tom feeling? 
He might have been sick. How's everything 
going in the union? And we would give the 
paper twice for free. The third time we tried 
to sell it. If they didn't have the money, 
then we would come back and collect and 
people always paid. The hope there was to 
get them to subscribe to the party's paper. 

McGEE. The party's major newspaper ts 
The Dally World published in New York since 
1968. It's the successor to the Daily Worker 
which stopped publishing in 1958. That was 
after an argument broke out within the party 
over the Soviet intervention in Hungary. 

Tile newspaper, the printed press, is cen­
tral to the work of the Communist Pat·ty. 

from the national oftlce on down to the in­
dividual clubs. In fact, the party's constitu­
tion requires .that all members take part 
in circulating thE( newspaper. To commun.ist 
parties in other countries, their own press 
is vital. Pravda, for example, is published ·by 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
and its daily circulation is 7 or 8 million 
copies. · 

In America, the party's west coast paper, 
the People's World, was edited in San Fran­
cisco. It recently moved to Berkeley. The 
editor is Carl Bloice of the party's Central 
Committee. He was· away during the filming. 
In his absence Associate Editor Judy Basten 
headed the staff. The daily staff conference 
sets editorial policy but guidance also comes 
from the party leadership, including national 
headquarters. 

BASTEN. For example, Gus Hall who is the 
General Secretary of the Communist Party 
is the only other United States political 
leader, other than President Nixon, to 
have spent time with Brezhnev from the So­
viet Union, you know, so this fact makes 
you realize that in addition to wanting po­
litical guidance, to help in developing the 
policy that wm be reflected in this paper, 
Gus Hall is the man who probably has in­
formation that is exclusive and essential in 
developing a political analysis which is 
gonna help us and we will be calling the 
national Communist Party headquarters for 
help and guidance in developing our policy. 

McGEE. This is the Daily World newsroom 
in New York. The staff includes a Marxist 
sports editor, and an active member of the 
communist youth group. The cartoonist, Bill 
Andrews is a communist from Arizona. He is 
supervised by Carl Winter, the co-editor. 
Winter, a member of the party political com­
mittee, was among the top eleven commu­
nists convicted under the Smith Act in 1949. 
Winter has a news staff of about 30 people 
including one in Moscow. Two news agencies 
service the paper; one is TASS from Moscow. 
The paper loses % of a m111ion dollars a year, . 
It claims a dally circulation of 30,000, but 
it averages closer to 10,000 of which ·1,000 
copies a day go to Moscow. · 

(Comment by Mr. !CHORD. This is mislead­
ing in that it conveys the impression that 
only 1,000 copies are sent abroad. It is known 
that in the past other communist-bloc coun­
tries took thousands of copies and there is 
every reason to believe that this practice con­
tinues today.] 

Chairman Richard !chord says the Ameri­
can party gets Russian subsidies. He was 
[sic] Chairman of the House Committee on 
Internal Security. 

!cHORD. Several committees in Congress 
have taken testimony from former members 
of the Communist Party, U.S.A. to the effect 
that money has been passed from the Soviet 
Union to the Communist Party, U.S.A. and 
we have every reason to belleve that this 
continues to be the practice. I do have spe­
cific information that the Soviet Union is 
indirectly financing the propaganda activi­
ties of the Communist Party, U.S.A. For ex­
ample, I have here a receipt signed by a rep- . 
resen:tative of the "Daily Worker" receip-ting 
the amount of $20,000 from the Soviet Union. 

McGEE. Whatever subsidies the Party may 
receive from abroad the American Party 
comes close to paying its own way and that 
represents no little sacrifice on the part of 
its members since there are so few of them. 

[Comment by Mr. !CHORD. This is grossly 
inaccurate. The Party over the years has 
scarcely been able to raise some 25% of its 
total expenditures. The commentator previ­
ously · noted that the "Daily World" loses 
some t]:lree-quarters of a million dollars a 
year.] 

Publicly, the Party claims a membership of 
15,000, a figure which the F.B.I. also cites. 

[Comment by Mr. !CHORD: This member­
ship figure is a highly inflated one. Party 
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leaders have admitted that there have been 
no registrations conducted of Party member­
ship in the past fifteen years and that they 
really don't know what the membership is at 
present.] 

We estimate that the dues-paying, club-at­
tending, membership is much smaller, fewer 
than half the claimed total. In recent years 
no one probably knew the exact membership 
total at any given time. The Party is still 
clandestine; it keeps few records. This is 
likely to change. Membership cards are being 
issued for the first time in a quarter cen­
tury. 

The Party today is surfacing. Mail is said 
to be increasing. Some people ask about 
joining and others send money. 

[Comment by Mr. !cHoRD. One of the para­
doxes at the Party's national convention last 
year was the fact that it was held behind 
closed doors and was not open to the press. 
This was done in spite of publicity alleging 
that the CP is a legitimate political party 
operating in the open. The exclusion of the 
press is a tacit admission that the CP is still 
a clandestine, conspiratorial organization 
and that freedom of the press has no place 
in the communist world.) 

VoiCE I. And this letter that has these 
three dollars, it comes from Mason City, 
Iowa. 

McGEE. The national party also gets its 
share of the dues which are routed through 
the Regional offices. Official dues are $6.00 to 
$24.00 a year. That accounts for only a small 
percentage of the party needs. 

VoiCE I. Publicly came out in support of 
the Communist Party candidates. 

HALL. The party budget, of course, is not 
simply the national organization, it involves 
the papers, the daily paper here and the 
weekly paper on the west coast; it involves 
the theoretical magazine, Political Affairs, 
and Youth Movement and so on. And when 
you put it all together, you know, all these 
budgets, you know, related to the party, that 
it's really a sizable amount, and it some­
times surprises me actually because I think if 
put all together it would most likely be about 
a million and a half, or maybe two million, 
I'm not so sure. And that's a big budget and 
it takes a lot of effort to raise that much 
money. 

McGEE. Members are always involved in 
:fund raising events. This is a communist 
luau. The host is Archie Brown, a commu­
nist labor leader in San Francisco. The luau 
raised money for the People's World. once 
the party ran night clubs and other busi­
nesses. Today it relies on socials, contribu­
tions, dues and the generosity of friends who 
remember the party in their will. 

In Chicago there was an evangelical flair to 
fund raising which took place at the conven­
tion of the communist youth arm the Young 
Workers Liberation League. Jay Schaffner, 
one of the leaders of the league drew con­
tributions from local YWLL chapters, trade 
unions, a group of Russians and from his 
own parents. 

SCHAFFNER .... let'S hold em Up. Let's hold . 
these cards so (unintelligible) ... let's hold 
em up. If I hold a ten that's ten ones so 
let's hold em up. The faster these come in 
the more you gotta dig. That's ten dollars 
from the Glinchy Sisters Branch of the 
YWLL in Illinois. 

McGEE. This Angela Davis .rally in New 
York raised money in two days. There was 
an admission charge and later donations 
were collected from communists and non­
communists alike. The Angela Davis Cam­
paign was interesting for more than just 
fund raising alone. It marked the continua­
tion of an old tradition, that of the Com­
munist Party successfully winning wide sup­
port for a dramatic cause. A personified cause. 
There was for example the celebrated espion­
age case with Julius Rosenberg and his wife 
Ethel who were sentenced to die for passing 
atomic secrets to the Russians. The campaign 

to save the Rosenbergs had broad appeal. It 
filled stadiums and halls. Many years earlier 
there would be mass demonstrations for 
Sacco and Vanzetti, when the foreign born 
element was strong in the Communist Party, 
and anti-foreign feelings were strong in the 
country. These feelings equated Marxism 
with foreignism and with the feared event 
in 1917 that shook the world, the Boleshevik 
Revolution. 

In 1919 1t had inspired a minor event in 
Chicago, the birth of the Communist Party 
in America. Throughout the day it organized, 
the Communists were under pressure from 
the Federal govex:..~ment which considered 
them subversives. They went underground. 
Communist citizens were arrested and aliens 
were deported. Since then the Communist 
Party ruled that only American citizens may 
become members· of the Communist Party 
of the United States. The 30s were the high 
point for the Communist Party. It helped 
organize the unemployed, was instrumental 
in creating a new industrial unionism and 
enlisted important intellectuals. The Com­
munist Party inserted itself into the main­
stream of radical and liberal life in the 
country including the New Deal. 

Young American communists went abroad 
to fight in the Spanish Civil War, becoming 
a major component of the Abraham Lincoln 
Brigade. During the 30s the Communist Party, 
helped by fear of Fascism dominated the 
American left. The honeymoon came to an 
abrupt halt in August 1939 when Stalin and 
Hitler signed a non-aggression pact. For some 
American communists, saturated with years 
of anti-fascism, the signing was hard to 
swallow. But the leader of the party, Earl 
Browder, shifted with the Soviet move. Years 
later he recalled that a coded radio messa"ge 
from Moscow guided him in explaining the 
new line. He received the message as soon as 
the pact was signed. A new policy was against 
war and foreign entanglements, putting the 
party in league with American isolationists. 
That proved only temporary. Wb,en Ger­
many invaded Russia the party threw out its 
talk of non-intervention. After Pearl Harbor 
American communists enli~ted in the Armed 
Forces by the thousands. At that time there 
were no greater patriots. 
. GATES. I volunteered for the American 

Armed Forces on December 16, 1941 and I 
enlisted on this day, the 16th and it so hap­
pened that after I was sworn in that they let 
you go home for a few days. And that same 
evening that I was sworn in there was a meet­
ing of Communist Party officials-a rather 
large meeting in New York City with some 
1500-2000 people there. And I announced 
to this meeting that I had just joined the 
American Armed Forces and I then asked 
everyone to rise and I saluted the flag and I 
led the audience in reciting the Pledge of 
Allegiance to the American Flag. There's an 
amusing sidelight to this; I repeated this 
story when I testified at the trial of commu­
nist leaders in 1949 and sometime after that 
Congressman Broyhill introduced a bill to 
the Congress changing the Pledge of Alle­
giance by having the phrase "Under God". 

If you will read the Committee testimony, 
Congressman Broyhill stated at that time 
that the main reason that he was adding­
proposed adding-this phrase to the Pledge 
of Allegiance was because of the use that 
communists like John Gates, and he named 
me specifically, were making of the Pledge of. 
Allegiance, and in order to insure that com­
munists couldn't any longer recite the Pledge 
of Allegiance, they added the words "Under 
God." 

McGEE: So you're responsible. 
In the 1940's the Communist Party had in­

terests which went beyond the war. They 
extended them to organized baseball. Com­
munists were part of a widespread effort to 
integrate major league teams. The campaign 
ended with the hiring of Jackie Robinson. 

(Comment by Mr. !CHORD. The CPUSA, like 

its Soviet masters, attempts to take credit 
for social improvements. The Party exploited 
this issue to its advantage. However, the 
breaking of the color barrier in major league 
baseball has been attributed primarily to 
the efforts of Branch Rickey and Jackie Rob­
inson, neither of whom had any connection 
whatsoever with the CP.) 

The communists organized demonstrations 
and "Daily Worker" writers pursued an ag­
gressive integration policy. A petition cam­
paign produced tens of thousands of signa­
tures. A leader of the petition drive was a 
New York City Councilman, Peter Cacchi­
ones, a communist. He and another commu­
nist City Councilman, Ben Davis, introduced 
resolutions demanding integrated baseball. 

By the mid-40's Earl Browder headed what 
appeared to be an Americanized party. He's 
the man who called communism "20th cen­
tury Americanism." In fact, he put an end 
to the Communist Party which was trans- · 
formed into a more congenial sounding group 
called the Communist Political Association. 

Browder is still alive in New Jersey but 
when he dissolved the Communist Party in 
1944, he sealed his fate as a communist. In 
1945, the French communist leader, Jacque 
Duclos wrote a magazine article criticizing 
Browder. It was viewed as representing the 
top authority, Moscow. The impact on the 
American Communist Party was enormous. 
The Duclos article ran counter to Browder's 
view of the post-war world predicting har­
mony between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. It moved the American com­
munists to reinstate the Party and to throw 
out Browder as their leader. The article an­
ticipated the cold war which in a short time 
dominated world politics along with the hot 
one in Korea. These produced shock waves at 
home leading to McCarthyism, growing anti­
communist ideology and the expulsion by the 
labor federation of lef.t-wing trade unions. 

[Comment by Mr. !cHORD. The CIO in 1950 · 
expelled nine labor unions because they were 
held to be directed toward the achievement 
of the programs and purposes of the CPUSA, 
not because they· were "left-wing".) 

Feeling the pressure, the Communist Party 
once more began seeking refuge under­
ground. They stopped issuing Party member­
ship cards after 1948. Since then and until 
1973, there have been no card-carrying com­
munists. In 1948, eleven members of the 
Communist Party's national board were in­
dicted. It resulted from their action to re­
establish the Party three years before. The 
charge, under the Smith Act, was that they 
conspired to organize a group that advocated 
the violent overthrow of the United States. 
They were found guilty and sentenced to 
prison terms. Four of them, including Gus 
Hall, jumped bail. He was later captured in 
Mexico. A Smith Act defendant, John Gates, 
recently told how the Party, nervous and 
suspicious, turned on one of its leaders, John 
Lautner. 

GATES. I'm talking about the year 1950 and 
what happened with this particular man was 
that we had gotten a message from the head 
of the Communist Party, Hunga.ry-Rakosi­
a great hero in the World Communist pan­
theon. This Rakosi sent back word that this 
man, John Lautner was a stool pigeon, an 
agent of. the F.B.I. This John Lautner in later 
years testified at various communist trials in 
which he to!d the story of a lurid incident 
where he was lured into a basement of a 
house in Cleveland, Ohio and stripped of his 
clothing and a gun put to his head and 
threatened with execution unless he imme­
diately divulged who he was working for and 
how long he had been working for them and 
how much he was being paid, etc. 

When he testified at these trials this was 
always denied by the communist defendants 
at these trials. However, I can say that every 
word of what this man testified to about 
this incident is the absolute truth. I can say 
that because I helped to organize the whole 
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incident. I was the one who arranged for him 
to be transferred to Cleveland for this pur­
pose and helped to devise this tactic of 
threatening him wlth his life unless he would 
tell us the truth. When he didn't admit to 
the guilt we then expelled him, forthwith, 
from the Communist Party. 

McGEE. What happened to the Communist 
Party during the McCarthy years was serious 
enough, what happened just afterward al­
most finished off the party. 

First there was Khrushchev's denunciation 
of Stalin causing deep disillusionment among 
American party intellectuals. Next, the Soviet 
armed invasion of Hungary produced fur­
ther agonies among the party faithful. The 
hard-core which survived the harshest of the 
McCarthy years now became badly split. 
Novelist Howard Fast and Daily Worker edi­
tor John Gates, and many others left the 
party. The Dally Worker, the focal point of 
the dissent, stopped publication, and the 
party appeared to be on its death bed at the 
end of the 50s. Those years created a new 
lexicon of invectives making rational talk of 
communism difficult with witch hunt, red­
baiting, better dead than red, pinko, comsent, 
fellow traveler. That period voiced a negative 
ideology in America that has hung on to the 
present. A whole set of beliefs and attitudes 
and reflexes concerning the communist 
threat domestic and foreign. That period in­
stitutionalized the low appeal and gave new 
dimensions to the security check. 

These are current reports of the House 
Committee on Internal Security which re­
placed the House Committee on Un-Ameri­
can Activities. The Internal Security Com­
mittee is one of the more generously financed 
committees of Congress. Most of the reports 
result from hearings on a number of groups 
considered subversive. These include the 
Communist Party, the Trotskyist commu­
nists and the Maoist communists. The Com­
mittee has six full-time investigators. The 
Committee maintains an impressive array of 
files. We are told that we were the first news­
men allowed into the Committee's file room 
but our cameras were not permitted. These 
sketches are based on what our staff people 
saw. The files are said to hold information 
on % of a million Americans; data from 
magazine articles, newspaper clippings, pam­
phlets, documents and so on. Each file is 
keyed to an index card in one of two enor­
mous power-operated rotating drum files. 
More than 20 executive offices use the cards 
as reference. Committee staff members said 
the F.B.I. and the Civil Service Commission 
keep full-time representatives there. People 
seeking federal jobs are among those checked. 

!CHORD. There is a need for screening appli­
cants for federal employment. We've been ad­
vised that there are Communist Party mem­
bers who are presently employed by the 
federal government. For example, the Post 
Office Department admitted that it did have 
present Communist Party members, present 
Trotskyite communists and members of other 
revolutionary groups among its employees. 
Bear in mind that 85% of the employees of 
the United States are in what is called non­
sensitive positions, they really are not sub­
jected to any kind of an extensive screening 
process. 

VoicE II. Are we talking about dozens of 
people or hundreds or thousands? 

!cHORD. We're talking about dozens of peo­
ple that are known to be-by the agencies­
to be communists. Many of the heads of the 
agencies will admit that they do not know 
how many members they have, and this is 
understandable because they just do not have 
the machinery to so determine. 

McGEE. In the late 40s and early 50s Amer­
icans held strong opinions against commun­
ists in federal jobs. In fact, they were against 
communists almost anywhere. A nation-wide 
poll was conducted for us several weeks ago 
by Opinlon Research Corporation of Prince­
ton, New Jersey. It was our intent to find out 

what Americans think of communists today. 
We asked whether communists should be 
prohibited from holding federal jobs or jobs 
in defense industries. 83% replied that com­
munists should be prohibited. On the ques­
tion of communists teaching in public 
schools-79% said they should be barred. We 
asked whether the Communist Party should 
be outlawed-61% said that the party should 
be outlawed. Should communists be required 
to register with the Justice Department? 82% 
said that they should be required. Should 
communists be prohibited from running for 
public office? 74% believed they should be 
prohibited. Do Americans consider the com­
munist threat greater from abroad or from 
within? 20% said the foreign threat is great­
er; 32% said the domestic communist threat 
is greater. 

The poll shows that the American attitude 
changed little in 20 years. It is still a firm 
anticommunist attitude. It is true that com­
munism has faded into the background of 
consciousness so there is less of it as a poli t­
ical issue. The enforcement of anti-com­
munist laws has all but vanished, the emo­
tionalism has subsided. What we have is tol­
erance, what we do not have is acceptance. 
For example, communists trying to qualify 
candidates for the 1972 elections gathered 
hundreds of thousands of petition signatures, 
yet in the presidential election Gus Hall's 
national vote total was only 25,000. 

Among steel workers communist pamphlet­
eers were tolerated. In organizing these work­
ers, however, the party made hardly a dent. 
There's only a handful of Communist Party 
members in the entire state of Texas but it 
can operate in the open even in front of a 
shrine, the Alamo. Communists are acting 
as "if there is greater acceptance. New Com­
munist schools are planned, old ones are 
adding courses. Communist schools are also 
used as social centers. They are places where 
Communists and non-Communists can meet 
for fun and politics. 

(Song). 
In recent years there were two mass ac­

tivities in which the small Communist Party 
exerted considerable influence. One was the 
campaign against the Vietnam War. The 
Communists did not initiate the anti-war 
movement and they never controlled it, how­
ever the Party was an important voice in one 
of the two major branches of the movement, 
the People's Coalition for Peace and Justice. 
Party members were on its top policy-mak­
ing committee. The second major anti-war 
federation was the National Peace Action 
Coalition. In this group another Communist 
organization, the Socialist Workers Party, 
played a major role. The SWP is a Trotskyist 
organization. In the anti-war movement and 
in almost everything else it's a rival of the 
Communist Party. But where the rival fac­
tions were able to effect a temporary truce 
the resulting demonstration was likely to be 
massive. The other arena in which the Com­
munist Party showed impressive organiza­
tional ability was the Angela Davis cam­
paign. In this case the Party started it, at­
tracted large numbers of non-Party people, 
and guided the campaign on a national and 
international scale. The Party had a hand 
in writing her speech. (Angela Davis and ap­
plause) . But there was the problem of secur­
ity. It showed in the form of this bullet .. 
proof shield for Angela Davis in New York. 

In Detroit, metal detectors checked for 
weapons at entrances. The Communist Party 
has been living with security problems for 
the past fifty years. Gus Hall says he oper­
ates on the assumption that informers are 
present. One dramatic event was recently de­
scribed in Party Affairs, a publication for 
Communists only. It told about an assassi­
nation attempt on Gus Hall's life in St. Louis. 
But there's another kind of security concern 
that's more pervasive, whether a Party mem­
ber should reveal himself as a Communist 
to his neighbors, fellow workers. and the 

public. The old red-baiting fears persist, and 
not without reason. The one group that the 
Party wants to attract is the working class, 
but trade unions make up a strong line of 
resistance to the Communists. Many unions 
have prohibitions against Communist mem­
bers or officers, or both. 

There are Communist teachers who were 
not admitted. There are Communist shop­
workers afraid to distribute the Daily World. 
There's an officer of a large mid-Western 
union in heavy industry who is also a mem­
ber of the Communist Party central commit­
tee and the Party is fearful about revealing 
it. Among the basic industries, the Commu­
nist Party has singled out steel as its most 
important organizing target. Mike Bayer is 
the Communist organizer in the mill areas of 
Indiana. He said there are Communist shop 
clubs in his area, but he would not give de­
tails. Chicago is the traditional center for the 
Party's labor activity. Communists were in­
strumental in forming a national rank and 
file group called Trade Unions for Action 
and Democracy or TUAD. But it's difficult for 
TUAD and the Party to publicly admit that 
the two groups are interrelated. To do so 
presumably TUAD might suffer the same 
handicaps the Party has in dealing with 
workers. 

Yet the ties do exist as exemplified by 
Hall's companion, Fred Gaboury, the head 
of TUAD. That meeting, a Communist youth 
convention, was held at this hotel in Chicago. 
Congressional investigators tried to listen in 
electronically, but the attempt was stopped 
by the hotel management. Electronic tapping 
is an old concern for the Party. 

ARNoLD JOHNSON (CP Official). There are, 
I gather, about five different outfits that 
have the tap on the phone. People have said 
that, people in general, even you can get 
sometimes somebody's complaining about it. 
Even telephone people that say, "Well there's 
so damn many taps on your phone,'' that it 
creates a problem. Sometimes you can pick 
up a phone and you see a little bit more 
truth in your house where you do see, you 
can hear when the record starts playing and 
when it goes off and then sometimes my rec­
ord goes off and also the phone goes off and 
you can't get service. 

McGEE. But we're not on the phone now. 
You are talking about another kind of--

JOHNSON. Oh, you can, you can tap this, 
this can be closed. There's no problem for 
them on that. They can tap without an open 
phone. 

McGEE. Electronic surveillance and infil­
tration, whether real or imagined have pro­
duced a detached kind of cynicism within 
the Party. But another problem, internal dis­
cipline, produces a tough and ready response. 
The Party was born fractured, it grew up 
arguing and splitting. Tens of thousands of 
members defected. Some became loudly criti­
cal of the Party. The Party in turn heaped 
heavy abuse on them. Criticism of Commu­
nist policies from inside the Party has con­
tinued and the Party's been dealing with it 
rather quietly. When Soviet troops invaded 
Czechoslovakia in 1968, some members of the 
Party criticized the action. 

A book recently published written by AI 
Richmond, a communist newspaperman, re­
calls his opposition to that invasion. It also 
recalls a visit by Gus Hall to the People's 
World where Richmond was the editor. Sub­
sequently, Richmond resigned as editor. He 
left quietly, w~thout an angry blast. Gilbert 
Green has been a leader of the Communist 
movement since the thirties. He is popular, 
respected for his abilities. He, too, criticized 
the Soviet moves in Czechoslovakia and also 
was taken to task by Hall. Green remained 
active in the Party, although he left his post 
as chairman of the New York State Com­
munist Party after that episode. Gus Hall 
shortly afterward became an international 
spokesman or a seini-officlal apologist for the 
Soviet adventure in Czechoslovakia with his 
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booklet called "Czechoslovakia at the Cross­
roads ... It's been translated into several Ian­
gauges. 

Paul Novick has been a member of the 
Party since 1921. He is editor of the Yiddish 
language daily, The Morning Freiheit, which 
used to be closely allied with the Party. In 
1968 the paper interpreted the six-d-ay war 
as a defensive move for Israel. That went 
against Soviet policy. So Novick has been 
under constant attack from the Party for 
his policy and for other divergent views. He 
was removed from the Party's national com­
mittee. In his letter to the Party, Novick 
refused to back down. He also defended his 
credentials as a. Communist. He was ordered 
to resign or be expelled. The order came 
from a three-man communist tribunal. No­
viek l'efused to resign. The Party has not an­
nounced his expulsion. When these pictures 
were taken he said he didn't know his status. 
He no longer attends Party meetings. He no 
longer pays Party dues. Serious discipline 
problems do not seem to exist among the 
young Party members, where the Party Is 
having its greatest gains. But there's a gen­
eration missing. 

There are basically two kinds of Commu­
nists in America, old ones and young ones. 
For about :twenty years. few new members 
ente:red the Party so today there are few 
in their middle years, those who could be 
expected to take over the top leadership 
jobs. Because of the age crisis, young Com­
munists are drafted to take over high posi­
tions in the Party. Unlike the older members 
who came up during the labor struggle of 
the thirties, the younger members joined for 
other reasons. One example, Alva Buxen­
baum, born .in Loul.siana, president of her 
Pl'A in Brooklyn, chairman of the Commu­
nist Party's women's commission. 

ALVA BUXENBAUM. You know the first thing 
that the Southerner, you know, .racists said 
was, you know, Communist conspiracy when 
you obje.cted to being discriminated against, 
when you .stood up for your rights as a black 
person, you know, you were immediately 
called a Communist. Well, I figured then 
maybe th-ey're not so bad. (Laughter) You 
know, if they're fighting for my rights a.nd 
for my equality, you know, there must be 
something there and 1!, if my enemies who 
were the Southern racists, didn't like Com­
munists, well why didn't they? (Laughter) 
Must be something there that maybe I, you 
know, I think 1 must have come from a 
family that, you know, has been, you know, 
my father who was socially active and who, 
in fact was killed by racists and because he 
was involved in civil rights movement and 
struggling for what is right and that made a 
tremendous impression on me as a child 
That he, you know, should be murdered 
changing the conditions for my people. 

McGEE. People inside and outside the Party 
have grappled with the question of violence 
as it relates to Communism. Earlier in the 
report we made reference to bomb attacks on 
Party oftioers. In recent months there've been 
physical beatings involving members of the 
Communist youth movement. In Philadel­
phia, their group was attacked by represen­
tatives· of a rival Marxist organization. At a 
college campus in New York a member of 
the Young Socialist Alliance, a Trotskyist 
group. said he was assaulted by an official 
of the Communist youth group. Because 
fighting among rival Marxist groups is in­
<rreasing, physical de!ense is becoming a 
topic of growing importance. There is also 
an official Communist idea of violence in 
America. General Secretary Gus Hall spoke 
of it when he outlined his scenario for a 
Communist revolution in America. 

Gus HALL. I think what we're going to 
have and we are already having 1s a contin-
uous development of people's movements and 
an upsurge in apec11ic areas but they kind 
of unite ag-ainst the monopoly power in the 
United States. They kind of unite agaln.st 

the big monopoly grip, you know, that's on 
the United States and therefore what will 
happen is a, is a coalescence of an anti­
monopoly kind of a, a, a, movement. I think 
it will result 1n a new party and ah, and ah. 
Now when that coalition develops, and I'm 
convinced that it will, it will be a ch-allenge 
for big business. They're going to resist and, 
and that will, that will sharpen the contra­
diction between this people's CO'S.lition. 

The communists will be a part of that and 
hopefully in the leadership of that coali­
tion, that's our aim, and, and it will sharpen 
and sharpen and depending on how sharp 
the resistance to this type of an anti-monop­
oly actions will be, I think the revolutionary 
situation will develop and as a result of that, 
it wlll either be the election of that type of 
a Congress and Senate and President. And in 
other words there will be a logic to this 
development that wm finally kind of force 
the majority to say that, that the whole 
idea of the economy being run for the profits 
of corporations iS out of date, it's old-fash­
ioned, and you have to socialize the industry 
r.nd nationalize it, and therefore the idea of 
socialism will take firm hold of the major­
ity of the people, and whether 1t be violent 
or non-violent, will really depend on how 
the monopoly forces resist this process. 

If they go in to violence, there•n be vio­
lence. but if not, it can be relatively, you 
know, peaceful and, of course we say that, 
that we will seek the most peaceful way 
possible and. what that really means ls that 
we will try to organize and mobilize the 
maximum number of people behind this 
idea and the more _ behind it, the more peace­
ful it will be. That's just .a kind of a. logic 
to a thing. I think that's the path toward 
socialism in the United States. 

McGEE; Do you think it will be non-
violent? 

HALL: Oh, absolutely-­
McGEE: Non-violent? 
HALL: It's hard to sa.y. That's very diffi­

cult. 
McGEE; Is there a. strong possibility that it 

would be violent? 
HALL: I think so. I think there's strong 

possibilities that there will be violence, and 
ah, we don't rule out, you know, non-vio­
lence, but, but I think if you take history in 
the United States .and the natme of capital­
ism and monopoly capitalism, that one has 
:to say that there'd be strong possibilities of 
violence. 

McGEE: Since Communism is commonly 
seen as a foreign plot, two points should be 
made. The Communists here are rooted in 
the American experience, the older ones in 
the labor movement and the younger ones 
in the civil rights, new left and black power 
movements. Their day-to-day activities are 
with domestic projects such as working in 
neighborhood tenants' councils. However, on 
another level the Party is cemented to the 
SOviet Union. In moments of crises, the view 
from Moscow prevails. In normal times, the 
American communists are tied voluntarily to 
the Soviet Union. It seems a marvel, an ideal 
that anti-Sovietism is translated into anti­
Communism. 

The bond is emotional and tangible as 
when funerals are held in Moscow for Amer­
ican Party leaders such as Elizabeth Gurley 
Flynn. When Angela. Davis of the American 
Party's central committee visits the Soviet 
Union, when the leader of the American 
Party extravagantly hails Russian advances, 
when in New York a Russian delegate gives 
warm greetings to another leader of the 
American Party. The American Party draws 
spiritual strength from the international 
Communist movement and the Soviet Union 
in turn has ideological representatives in the 
most powerful capitaJJ.stic country 1n · the 
world, and if for no other reasons than those 
alone, the Communist Party, USA is not like­
ly to go away. 

IMMiGRATION REVISION BILL 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in­
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, at 
the request of the Department of State, 
I have today introduced an immigration 
re·vision bill. Mr. KEATING joins me in 
the introduction. 

Since the enactment of the 1965 Im­
migration amendmentsJ experience has 
made clear the necessity for certain mod­
ifications, particularly wit-\ reference to 
the Weste1n Hemisphere. The imposition 
of a numerical ceiling upon the Western 
Hemisphere for the .first time resulted 
from Senate amendments in 1965 to the 
legislation originating in the House of 
Representatives to phase out the most 
favored nation immigration policy. As a 
consequence, no preference system was 
established for immigrants from the 
Western Hemisphere. 

The administration proposal would 
make some revisions in the existing pref­
erence system applicable to the Eastern 
Hemisphere and make it effective for the 
Western Hemisphere also. 

Some refinements and changes in our 
immigration law are urgently needed. 
The Immigration, Citizenship and Inter­
national Law Subcommittee of the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary has completed 
hearings upon the subject of Western 
Hemisphere immigration and is ready to 
propose specific legislation. I am confi­
dent these suggestions from the Depart­
ment of State will receive prompt and 
careful consideration. 

I am inserting in the RECORD at this 
point a copy of the transmittal from the 
Department of State, a brief summary 
of the bill and a tabulation of highlights 
of the bill. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, D.C., July 6,1973. 
The :ffilnorable CARL .ALBERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit a bill designed to make certain 
needed changes .in the present .system of im­
migrant selection and of numerical limita­
tions, as well as in the provisions for ad­
mission of allen refugees and in the opera­
tion of the provision of law designed to pro­
tect American labor from possible adverse 
effects of the .admission of allen workers. 
These proposals comprise those changes 
which we consider to be the most urgently re­
quired, although not necessarily all possible 
changes which might be desirable. 

Experience sinc.e the amendment o! the 
Immigration and Nationality Act in 1965 has 
shown that the implementation of section 
212(a) (14) of the Act, which is designed to 
protect the American labor market, is unduly 
burdensome to the government, to employers 
seeking the services of alien workers and 
to alien workers seeking to immigrate to the 
United States. We propose to amend this sec­
tion so as to simplify and expedite its imple­
mentation in individual cases while preserv­
ing the same degree of protection for the 
interests of American labor. 

Several considerations have influenced our 
proposal to make new provision for the ad­
mission of refugees. The accession of the 
United States to the Protocol Relating to the 
Status of Refugees and continuing changes 
.in world conditions have rendered anachro­
nistic the existing geographic and ideolog­
ical requirements for classification of aliens 
as refugees for immigration purposes. Ex-
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perience with the law as amended has dem­
onst rated that the numerical limitation on 
the admission of refugees should be sepa­
rately established outside the regular immi­
gration system so that the admission of ref­
ugees neither affects, nor is affected by reg­
ular immigration and that there shouid be 
clarification of the Attorney General's au­
thority to parole into the United States 
groups or classes of alien refugees. We pro­
pose to accomplish both of these objectives 
by appropriate amendments and to increase 
the limitation on the admission of refugees 
from 10,200 to 25,000 ( 15,000 from the Eastern 
Hemisphere; 10,000 from the Western Hemi­
sphere) annually in view of the broader na­
ture of the definition and of its applicability 
in the Western Hemisphere. 

We propose to reduce the over-all limita­
tion on Eastern Hemisphere immigration 
from 170,000 to 155,000 because of the sepa­
rate allocation of 15,000 visa numbers for the 
admission of Eastern Hemisphere refugees. 

We propose to make more equitable provi­
sion for immigration of aliens born in de­
pendent areas of the world by increasing the 
limitation of their immigration from 200 per 
area to 600. 

We have also concluded that certain 
changes in the preference system are desir­
able to make it reflect more completely the 
goals of the 1965 amendments-reunification 
of families and response to needs of the 
American labor market. We, therefore, pro­
pose certain modifications in the definitions 
of the preference classes and in the alloca­
tion of percentages among the preference 
classes to bring about these changes as well 
as certain other adjustments necessitated by 
the proposals to amend section 212(a) (14) 
and to remove refugees from the competition 
with other prospective immigrants. 

With respect to immigration from the 
Western Hemisphere, we have found that 
since the imposition of the 120,000 numerical 
limitation effective July 1, 1968, the demand 
for immigration has consistently exceeded 
the limitation. One of the results of this has 
been a drastic reduction in immigration by 
natives of Canada because of the unavail­
ability of visa numbers. 

We propose that Canada and Mexico, our 
two closest neighbors, be removed from the 
general limitation on Western Hemisphere 
immigration and that a separate limitation 
of 35,000 per year be established for each. 
For the rest of the Western Hemisphere, we 
propose a numerical limitation of 70,000 and 
establishment of foreign state limitations 
identical with those for countries of the 
Eastern Hemisphere. 

Finally, we propose to remove the out­
standing remaining inequity in our immigra­
tion system by applying the modified pref­
erence system to the Western Hemisphere as 
well as to the Eastern Hemisphere. 

The Department of Justice and Labor par­
ticipated in the drafting of this proposed leg­
islation and concur in its submission for the 
consideration of the Congress. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad­
vises that enactment of this legislation would 
be consistent with the objectives of the Ad­
ministration. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARSHALL WRIGHT, 

Assistant Secretary for Cong1·essional 
Relations. 

BRIEF SUMMARY OF ADMINISTRATION'S 
IMMIGRATION BILL 

Section !-Eliminates the designation of 
Western Hemisphere natives as "special im­
migrants" and replaces this group with "im­
mediate relatives" as presently defined in 
section 212(b) of the Immigration and Na­
tionality Act. 

Section 2-Defines the term "refugee" in 
accordance with the U.N. Protocol thereby 
eliminating any geographical and ideologi­
cal qualifications refugees are presently 

limited to those fleeing communism and cer­
tain areas of the Middle East and it also only 
applies to individuals from the Eastern 
Hemisphere. 

Section a-Establishes separate numerical 
ceilings on immigration from the Eastern and 
We~tern Hemisphere. Establishes a 170,000 
ceilmg for the Eastern Hemisphere ( 155,000 
immigrants plus 15,000 refugees) which is 
comparable to the present ceiling for this 
hemisphere. 

Establishes a 70,000 ceiling on Western 
Hemisphere immigation exclusive of Canada 
and Mexico which would each be allotted 
35,000 visas per year. Applies the preference 
system to the Western Hemisphere. Provides 
for the admission of 10,000 refugees from the 
We<>tern Hemisphere each year. This results 
in a grand total of 150,000 admissions each 
year from the Western Hemisphere. 

Dependent areas would no longer be 
charged against the foreign state limitation 
of the governing country and instead would 
be charged only against the numerical lim­
itation of the hemisphere in which the de­
pendent area is located. 

Section 4--Increases the numerical limita­
tion on immigration from dependent areas 
from 200 to 600 per area. 

Section 5-Revises the preference system in 
the following manner: 

( 1) reduces the percentage for 1st prefer­
ence from 20 % to 10% (unmarried sons and 
daughters of U.S. citizens); 

(2) increases the 2nd preference (spouses 
and unmarried sons and daughters of per­
n:A.nent residents) from 20% to 24% and in­
cludes parents of permanent residents over 
21 in this category; 

(3) increases the percentage of 3rd pref­
erence from 10 % to 12 % and restricts this 
category to members of the professions, al­
lows a fall down of unused 1st and 2nd pref­
erence visa numbers; 

(4) increases the percentage for 4th pref­
erence (married sons and daughters of U.S. 
citizens) from 10% to 12%; 

(5) reduces the percentage for 5th pref­
erence from 24% to 20% nnd restricts this 
category to unmarried brothers and sisters 
of U.S. citizens; 

(6) increases the percentage for 6th pref­
erence from 10 % to 12 % and restricts this 
category to skilled workers, allows a fall down 
of unused visa numbers to the 6th prefer­
ence; 

(7) eliminates the present 7th preference 
and replaces it with: a) non-workers, in­
vestors, self-employed professionals, and 
artists; provides that 6 % of the appropriate 
hemispheric limitations shall be reserved for 
this category; 

(8) eliminates the nonpreference category 
and establishes a new 8th preference for un­
skilled workers and provides remaining 4 % 
of visas for this category; and 

(9) provides that unused visas from the 
above categories shall be made available to 
those in oversubscribed preference categories 
based solely on the filing date of the petition 
and without regard to the preference class. 

Section 6-Makes various changes in the 
petition procedures and eliminates the re­
quirement that a petitioner take an oath. 

Section 7-Establishes a new refugee sec­
tion independent of the preference system. 
Provides for 25,000 refugee numbers-15,000 
for natives of the Eastern Hemisphere and 
10,000 for natives of the Western Hemi­
sphere. Provides that refugees shall be ini­
tially admitted as permanent residents. 

Section 8-Revises the labor certification 
procedure by requiring the Secretary of La-
bor to make an affirmative finding that there 
is not a shortage of workers in the alien's 
occupation in order to exclude such alien 
(although not specifically required, it is con­
templated that the Secretary's findings 
would be contained in lists of non-certifiable 
occupations which would be published pe­
riodically). 

Provides specific authority for the parole 
of alien refugees by the Attorney General. 
Such parole authority would include "indi­
vidual" as well as "class" parole of refugees. 
Requires consultation with the Congress 
prior to the exercise of such parole author­
ity. Provides for the adjustment of status 
of parole "refugees" after a period of two 
years presence in the United States. 

Section 9-General Savings Clause. 
Section 10--Establishes a 90-day delayed 

effective date. 

HIGHLIGHTS 

1. The Eastern Hemisphere ceiling is left 
at 170,000 ( 155,000 under the preferences 
plus 15,000 refugees). 

2. The Western Hemisphere proposed ceil­
ing is 150,000 (70,000 plus 35,000 each for 
Canada and Mexico under the same prefer­
ence system as the Eastern Hemisphere plus 
10,000 refugees). 

3. The preference system percentages are 
reshuffled: 

a. First preference is cut from 20 % to 
10 %. 

b. Second preference is increased from 
20 % to 24 % with parents of adult permanent 
residents added. 

c. The third preference is increased from 
10 % to 12 % plus fall down and a specific re­
quirement that the professionals have an 
employment offer. 

d. The fourth preference is increased from 
10 % to 12 %. 

e. The fifth preference is cut from 24% to 
20 % and limited to married brothers and 
sisters. 

f. The sixth preference is increased from 
10% to 12% plus falldown and limited to 
skilled workers. 

g. The seventh preference (no longer for 
refugees) provides 6% for aliens not to be 
employed, investors, employed professionals 
and highly skilled artists. 

h. The non-preference is abolished and 4% 
is allotted for unskilled job workers with job 
offers. 

l. Any unused numbers go to the oversub­
scribed preferences in the order that peti­
tions are filed. 

4. Refugees are redefined in accordance 
with the Convention and are to be admitted 
as permanent residents and not conditional 
entrants. Group refugee movements under 
parole are authorized after appropriate con­
sultation with the Oongress. 

5. The labor certification section is rewrit­
ten as recommended by the Labor Depart­
ment so that those requiring certification 
are ineligible only if the Secretary of Labor 
finds that there is not a shortage or the aliens 
admission would be inconsistent with man­
power policies and programs. 

REHABILITATION PROGRAMS l'.RE 
NEEDED FOR ALCOHOLISM-
CHRONIC MILITARY PROBLEM 

<Mr. PODELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to inclutle ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, alcoholism 
is one of the most pervasive and un­
treated diseases aftlicting this Nation. 
Our Nation's military veterans repre­
sent a large part of the population af­
flicted with this disease and often it be­
gan during military service. Alcoholism 
has been determined to be the No. 1 
chronic problem within the military. The 
tremendous growth in drug rehabilita­
tion facilities far exceeds the effort on 
behalf of alcoholism, probably because 
drug addiction is more in the headlines 
and seems more sinister. 
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Currently, the Veterans' Administra­
tion offers only resicience-oriented de­
toxification programs to our veterans. 
While these programs are worthwhile, 
efforts should not terminate here. There 
remains a large number of veterans 
suffering from alcohol abuse who are not 
ready to be thrust back into society as 
productive and self-sufficient citizens be­
cause they need additional guidance in 
the forms of halfway houses, therapeutic 
communities, and outpatient clinics. 

Furthermore, there are vast numbers 
of veterans who are not eligible for, or 
who do not require, residence-oriented 
rehabilitation programs, but who des­
perately need other. less intense treat­
ment. 

While no such programs are now in 
existence, S. 284 would require the avail­
ability of such services and programs. 
The bill was passed by the Senate in 
March of this year, and was forwarded 
to the House Veterans' Affairs Commit­
tee where it awaits hearings. Because 
the problem is of such a crucial nature, 
I urge the support of my colleagues in 
expediting action on this bill. 

ELIGffiiLITY OF DEPENDENT CEIL­
DREN FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing legislation which will 
reaffirm the intent of Congress to deter­
mine eligibility for Federal assistance to 
dependent children exclusively -on the 
basis of need. It will prevent Federal 
funds from being used by industry as a 
means of blackmail during labor dis­
putes. 

On July 12, Secretary of Health, Edu­
cation, and Welfare, Caspar Weinberger, 
announced new regulations allowing in­
dividual States to deny aid to families 
with dependent children benefits to the 
children of strikers. These regulations 
are a total perversion of congressional 
intent, and I inf-ormed Secretary Wein­
berger of my objections in a letter dated 
July 17. Of the over 10,000 comments 
which the Secretary received on this mat­
ter, almost two-thirds were in favor of 
continued benefits to strikers. The new 
regulations ignore this expression of 
public sentiment. 

If the new regulations are permitted to 
go into effect, children of strikers in 
many States will be denied the same as­
sistance which is offered to the children 
of convicted criminals. It is inconceivable 
that the Federal Government should 
punish a child whose parents are law­
fully exercising their right to strike while 
assisting one whose parents have broken 
the law. 

Secretary Weinberger's decision is just 
one more example of the executive 
branch establishing policy in opposition 
to the will and intent of the Congress. It 
is our responsibility to stand up to this 
action and see to it that the best interests 
of the :people are adhered to. 

My bill would make it cleai· that partic­
ipation in a &trike or other labor dispute 
is not proper grounds upon which to ex-

elude someone from the aid to families 
with dependent children program. It will 
not change the intent of present law~ just 
clarify it. 

I ask immediate action on this legisla­
tion. Only quick and decisive action can 
prevent the new regulations from un­
justly harming our Nation's children. I 
am sure we all can agree that children are 
the innocent victims of all labor disputes. 
We cannot permit their exploitation as 
management hostages. 

Government aid to hungry children 
should not be suspended during a strike 
while Government aid tQ industry re­
mains in effect. Let us be both humane 
and just. 

PHASE IV OF THE ECONOMIC 
STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the REOORD and to in­
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speak-er, 
yesterday the President announced de­
tails of what is popularly known as phase 
IV of the economic stabilization program. 
Because of the widespread interest of 
Members in this matter and in order to 
make it a part of the REOORD, I insert at 
this point four d00uments issued by the 
White House as follows: First, a state­
ment by the President; second, the text 
of an Executive order further providing 
for the stabilization of the economy; 
third. a Presidential proclamation re­
garding agricultpral imports; and fourth. 
a fact sheet summarizing the phase IV 
program: 

STATElliiENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

The Am.erican people now face a profound­
ly important dec.ision. We have a freeze on 
prices which is holding back a surge of in­
flation that would break out if the controls 
were removed. At the same time the freeze 
is holfllng down production and creating 
shortages which threaten to get worse, and 
cause still higher prices, as the freeze and 
controls cont.inue. 

In this situation we are offered two ex­
treme kinds of advice. 

One suggestion is that we should accept 
price and wage controls as a permanent fea­
ture of the Amer.ican economy. We are told 
to forget the idea of regaining a free economy 
and set about developing the regulations and 
bureaucracy for a permanent system of con­
trols. 

The other suggestion is to make the move 
for freedom now, aboUshiug all controls im­
mediately. 

While these suggestions are well meant, 
and in many cases refiect deep conviction, 
neither can be accepted. Our wise course to­
day is not to choose one of these extremes 
but to seel~ the best possible reconciliation 
of our interests in slowing down the rate of 
inflation on the one hand, and preserving 
American product ion and efficiency on the 
other. 

The main elements in the policy we need 
are these: 

First, the control system must be tough. 
It has to hold back and phase in gradually 
a large part of the built-in pre....c:sure for higher 
prices which already exists in the economy. 

Second, the system must be selective. It 
must permit relaxation of those restraints 
which .interfere most with production. and it 
must not waste e.ff.ort on sectors of the econ­
omy where stability of prices exists. The con­
trol system should also be designed to accmn­
modate the special problems of various sec-

tors of the economy under the strains of 
high use of capacity. 

Third, the system must contain su.tficient 
assuran..:e ot its termination at a.n appro­
priate time to preserve incentives for invest­
ment and production :and guard against tend­
eneies fen- controls to be perpetuated. 

Fourth, the control system must be backed 
up by ftnn steps to balance tiLe brud.get, so 
that excess demand does not regenerate infia­
tionary pressures which mak.e it difficult 
etther to live with the oon~ls or to l!ve 
without them. 

We haye had in 1973 an extraordinary com­
bination of circumstances making for rapid 
intlation. There was a decline of domestic 
food supplies. T.he domestic economy boomed 
at an exceptional pace, generating powerful 
demand for goods and services. The boom m 
other countries and the devaluation of the 
dollar, while desirable from most points of 
view, raised the prices of things we export 
and import. 

These forces caused a sharp rise of prices 
in -early 1973. The index of consumer prlces 
rose at an annual rate of about 8 peroent 
from December 1.972 to May 1973. The freeze 
imposed on June 13 put a halt to this rapid 
rise of prioes. But many of the cost increases 
and demand pressures working to raise prices 
in the early part of the year had not yet re­
sulted in higher prices by the time the 
freeze was imposed. Thus a certain built­
in pressure for a bulge of price increases 
awaits the end of the freeze. Moreover, aside 
from this undigested bulge left over by the 
freeze, the cireumstances causing the sharp 
increase in early 1973 will still be present. 
althou.gh not on so large a. scale. The demand 
for goods and services will be rising less 
rapidly than in the first of the year. The 
supply of food will be rising, although not 
fast enough. Our position in international 
trade is improving and this will lend 
strength to the dollar. 

All in all, the tendency for prices to rise in 
the remaind.er of 1973, a tendency which will 
either come out in higher prices or be re­
pressed by controls, w.ill be less than in the 
:fust half of the year but greater than anyone 
would like. Particularly, there is no way. 
with or without controls to prevent a sub­
stantial r.ise of food prices. However, by 1974, 
we should be able to achieve a much more 
moderate rate of infl.ation. By tnat time, the 
good feed crops in prospect for this year 
should have produced a much larger supply 
of food, and total demand should be rising 
less rapidly than in 1973. 

This more satisfactory situation on the 
infiation front will be reached if three con­
ditions are met: 

First, we do n<>t allow the temporary in­
ful.tion.ary forces now confronting us to gen­
erate a new wage-price spiral which will con­
tinue to run after these temporary forces 
ha.ve passed. To do this we must hold down 
the expression of those forces in prices and 
wages. 

Second. we do not allow the present con­
trols to damp down 1974 production exces­
sively, a program that .is most obvious in 
the case of meats and poultry. 

Third, we do not permit a continuation or 
revival <>f excess demand that will generate 
new inflationary forces. That is why control 
of the Federal budget is an essential part 
of the whole effort. 

The steps I am announcing or recommend­
ing today are designed to create these condi­
tions. 

'l'HE PHASE IV CONTROLS PROGRAM 

Our decisions about the new control pro­
gram have been reached after consulting 
with all sectors of the American society in 
over 30 meetings and after studying hun­
dreds of written communications. The ad­
vice we received was most helpful and I want 
to thank all those who provided it. 

The Cost o:f Living ·Council w.ill describe 
the Phase IV eontrols program ~ detail in 
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statements and regulations~ These will take 
effect at various times between now and 
September 12. They wlll include special regu­
lations dealing with the petroleum industry, 
published for comment. Here I will only re­
view the general features of the program, to 
indicate its basic firmness and the efforts 
that have been made to assure that pro­
duction continues and shortages are avoided. 

The controls will be mandatory. The suc­
cess of the program, however, will depend 
upon a high degree of voluntary compliance. 
we have had that in the past. Study of the 
reports on business behavior during Phase III 
shows that voluntary compliance was almost 
universal. Nevertheless, the rules we are now 
proposing are stricter, and it is only fair 
to those who will comply voluntarily to as­
sure that there is compulsion for the others. 

Except for foods, the freeze on prices will 
remain in effect until August 12. However, 
modifications of the freeze rules will be made 
to relieve its most serious inequities. 

The fundamental pricinb rule of Phase IV 
is that prices are permitted to rise as much 
as costs rise, in dollars per unit of output, 
without any profit margin on the additional 
costs. Cost increases will be counted from the 
end of 1972; cost increases which occurred 
earlier but had not been reflected in prices 
may not be passed on. In addition to the cost 
rule, there remains the previous limitation 
on profit margins. 

Large firms, those with annual sales in ex­
cess of $100,000,000, will be required to no­
tify the Cost of Living Council of intended 
price increases and may not put them into 
effect for 30 days. During that period, the 
Council may deny or suspend the proposed 
increase. 

The wage standards of Phase II and Phase 
III will remain in force. Notification of wage 
increases will continue to be required for 
large employment units. 

These are, we recognize, tough rules, in 
some respects tougher than during Phase 
II. But the situation is also in many ways 
more difficult than during Phase II. So long 
as the system is regarded a-s temporary, how­
ever, we believe that business can continue 
to prosper, industrial peace can be main­
tained, and production continue to expand 
under these rules. Machinery wlll be estab­
lished in the Cost of Living Council to con­
sider the need for exceptions from these 
rules where they may be causing serious in­
jury to the economy. And we will be pre­
pared to consider modifications of the rules 
themselves when . that seems necessary or 
possible. 

THE SPECIAL CASE OF FOOD 

Nowhere have the dilemmas of price control 
been clearer than in the case of food. In the 
early part of this year, rising food prices were 
the largest part of the inflation problem, 
statistically and psychologically. If price re­
straint was needed anywhere, it was needed 
for food. But since the ceilings were placed 
on meat prices on March 29, and especially 
since the freeze was imposed on June 13, 
food has given the clearest evidence of the 
harm that controls do to supplies. We have 
seen baby chicks drowned, pregnant sows and 
cows, bearing next year's food, slaughtered, 
and packing plants closed down, This dilem­
ma is no coincidence. It is because food prices 
were rising most rapidly that the freeze held 
prices most below their natural level and 
therefore had the worst effect on supplies. · 

We must pick our way carefully between 
a food price policy so rigid as to cut produc­
tion sharply and to make shortages inevita­
ble within a few months and a food price 
policy so loose as to give us an unnecessary 
and intolerable bulge. On this basis we have 
decided on the following special rules for 
food: 

1. Effective immediately processors and 
distributors of food, except beef, may in-

crease their prices, o:q. a cents-per-unit basis, 
to the extent of the increase of costs of 
raw agricultural products since the freeze 
base period (June 1-8). 

2. Beef prices remain under present ceil­
ings. 

3. The foregoing special rules expire on 
September 12, after which time the same 
!rules that apply to other products will 
apply to foods. 

4. Raw agricultural products remain 
exempt from price control. 

To relieve the extreme high prices of 
feeds, which have an important effect on 
prices of meat, poultry, eggs, and dairy prod­
ucts, we have placed limitations on the ex­
port of soybeans and related products until 
the new crop comes into the market. These 
limitations will remain in effect for that 
period. But permanent control of exports is 
not the policy of this Government, and we 
do not intend at this time to broaden the 
controls beyond those now in force. To a 
considerable degree, export controls are self­
defeating as an anti-inflation measure. 
Limiting our exports reduces our foreign 
earnings, depresses the value of the dollar, 
and increases the cost of things we import, 
which also enter into the cost of living of 
the American family. Moreover, limiting our 
agricultural exports runs counter to our 
basic policy of building up our agricultural 
markets abroad. Unless present crop ex­
pectations are seriously disappointed, or 
foreign demands are extremely large, export 
controls will not be needed. However, re­
ports of export orders for agricultural com­
modities will continue to be required. Our 
policy must always be guided by the funda­
mental importance of maintaining adequate 
supplies of food at home. 

The stability of the American economy in 
the months and years ahead demands maxi­
mum farm output. I call upon the American 
farmer to produce as much as he can. There 
have been reports that farmers have been 
reluctant to raise livestock because they are 
uncertain whether Government regulations 
will permit them a fair return on their in­
vestment, and perhaps also because they 
resent the imposition of ceilings on food 
prices. I hope that these reports are untrue. 
In the past year real net income per farm 
increased 14 percent, a truly remarkable 
rise. I can as·sure the American farmer that 
there is no intention of the Government to 
discriminate against him. The rules we are 
setting forth today should give the farmer 
confidence that the Government will not 
keep him from earning a fair return on his 
investment in providing food. 

The Secretary of Agriculture will be offer­
ing more specific advice on increasing food 
production and will be taking several steps 
to assist, in particular he has decided that 
there will be no Government set-aside of land 
in 1974 for feed grains, wheat and cotton. 

I am today initiating steps to increase the 
import of dried skim milk. 

When I announced the freeze, I said that 
special attention would be given, in the post­
freeze period, to stabilizing the price of food. 
That remains a primary objective. But sta­
bilizing the price of food would not be ac­
complished by low price ceilings and empty 
shelves, even if the ceilings could be enforced 
when the shelves are empty. Neither can sta­
bilization be concerned only with a week or 
a month. The evidence is becoming over­
whelming that only if a rise of food prices is 
permitted now we can avoid shortages and 
stlll higher prices later. I hope that the 
American people will understand this and 
not be deluded by the idea that we can pro­
duce low-priced food out of Acts of Congress 
or Executive Orders. The American people 
will continue to be well-fed, at prices which 
are reasonable relative to their incomes. But 
they cannot now escape a period in which 
food prices are higher relative to incomes 
than we have been accustomed to. 

THE PROCESS OF DECONTROL 

There is no need for me to reiterate my de­
sire to end controls and return to the free 
market. I believe that a large proportion of · 
the . American people, when faced with a 
rounded picture of the options, share that 
desire. rur experience with the freeze has 
dramatized the essential difficulties of a con­
trolled system-its interference with produc­
tion, its inequities, its distortions, its eva­
sions, and the obstacles it places in the way of 
good international relations. 

And yet, I must urge a policy of patience. 
The move to freedom now would most likely 
turn into a detour, back into a swamp of 
even more lasting controls. I am impressed 
by the unanimous recommendation of the 
leaders of labor and business who constitute , 
the Labor-Management Advisory Committee 
that the controls should be terminated by ' 
the end of 1973. I hope it will be possible to 
do so and I will do everything in my power 
to achieve that goal. However, I do not con­
sider it wise to commit ourselves to a specific 
date for ending all controls at this time. 

We shall have to work our way and feel our 
way out of controls. That is, we shall have to 
create conditions in which the controls can 
be terminated without disrupting the econ- · 
omy, and we shall have to move in successive 
stages to withdraw the controls in parts of 
the economy where that can be safely done 
or where the controls are most harmful. 

To work our way out of controls means 
basically to eliminate the excessive growth · 
of total demand which pulls prices up faster 
and faster. The main lesson of that is to con­
trol the budget, and I shall return to that 
critical subject below. ' 

But while we are working our way to that 
ultimate condition in which controls are no 
longer useful, we must be alert to identify 
those parts of the economy that can be 
safely decontrolled. Removing · the controls 
in those sectors will not only be a step to­
wards efficiency and freedom there. It will 
also reduce the burden of administration, 
permit administrative resources to be con­
centrated where most needed, and provide an 
incentive for other firms and industries to · 
reach a similar condition. 

During Phase II firms with 60 employees 
or fewer were exempt from controls. That 
exemption is now repeated. We are today 
exempting most regulated public utilities, 
the lumber industry (where prices are 
falling), and the price CYf coal sold under 
long-term contract. The Cost of Living 
Council will be studying other sectors for 
possible decontrol. It will also receive appli­
cations from· firms or industries that can 
give assurance of reasonably non-inflation­
ary behavior without controls. In all cases, 
of course, the Cost of Living Council will 
retain authority to reimpose controls. 

BALANCING THE BUDGET 

The key to success of our anti-inflation · 
effort is the budget. If Federal spending 
soars and the deficit mounts, the control · 
system will not be able to resist the pressure 
of demand. The most common cause of the 
breakdown of control systems has been 
failure to keep fiscal and monetary policy 
under restraint. We must not let that hap­
pen to us. 

I am assured that the Federal Reserve will 
cooperate in the anti-inflation effort by 
slowing down the expansion of money and 
credit. But monetary policy should not, and 
cannot, be expected to exercise the needed 
restraint alone. A further contribution from 
the budget is needed. 

I propose that we should now take a bal­
anced budget as our goal for the present 
fiscal year. In the past I have suggested as 
a standard for the Federal budget that ex­
penditures should not exceed the revenues 
tha.t would be collected at full . employment.· 
We are meeting that standard. But in today'a 
circumstances, that is only a minimum 
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standard of fiscal prudence. When infla­
tionary pressure is strong, when we are 
forced to emer~ency controls to resist that 
pressure, when confidence in our manage­
ment of our fiscal affairs is low, at home 
and abroad, we cannot afford to live by that 
minimum standard. We must take as our 
goal the more ambitious one of balancing 
the actual budget. 

Achieving that goal will be difficult, more 
difficult than it seems at first. My original 
expenditure budget for fiscal 1974 was $268.7 
billion. Since that budget was submitted 
economic expansion, inflation and other 
factors have raised the estimated revenues 
to about the level of the original expendi­
ture estimate. However, while that was hap­
pening the probable expenditures have also 
been rising as a result of higher interest 
rates, new legislation enacted, failure of 
Congress to act on some of my recommenda­
tions, and Congressional action already far 
advanced but not completed. 

It is clear that several billion dollars will 
have to be cut from the expenditures that 
are already probable if we are to balance 
the budget. That will be hard, because my 
original budget was tight. However, I regard 
it as essential and pledge myself to work 
for it. 

We should remember that a little over a 
year ago I set as a goal for fiscal year 1973 
to hold expenditures within a total of $250 
billion. There was much skepticism about 
that at the time, and suggestions that the 
number was for political consumption only, 
to be forgotten after the election. But I 
meant it, the people endorsed it and the 
Congress cooperated. I am able to report to­
day that the goal was achieved, and total 
expenditures for Fiscal Year 1973 were below 
$249 billion. 

I will take those steps that I can take ad­
ministratively to reach the goal of a balanced 
budget for Fiscal Year 1974. I shall start by 
ordering that the number of Federal civil­
ian personnel at the end of Fiscal Year 1974 
total below the number now budgeted. The 
Office of Management and Budget will work 
with the agencies on this and other reduc­
tions. I urge the Congress to assist in. this 
effort. Without its cooperation achievement 
of the goal cannot be realistically expected. 

Despite the difficult conditions and choices 
we now confront, the American economy is 
stronger. Total production is about 67'2 per­
cent above a year. ago, employment has risen 
by 3 million, real incomes are higher than 
ever. There is every prospect for further in­
creases of output, employment and incomes. 
Even in the field of inflation our performance 
is better than in most of the world. So we 
should not despair of our plight. But we have 
problems, and they are serious in part be­
cause we and the rest of the world expect 
the highest performance from the American 
economy. We can do better. And we will, with 
mutual understanding and the support of the 
American people. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER-FURTHER PROVIDING FOR 
THE STABILIZATION OF THE 'ECONOMY 

On June 13, 1973, I ordered a freeze for a 
maximum period of 60 days on the prices of 
all commodities and services offered for sale 
except the prices charged for raw agricul­
tural products. At that time, I stated that 
the freeze period would be used to develop a 
new and more effective system of controls to 
follow the freeze. Planning for the Phase IV 
program has proceeded rapidly and I have, 
therefore, decided that the freeze on food, 
except for beef, should be removed and more 
flexible controls submitted in a two-stage 
process in the food industry. The first sta.ge 
will be effective at 4:00 p.m. e.s.t., July 18, 
1973. The freeze in other sectors of the 
economy will continue through August 12, 
1973. I am also directing the Cost of Living 
Council to publish for comment now, pro­
posed plans for Phase IV controls in other 

sectors of the economy. I have determined 
that this action is necessary to stabilize 'the 
economy, reduce inflation, minimize unem­
ployment, improve the Nation's competitive 
position in world trade and protect the pur­
chasing power of the dollar, all in the con­
text of sound fiscal management and effective 
monetary policies. 

Now, therefore, by Virtue of the authority 
vested in me by the Constitution and 
statutes of the United States, particularly the 
Economic Stabilization Act of 1970, as 
amended, it is hereby ordered as follows : 

Section 1. Executive Order 11723 establish­
ing a freeze on prices effective 9:00 p.m., 
e .s.t., June 13, 1973, for a maximum period 
of 60 days is hereby superseded except as 
hereinafter provided. Under the provisions 
of Executive Order 11695, the freeze regula­
tions issued by the Cost of Living Council, 
pursuant to the authority of Executive Order 
11723 remain in effect except as the Chair­
man of the Cost of LiVing Council may 
modify them. The price freeze established by 
Executive Order 11723 remains in effect until 
11:59 p .m., e .s.t., August 12, 1973, except to 
the extent the Chairman of the Cost of Liv­
ing Council may modify it. 

Section 2. All orders, regulations, circu­
lars, rulings, notices or other directives issued 
and all other actions taken by any agency 
pursuant to Executive Order 11723, and in 
effect on the date of this order are hereby 
confirmed and ratified, and shall remain in 
full force and effect unless or until altered, 
amended, or revoked by the Chairman of the 
Cost of Living Council. 

Section 3. This order shall not operate to 
defeat any suit, action, prosecution, or ad­
ministrative proceeding, whether heretofore 
or hereafter commenced, with respect to any 
right possessed, liability incurred, or offense 
committed prior to this date. 

Section 4. Executive Order 11695 continues 
to remain in full force and effect. 

RICHARD NIXON, 
THE WHITE HousE, July 18, 1973. 

PROCLAMATION AMENDING PART 3 OF THE AP­
PENDIX TO THE TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE 

UNITED STATES WITH RESPECT TO THE IM­
PORTATION OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITmS 

(By the President of the United States of 
America) 

A PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, pursuant to section 22 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 624), limitations have been imposed 
by Presidential proclamations on the quan­
tities of certain dairy products which may 
be imported into the United States in any 
·quota year; and 

Whereas the import restrictions proclaimed 
pursuant to said section 22 are set forth . in 
part 3 of the Appendix to the Tariff Sched­
ules of the United States; and 

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture has 
reported to me that he believes that addi­
tional quantities of dried milk provided for 
in item 950.02 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States (here.inafter referred to as 
"nonfat dry milk") may be entered for a 
temporary period without rendering or tend­
ing to render ineffective, or materially inter­
fering with, the price support program now 
conducted by the Department of Agriculture 
for milk or reducing sub.stantialy the amount 
of products processed in the United States 
from domestic milk; and 

Whereas, under the authority of section 22, 
I have requested the United States Tariff 
Commission to make an investigation with 
respect to this matter; and 

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture has 
determined and reported to me that a con­
dition exists with respect to nonfat dry milk 
which requires emergency treatment and 
that the quantitative limitation imposed on 
nonfat dry milk should be increased during 
t h e period ending August 31, 1973, without 

awaiting the recommendations of the United 
·States Tariff Commission with respect to 
such action; and 

Whereas I find and declare that the entry 
during the period ending August 31, 1973, of 
an additional quantity of 80,000,000 pounds 
of nonfat dry milk will not render or tend to 
render ineffective, or materially interfere 
with, the price support program which is 
being undertaken by the Department of Agri­
culture for milk and will not reduce sub­
st antially th~ amount of products processed 
in the United States from domestic Inilk; 
and that a condition exists which requires 
emergency treatment and that the quanti­
tative liinitation imposed on nonfat dry milk 
should be increased during such period with­
out awaiting the recommendations of the 
United States Tariff Commission with respect 
to such action; 

Now, therefore, I, Richard Nixe n, Presi­
dent of the United States of America, acting 
under and by virtue of the authority vested 
in me as President, and in conformity with 
the provisions of section 22 of the Agricul­
tural Adjustment Act, as amended, and the 
Tariff Classification Act of 1962, do hereby 
proclaim that subdivision (vi) of headnote 
3 (a) of part 3 of the Appendix to the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(vi) Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of this part, 25,000,000 pounds of dried 
milk described in item 115.50 may be entered 
during the period beginning December 30, 
1972, and ending February 15, 1973, 60,000,-
000 pounds of such milk may be entered dur­
ing the period beginning May 11, 1973, and 
ending June 30, 1973, and 80,000,000 pounds 
of such milk may be entered during the 
period beginning July 19, 1973, and ending 
August 31, 1973, in addition to the annual 
quota quantity specified for such article un­
der item 950.02, and import licenses shall not 
be required for entering such additional 
quantities. No individual, partnership, firm, 
corporation, association, or other legal entity 
(including its affiliates or subsidiaries) may 
during each such period enter pursuant to 
this provision quantities of such additional 
dried milk totaling in excess of 2,500,000 
pounds." _ 

The 80,000,000 pound additional quota 
quantity provided for herein shall continue in 
effect pending Presidential action upon re­
ceipt of the report and recommendations of 
the Tariff Commission with respect thereto. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand this eighteenth day o{ July in the 
year of our Lord nineteen hundred seventy­
three, and of the Independence of the United 
States of America the one hundred ninety­
eighth. 

RICHARD NIXON. 

FACT S H EET-ECONOMIC STABILIZATION PRo­
GRAM-PHASE IV 

BACKGROUND 

On June 13th, the President announced a 
freeze on prices to last a maximum of sixty 
days. At that time, he indicated that the 
freeze period would be used to develop a new 
and more effective system of controls to fol­
low the freeze. He specifically directed the 
Cost of Living Council to develop a Phase IV 
that would stabilize retail prices of both food 
and gasoline. 

The President cautioned, however, that 
Phase IV would not be designed to get the 
U.S. permanently into a controlled economy. 
He promised to avoid action that would lead 
to rationing, black markets or a recession 
that would mean more unemployment. 
Finally, he emphasized t hat the real key to 
curbing food prices lies in increasing sup­
plies rather than controls. 

During the last month, Secretary Shultz 
Chairman of the Cost of Living Council, 
other members of the council, and Senior 
Staff officials of the Cost of Living Council 
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have engaged in extensive consultations with 
consumers, businessmen, farmers, Congres­
sional leaders, and government officials in all 
parts of the country. More than 30 meetings 
with over 400 individuals were conducted. In 
addition, the Cost of Living Council made 
available a list of 34 specific questions about 
the design of Phase IV. Businessmen, farmers 
and consumers were invited to submit writ­
ten recommendations to the Cost of Living 
Council on the nature of Phase IV. More 
than 200 such proposals were received and 
fully reviewed. The recommendations ranged 
from complete elimination of controls to 
establishment of a permanent. system of ceil­
ing prices, rationing and a 250,000 man en­
forcement agency. 

Although the freeze was keeping prices 
stable at the retail levels, it was causing 
business shut-downs and unemployment, re­
sulting in supply shortages in some sectors. 

Among the problems created by the freeze 
were situations where the cost of produc­
ing or distributing goods was above the 
freeze price. Confectioners, processed grain 
mlllers, poultry and egg producers, mar­
garine and vegetable oil processors, and pota­
to chip manufacturers faced costs greater 
than the price they could charge for their 
products. In some cases, low m~rket prices 
prevatling during the base period, and in 
other cases freeze prices based on last year's 
crop, caused fresh fruit and vegetable farm­
ers to incur losses and to change their 
normal patterns of distribution of items such 
as tomatoes, potatoes and celery. 

OBJECTIVES OF ECONOMIC STABU.IZATION 
PROGRAM 

To moderate the rate of inflation which has 
existed in the United States during the 
first six months of 1973 and to do so with 
a minimum adverse effect on supply. 

To continue expansion of U.S. economy to 
fulfill its potential with further increases in 
employment. 

To strengthen the international position 
of the dollar. 

To build confidence of business, industry, 
agriculture, the Congress, and consumers 
necessary to promote an increase in capacity 
and supply and to reduce long run inflation­
ary forces. 

To work with business, industry, agricul­
ture, and the public to terminate controls 
as soon as possible in a manner which will 
avoid unacceptable rates of inflation after 
Phase IV. 

FEATURES OF PHASE IV 
A sector-by-sector approach with controls 

tailored around particular economic con­
ditions of each sector. 

Phased implementation of the program be­
tween now and September 12. (Implemen­
tation calendar attached.) 

Publication of major parts of the program 
for public comment before their effective 
date of August 12, 1973 so that the con­
structive national dialogue begun during the 
consultations may be continued. In par­
ticular, proposed regulations for the indus­
trial and service, retail and wholesale, petro­
leum and insurance sectors to be published 
on July 19. 

More flexible exceptions policy to permit 
relief in cases of real hardship or to permit 
necessary supply increases. 

Establishment of a senior committee of 
government officials to hear appeals and to 
continually assoos exceptions and exemp­
tions policy. 

A request that Congress expedite action 
on anti-inflation legislative proposals, in­
cluding authority for temporary export con­
trols, authority to reduce tariffs temporarily 
in selected cases, authority for disposal of 
excess materials from the National Stock­
pile, authority for construction of the Alas­
ka Pipeline, and farm legislation to permit 
farmers to earn higher income through 
greater production rather than higher prices. 

FOOD 
"Stage A" of the regulations for food be­

come effective immediately. 
The sys:tem of cell1ngs on beef prices es­

tablished on March 29, will continue until 
September 12. 

Price ceilings on all other agricultural 
products have been lifted to permit pasS­
through of only raw agricultural product 
cost increases incurred since June 8th by 
processors, distributors and retailers on a. 
dollar-for-dollar basis. No cost other than 
raw material cost increases may be passed 
through. Decreases in raw agricultural costs 
must also be passed through. This system 
of controls on food products except beef will 
continue until September 12th at which 
time Stage B of the food controls go into 
effect. 

Provide for exceptions to the new regula­
tions only when necessary to relieve gross 
hardship or inequity or to provide for in­
creased supplies and capacity. 

NONFOOD WHOLESALE AND RETAIL SECTOR 
Prl~es remain froze,n until August 1~ at 

which tlme Phase IV regulations become 
effective. 

Regulations to be issued July 19 for public 
comment. These regulations will require: 

Preapproval by the Cost of Living Council 
of pricing plans based on merchandise cate­
gories for companies with sales over $50 
million. 

Gross realized margin controls on these 
categories (sales minus cost of goods sold 
divided by sales). · 

Continuation of profit margin limitati'on. 
"Stage B" Of the food controls program GASOLINE: AND PETROLEUM PRODUCTS . 

will terminate the meat ceilings and permit Proposed mandatory- regulations control-· 
pass-through of other cost increases in a ling petroleum prices will be issued Thurs­
dollar-for-dollar basis. This second stage of day, July 19 by the Cost of Living Council 
the food controls program will place the food for comment. These regulations, taking into 
sector under control rules similar to the account public comment, Will go into effect 
rules for the industrial service, retail and on August 12. 
wholesale sectors. The proposed regulations will provide two 

The Tariff Commission has been asked to price ceilings: one on prices for gasoline, 
review temporary suspension of import heating oil and diesel fuel; and, one on prices 
quotas on non-fat dry milk. In the mean- for domestic crude oil. Both ceilings will be 
time, an immediate increase of 80 million reviewed and adjusted as appropriate. 
pounds for non-fat dry milk has been or- Ceiling prices and octane ratings must be 
dered on an emergency basis. . posted on each gasoline pump. 

All remaining set aside acres are to be Increased crude production (new crude 
brought back into production in 1974. petroleum beyond corresponding 1972 levels) 

Limitations on the export of soybeans and from each producing property and an equal 
related products will be continued through amount of current production (old crude 
the remainder of the current crop year. An petroleum) will be exempt from the ceiling. 
export reporting system for agricultural com- The price at which a wholesaler or re­
modities will be continued to provide in- taller will be allowed to resell products 
formg.tion on the volume of planned export (other than gasoline, heating oil and diesel' 
shipments. fuel) is his cost of product plus his actual 

INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE SECTOR dollar-for-dollar markup applied to tP,at 
Prices in the industrial and service sector product on January 10, 1973. 

will continue to be frozen until August 12th A manufacturer may not charge a price 
at which time the Phase IV regulations for which exceeds his May 15, 1973 price with­
this sector go into effect. out prenotification, except to reflect in-

Mandatory regulations to take effect on creased cost of imports subsequent to May 15, 
August 12th will b~ issued tomorrow by the 1973 and to reflect increased costs of domestic . 
Cost of Living Council for public comment. crude petroleum excepted from the ceiling . . 
These proposed regulations will: Lease agreements between a gasoline · 

Require prenotification by all firms with manufacturer and gasoline retailer wlll be 
annual sales of more than $100 million, quar- held to the terms and conditions as of May, 
terly reporting by firms with annual sales 1973. 
or revenues of over $50 million, and annual HEALTH 
reporting by nonexempt firms with annual On July 19, providers of health services 
sales less than $50 million and over 60 will be removed from the freeze, afthough 
employees. they continue to be subject to the man-

Establish a new base period for both prices datory Phase III controls. 
and costs of the last fiscal quarter before This action is effective retroactively to'' 
January 11, 1973. The base price has already July 1, 1973 for the purpose of determining 
been calculated for CLC-2 forms used in price increases under cost reimbursement 
Phase III. contracts. 

Prohibit use of costs incurred prior to the - The Health Industry Advisory Committee 
new Phase IV base period as justification for has been directed to develop detailed recom­
price increases. mendations to the Cost of Living Council so 

Permit costs to be passed-through only on that revised controls for hospitals and nurs-
a dollar-for-dollar basis. ing homes can become effective no later than 

Permit prices raised legally during Phase October 1st. The objectives of the modifica­
III to remain in effect; however, further tions in the control rules in this sector are: 
price increases may be made only to cover To reduce the inflationary rate of in­
cost increases incurred since the new base crease in the cost of hospital stay. 
period. To moderate the proliferation of new .. 

Continue profit margin restraints in addi- services and selectively control capital ex­
tlon to other requirements to provide that penditures. 
profit margins may not be increased above To provide economic incentives for the 
the average for the best two out of a firm's substitution of less expensive ambulatory 
last five fiscal years. care in place of inpatient hospital care where , 

Reinstate the Phase II small business possible. 
exemption (60 employees or fewer). To provide for the development of state-

Permit price increases, which are prenoti- not Federal-administration of health care 
fied to the Cost of Living Council ~ter controls. 
August 12, to be placed into effect after To maximize internal fiexibilit nd 1 _ 
thirty days if the Cost of Living Council has . Y a ncen 
taken no action to suspend, deny or cut tives for health care managers to improve 
back the price increase. The thirty-day productivity. 
period can be extended by the cost of Living To be responsive to cost saving innova­
Council if necessary to obtain additional data tions, such as health maintenance orga.niza­
justifying the proposed increase. The right tions and prospective reimbursement plans. 
is reserved to re-examine price increases The Cost of Living Council will also con-
after they are placed into effect. sider revisions in the controls for doctors, 
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dentists and other non-institutional pro­
viders of health care. 

INSURANCE 
Proposed mandatory regulations for the 

insurance industry will be published by the 
Cost of Living Council for public comment 
on July 19. These regulations will become 
effective, taking into account public com­
ment, on August 12th. 

Health, property-liability, and credit life 
insurance will be subject to mandatory con­
trols on premium increases. Prenotification 
of significant rate increases by the largest 
insurers will be required, and smaller in­
surers will be required to report periodically 
to the Cost of Living Council. 

Formulas for calculating rate changes used 
in Phase II will be modified to re:flect ex­
perience gained during the controls program. 

As in Phase II, state insurance commis­
sioners will be called on to make determina­
tions as to whether the Cost of Living Coun­
cil should approve proposed rate changes. 

CONSTRUCTION 
On July 19, mandatory regulations for 

prices in the construction industry will be 
issued, to become effective on August 12. 
These regulations will be similar to those 
issued near the end of Phase III. 

The regulations will establish special rules 
applicable to prices charged for construc­
tion operations, reaffirm profit margin limita­
tions and provide a procedure for renegotia­
tion of fixed price construction contracts 
where wages have been reduced. 

WAGES 
The general wage and benefit standards of 

Phase II and Phase III will be retained. More 
detailed information for reporting wage and 
benefit increases will be required. 

Notification of wage and benefit increases 
by the largest bargaining units will be con­
tinued to be required. Prenotification will be 
regulated in individual cases. 

A new organizational component of the 
Cost of Living Council has been established 
to review wage and salary and benefit in­
creases in the state and local government 
sector. 

ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION 
The staff of the Cost of Living Council 

and the IRS is being substantially augment­
ed to administer and enforce the new Phase 
IV controls. 

Administrative sanctions will be imposed 
for violation of the price or wage standards 
and for failure to comply with prenotifica­
tion and reporting requirements. In addi­
tion, judicially imposed civil penalties will 
be sought where appropriate. 

PHASE OUT OF CONTROLS 
The Labor-Management Advisory Commit­

tee of the Cost of Living Council will be re­
quested to advise further on the orderly 
phase out of mandatory controls. 

The Cost of Living Council wlll work 
directly with representatives of special eco­
nomic sectors to develop plans and commit­
ments for sufficient supply expansion to en­
sure reasonable prices, as part of a plan to 
terminate mandatory controls for those sec­
tors. 

Rate increases by public utilities, as de­
fined during Phase III, have been exempted 
from direct Phase IV controls although the 
Cost of Living Council reserves the right to 
reimpose mandatory controls on this sector 
if necessary to achieve the objectives of the 
program. Almost all public utility rates are 
already controlled by federal, state or local 
regulatory bodies. Duplication of price con­
trols on this sector would be unnecessary to 
ensure that utility rate increases are non­
inflationary and provide for adequate service, 
necessary expansion and minimum rates of 
return. 

Wages and prices in the lumber and ply­
wood industry have also been exempted from 
Phase IV controls. Price decreases in this 
sector have been common in recent months, 
and competitive forces are expected to exert 
continued restraint on price levels through­
out the remainder of the year. 

Long-term contracts for production coal 
mines have also been exempted to provide an 
incentive for increased supplies of coal to 
mitigate the energy crisis. 

CALENDAR OF PHASE IV ACTIONS 
Program Announcement, July 18. 
Stage I of Food Regulations: 
Ceilings on Beef Continued. 
Dollar-for-Dollar Passthrough of other raw 

agricultural costs permitted. 
Freeze on Industrial Prices continued 
Proposed Non-Food Regulations Issued for 

Comment: 
Industrial Regulations, July 19. 
Insurance Regulations, July 19. 
Petroleum Regulations, July 19. 
Non-Food Regulations Become Effective : 
Health Regulations, July 19. 
Construction Regulations, August 12. 
Industrial Regu!a tions, August 12. 
Petroleum Reg1:lations, August 12. 
Insurance Reg u.lati.:ms, August 12. 
Stage II of Food Regulations, August 12. 
Beef Ceilings Tennina ted; All Food Prices 

Subject to Cost-r .tss-Through Regulations, 
September 12. 

AWARDS PRESENTATIONS, THE 
ETHEL PERCY ANDRUS GERON­
TOLOGY CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, FEB­
RUARY 13, 1973 
<Mr. PERKINS asked and was given 

permi~sion to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, in Feb­
ruary of this year, the Ethel Percy An­
drus Gerontology Center of the Univer­
sity of Southern California instituted a 
new series of awards for distinguished 
contributions in the field of aging. 

The first of these a wards were pre­
sented in conjunction with the dedica­
tion of the center's impressive new 
facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, the recipient of the 
award for Outstanding Public Service 
in the Field of Aging wae our distin­
guished colleague from Indiana, Mr. 
BRADEMAS. 

Joining the gentleman from Indiana 
in accepting awards were: Dr. Nathan 
W. Shock, chief of the gerontology re­
search center at Baltimore City Hospi­
tal, Md., who received the Kesten Me­
morial Award for his contributions to bio­
medical sciences and aging; and Dr. 
Bernice L. Neugarten of the University 
of Chicago for her outstanding contri­
butions to social scienco and aging. 

Dr. Arthur S. Flemm!ng, the distin­
guished Chairman of the 1971 White 
House Conference on Aging, who has re­
cently been named Commissioner on 
Aging in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, accepted a spe­
cial award presented to the 1971 White 
House Conference. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert the proceedings of the a ward 
ceremony at this point in the RECORD. 

PR"'SENTATION OP AWARDS FOR DISTINGUISHED 
CONTRmUTIONS IN THE FIELD OF GERONTOL­
OGY, ETHEL PERCY ANDRUS GERONTOLOGY 
CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFOR­
NIA, FEBRUARY 13, 1973 

(By James E. Birren , Ph. D., Director, Ethel 
Percy Andrus Gerontology Center) 

I am pleased to inaugurate a presentation 
of awards for distinguished contributions in 
the field of gerontology. The purpose of these 
awards is to recognize the efforts of those in ­
dividuals who by their talents, courage and 
en.terprise have made contributions of such 
merit to the field of aging that we wish to 
take a moment to accord to them public 
acclaim for their efforts. This has to be done 
with obvious humility-for how can one con­
trive a suitable acknowledgement for some­
one who has devoted years of constructive 
effort in their career. 

I hope that this is but the first such 
annual awards presentation, to give evidence 
that efforts of individual leadership in the 
field of aging are not going unnoticed or 
unappreciated. 

This past year the faculty staff and stu­
dents of the Gerontology Center concurred 
in their desire to give recognition for out­
standing contributions in the field of aging. 
Nominations were invited from all members 
of the Center for distinguished contributions 
in biomedical research, social science re­
search, and public service. Following the 
nominations a long :Jallot was submitted to 
all members of the Center for their vote. 
Those persons who receive awards this eve­
ning were judged by their peers and ad­
mirers to have made notable contributions 
in the field of gerontology during this past 
decade. 

The Gerontology Center was fortunate to 
receive an endowment for an annual lecture­
ship in gerontology. This endowment was 
set up by Mr. and Mrs. Alan Davis in the 
memory of their grandparents, Isador and 
Esther Kesten. To honor our first awardee 
and Kesten lecturer will be the Chancellor 
of the University, Dr. Norman. Topping. It 
is particularly suitable for Dr. Topping to 
make this award in biomedical research since 
his own career has been, among many other 
accomplishments, intimately associated with 
biomedical research. 

Those of you who are recent friends of the 
University may not be aware of the fact 
that our Chancellor had a distinguished 
career in medical science and published arti­
cles based upon his research in typhus, Q 
fever, spotted fever, and public health. It is 
also appropriate that in one of his previous 
positions as assistant surgeon general of the 
Public Health Service he was associate direc­
tor of the National Institutes of Health in 
Bethesda, Maryland. In this capacity he was 
our awardee's chief. The Gerontology Center 
is one of the functions of the University of 
Southern California that Dr. Topping has 
helped so intimately. It gives me particular 
pleasure to ask our former president and now 
Chancellor of the Un.iversity to present the 
Kesten award. 
COMMENTS BY DR. TOPPING ABOUT DR. NATHAN 

W. SHOCK 
The name of our Kesten awardee, Dr. 

Nathan Shock, is familiar to anyone involved 
in research on aging. He has had since 1941 
a full-time career in leading the develop­
ment of research on aging. In 1941 Dr. Shock 
went to Baltimore, Maryland to organize a 
research unit on aging for the U.S. Public 
Health Service. At that time it had only two 
men employed. Now it is perhaps the largest 
single facility devoted exclusively to research 
on aging in the Western Hemisphere. 

Dr. Shock is now in the process of sum­
marizing important information from a lon­
gitudinal study of human aging. He initiated 
a long term physiological study of community 
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residing men that now extends over six hun­
dred subjects from ages 15 to 96 years. 

His publications include more than 200 
original research articles including those on 
changes in kidney function, age changes in 
cardiovascular and respiratory function, and 
the effects of physical activity on the proc­
esses of aging. 

As the immediate past president of the 
International Association of Gerontology, he 
was deeply involved in the planning of the 
International Congress of Gerontology held 
in Kiev, Russia in July 1972. We are pleased 
to honor you Dr. Shock with the Kesten 
award to recognize the pioneering and sus­
tained basic contributions to biomedical re­
search in aging. 

Mr. BmREN. The next award to be given for 
distinguished contribution in social science 
research on aging will be presented by Dr. 
Vern L. Bengtson, associate professor of so­
ciology <>f the University of Southern Cali­
fornia. His personal research in dealing with 
social changes in aging includes the respon­
sibilities for a large study of generational dif­
ferences in mental health. He received his 
doctorate from the University of Chicago 
where he was a student of the next awardee. 
For both professional and personal reasons it 
is highly appropriate that we ask Dr. Bengt­
son to present the next award. 
COMMENTS OF DR. BENGTSON ABOUT DR. BERNICE 

L. NEUGARTEN 
As Dr. Birren has just indicated I was a 

student of Dr. Bernice L. Neugarten who will 
receive this award for outstanding contribu­
tion to Social Science and Aging. 

Bernice Neugarten is a luminary in the 
field of gerontology. As a researcher, she has 
successfully bridged two disciplines-psy­
chology and sociology-in making discoveries 
concerning the aging process. Her work on 
the sociology of age-grading, age norms, and 
the social structure of the urban community 
has attracted wide attention; she is probably 
even better known for her research on per­
sonality and patterns of aging. She has pio­
neered in research on menopausal women; in 
cross-cultural and inter-generational re­
search; and in investigations on successful 
career patterns in middle age. 

Equally important is her contribution as a 
teacher. Several generations of students­
now productive young scholars in the field of 
gerontology-have prospered from her direc­
tion and inspiration. The most popular of 
teachers, she can infuse enthusiasm into 
gerontological topics and strip bare the 
essential ideas of the most vaguely-stated 
premise. 

Third, her mastery as an administrator and 
leader has strengthened the field. She has 
enhanced and developed institutions linked 
to the study of the life-cycle-the Committee 
of Human Development of the University 
of Chicago, of which she has served two 
terms as chairman; the Gerontological 
Society, of which she has been president; 
and the many study sections and committees 
of the National Institutes of Health in which 
she has participated. 

Most of all, in the light of this list of 
productive contributions, is her depth and 
warmth as a human being. A whirlwind 
of energy and productivity, she makes people 
feel better for having been touched by her. 
She has beautifully combined careers of wife 
and mother with that of teacher and scholar. 
Flor many of us, she is friend as well as 
mentor, giver as well as taker. 

I first met Bernice Neugarten in 1963 when 
I was a senior in a college. At that time I 
was looking desperately for a way to stay 
in the Chicago area for graduate school. 
Bernice interviewed me for a possible fellow­
ship in adult development and aging. I've 
never felt so much in awe before or since 
of this tiny dynamo of words and questions 
which laid bare my motivations and capaci­
ties within a matter of minutes. If my in-

ducements to begin study in the field of 
aging were personal and financial, the 
reasons for staying in the area were in large 
part due to the intellectual excitement gen­
erated by Bernice Neugarten. She can infuse 
enthusiasm in the most abstract of analyses 
and tear apart sloppy thinking. She has 
also provided me and many others with 
boundless quantities of support and en­
couragement. 

Mr. BIRREN. To present the next award 
for public service is Mr. Uranus Appel, Vice 
Chairman of the Board of Councillors of the 
Gerontology Center. Mr. Appel has been a 
close friend and major donor of the Geron­
tology Center and is president of American 
Medical Enterprises. With personal apprecia­
tion I would like to turn to Bob Appel to 
have him introduce our next awardee. 
REMARKS OF MR. APPEL ABOUT THE HONORABLE 

JOHN BRADEMAS 
The person to receive our award for out­

standing public service in aging is a scholar, 
a public figure, and a gentleman in the full 
sense of the wo:t:d. John Brademas was elected 
to the United States House of Representa­
tives in 1958 when he was but 31 years of age. 
Now in his eighth term in Congress, he has 
been appointed Chief Deputy Whip for the 
Majority, by Speaker Albert and the new Ma­
jority Leader, Thomas O'Ne111. As a scholar 
~ohn Brademas was a graduate of Harvard, 
Magna Cum Laude, in 1949. In 1950 he en· 
tered studies as a Rhodes scholar at Oxford 
University, England, receiving a Ph.D. in so­
cial studies in 1954. In 1972 he was elected an 
honorary fellow of his old college in Oxford, 
Brasenose College. This background, plus his 
activities in legislation, has certainly earned 
for him the title that a national magazine de­
scribed "Mr. Education" in Congress. He was 
a co-sponsor of the Nutrition for the Elderly 
Act, Older Americans Amendments of 1969, 
and has supported and introduced other im­
portant legislation in the field of a-ging. 

His list of awards is long and detailed. 
None, however, I trust, are given with as 
much appreciation for his career in public 
service as this award. With it are expressed 
our expectations and hopes for a long and 
constructive future in legislation to improve 
the quality of life for the elderly of America. 

Mr. BmREN. It is appropriate at a time of 
awards to represent the students who are 
our hope for the future. To present the 
next award is the President of the Graduate 
Student Council of the Gerontology Center, 
Mrs. Eleanore Lisa Pomeroy. She came to the 
University of Southern California as a grad­
uate student in psychology from the Uni­
versity of Texas with masters degree in 1970. 
Her native enthusiasm and constructive out­
look on life is apparent to all who work with 
her and makes it entirely appropriate that 
she represent the coming generation of 
scholars, researchers and professionals who 
wlll soon provide the leadership in the field 
of gerontology. 

REMARILS OF MRS. POMEROY ABOUT DR. 
ARTHUR S. FLEMMING 

As a graduate student still facing exami­
nations, and dissertation writing, you can 
understand that I might be a little appre­
hensive in presenting our next award since 
Dr. Arthur S. Flemming has been president 
of three institutions of higher learning, Ohio 
Weslyan University, University of Oregon, 
and Macalester College. 

In December 1971 a notable event was held 
for those of us gathered here this evening. 
It was the White House Conference on Ag­
ing. It culminated ten years of thinking, 
hopes and activities. We wish to make an 
award on behalf of the accomplishment of 
the White House organization before, during 
and after. The activities of thousands of 
persons, government and private, profes­
sional and lay, old and young went into that 
activity. No one. epitomizes it more than the 

man who was chairman of the National 
Planning. Board of the 1971 White House 
Conference on Aging. Few men in public life 
have the opportunity to serve as many pub­
lic and educational roles as Dr. Flemming. 
To give you a few indications he was Secre­
tary of the Department of Health, Educa­
tion and Welfare. He is a member of the 
President's Advisory Committee on Govern­
ment Organization, he is a Vice President 
of the National Council of Churches of 
Christ in America and has served as a mem­
ber or chairman of xnany committees and 
commissions. For example: the War Man­
power Commission, and more recently he is 
serving as a special consultant to the Presi­
dent of the United States on aging. 

I am very pleased to speak for my fellow 
students and to present this award, on be­
half of the 1971 White House Conference on 
Aging, to Dr. Arthur Flemming a public fig­
ure who impresses many of us as being a per­
sonal professional career model. 

Mr. BmREN. We have now concluded the 
formal awards ceremony. You will note that 
we did not make an award in the Humanities 
this year. I hope that there will be another 
awards banquet next year and that we will 
have an opportunity to make an award, along 
with those of other fields, to some person 
whose contributions in humanities have dig­
nified and enlarged life in the later years. 
Before leaving this part of the program I 
wanted to take the opportunity to thank all 
the faculty, staff and students of the Geron­
tology Staff for their efforts in bringing a 
sense of community to the building that we 
have just dedicated. I cannot this evening in 
any way detail their contribution but with­
out their loyalty and efforts there would not 
now be a building or a Center. 

A successful awards banquet, like the com­
pletion of the building we have just dedi­
cated, requires the cooperation of many per­
sons. Were it not for the generous gifts of 
the members of the American Association of 
Retired Persons and the National Retired 
Teachers Association we would not have to­
day a building whose activities are directed 
to the future. The individual donors and 
corporate contributors were many. I cannot 
name them all this evening but this should 
not belle the fact that we are deeply grateful 
for the generosity. 

PROPOSAL TO HOLD EXPOCUBA IN 
NEW YORK CITY 

(Mr. !CHORD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, plans are 
being made by supporters of Cuban 
Communist dictator, Fidel Castro, here 
in the United States to celebrate the 20th 
anniversary of Castro's July 26 move­
ment by holding a so-called ExpoCuba in 
New Ym·k City July 26-29, 1973. 

rl'he 26th of July, 1953, was the date 
when Castro and a band of his Commu­
nist rebel followers attacked the Mon­
cada Gan-ison in Cuba during the period 
when Fulgencia Batista was still Presi­
dent of that island country. The attack 
failed and most of the participants were 
killed. However, Fidel Castro escaped and 
announced that this event marked the 
launching of guerrilla warfare aimed at 
the destruction of the Batista govern­
ment and the installation of a Commu­
nist regime. 

Of course, in those days, Castro said 
nothing about communism, per se, be­
cause he well understood that to reveal 
his real intentions and political philos-
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ophy would be to destroy any opportu­
nity for taking over Cuba and its_people. 

But 6 years later he did take over and 
he promptly doffed his mantle as a demo­
cratic liberator to put on his real grab 
as a Communist determined to impose 
a Marxist-Leninist ty1:anny 'Over the 
Cuban people. · 

· Now after 14 years of Castro's iron 
rule ~d his continued exportation of 
subversion and terrorism thr-oughout the 
Western Hemisphere and even to the 
shores of Africa, we find America~ re~y 

· to extol the virtues of commumsm m 
Cuba while publicly denouncing the 
U.S. Government and its policy of ~p­
posing the spread of Castro co~mums~ 
both to ourselves and to our neighbors m 
Latin America. 

ExpoCuba appears to enjoy widespread 
support from those extremists among our 
own citizens who traveled to Cuba over 
recent years as members of what is 
known as the Venceremos Brigade. 

The exhibition, hailed by its promoters 
as a "festival of revolutionary change," 
will be held in the Martin Luther King 
Labor Center Local 1199, 310 West 43d 
Street, New York City. It will feature 
films. books, posters, records, and a 
photographic display allegedly demon­
strating the progress Cuba has made un­
der Castro and communism. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the Members ?f 
this Hom·e will also be interested m 
·noting that a series of panel discussions., 
lectures and presentations will be made 
at Expo'Cuba on why the United States 
must give up the Panama Canal, why 
Puerto Rico should be independent, and 
a number of related subjects designed to 
assault and embarrass the people and 
Government of the United States. 

Also justifiably angered by the an­
nounced plans for ExpoCuba are the 
thousands of Cuban exiles w_ho have re­
_gained the fresh air of a freedo~ tJ;leY 
once knew but lost in Cuba by nsking 
their life's possessions and even their 
lives to settle in the United States. They 
are especially bitter, I am advised, that 
the city of New York, or any other U.S. 
city for that matter, should be used as a 
site for heaping praise on Cuba's tyra~t 
while heaping abuse on our own Amen­
can Government. 

Just what the Cuban community in 
our country plans to do to protest Expo­
Cuba this month I am not presently pre­
pared to say but I certainly wan~ to 
offer this as my personal protest agamst 
the holding of this obviously pro-Com­
munist exhibition in New York. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted to: 
Messrs. RoE, MILFORD, GuNTER, WINN, 

CAMP and HANNA (at the request of Mr. 
H~~A), on account of official business. 

Mr. BLATNIK (at the request of Mr. 
O'NEILL), for today and July 20, on ac­
count of official business. 

Mr. DANIELSON <at the request of Mr. 
O'NEn.L), for today, on account o.f death 
in the family. 

CXI.X--1578-Part 19 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unan:imous consent, permission .to . 

· address the House, followmg 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 material:) 

Mr. ROBISON of New York, for 15 min-
utes, today. 

Mr. RAILSBACK, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. CoHEN, for 5 minutes, today. . 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, for 10 mm-

. utes, today. 
Mr. HoRTON, for 10 minutes, today. 
(The following Members <at the re­

quest of Mr. JONES of Oklahoma}, tore­
vise and extend their remarks, and to 

·include extraneous matter: ) 
Mr. HARRINGTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. AsPIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DRINAN, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. RUNNELs, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WoLFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MELCHER, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. GIBBONS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TIERNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BuRKE of Massachusetts, for 10 

minutes, today. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, for 5 minutes, On 

July 23. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. STRATTON, and to ~nclude extrane­
ous matter, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD and is estimated by 
the Public Printer to cost $627. 

Mr. STRATTON, and to include extrane­
ous ·matter, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD and is estimated by 
the Public Printer to cost $2,560.35. 

Mr. !cHORD, and to include extraneous 
matter, notwithstanding the fact that it 
exceeds two pages of the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $888.25. 

Mr. ROBERTS. 
Mr. MicHEL to follow the remarks of 

Mr. HUBER during consideration of the 
farm bill today. 

Mr. SEIBERLING, and to include extra­
neous material, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the CoNGRES­
SIONAL RECORD and is estimated by the 
Public Printer to cost $627. 

(The following Members (at the re­
quest of Mr. MARTIN of North ca:olina), 
and to include extraneous material:) 

Mr. FREY. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. 
Mr. FORSYTHE. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois in two in-

stances. 
Mr. SYMMS in -:;wo instances. 
Mr. McCLOSKEY. 
Mr. HosMER in two instances. 
Mr. BELL in two instances. 
Mr. KEMP in three instances. 
Mr.QuiE. 

Mr. RAILSBACK in three instances. 
Mr. WYATT. 
Mr. LENT. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. 
Mr. FRENZEL. 
Mr. DICKINSON. 
Mr. HOGAN. 
Mr. HINSHAW. 
Mr. BRAY in four instances. 
Mr. NELSEN. 
Mr. FINDLEY. 
Mr. SHOUP. 
Mr. DuPoNT. 
Mr. WYMAN. 
(The following Members (at the re­

quest of ~. JoNEs of Oklahoma), and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee in two in-
stances. _ 

Mr. RoGERS in 10 instances. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, in three instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. EvANS of Colorado. 
Mr. MoAKLEY in five instances. 
Mr. CARNEY of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. ASPIN in 10 instances. 
Mr. HARRINGTON in three instances. 
Mr. GAYDOs in 10 instances. 
Mr. WALDIE in two instances. 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS. 
Mr. HAWKINS. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas in six instances. 
Mr. OBEY in three instances. 
Mr. FuQuA. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

A joint resolution of the Senate of 
the following title was taken from the 
·Speaker's table and, under the rule, re­
ferred as follows: 

S.J. Res. 118. Joint resolution to express the 
sense of Congress that a White House Confer­
ence on the Handicapped be called by the 
·President of the Uniteti States; to the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

I move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 8 o'clock and 39 minutes p.m.>: the 
House adjourned until tomorrow. Friday, 
July 20, 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: 

1162. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, transmitting a report on 
activities under the Horse Protection Act of 
1970 (Public Law 91-540), pursuant to sec­
tion 11 of the act; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

RECEIVED FROM THE CoMPrROLLER GENERAL 

1163. A letter from the Comptroller Gen­
eral of the United States, transmitting a re­
port on actions needed to provide greater 
insurance protection to flood-prone commu­
nities, under the Federal Insurance Admin­
istration of the Department of Housing a.nd 
Urban Development; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 0"'\J' 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. DULSKI: Committee on Post Office an4 
Civil Service. Report on Improved Manpower 
Management in the Federal Government­
Examples for the period July through De­
cember 1972. (Rept. No. 93-384). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois: Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. H.R. 8867. A bill to amend 
the EURATOM Cooperation Act of 1958, as 
amended; (Rept. No. 93-385). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANDERSON of California: 
H.R. 9395. A bill to provide for the enforce­

ment of support orders in certain State and 
Federal courts, and to make it a crime to 
move or travel in interstate and foreign com­
merce to avoid compliance with such orders; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for him­
self and Mr. HORTON): 

H.R. 9396. A bill to reorganize and consoli­
date certain functions of several Federal 
agencies and departments in a new Criminal 
Justice Services Administration in the De­
partment of Justice to pron10te more effec­
tive operations and management of the fed­
eral system of criminal justice; to the Com-· 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BELL (for himself, Mr. BuR­
GENER, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. HASTINGS, 
Mr. HORTON, Mr. !CHORD, Mr. PAR• 
Ris, Mr·. RoBINSoN of Virginia, Mr. 
WaiTEHURS'l', and Mr. WoN PAT) : 

H.R. 9397. A bill to re'form the budgetary 
process of the Congress to improve congres­
sional control over the budget and national 
priorities, to provide for a legislative budget 
director and staff, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BIAGGI: 
H.R. 9398. A bill to prohibit the imposi­

tion by the States of discriminatory bur­
dens upon interstate commerce in wine, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In­
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
H.R. 9399. A bill to improve the conduct 

and regulation of Federal election campaign 
activities and to provide public financing tor 
such campaigns; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

H.R. 9400. 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. BROYHILL of Virginia: 
H.R. 9401 ~ A bill to amend the act entitled 

.. An Act to authorize the' Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia to plan, construct, 
operate, and maintain a sanitary sewer to 
connect the Dulles International Airport with 
the District of Columbia system"; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CAMP: 
H.R. 9402. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements, and !or other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CARTER: 
H.R. 9403. A b111 to amend the J?'ederal 

Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 44, 45) to 
provide that under certain circumstances ex­
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be 

deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In­
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN: 
H.R. 9404. A bill to protect, enhance, and 

improve fishery and wildlife resources in the 
construction and operation of Federal pub­
lic works projects; to the Committee on In­
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
H.R. 9405. A bill to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act to reduce to 1. year the 
period of residence and physical presence re­
quired for the naturalization of children 
adopted by U.S. citizens; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FREY: 
H.R. 9406. A bill to amend the guaranteed 

student loan provisions of the Higher Edu­
cation Act of 1963 relating to eligib-ility for 
interest subsidy; to the Committee on Edu­
cation and Labor. 

H.R. 9407. A bill establishing a Council on 
Energy Policy; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HANNA: 
H.R. 9408. A bill to protect the constitu­

tional rights of citizens of the United States 
and to prevent unwarranted invasions of 
privacy by prescribing procedures and stand­
ards governing the disclosure of certain 
financial institutions to governmental agen­
cies, and for other purposes; to the Commit­
tee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself and 
Mr. KEATING) : 

H.R. 9409. A bill to amend the Im.mdgration 
and Nationality Act, and for dther purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JARMAN: 
H.R. 9410. A bill to amend the Federal 

Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 44, 45) to 
provide that under certain circumstances 
exclusive telTitorial arrangements shall not 
be deemed unlawful; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KING: 
H.R: 9411. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide .that illegiti­
mate children of old age insurance bene­
ficiaries may become entitled to child's in­
surance benefits in certain additional cases; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgia: 
H.R. 9412. A bill to amend chapter 34 of 

title 38, United States Code, to extend the 
time period within which veterans may be 
entitled to educational assistance under such 
chapter after their discharge or release from 
active duty; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
H.R. 9413. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 

1930 so as to exempt commercial aircraft 
entering or departing from the United States 
at night or on Sunday or a holiday from pro­
visions requiring payment to the United 
States for overtime services of customs offi­
cers and employees, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, Mr. 
ASHLEY, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. BUT· 

' LER, Mr. DAN DANIEL, Mr. DICKINSON, 
Mr. DORN, Mr. HINSHAW, Mr. LOTT, 
Mr. MCCORMACK, Mr. MILFORD, Mr. 
SHUSTER, Mr. TREEN, Mr. VEYSEY, 
Mr. WALSH,· Mr. CHARLES WILSON Of 
TEXAS, Mr. WYATT, and Mr. YOUNG 
of South Carolina): 

H.R. 9414. A bill to amend section 28 of 
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, and to au­
thorize a trans-Alaska oU and gas pipeline, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MOAKLEY: 
H.R. 9415. A bill to provide a remedy !or 

sex discrimination by the insurance business 
with respect to the availab111ty and scope of 
insurance coverage for women; to the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H,R. 9416. A bill to protect · the public 
health by amending the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act so as to amend certain 

labeling provisions of the food, drug, and 
cosmetic .chapters to assure adequate infor­
mation for consumers, including cautionary 
labeling of articles where needed to prevent 
accidental .injury; expand the coverage of the 
Delaney Clause to apply to mutagenic and 
tera-togenic agents; eliminate the Grand­
father's Clause for pre-1958 chemical addi­
tives used in food; require nutritional 
labeling of foods; require labeling of all in­
gredients in foods, listed in order of pre­
dominance; prohibit worthless ingredients in 
special dietary foods; authorize the establish­
ment of standards for medical devices; re­
quire medical devices to be shown safe and 
efficacious before they are marketed com­
mercially; require all antibiotics to be cer­
tified; provide for the certification of certain 
other drugs; require records and reports 
bearing on drug safety; limit the distribution 
of sample drugs; require cosmetics to be 
shown safe before they are marketed com­
mercially; . clarify and strengthen existing 
inspection authority; make additional pro­
visions of the act applicable to carriers; 
provide for administrative subpenas; provide 
for strengthening and facmtating mutual 
cooperation and assistance, including train­
ing of personnel, in the administration of 
that act and of related State and local laws; 
prohibit the use of carcinogenic color addi­
tives in animal feeds; safeguard the health 
of children by banning sweetened or flavored 
aspirin from commerce; authorize a system 
of coding for prescription drugs; establish a 
U.S. Drug Compendium; provide additional 
authority to insure the wholesomeness of 
fish and fishery products; and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 9417. A bill to carry out the recom­
mendations of the Presidential Task Force 

· ·on Women's Rights and ResponsibUities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOLLOHAN: 
H.R. 9418. A bill to strengthen and improve 

the protections and interests of participants 
and beneficiaries of employee pension and 
welfare benefit plans; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. OBEY: 
H.R. 9419. A bill to protect the public 

health and welfare by providing for the in­
spection of imported dairy products an,d by 
requiring that such products comply with 
certain minimum standards for quality and 
wholesomeness and that the dairy farms on 
which milk is produced and the plants in 
which such products are produced meeti cer­
tain minimum standards of sanitation; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. PARRIS: 
H.R. 9420. A b111 to amend the Communica­

tions Act of 1934 for 1 year with respect to 
certain agreements relating to the broadcast­
ing of home games of certain professional 
athletic teams; to the Committee on Inter-

. state and Foreign Commerce. 
By Mr. PERKINS: 

H.R. 9421. A bill to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act ( 15 U.S.C. 44, 45) to 

· provide that under certain circumstances ex­
clusive territorial arra.ngements shall not 
be deemed unlawful; to the' Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

. By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 9422. A bill to amend title IV of the 

Social Security Act to make it clear that an 
individual who is not working because of a 
.strike or other labor dispute will be con­
sidered unemployed for purposes of aid with 
respect to dependent. children of unemployed 
fathers; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H.R. 9423. A bill to authorize the appro­

priation of such funds as may be necessary 
to effectuate the transfer of all naval 
weapons range. activities from the island of 
Culebra to the islands of Desecheo and 
Monito not later than July 1, 1975; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 
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By Mr. STARK: 

H.R. 9424. A bill to govern the disclosure 
of certain financial information by financial 
institutions to governmental agencies, to pro­
tect the constitutional rights of citizens of 
the United States and to prevent unwar­
ranted invasions of privacy by prMcribing 
procedures and standards governing disclo­
sure of such information, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee in Banking and Cur­
rency. 

By Mrs. BURKE of California: 
H.R. 9425. A bill to require that funds be 

made available for replacement housing in 
connection with certain highway programs; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. GINN: 
H .R. 9426. A bill to amend the Anti-Smug­

gling Act to provide that a vessel may be 
prohibited from entering or remaining in the 
United States, or may be required to post a 
bond, if any person who owns, controls, or 
has a. monetary interest in such vessel' has 
participated in illegal importa.tion {)f nar­
cotics; to the Committee on Ways a.nd Means. 

By Mr. HARRINGTON: 
H.R. 9427. A bill to require the labeling of 

energy-intensive consumer goods with re­
spect to the annual energy costs of operating 
these goods for an average owner; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce. 

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself and 
Mr. HELSTOSK.I) : 

H .R. 9428. A bill to provide for posting in­
formation in post offices with respect to regis­
tration, voting, and communicating with 
lawmakers; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HEBERT (by request) : 
H.R. 9429. A bill to authorize the disposal 

of opium ·from the national stockpile; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HEBERT (for himself, Mr. 
PASSMAN, Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr. 
RARICK, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. LONG of 
Louisiana, Mr. TREEN, Mr. GRAY, Mr. 
O'NEILL, Mr. McFALL, Mr. BLATNrK, 
Mr. HARSHA, Mr. GROVER, and Mr. 
PBICE of illinois): 

H .R. 9430. A bill to name the U.S. court­
house and Federal office building under con­
s:truction in New Orleans, La., as the Hale 
Boggs Federal Building, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. McCLOSKEY: . 
H.R. 9431. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a. defini­
tion of food supplements, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
GAYDOS, Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsyl­
vania, Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, Mr. 
Nix, Mr. RoONEY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. BARRETT, Mr. CLARK, Mr. VIGORITO, 
and Mr. EILBERG) : 

H.R. 9432. A bill to strengthen and improve 
the protections and interests of participants 
and beneficiaries of employee pension and 
welfare benefit plans; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, . Mr. 
· ANDERSON of Illlnois, Mr. COHEN, 

and Mr. HORTON): 
H.R. 9433. A bill relating to the employ­

ment and training of criminal offenders, and 
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for other purposes; to· the Committee on the 

· Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROE: 

H.R. 9434. A bill to encourage considera­
tion of nonstructura.l alternatives to flood. 
damage prevention; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

H.R. 9435. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an income 
tax deduction for depreciation on capital ex­
penditures incurred in connecting residential 
sewerlines to municipal sewage systems; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of 
California, Mr. PODELL, Mr. WARE, Mr. 
NIX, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
FORSYTHE, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. MCDADE, 
Mr. HEcHLER of West Virginia., Mr. 
WoN PAT, Mr. RoE, Ms. ABZUG, Mr. 
CAREY of New York, Mr. KYROS, Mr. 
HARRINGTON, Mr. MoSS, Mr. GAYDOS, 
and Mr. ECKHARDT) : 

H .R. 9436. A bill to amend section 402 of 
title 23, United States Code, to extend cer­
tain deadlines relating to apportionment of 
highway safety funds, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H.R. 9437. A bill to amend the Interna.­

tional Travel Act of 1961 to authorize appro­
priations for fiscal years 1974, 1975, and 19'76; . 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (for 
himself, Mr. ROBISON of New York, 
Mr . .A.N.DERsoN of Illinois, and Mr. 
ESCH): 

H.R. 94.38. A bill to confer U.S. citizenship 
on certain Viena.mese children and to provide 
for the adoption of such children by Ameri­
can families; to the Committee on the Judi­
ciary. 

By Mr. SYMINGTON: 
H.R. 9439. A bill to establish a national 

flood plain policy and to authorize the secre­
tary of the Interior, in cooperation with Fed­
eral agencies and the States, to encourage 
the dedication of the Nation's flood plains as 
natural floodwa.ys, to protect, conserve, and 
restore their natural functions and resources, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 
H.R. 9440. A bill to provide for .access to all 

duly licensed psychologists and optometrists 
without prior referral in the Federal em­
ployee health benefits program; to the Com­
mittee on Post omce and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H.J. Res. 674. Joint resolution to designate 

February 10 to 16, 1974, as "National Voca­
tional Education and National Vocational 
Industrial Clubs of America (VICA~ week"; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H.J. Res. 675. Joint resolution to provide 

for the issuance of a. special postage stamp 
in commemoration of Guglielmo Marconi; · 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MOAKLEY: 
H. Con. Res. 269. Concurrent resolution 

requesting the President to proclaim August 
26, 1973, as ''National Women's Suffrage 
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. WINN: . 

H. Con. Res. 270. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress that no 
person should be ·considered for appointment 
as ambassador or minister if such· person or 
members of his immediate family have con­
tributed more than $5,000 to a candidate for 
President in the last election; to the Com­
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. FRA­
SER, Mr. BROWN o! California, Mr. 
BURTON, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. COUGH­
LIN, Mr. DAVXS of Georgia, Mr. DRI­
NAN, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. HARRINGTON, 
Mr. METCALFE, Mr. MrrcHELL of 
Maryland, Mr. NIX, Mr. OBEY, Ms. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. 
VANYK, and Mr. WoN PAT): 

H. Res. 497. Resolution expressing the 
sense of the House that the U.S. Government 
should seek agreement with other members 
of the United Nations on prohibition of 
weather modification activity as a weapon 
of war; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. FRASER, 
Ms. ABZUG, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. · DELLUMS, ~. 
ECKHARDT, Mr. EDWARDS of Califor­
nia, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. FRENZEL, Ms. · 
HOLTZMAN, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. Mc­
CLOSKEY, M:r. MCDADE, Mr. Moss, Mr. 
RoDINO, Mr. RoSENTHAL, Mr. BAR­
BANES, Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. THOMPSON of New Jer­
sey): 

H. Res. 498. Resolution expressing the 
sense of the House that the U.S. Govern­
ment should seek agreement with other 
members of the United Nations on prohibi­
tion of weather modification activity as a 
weapon of war; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr. 
YOUNG of Texas, and Mr. LONG of 
Louisiana) : 

H. Res. 499. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives with respect 
to the time of putting the question on mo­
tions to suspend the rules and pass bills 
and resolutions; to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause of rule XXII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
282. By Mr. DICKINSON: Memorial of the 

State of Alabama requesting that the Presi­
dent and Congress do a.ll in their power to 
secure the release and information concern­
ing the missing in action in Southeast Asia; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

283. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of Leg­
islature of the State of california, relative 
to the New Melones Dam project; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. WALDm introduced a bill (H.R. 9441) 

for the relief of Lt. Col. Harold E. Glads-tone 
and Elsie Gladstone, which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
AN ELOQUENT TRffiUTE 

HON. DEL CLAWSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF,REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 18, 1973 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, 
family devotion 'and honest affection are 

so frequently ignored in favor of "the 
roar of the crowd" and the harsher reali­
ties of human existence that it is with 
particular appreciation I insert at this 
point in the RECORD. an' article '-py Jesse 
L. Robinson, sports editor of the Metro­
politan Gazette· of Compton, Calif. It is 
an· eloquent tribute which ·speaks for 
itself of the richness of emoti6n between 

a mother and son. I feel honored that it 
was sent to me by a friend of many years. 
The column appeared in the March 15, 
1973, issue of the newspaper: 

QL YMPIANS AND CHAMPIONS 
(By Jesse L. Robinson) 

I want to be there when · the saints go 
m arching in. 

What 'happened to 'me last week, has .hap-
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