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our support of the Ukrainian people, vic-
tims of Russian imperialism since 1920,
when foreibly incorporated into the
U.S.SR. We take this occasion as well,
to commemorate the 40th anniversary
of the famine of 1933 during which 15
million Ukrainians lost their lives.

With deep dismay, we take note here
of the current Soviet policy of mass ar-
rests and the repression of cultural, reli-
gious, and intellectual expression in
Ukraine, But at the same time, we may
take heart in the courage and deter-
mination of the Ukrainian people not to
let up in spirit in their quest for freedom.
We honor Ukrainian independence today,
and extend our friendship and support to
these freedom-loving people.
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THREE BROTHERS RECEIVE THEIR
EAGLE SCOUT BADGES

HON. DON EDWARDS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, January 29, 1973

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to take this occa-
sion to honor three extraordinary young
men, R. Case Runolfson, Robert Runolf-
son, and Randall Runolfson, 4692 Boone
Drive, Fremont, Calif.

In December of 1972, these three young
men achieved the rank of Eagle Scout. It
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is quite an accomplishment for any
young man to reach the rank of Eagle
Scout, but for three brothers to achieve
this goal at the same time is clearly an
indication of character.

The rank of Eagle Scout is not easily
reached. It requires a great deal of time,
effort, and perseverance. These three
Scouts were awarded their Eagle Badges
in a Court of Honor held on Friday,
December 8, 1972, in Fremont, Calif,

Not only do these boys deserve special
recognition, but it is truly a tribute to
their parents, Mr. and Mrs. Ralph Run-
olfson, and their scoutmaster, Mr. Jerry
Nelson, who have given them support,
guidance, and encouragement in their
efforts to gain this most coveted award.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, January 30, 1973

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. O. H. Bertram, Good Shepherd
Lutheran Church, Toledo, Ohio, offered
the following prayer:

Gracious Lord, Heavenly Father, there
are times in our lives when we are not
able to match the challenge and the
problems that confront us with our owvm
strength and mentality. In moments such
as these we come to You, seeking guid-
ance and assurance of Your counsel. We
ask that You might grant to the Mem-
bers of Congress direction for the great
responsibilities in guiding our national
affairs. There is always the danger that
we may speak without thinking and make
decisions without Your guidance. May
all the discussions and decisions made in
these hallowed walls refleet Your will.

We thank You for the peace which has
been established. We are grateful for
having guided our President, his repre-
sentatives, and the Members of Congress
in this longed-for achievement. May we
ever seek to please You in order that we
might be spared further conflict, not in-
curring Your wrath but Your favor. We
ask this through Jesus Christ, our Sav-
jor. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without obiection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE
PROGRAM

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the Senate joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 26) fo amend section
1319 of the Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Act of 1968 to increase the
limitation on the face amount of flood
insurance coverage authorized to be
outstanding.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, would the gentle-
man from Texas give us a little more de-
tail as to what is proposed to be done?

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
be delighted to if the gentleman will
yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas for that purpose.

(Mr., PATMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include exiraneous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of Senate Joint Resolution 26, a
resolution which would increase the ag-
gregate limitation on floed insurance in
force under the National Flood Insurance
Act of 1968. It is extremely important
that this resolution be taken up and
passed immediately if any additional
flood insurance is to be made available
to the American public. I am informed by
the Federal Insurance Administration
that no new flood insurance policies will
be available for purchase by the end of
this week unless this resolution is passed
to inerease the amount of ficod insurance
available for purchase from $25 to $4
billion.

The fiood insurance program was orig-
inally conceived as an experimental pro-
gram. It was designed through the co-
operative efforts of the best available
technicians and experts within the Fed-
eral Establishment and the far-sighted
segments of the private property insur-
ance industry. Long years of study and
analysis went into the preparation of
the original Flood Insurance Act, but no
one could be sure at the outset whether
the program was really workable,

No one could prediet the rate at which
the program would take hold; no one
could estimate the overall amount of in-
surance coverage which might be de-
manded. For this reason, we established
an “initial program limitation”—the
words of the statute—of $2.5 billion in
order that we might see how the pro-
gram developed and what it required.

The strong upsurge in interest in flood
insurance has been phenomenal in recent
months. Ordinarily, sales of flood insur-
ance policies are low in the winter
months; there is no immediate threat of
flooding or of hurricanes. This year, the
usual trend has been reversed; flood in-
surance policies are increasing at the
rate of $200 million a month and show
every indication of continuing at that
rate or a greater one.

The increase from $2.5 billion to $4
billion which would be provided in the
pending resolution should be sufficient to
carry the program at least through the
end of the current fiscal year on June
30. The increase is needed to permit the
program to continue operations without
disruption of the relationships between
the Government, the National Flood In-
surers Association, local property insur-
ance agents and brokers, and prospective
purchasers.

It is my understanding that the ad-
ministration will be submitting a greatly
expanded Federal flood insurance pro-
gram shortly. It is the intention of the
Committee on Banking and Currency to
take up these recommendations and act
to provide the greatly expanded flood
insurance program for the public.

Mr. Speaker, under consent I have
obtained I include here additional mate-
rial on the Federal flood insurance pro-
gram.,

NaTIioNAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM
FEDERAL FINANCIAL INVOLVEMENT

The Federal Government provides financial
assistance to the National Flood Insurance
Program in two principal ways: (a) through
appropriations for the expenses of conduct-
ing studies and surveys of flood-prone areas
to delineate the areas having special flood
hazards to determine the degree of risk and
to pay HUD's administrative expenses; and
(b) through premium-equalization pay-
ments which refund a portion of flood in-
surance losses and expenses to the flood in-
surance pool organized by the 100-member
National Flood Insurers Association in pro-
portion to the share of risk assumed by the
Federal Government in establishing a charge-
able rate for the insurance which is lower
than the full-cost actuarial rate would be.
There is also a catastrophe reinsurance agree-
ment with the reinsurance pool for which an
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actuarial reinsurance premium is charged
and which may be called upon in years of
extremely high losses. (No payments have
been required under the reinsurance agree-
ment) .

From inception of the program through
September 30, 1972, a total of $24,017,000 has
been appropriated (net of unobligated funds
returned to the Treasury in earlier years), of
which $20,930,000 has been used for studies
and surveys of flood-prone areas and $3.-
087,000 for HUD's administrative expenses.

A total of $6,676,000 has been borrowed
from the Treasury to make premium-equal-
ization payments in recognition of reduced
chargeable rates for flood insurance coverage
which are avallable to over 140,000 policy-
holders in 1,430 communities which have met
land-used requirements for participation in
the program.

All net proceeds from the insurance pro-
gram over and above the statutorily author-
Ized operating allowance (limited to 5% of
policyholder premiums in any year) to the
insurance companies which participate in the
flood Insurance pool are returned to the
Treasury to be held for losses and expenses
in future years. To date, funds returned to
the Treasury or accrued to be held for fu-
ture years aggregate §1,160,000.

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968
places an initial overall limitation on the
program of $2.5 billion of flood insurance in
force and outstanding at any one time.
Largely as a result of increased sales of flood
insurance following Tropical Storm Agnes in
late June, the amount of Insurance in force
has Increased at an average of about &175
million per month since September 1, 1972,
Actuarial computations indlcate that the
present authorization of $2.5 billion may be
exhausted within the next few days.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT.
FEDERAL INSURANCE ADMINISTRATION NATIONAL
FLOOD INSURANMCE PROGRAM: CONSOLIDATED CUMULA-
TIVE STATEMENT OF SOURCES AND APPLICATION OF
FUNDS, AUG. 1, 1968-SEPT, 30, 1972

[In thousands]

Amount

SOURCES OF FUNDS

. Insurance premiums paid by policyholders $16, 380
. Appropriations from U.S. Treasury (net):

(a) For studies of flood-prone areas to de-
fineate flood-hazard areas and to es-
tablish actuarial premium rates

(b) For Federal administrative expenses

Total- .-

20, 930

24,017

Borrawings from Treasu 6, 676
499

- s
. Income from investment of insurance reserves
Total, sources of funds.
APPLICATION OF FUNDS

47,572

Payment of flood losses:
(a) Loss payments. ... . ..
(b) Expenses of claim adjustment

Total_._..._.

6,817
787
7,604
$2, 569
3,865
269

6, 503

. Expenses of selling and maintaining policies:
a) Agenis' commissions
'b) Servicing company expenses
¢) Related costs (State premium laxes) . __

1) PRSI SR T
. Insurance reserves:

(a) Unpaid incurred losses and claims
(b) Unearned premium reserves...........

3,45
3, 607

7,022

. | studies of flood-prone areas:
Fe&er: leeteﬁ studies... . 7,358
ghi 517719
(5

7.793
20,930

Studies in process. ..
Funds available for stu
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Amount

5. Federal administralive expenses_______________
6. Interest on Treasury borrowings__._.... . ___
7. Operating allowances (profit) to NFIA

B. Reserves for fulure payments ¥

Total, application of funds

INCREASE IN AGGREGATE LIMITATION

Section 1319 of the Natitonal Flood In-
surance Act of 1968, entitled “Initial Pro-
gram Limitation"” provides that the face
amount of flood insurance coverage out-
standing and in force at any one time shall
not exceed $2,500,000,000.

Reports from the National Flood Insur-
ers Association, which administers the pro-
gram under contract with the Federal In-
surance Administration of HUD, show total
insurance in force over the past seven
months as:

[In millions]
June 30

August 31
September 30
B n T e e

The slowing-down of policy sales during
the winter months which usually occurs does
not appear to have taken place this year. As
recently as January 10, it was assumed that
the present limitation would be adequate
for operations well into February because
of the anticipated seasonal slow-down.

The rate of increase over recent months
has increased to approximately $200 million
per month. The figure of $2.5 billion will ac-
cordingly be reached within the next few
days.

The present law and the existing agree-
ment with the NFIA requires that policy
sales cease in order to avoid exceeding the
statutory lmitation. Unless Congressional
actlon to increase the limitation of $2.5 bil-
lion is taken within the next few days, there
will be no choice but to suspend the
program,

The remarkable increase in the rate of
flood insurance policy sales can be substan-
tially attributed to public interest and con-
cern following the devastating flood result-
ing from Hurricane Agnes last June, from a
reduction in the price of flood insurance cov-
erage initiated at about the same time, and
from the increasing interest of banks and
mortgage lending institutions in securing
this flood insurance protection for properties
upon which they place mortgages. As of
January 1, it is a requirement that all FHA-
insured mortgage loans on properties located
in flood-prone areas carry Federal flood in-
surance; the Veterans Administration is ex-
pected to follow suit shortly.

Although the increase in interest in the
flood Insurance program has been largely
concentrated in Eastern states because of
the connection with Hurricane Agnes, sub-
stantial increases in participating commu-
nities and policies in force are seen in other
areas: in Missouri, number of communities
increased 118 percent between June and De-
cember and policies in force by 142 percent;
in Illinols, communities are up 230 percent
and policies up 278 percent; in Michigan,
communities are up 350 percent and policies
up 242 percent. (A table showing increases
in each State will be available on Monday.)
Nationwide, the increases are 120 percent
for eligible communities and 131 percent in
policies in force.

Since the National Flood Insurers Associa-
tion writes flood insurance policies through
a network of “servicing carriers” (generally

January 30, 1973

one for each State) who in turn accept ap-
plications for flood insurance from all 1i-
censed property insurance agents and brok-
ers, the disruption which would be caused
by a stop order will be considerable, and the
process of re-instituting the program cor-
respondingly difficult.

EXHIBIT 7
RECORD BY MONTH
(Decemben 15, 1972)

Number Number
of com- . of

0r Coverage
munities  policies

(thousands)

January 1970__
February 1970
March 1970 _
April 1970_ _

May 1970

June 1970 __

July 1970
August 1970___
Seplember 1970 _
October 1970, _.
November 1970____
December 1970
January 1971 __
February 1971
March 1971 __
April 1971

May 1571

June 1971

July 1971 _

August 1971
September 1971
October 1971.
November 1971___
December 1971.
January 1972 __
February 1972
March 1972 _
April 1972

May 1972

June 1972

July 1972

August 1972
September 1972
Oclober 1972
November 1972
Deceniber 1972 (1/10 est.)
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An immediate increase in the over-all
limitation on the National flood insurance
15 sorely needed at this time. I am informed
by the Federal Insurance Administrator that
the total amount of flood insurance in force
has almost reached the present limitation of
$2.56 billion established by the Flood Insur-
ance Act, and that the program must be
suspended within the next few days unless
action is forthcoming by the Congress.

I am sure there are many in this body who
share my opinion that financial protection
against the damages wrought by floods is a
prime necessity for many property owners.
All of us are familiar with heartrending ac-
counts of individuals who have scrimped and
saved over the years in order to have a home
or a business they can call their own, only
to see those years of labor and dedication
swept away overnight in a disastrous flood.
Federal relief after a disaster, although wel-
come, can never substitute for the repayment
of losses that is available through flood in-
surance. Disaster relief, even at its most gen-
erous, cannot begin to repay the tremendous
physical and psychological losses which un-
fortunate flood victims suffer every year.

The bill before us would increase the aggre-
gate limitation on the amount of insurance
in force at any one time from $2.5 billion to
#4.0 billlon. I am assured that this increase
has the approval of the President and the
Office of Management and Budget; indeed,
this Is the same increase which would have
been provided had last year's Housing hill
become law.

Sales of new flood insurance policies have
been increasing steadily week by week and
month by month ever since the ravages dealt
by Hurricane Agnes last June. During the
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month of December 1972, over $200 million of
flood insurance was placed on the books; the
rate of increase in total policies has contin-
ued at almost $4.56 million a day during Janu-
ary. Unless the Congress takes prompt action,
the National Flood Insurers Association will
have to act to cease all policy sales, causing
untold disruption and inconvenience.

I call for prompt action by this body to
pass the pending bill and thus permit the
continuation of the flood insurance effort.

The National Flood Insurance Program
was first provided for by the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1968. Many mem-
bers of this body were instrumental in the
design and development of this legislation
and have watched with justifiable pride as
this fledgling program grew. The success of
the flood insurance program—by no means
assured, when we enacted the original legis-
lation—has been such that an increase in
the over-all size of the program Is now jus-
tified and is now vital to the continuation of
the program.

When we established the program in 1968,
it represented a new and untried venture
involving concepts of insurance and actuarial
science, concepts of government-private or-
ganizational cooperation, concepts of local
responsibility and Federal encouragement
that were frankly untried and experimental.
In that light, the Congress wisely placed an
overall limitation upon the amount of in-
surance which could be in force and out-
standing at any one time. The program real-
1y didn’t get started until June of 1969, when
the first communities were made eligible for
coverage and the first policies sold. In the
three and one-half years since, the program
has expanded; Iimprovements have been
made; greater and greater numbers of com-
munities have become eligible; and flood in-
surance policy sales have increased accord-
ingly.

The total amount of flood insurance in
force reached over $2.3 billion at the end
of December. This record of accomplishment
and of insurance protection for property
owners exposed to flood losses is far beyond
the expectations of those of us who assisted
at the birth of this program.

I rise to add my strong endorsement to the
pending bill to increase the aggregate limita-
tion on flood insurance in force under the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968,

‘The flood insurance program was originally
conceived as an experimental program. It was
designed through the cooperative efforts of
the best available technicians and experts
within the Federal establishment and the
Iar-sighted segments of the private property
insurance industry. Long years of study and
analysis went into the preparation of the
original Flood Insurance Act, but no one
could be sure at the outset whether the pro-
gram was really workable. No one could pre-
dict the rate at which the program would
take hold; no ohe could estimate the over-
all amount of insurance coverage which
might be demanded. For this reason, we
established an “initial program limitation”
(the words of the statute) of $2.5 billlon in
order that we might see how the program de-
veloped and what it required.

The strong upsurge In interest in flood in-
surance has been phenomenal in recent
months. Ordinarily, sales of flood insurance
policies are low in the Winter months; there
is no immediate threat of flooding or of hur-
ricanes. This year, the usual trend has been
reversed; flood insurance policies are in-
creasing at the rate of $200 million a month
and show every indication of continuing at
that rate or a greater one.

The increase from $2.5 billlon to $4.0 bil-
lion which would be provided in the pending
resolution should be sufficient to carry the
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program at least through the end of the cur-
rent fiscal year on June 30. The increase is
needed to permit the program to continue
operations without disruption of the rela-
tionships between the Government, the Na-
tional Flood Insurers Association, loeal prop-
erty insurance agents and brokers, and pro-
spective purchasers.

Mr, Speaker, is that sufficient reply to
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross)?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, did the
gentleman say $1 billion?

Mr. PATMAN. It would be from $2.5
billion, which is the present limitation, to
increase that insurance coverage to $4
billion.

Mr. GROSS. To $4 billion ?

Mr. PATMAN. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. Does this have the sanc-
tion of the Bureau of the Budget?

Mr. PATMAN, Yes. I have a letter here
from the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, Office of Management and Budget
which I include at this point in the
RECORD:

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,

Washington, D.C., January 19, 1973.
Hon. GEorRGE ROMNEY,
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Washington. D.C.

Dear Mr. SecreTARY: This is in response
to your letter of January 18, 1973, proposing
an increase in the statutory limitation on
the amount of insurance in force under the
National Flood Insurance program from $2.5
billion to $4 billion.

This is to advise you that there is no ob-
jection to your submitting this proposal to
the Congress, and its enactment would be
consistent with the Administration’s objec-
tives.

Sincerely,
WiLrFreEp H. ROMMEL,
Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the explanation of the gentleman from
Texas.

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

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

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I urre the
House to adopt Senate Joint Resolution
26 increasing the limitation on the
amount of flood insurance coverage au-
thorized to be outstanding.

It is essential that this limitation be
raised at this time in order to meet the
growing demand for flood insurance
coverage. The damage caused by Hurri-
cane Agnes has brought to the public’s
attention the vital need for broad
participation in the flood insurance
program.

This growing use and acceptance of
the flood insurance program will
strengthen the program by broadening
its base and minimizing the risk of flood
damage in those communities that are
participating through improved land use
controls.

I look forward to the continued suc-
cess of this program and urge the House's
support.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso-
lution as follows:

S.J. Res. 26
Joint resolution to amend section 1319 of the

Housing and Urban Development Act of

1968 to increase the limitation on the face

amount of flood insurance coverage au-

thorized to be outstanding

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That section 1319 of
the Housing and Urban Development Act of
1968 is amended by striking out “$2,5600,000,-
000" and inserting in lleu thereof *$4,000,-
000,000,

The Senate joint resolut.on was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

UNKNOWN SOLDIER—VIETNAM

(Mr. LONG of Maryland asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing legislation to
direct the Secretary of Defense to select
and return to the United States the re-
mains of an unknown serviceman killed
in Vietnam who will be buried in the
Memorial Amphitheater at Arlington
National Cemetery near the Unknown
Soldiers of World Wars I and ITI and the
Korean conflict. My bill would create a
monument to all those American fighting
men who are “missing in action” and
those whose remains cannot be identi-
fied.

It is especially important to honor the
unknown soldiers of this war. Never has
a war been less popular with Americans,
and never have the servicemen who
fought for their country received so little
support from their fellow citizens. Hun-
dreds of thousands of veterans have re-
turned with physical and emotional
scars, often getting no thanks and some
scorn from other Americans.

Whatever the justifications for, what-
ever the arguments against this war, one
fact remains clear—over 45,000 Ameri-
can men made the supreme sacrifice for
their country when they lost their lives
in combat. Over 1,200 more Americans
are missing. One of the hardest facts for
a relative to live with is the knowledge
that a soldier’s body may never be found.
The memorial to these men would cost
very little. The crypts for the Unknown
Soldiers of World War IT and Korea cost
only $18,000 each. Although costs have
risen over the last 15 years, the expense
will be a small price to pay compared to
the vast amounts we have spent on this
War.

I hope we can all join together—those
who supported U.S. involvement and
those who opposed it—to support this
legislation as an expression of our ap-
preciation for the sacrifices these men
made.
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WEEKLY EDITOR CARR SETTLE,
GREAT JOURNALIST

(Mr. FUQUA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, no story of
weekly journalism should ever be written
without the name of Carr Settle.

To me, this gentle and good man typi-
fied everything goed that can be said
about this proud profession.

To Carr Settle, the publication of a
weekly newspaper was more than just a
means to a livelihood, it was an adventure
in service and dedication. Few men have
published weekly newspapers that were
the equal of those he edited.

Publishing a weekly paper is a rather
specialized profession, particularly in the
days when Carr was most active. In those
days it was a period of linotype metal,
handset headlines, with words like cuts
and stereotypes meaning a rather bulky
piece of metal and/or wood to be fitted
with precision into a steel chase.

Carr was a master workman.

He had pride in what he was doing.
No newspaper he put out was thrown
together, it had planning. He had cour-
age and a fierce determination to make
those communities where he lived a bet-
ter place.

No man I have ever known lived up
to that precept better.

It is not necessary for my purposes
here to recount the numerous civic
offices he held in Moore Haven and in
Monticello. Suffice it to say that where
a good citizen would have done his job
by walking a hundred yards, Carr walked
a mile.

I first met him when I ran for Con-
gress 10 years ago. He had purchased
th: Monticello News in Monticello, Fla.,
by this time. Carr had been the editor
of the Glades County Democrat and the
Clewiston News prior to this time, be-
ginning a legend in Florida journalism
in south Florida before moving to a city
in what was to be my congressional
district.

I learned to respect this man when I
had the opportunity to visit him at the
newspaper. If time had permitted more
visits I would have been the wiser in my
own service, for Carr had a way of re-
ducing things to the essentials.

He served as president of the Florida
Press Association from 1854 to 1955 and
those who know him have told me he
was about the best loved man ever to
hold that office. He served s0 many years
on the board that it is hard to recount.

I remember when my administrative
assistant served with Carr on that board
and fogether they made and seconded
the motions to combine fhe two press
associations in Florida at that time, the
dailies and the weeklies. Carr was a man
of vision and whatever success the Flor-
ida Press Association ever achieves, Carr
Settle will have to be given a tremendous
share of the credit.

He married Florence Lou Flowers on
April 3, 1932, and I have few friends who
are as well mated. Theirs has been a
wonderful life and Flo has made all that
he tried to do worthwhile.
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She is a brave and courageous lady in
her own right. Those of us who know
them, know that his marriage was Carr's
greatest accomplishment.

They have been blessed with three
children. They are Mrs, Fred Koonce of
Baton Rouge, La., Mrs. Louis Getch,
and Mrs. John Barrow of Monticello.

Five grandchildren have some proud
grandparents.

Carr Settle is my friend.

I treasure that friendship and in my
own way I wanted to pay tribute to him
for what he has done for others.

They are never going to be able to
write a book about great weekly jour-
nalists without a chapter on Carr.

For all those who had the opportunity
to call him friend, we were richly re-
warded and blessed.

REQUIRING CONGRESSIONAL AU-
THORIZATION FOR THE RE-
INVOLVEMENT OF AMERICAN
FORCES IN FURTHER HOSTILI-
TIES IN INDOCHINA

(Mr. EVANS of Colorado asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker,
I rise for the purpose of introducing a
bill requiring prior congressional author-
ization for the reinvolvement of Ameri-
can forces in further hostilities in Indo-
china. This is a companion bill to S. 578,
introduced in the Senate by Senators
Frank CHUrRCH of Idaho and CLIFFORD
Casg of New Jersey.

This bill welcomes the cease-fire agree-
ment recently signed by North Vietnam,
South Vietnam, the Provisional Revolu-
tionary Government—Vietcong—and the
United States. It further states that no
U.S. Government funds may be used to
finance the reinvolvement of U.S. mili-
tary forces in hostilities in, over, or from
the shores of North or South Vietnam,
Laos, or Cambodia, without prior, specific
congressional approval. The bill will take
effect following the 60-day period during
which U.S. military forces will be re-
moved, U.S. prisoners returned, and U.S.
missing in action accounted for.

Mr. Speaker, the clear implication of
the administration’s announcement of a
cease-fire was that American military
involvement in this tragic war was over.
President Nixon, in his nationwide ad-
dress on Tuesday, January 23, referred
to the agreement as one “to end the war
and bring peace with honor to Vietnam
and Southeast Asia.” It seems to me that
the American people can reasonably ex-
pect to be able to look forward to a
complete end to American military in-
volvement in Laos and Cambodia as well
as North and South Vietnam. President
Nixon has now won two successive elec-
tions on a pledge to end the war. This
legislation would serve notice to all con-
cerned that the Congress of the United
States intends to help the President of
the United States to keep that pledge.

With the signing of the agreement
comes an end to any possible legal justifi-
cation for the continuation of American
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military involvement in Indochina. The
repeal of the Tonkin Gulf resolution left
the President with only the vague power
to protect American troops, but now that
we are planning to effectuate their with-
drawal from that area of the world, there
is no further legal basis for the firing of
one more rifle or the dropping of one
more bomb. This war has taxed severely
the credibility of the American consti-
tutional system, whereby only Congress
can declare war and whereby the Senate
must pass on all treaties. This has not
been a partisan matter, for both Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations
have stretched the Constitution almost
beyond shape in attempting to carry on
a war without proper congressional ap-
proval. The reason our Founding Fathers
included these constitutional require-
ments was not for window dressing and
is not outmoded today; rather, the
American experience in Indochina is a
textbook example of the need to receive
the approval of the popular branch of
government before committing American
forces to war.

Mr. Speaker, I am troubled by two
recent newspaper reports in the Wash-
ington Evening Star and News. One
quotes a South Vietnamese official as
stating that the U.S. Government, mean-
ing the executive, has given official and
private assurances that the United States
will intervene immediately if there are
substantial cease-fire violations. The sec-
ond shows that American bombers have
continued bombing missions over Laos
and Cambodia after the signing of the
cease-fire agreement. Both these reports
cause me deep apprehension, for both
indicate the possibility that the war, in
fact, is not over for the United States.

The American people are sick and tired
of our involvement in Indochina, and
well they may be. For a policy that was,
at the very least, wildly misconceived, we
Americans have paid dearly, both in lives
and in money—=56,237 killed through
January 20, 1973; 303,622 wounded; and
over $136 billion expended since 1950.
And of course this does not begin to ac-
count for the pain, suffering, and discord
this war has caused in this country and
in the troubled nations of Indochina.

The American people want their sons
home, and to stay. They reject the idea
of further U.S. involvement. The recent
Gallup poll, taken 2 days after President
Nixon announced the cease-fire agree-
ment, shows that, by a margin of 6 to 1,
the American people oppose the sending
of U.S. troops back to South Vietnam,
even if, in the words of the survey, “North
Vietnam does try to take over South Viet-
nam again.” I sincerely hope that they
can look to President Nixon for an effec-
tuation of their desires. But as their rep-
resentatives, we cannot also fail to pay
heed to these desires. Nor can we be un-
mindful of the long, tortured history of
the past decade, when countless promises
of a quick end to our involvement have
vielded 1little else but bitterness and
regrets.

Accordingly, I introduce this bill to
prevent the reincarnation of the Amer-
ican involvement in the Indochina war.
Any further involvement will mean a new
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war, requiring prior congressional ap-
proval. At that point the constitutional
system will allow the representatives of
the people to express the popular will
once and for all.

OUR MUTUAL COMMITMENTS TO
CULEBRA

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Puerto Rico (Mr, BENITEZ) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. BENITEZ. Mr. Speaker—

En el nombre del Padre que fizo toda cosa

Y en el de don Jesucristo, hijo de la Fermosa
Y del Espiritu Santo, que igual que ellos posa
Sobre un vardn santo quiero hacer una prosa.

Mr. Speaker, I have addiessed this
distinguished Chamber in Spanish, as
my first words on the floor oi this House,
to symbolize my deep feelings on this
occasion., “The heart has its reasons
which reason know nothing of” and I am
addressing your hearts from my own.

The nature of the Puerto Rican so-
ciety, its complexities, loyalties, contri-
butions as well as its problems and trib-
ulations can be appreciated best by
identifying its crucial values. As was
written 20 centuries ago, in a deeply
religious and human sense, in the begin-
ning was the Word. Fifteen centuries
later, this hemisphere was discovered
as part of a great Spanish quest. The
Word was made flesh for us in Puerto
Rico and for millions of other Americans
throughout the New World in Spanish.
Spanish continues to be the normal mode
of expression in the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico and, God willing, it will re-
main so to the end of time.

I could not be truer to myself, Mr.
Speaker, nor to the community for which
I speak nor pay a higher historical trib-
ute to this illustrious body than to open
with an invocation in the language of
discovery, of unity, and of Christianity.

I am proud to be here as the elected
representative of the people of Puerto
Rico, and I am deeply grateful to all of
you, Mr. Speaker, for the unfailing help
and courtesy which I have been accorded.

The fact that I am here today shows,
in part, th2 wholehearted commitment
of the people of Puerto Rico to the prin-
ciples of representative democracy. I
was chosen in a free, open election, last
November, in which 85 percent of the
total electorate of Puerto Rico—1,260,000
people—participated. Our party, the
Popular Democratic Party, received more
than 54 percent of the votes cast, de-
feated the ruling party, regained both
houses of the legislature, and won all but
six of the 78 municipalities.

I mention these facts not out of any
sense of partisanship but to underscore
the depth and vitality of Puerto Rico’s
commitment to the democratic process.
The preamble of the constitution of our
Commonwealth declares that:

The democratic system is fundamental to
the life of the Puerto Rican Community.

I am happy to add that our present re-
lationship rests upon the basic principle
of self-determination. I wish to read fur-
ther from that preamble, written 22
Yyears ago:
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We consider as determining factors in our
life our citizenship of the United States of
America and our aspiration continually to
enrich our democratic heritage in the in-
dividual and collective enjoyment of its
rights and privileges; our loyalty to the prin-
ciples of the Federal Constitution; the coex-
istence in Puerto Rico of the two great cul-
tures of the American Hemisphere; our fervor
for education; our faith in justice; our devo-
tion to the courageous, industrious, and
peaceful way of life; our fidelity to individual
human values above and beyond social posi-
tion, racial differences, and economic inter-
ests; and our hope for a better world based
on these principles.

Our democracy has roots that are deep
in our history, and which have gained
strength and vigor from the cross-fertil-
ization of our institutions with those of
the United States. For this, we are pro-
foundly grateful.

I would be remiss if I failed to point
out the sadness of the people of Puerto
Rico on the deaths of the two great Presi-
dents, Harry S Truman and Lyndon B.
Johnson, whose departure we have
mourned together in these last weeks.
We also share relief and hopeful thanks
for the cease-fire agreement recently
achieved. Vietnam has been a seemingly
endless and agonizing conflict. We are
also grateful for the end of compulsory
military service during peacetime.

These are historymaking events. It is
with a sense of awe that we stand before
an unwritten new page, sobered by the
experiences of the past, saddened by the
losses suffered, hopefully wiser as we face
the future, firmly resolved to improve
upon the present.

May I translate now, for the record,
my Spanish words:

In the name of the Father from whence all
blesslngs come

And of our Lord Jesus, his most beloved Son

And of the Holy Ghost, for together they
stand

I shall address you briefly about a saintly
man.

The saintly man of the original refer-
ence was St. Dominic, the founder of the
devotion of the Rosary. Seven hundred
years after Gonzalo de Berceo I have
used his invocation to honor another
saintly man of our times and land, Ro-
berto Clemente. He was a baseball player,
known and admired in San Juan and in
Pittsburgh, a symbol of excellence in the
world of sports. But rather than for his
achievements in the ball park we revere
him today for his own full measure of de-
votion to humanity.

His death came as a shock to all Puerto
Ricans, for all were aware of his mission
of love, had contributed to it, and shared
in the goodwill for which it stood. The
shock was specially intense because our
people identified with Clemente’s project
their own traditional virtues of kindness,
generosity, personal rapport with one’s
fellow men in sorrow and misfortune.
When Clemente forgoes his home, his
wife and children, the festivities of New
Year's Eve to assist the victims of an
earthquake in Managua, he is simply em-
bodying in a heroic manner, our own
basic sense of human solidarity with the
needy and the destitute.

A black, a Puerto Rican, a minority
member several times over, Clemente
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could have been resentful and hostile.
But he chose to be self-denying, mag-
nanimous and brave. Had he chosen the
first road to self-expression we would
have understood; for his choice of the
second we take pride in him.

As the year was about to begin,
Clemente’s life ended, his body and those
of his four companions lost forever in
the mysteries of the sea around us, in a
selfless effort to aid and assist suffering
fellow men in Nicaragua.

It was a tragedy that helped all of us
to reflect on the higher purposes of life
and brought us nearer suffering mankind.
In deaths such as that of Roberto
Clemente all of us are ennobled and
united not only as citizens, but more pro-
foundly as human beings.

I have said, Mr. Speaker, that we in
Puerto Rico believe above all else in hu-
man values. The United States, which
we know and which we cherish, was the
first Nation in the world to make those
values the keystone of its own existence:

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they
are all endowed by their Creator with certain
inalienable rights, that among these are
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.
That to secure these rights governments are
instituted among men. . . .

We have memorized these immortal
words and taken them to heart. To our
great distress these truths are deeply in-
volved and challenged in a present and
inecredible conflict between the 700 in-
habitants of the tiny Puerto Rican
municipality of Culebra who wish to live
and work in peace and the determina-
tion of the Navy of the United States to
continue to use the offshore island for
target practice for years and years to
come long beyond all foreseeable future.

For many years, under various Gover-
nors, Puerto Rico has sought to persuade
the United States to stop this senseless,
inhumane target practice. Culebra is a
tiny island. I have walked its perimeter—
all the way around—in a few hours. It
has one of the most beautiful beaches in
the world, precisely where shooting is go-
ing on at this moment. People have lived
in Culebra from time beyond memory.
Seven hundred people—men, women, and
children—try to go about their daily
lives. Children go to school. They go to
church. They pray. They vote. They suf-
fer; they rejoice; they are sick; they are
well; they marry; and they, like all oth-
er human beings, love their homes and
their country. And almost daily the
fierce, deafening impact of destruction
rains from American war ships upon
their little island, bringing fear to their
hearts and destroying any hopes that
they have of peace and tranquility and a
normal life for themselves and their chil-
dren.

The people of Puerto Rico are deeply
loyal to our common values. We share the
common defense. In every war in this
century, Puerto Ricans have shed their
blood along with their fellow citizens
from the various States. We are subject to
selective service. We have large numbers
of volunteers. We accommodate large
and important military establishments
of the United States, occupying priceless
acreage in our overcrowded island. We
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have been proud to parficipate, to be of
help to the Union of which we are a
part.

And so, the governments of Puerto
Rico sought for many years to reach an
understanding with the Navy which
would free Culebra and its people from
the incredible terrors of being an area
for naval target practice. We have sought
to avoid forcing the issue, despite the in-
creasing appeals of the people of Culebra
and the bewildered demands of the
people of the balance of Puerto Rico.

It was our hope that the problem eould
be worked out quietly, by agreement, so
as to avoid any real difficuities for the
Navy, and to avoid the possibility that
the situation might become an inter-
national issue which the Communist na-
tions might use as ammunition in their
never-ending criticism of the United
States and its relationship with Puerto
Rico.

Finally—or so we thought—and
understanding was reached. On January
11, 1971, the Defense Department and
the government of the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico entered into a written
agreement. On April 1, 1971, the Defense
Department transmitted to the Congress
a report stating that all Navy Operations
would be transferred away from Culebra
by June 1975 and that the Secretary
would announce by the end of 1972
where these operations would be trans-
ferred. This was confirmed to Governor
Ferré of Puerto Rico by a communica-
tion from the Secretary of Defense on
two occasions, the latest being Novem-
ber 4, 1972, two days before the election
in which Governor Ferré was a candidate
for reelection, an unsuccessful candidate
as it turned out.

Then, to our amazement, despite these
commitments, on December 26, 1972,
Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird an-
nounced that he was recommending to
Congress that the Navy retain its train-
ing in the Culebra complex for the in-
‘definite future and at least through
1985, In doing so, the Secretary of De-
fense changed radically and without
justification his own explicit public
statement and the definite promises and
program outlined to the Congress in the
«Defense Department’s report of April 1,
1971.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot adequately con-
vey to you and the Members of this
House the consternation and dismay that
exist in Puerto Rico at this incredible
turn of events. The people of Puerto
Rico, under the wise and restrained
leadership of successive Governors of the
Commonwealth, had been patient and
forbearing. They had received with relief
and gratification the news that an agree-
ment for withdrawal had been reached,
even though withdrawal was not to be
completed for several years. The shock-
ing news of the reversal of position by
the United States came with an impact
as shattering as the shells that continue
to fall on Culebra.

Mr. Speaker, in our joint history, there
have been few, if any, instances of broken
promises or commitments made and then
withdrawn.

We cannof, we must not, allow this
breach to continue. We cannot permit it,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

in the interests of both Puerto Rico and
the United States. We must keep faith
with the people of Culebra and of Puerto
Rico. We cannot continue to allow the
Navy to use this area, inhabited by citi-
zens of Puerto Rico and the United
States, as a target area forever. We can-
not say to the world that the United
States places the value of guns and
training in the art of obliterating human
life above the values of humanity and
human life.

I wish to express my profound thanks
to the many members of Congress who
have joined the Puerto Rican community
in its request for compliance with the
previous agreement. Senator Howarp
Baxen has introduced a bill to require
such compliance, and Senator HUMPHREY
is joining him. I have introduced today
an identical bill in the House of Rep-
resentatives. It is an example of re-
straint, patience and brevity. I shall
read it:

Be it enacted . .. That the Department
of the Navy is directed to terminate all wea-
pons range activities on the island of Culebra
and within three nautical miles thereof not
later than July 1, 1875. No funds appropri-
ated by the Congress may be expended for
the conduct of such activities after July 1,
1975.

I hope that the Congress will act
speedily on these bills as tangible demon-
stration to all that the United States
respects and defends the integrity of this
small community; by so doing to its own
self the United States is true.

I am ready now, to entertain ques-
tions.

Mr, STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. BENITEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr, STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I fol-
lowed with interest the gentleman's re-
marks, having seen the notice he sent out
with regard to this order that he had, I
should like to say to him that as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services,
and for many years a member of the Real
Estate Subcommittee, T am very familiar
with the problem of Culebra to which he
refers.

As a matter of fact, our committee sev-
eral years ago, under the chairmanship
of the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BennNeTT) made a detailed study of the
Culebran situation. We took certain ac-
tion which required a very substantial
adjustment in the kind of activity that
was going on at Culebra, in making avail-
able to the people of Culebra virtually all
of the island, with a relatively small ex-
ception. It was our understanding, as it
was the gentleman’s understanding, that
there would be an announcement made
this year, or I guess it was at the end of
last year in December, as to where this
new manmade island would be con-
structed for use by the Navy in place of
the Culebra firing range.

Nobody has given to our committee any
information on why the Department of
Defense was not able or decided not to
honor its agreement, as the gentleman
has said: but presumably it was that a
manmade island, which would really be
effective in training our naval pilots and
gunners, just did not work out. I do not
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know. Our committee, I think, ought to
get this information.

However, I think the gentleman, while
I can understand that this is a very emo-
tional issue in Puerto Rico, ought to rec-
ognize that this House and this Congress
and our committee have all in fact at-
tempted to accomplish the kind of thing
that he and the Government of Puerto
Rico have been seeking to accomplish.
Perhaps rather than trying to inflame
the situation we ought to make a serious
attempt to see what can be done, because
I think it is in the gentleman’s interest—
certainly it is to Puerto Rico's interest—
that we maintain a strong Navy, espe-
cially with the growth of Soviet naval
and submarine activity in Cuba and the
Caribbean.

As a matter of fact, with the termina-
tion of the war in Vietnam, all of the
indications are that our military power
in the future is going to be naval power
primarily, rather than land power. I do
not think that anybody wants to say that
our Navy cannot practice, because if it
cannot practice somewhere then we are
not going to have a very good Navy.

Althougn the stories with respect to
Culebra have sometimes sounded rather
heart rending in the press, the fact of the
matter is that with the arrangements un-
der which we have been working over the
past couple of years, following the action
of the Armed Services Committee of the
House and the Armed Services Commit-
tee in the other body, we have eliminated
the rather dangerous kind of activity
that existed in the past.

I wonder if the gentleman could not
perhaps comment on that point, because
it does seem to me we are trying to work
toward the same end.

Culebra is occupied by a very small
number of people after all, and the idea
that the Navy is out shooting at individ-
ual citizens just is not true. In fact there
was some information presented to our
committee that the real concern was not
for the welfare of the citizens of Culebra
but rather for a couple of fancy real
estate developers up in New York City
who wanted to come down and put up a
few high-rise, high-income condomin-
jums on Culebra. If we are talking about
trying to save the lives of Culebran citi-
zens, that is a highly important thing.
But if we are only trying to make a few
bucks for somebody who is speculating
in real estate, that is an entirely different
matter,

While I think the gentleman’s special
order is wholly appropriate, I do hope at
the proper time we can sit down in hear-
ings by our committee and work out
something that will protect not only the
interests of Puerto Rico but also the in-
terests of the U.S. Navy.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr, BENITEZ. Mr, Speaker, I would
like to reply to the gentleman by saying
that our position in Puerto Rico and the
one I have been trying to express is a
most moderate and restrained posture,
even if now and then the tone of voice
was a little more forceful than I nor-
mally use.

What we are talking about here are
not the speculations of real estate agents
or allegations and rumors. Rather, we
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must focus on the unanimous feeling
of the people of Puerto Rico. If there
is one single issue on which the whole
Puerto Rican community feels pro-
foundly and intensely, it is the Culebran
question. It is, frankly, remarkable how
the government of Culebra and the gov-
ernment of Puerto Rico have been able
to maintain normality and tranquility
in spite of frequent provocations by pro-
fessional anti-Americans and by many
others who would love nothing better
than for this matter to fester.

I certainly will be very happy to dis-
cuss this issue with the Armed Servi
Committees as well as with the execu-
tive agencies, and to clarify the whole
matter as soon as possible. I have asked
to meet with Mr. Laird, and it has been
impossible. I have asked to see Mr.
Richardson, and it has been impossible.
I have asked for the secret report which
presumably justifies the reversal of the
decision, and I have with me a letter say-
ing that it was impossible.

Under these circumstances I wish fo
answer the gentleman by saying that
just a week ago there was a full fown
meeting at Culebra, where the mayor was
trying to explain the situation, trying to
clarify the efforts that have been made
in this context. At this meeting he was
yelled at, pushed, pulled, and accused of
trying to avoid confronting the problem.
He was asked:

Assuming that nothing is done and that
Juns 1975 comes and there is still shooting
going on, what are you, Mr. Mayor, going
to do?

The mayor answered, and properly so:

In such an event I would go myself with
all humility and stand in the face of the
shells and of the guns.

I hope this House will note our for-
bearance. This period of postponement
until July 1, 1975, is being defended at
this moment, by the government of
Puerto Rico and by myself, It is the pur-
pose of this bill which I am
and which was introduced in the Senate
by Howarp Baxer, which allows this
postponement.

Now, what we object to, not only for
Puerto Rico but also for the United States
whose interest we want to defend at this
point, is for a responsible Secretary of
the United States to make one commit-
ment and to sign that commitment in
front of everyone, to get the Governor of
Puerto Rico to sign it, to get the Presi-
dent of the Puerto Rican Senate to sign
it, 2 days before last November’s election
to reaffirm it, and then 6 weeks later
without any explanation, to withdraw it.

That, the people of Puerto Rico, as
honorable and as proud American citi-
zens, cannot stand for. This is the point
I am trying to make.

Mr. STRATTON. If the gentleman will
yield further, I do not think there is any
doubt about the fact, as he said, there
has been a good deal of restraint on the
part of the Government of Puerto Rico.
I certainly would not defend the sequence
of events in the Pentagon he has just
referred to.

But, as I have already indicated, our
committee, so far as I know, has received
no information of a secret nature or
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otherwise with regard to why this change
of plans was made. I certainly believe
that information ought to be made avail-
able to our committee. If it is classified,
then it cannot be made available gen-
erally; but I just want to assure the gen-
tleman that this is a matter which has
received attention by our committee and
will continue to receive attention.

As one member of the committee, I
think we have been trying to do the best
for Culebra and at the same time the
best we could for the Navy.

My interpretation of the Secretary’s
action is simply that the difficulties of
trying to replace this range were greater
than had been expected, probably budg-
etarily and otherwise, so there has had
to be a deferral. But, this may not be
quite so bad because, as the gentleman
well knows, all of the discussion so far
has been on Culebra. But what about
Vieques?

I have myselfl—and perhaps other
Members of this body have also stormed
ashore at Vieques at one time or another
in training exercises. The shelling that
takes place on Vieques is, frankly, a lot
worse in extent and variety than what
occurs on Culebra. The residents on Vie-
ques are a lot more numerous too, and
most of them have been there a lot longer
than they have been on Culebra.

So, even if we settle the Culebran sit-
uation tomorrow, we are going to have
a Vieques problem after that. That is
going to complicate further the Navy
in its attempt to maintain realistic train-
ing procedures so that it can be effective
against a Soviet Navy that is growing
by leaps and bounds in the Caribbean.

So, all I want to say is that I intend to
do all I can as a member of the commit-
tee to be helpful to Puerto Rico. But this
is something that ought to be worked out
within the committee and within the
Congress, and in that effort our commit-
tee would welcome his help and his ad-
vice.

Mr. BENITEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much.

He has made an eloguent case for
remedying the situation on Vieques as
well.

These may be the only two islands, in-
habited islands, in the world which the
U.S. Navy is shelling at present.

The Vieques program, however, I may
add, is a separate problem, and we will
deal with it separately, and hopefully
with the cooperation and understand-
ing of the gentleman and his committee.

I was born on Vieques, may I say, and
I know and love that island also.

But we do not want to mix one thing
with the other at this moment, except
if the gentleman forces me to say that in
both instances human beings are in-
volved and the tranquility of people is
in jeopardy.

I think it is selling American tech-
nology short to assume that we eannot
utilize it effectively without impinging
upon human rights.

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

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

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, it was my
intention, on the conclusion of the maid-
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en speech of our distinguished colleague,
the Resident Commissioner, to relate to
my colleagues what a man of enormous
commitment and concern and unique in-
tellect the Resident Commissioner is,
and what a joy it is to listen to and as-
sociate with such a decent human being.
However, the Resident Commissioner’s
maiden speech renders the necessity of
such a footnote essentially moot.

I believe it is safe to state that in my six
terms in the House I have never heard,
in a maiden speech a more magnificent
and ringing declaration of faith in his
fellow man, loyalty to this country of
ours as well as to the people of Puerto
Rico.

I am driven to note, my dear friend
(Commissioner Benrrez) that none of
us could have done half as well, not only
to provide this House with a thoughtful
presentation of problems that currently
exist in terms of the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, but even more than that,
to have demonstrated superior oratorical
and philosophical skill and commitment,
as the gentleman has done on this day
of his maiden speech.

For all of that and more I commend
the gentleman in the well.

Mr. Speaker, the Resident Commis-
sioner from Puerto Rico to the United
States, Don Jarme BeNITEZ, was elected
on November 7, 1972, for a 4-year term.
He is a Popular Democrat, a long-time
educator, and a man of letters.

Mr. BenITEZ was born in Vieques, on
October 29, 1908. He attended pub-
lic schools in Puerto Rico, and re-
ceived his university education in the
mainland as follows: Georgetown Uni-
versity, Washington, D.C., bachelor of
law, 1930, master of law, 1931; Uni-
versity of Chicago, master of arts, 1937.

Mr. BeNITEZ served as instructor and
associate professor of social and polit-
ical science at the University of Puerto
Rico from 1931 until 1942, when he was
appointed chancellor of the university.
He remained in that office until 1968,
when under the terms of the new law
for university reforms he was chosen
president of the institution.

Mr. Benitez has also had a distin-
guished public career. He presided on the
Committee on the Bill of Rights of the
Constitutional Convention of Puerto
Rico, 1951-52. He was a U.S. delegate to
the University Convention in Utrecht in
1948, and was a member of the U.S. Na-
tional Commission for UNESCO from
1948 until 1954 during which time he was
delegated to the Convention in Paris in
1950, and in Havana, in 1952, Mr. BENITEZ
also served as president of the National
Association of State Universities in 1957
and 1958.

Resident Commissioner BENITEZ pub-
lished volumes include: “The Concept of
the Family in Roman and Common Law
Jurisprudence,” 1831; “Political and
Philosophieal Theories of Jose Ortega y
Gasset,” 1939; “Reflections on the Presi-
dent,” 1850; “College Initiation and the
Social Sciences,” 1852; “The United
States, Cuba, and Latin America,” 1961;
“By the Tower,” 1963; “The University of
the Future,” 1964; “On the Cultural and
Political Future of Puerto Rico,” 1966;
“Twenty-five Years of University Guid-
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ance,” 1967; “Crisis in the World and in
Education,” 1968. Mr., BeNI1TEZ has also
contributed extensively to well-known
journals, on a variety of subjects, rang-
ing from literary criticism to political
and sociological analysis. Among these
publications are: “La Torre”"—"“The
Tower”"—The University of Puerto Rico
Literary Review; the “Revista de Occi-
dente”—“Ocidental Review”"—Madrid;
“Sur”—"“South”—Buenos Aires; and
“The Saturday Review of Literature”"—
New York.

Don Jamme BeNnITEZ has received hon-
orary degrees from a number of colleges
and universities, including New York
University, Fairleigh Dickinson Uni-
versity, Temple University, University
of Miami, University of the West Indies
at Kingston, Jamalca, Interamerican
University at San German, Puerto Rico,
and Catholic University at Ponce, Puerto
Rico.

Mr. BeniTez is the son of Mr. Luis
Benitez and Mrs. Candida Rexach. He
was married to the former Luz A. Mar-
tinez on August 15, 1941; they have three
children, Clotilde, Jaime, and Margarita
Inés.

Mr, BENITEZ. I thank the gentleman
from California and say that his generos-
ity is only commensurate with that of
this House.

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

Mr. BENITEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
congratulate our very able colleague from
Puerto Rico—and I am honored to say
my close, personal friend—on his maiden
speech and to officially welcome him to
the House. I am especially gratified that
Dr. BeniTez has chosen the issue of Cule-
bra as the primary subject of his maiden
speech as very few other issues so force-
fully describe the apparent indifference
of the administration to the problems
which confront not only the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico but Puerto Ricans
and other Spanish-speaking people
throughout the country. I am pleased to
join with Don JarmMe in discussing this
critical issue and, as he knows, I will ad-~
dress myself to it in greater detail in
my special order which follows.

I believe our colleagues will be inter-
ested to know something of the Resident
Commissioner’s impressive background.
A distinguished educator and political
leader, Dr. Jarme BENITEZ is a graduate
of Georgetown University from which he
was also awarded a law degree. He has
been awarded a graduate degree from the
University of Chicago and has been the
recipient of honorory degrees from Infer-
American University, New York Univer-
sity, Fairleigh Dickinson University and
Catholic University of Puerto Rico. Be-
ginning as a professor of political science
in 1931, Jamme eventually rose to become
rector of the University of Puerto Rico
and, in 1966, was named its first presi-
dent. A prolific and accomplished writer,
the Resident Commissioner is the author
of numerous books, essays, and has made
many contributions to learned journals.
He has represented the United States and
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico at nu-
merous international, hemispheric and
national conferences. Further, he is a
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noted patron of the arts and under his
direction the theatre department was
asltablished at the University of Puerto
Rico.

His many years of dedicated and able
service to the people of Puerto Rico were
properly recognized when he was elected
as the Commonwealth’s Resident Com-
missioner to the United States. I am de-
lighted to have him with us in the Con-
gress and I am looking forward to work-
ing with him closely, both on the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee, and else-
where, on issues of concern and impor-
tance to the Puerto Rican community on
the island and the mainland.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly am particu-
larly delighted that the Commissioner is
going to be a member of the Committee
on Education and Labor, because he is
known as the “Father of Education” in
Puerto Rico, and there is no man in this
country who has done more to bring up
the level of educational opportunities to
poor people than Commissioner BENITEZ,
and I am delighted to serve with him.

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BENITZ. I yield to the Delegate
from the Virgin Islands.

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr, Speaker, I rise to
commend the distinguished Resident
Commissioner both for the elogquence of
his statement and also the forcefulness
of his presentation.

Mr, Speaker, I thank him for bringing
s0 eloquently to this body the problem of
Culebra. As a neighbor of both Puerto
Rico and Culebra, in the Virgin Islands,
I am well aware of the problem in Cule-
bra. As a young boy, in my youth, I
worked on a finca in Culebra, and I am
aware of the human element involved.

I commend the Resident Commission-
er, also, for the responsibility of his ap-
proach, for the Resident Commissioner is
only asking the Department of Defense
to do what it said it would do in Novem-
ber of last year and then changed its
mind within 6 weeks. I think it is the
honorable thing for us to do.

What is involved here is our credibility
in the Caribbean.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I commend the
distinguished Resident Commissioner for
his presentation.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
add my voice as forceably as possible in
protest to the spectacle of the United
States, the world’s most powerful nation,
continuously and senselessly terrorizing
its own peaceful citizens on the Puerto
Rican Island of Culebra by shelling,
bombing, and strafing.

It staggers the mind that the military
of this great Nation, with its might so
recently and horribly unleashed against
an Asian population, chooses to perpetu-
ate an image of brutality in yet another
part of the world.

The U.S. Navy, rejecting the free use
of the neighboring and uninhabited
island of Desecheo, stubbornly and cal-
lously elects to shell and bomb and strafe
the island of Culebra, which is home to
hundreds of helplessly protesting Ameri-
cans.

I join my colleagues in a demand that
the masters of the Pentagon move now
to honor the commitments made in
1971 and 1972—to find an alternative
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site on which to practice their exercises
for death and destruction. The island of
Culebra and its hapless residents have
borne the brunt of the Navy’s games of
terror for all too long.

THE CULEBRA SITUATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Fair). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BapiLro) is recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. BADILI.O. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
afternoon to join with my colleague from
Puerto Rico in bringing out the need
for Congress to take action on the issue
of Culebra.

For almost 37 years a small American
community has been subjected to con-
tinued naval and aerial bombardment
and the explosion of various types of
mines, missiles, and other armaments
in connection with testing and training
activities of the U.S. Navy and Marine
Corps. As part of the Navy’s Atlantic
Fleet Weapons Range, the 28-square-
mile island of Culebra—located in the
Caribbean approximately 20 miles east of
Puerto Rico—has been increasingly
bombed, strafed, and invaded by U.S.
naval and military forces. Its approxi-
mately 850 inhabitants—U.S. citizens—
live in a state of constant fear of their
own lives and safety and the well-being
of their homes, real property, and their
livestock. The islanders are almost the
virtual prisoners of the Navy and have
been callously prevented from developing
a viable or productive economy.

Many communities throughout the
country welcome the presence of a mili-
tary facility but, in the case of Culebra,
there have not been the usual economic
benefits associated with most military
establishments. Until recently the Navy
had not even seen fit to assign a Spanish-
speaking officer to Culebra to serve as
liaison with the islanders. A very small
percentage of the island’'s work force is
employed by the Navy. In fact, the Navy
seems to have ignored the problems of
the island or the aspirations of its citi-
zens. For many years the Culebrans were
not even permitted to enjoy a large num-
ber of their own beautiful beaches. An
official Navy report revealed that Cule-
brans were not allowed to bury their dead
in that part of the municipal cemetery
which happened to lie in a safety zone.
The same document reported that the
Navy let a number of its bulldozers re-
main idle while there was a municipal
construction project which could have
used some assistance.

The economy of Culebra is seriously
underdeveloped and its residents have
certainly suffered economically from the
continued naval presence. The annual
per capita income has been estimated at
$700—Iless than half that of the rest of
Puerto Rico—and the adjusted unem-
ployment rate is over 50 percent. There
is no industry, little tourism—even
though its beaches surely compete very
favorably with those of any place in the
world—and very few important commer-
cial establishments. The Culebran econ-
omy has a real potential and, with
proper planning and management, it
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would certainly flourish in the absence
of the continued military activity.

An especially tragic feature of this sit-
uation is the fact that an equitable so-
lution appeared to be in sight. However,
these hopes and aspirations have been
cruelly and needlessly dashed by the Sec-
retary of Defense and others in the mili-
tary establishment, In January 1971, an
agreement was reached between the Sec-
retary of the Navy, officials of the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the citi-
zens of Culebra. This accord terminated
an 18-month-long cold war which was
continually marked by intimidation, de-
ceit, and indifference on the part of the
Navy and its representatives, This docu-
ment—the Culebra Agreement—was al-
most universally interpreted as a com-
mitment on the part of the Navy to take
positive initiatives to find suitable alter-
natives to the Culebra test facility and to
cease its firing and training operations
on and about the island. Subsequent to
the signing of this agreement, however,
the Navy persisted in dragging its feet
to identify appropriate alternatives to
some other site. It persisted in its rather
cavalier attitude and in its duplicity.

As an example, the Navy virtually ig-
nored the findings of one of its own re-
ports on the Culebra issue—prepared at
Congress’ direction under provisions of
the Military Construction Authorization
Act of 197I—which identified six pos-
sible alternative locations. This docu-
ment—"“Culebra: Overview and Anal-
ysis, April 1, 1971"—clearly stated that—

An artificial island could be built in a
number of places around Puerto Rico.

It further concluded that Culebra
could be “replaced” for at most $50 mil-
lion, the cost of constructing an artificial
island.

As I reported to the House in 1971, the
Navy study noted that the alternatives
which had been identified made no sub-
stantial difference with respect to the
operations in the Atlantic Fleet Weapons
Range area in terms of unit training,
integrated training. readiness evaluation,
and weapons training. Combined training
operations would not suffer losses in ca-
pability if such training were transferred
to an artificial island. Even though the
Defense Department study revealed that
an artificial island would have the abil-
ity to satisfy the Navy's minimum train-
ing and testing requirements, no moves
were taken in this direction.

Further, this 1971, Culebra investi-
gation reported that the uninhabited is-
land of Desecheo, which the Government
of Puerto Rico offered to the Navy gratis,
would be of more than “sufficient size to
serve as an impact area for NGFS—
naval gunfire support—training.”

Nevertheless, acting under another
congressional mandate contained in the
Military Construction Authorization Act
of 1972 and in accordance with the let-
ter and spirit of the Culebra Agreement,
the Navy and Defense Departments un-
dertook a further study of the Culebra
situation, It appeared that, at long last,
some positive initiatives were being taken
to end the Navy's presence and to have
its training moved to some other loca-
tion. This sentiment—representing the
sentiment of those involved in the Cule-
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bra negotiations and the understanding
of the Puerto Rican people—was rein-
forced when former Secretary Laird, in
announcing the initiation of this latest
study on April 1, 1971, claimed that it
was aimed at relocating the range after
June 1975. There was a clear implica-
tion that the Secretary of Defense had
concluded from his study of the situa-
tion and in consultation with the Presi-
dent and other administration officials,
that the Navy could and should transfer
its training operations away from Cule-
bra by June 1975, and that he would
make a final determination at the end of
last year as to where the naval training
activities could be transferred.

This understanding was confirmed on
several occasions by DOD officials, both
in writing and in testimony before con-
gressional committees. As late as last
November, for example, in a private mes-
sage to former Governor Luis Ferré, Mr.
Laird claimed that by the end of 1972,
he would make a final decision as to
where to relocate the naval training tar-
get areas now on Culebra and whether
any additional actions should be taken.

Nonetheless, on December 26, Secre-
tary Laird reversed his previous position
by recommending to the Congress “that
the Navy retain its training targets in
the Culebra complex.” Even in his letters
to the chairmen of the House and Sen-
ate Armed Services Committees an-
nouncing his decision, Laird clearly
stated that he intended that the study
result in the transfer away from Cule-
bra of the remaining Navy training op-
erations. However, as it now stands, the

Navy will not further study the matter
until the early 1980’s and it is anticipated
by the Pentagon that training and bomb-
ing will continue on the island at least
until 1985.

Mr. Speaker, by specifically directing
the Defense and Navy Departments to

study “all possible alternatives, geo-
graphical, and technological, to the
training now taking place in the Culebra
complex” and “to prepare a detailed
feasibility study of the most advanta-
geous alternative to the weapons frain-
ing now being conducted in the Culebra
complex and the Atlantic Fleet Weapons
Range,” I believe the Congress has made
it abundantly plain that we want to have
the training on and bombing of Culebra
stopped and to have these activities
moved elsewhere., How much longer, Mr.
Speaker, are we going to sit idly by and
allow the will and sentiment of the Con-
gress to be thwarted by a bunch of arm
chair generals and admirals and their
civilian cronies who simply want to play
war games or practice military and naval
tactics which, in the main, are obsolete
at best? I am firmly convinced that no
strategic military purpose is being served
by the bombardment of Culebra and that
the national security will not be affected
one iota by transferring these question-
able activities to another location.

As I have previously observed, it would
be to the Navy’s advantage to be able to
build an artificial training facility as it
could be constructed to the Navy's own
specifications and requirements and
would permit the use of more sophis-
ticated weaponry rather than the some-
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what outmoded types primarily in use on
Culebra. In addition, expert testimony
was presented before a Senate Armed
Services Subcommittee 2 years ago that
electronic firing and sighting could be
implemented rather than the explosive
ammunition now being utilized.

Of more overriding importance, how-
ever, is the human factor and the serious
damage which the continued naval pres-
ence on Culebra is doing to our inter-
American relations. We must not lose
sight of the fact that we are talking
about an area inhabited by over 800
American citizens—men, women, and
children who are simply trying to peace-
fully live their lives under the most try-
ing of circumstances. Living, working,
going to school, farming, fishing, and
just relaxing are daily challenges.

As former Governor Ferré so aptly
noted in a letter to President Nixon 215
years ago:

Unless we can find a just and agreeable
solution, our efforts to strengthen the ties
between Puerto Rico and the mainland, to
have Puerto Rico serve as a bridge of under-
standing to Latin America for the United
States, will suffer a severe set-back.

Frankly, the attitude displayed by the
U.S. Government toward the Culebra is-
sue has seriously exacerbated already
existing tensions in our hemispheric
relations, Developing peoples in the
Americas, as well as the vast majority of
island and mainland Puerto Ricans, see
this as an issue of colonialism. The con-
tinued bombings of the island and the
ineptitude on the part of the adminis-
tration in dealing with the matter has
made Culebra a living symbol of this
Government’s indifference toward the

" needs and aspirations of Spanish-speak-

ing people, both in the United States and
in the American Republics.

The time for words is long past, Mr.
Speaker, and it is incumbent upon the
Congress to take affirmative steps to ef-
fectively resolve this problem once and
for all. This is an issue which certainly
goes beyond the narrow bounds of par-
tisanship as both the former Governor
and the present Governor of Puerto Rico,
as well as all political factions in Puerto
Rico, are in universal agreement that the
Navy must cease its activities on Cule-
bra, and remove its operations to an-
other location. In addition, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Baker), a Republican, has intro-
duced legislation directing the Navy to
terminate all weapons range activities
on Culebra no later than July 1, 1975.

I am pleased to join in introducing in
the House companion legislation to that
sponsored in the other body by Senator
Baker and in the House by the distin-
guished Resident Commissioner, Dr.
BeniTez. I urge our colleagues to join in
sponsoring this measure and in assuring
that the Navy will in fact withdraw from
Culebra at the earliest possible date. Be-
cause of the Defense Department's in-
transigence and its complete failure to
abide by agreements negotiated in good
faith by officials of the Puerto Rican
Government, there is no alternative, but
for the Congress to take the initiative to
end this depressing chapter in the his-
tﬁ){.‘f of our relationship with Puerto

co.
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I wanted to reserve this time because
I was present at the last Congress when
we voted on the Military Construction
Act of 1972 and I was present when it
was said that there was no need for the
Congress to take action in view of the
agreement that had been entered into be-
tween the Defense Secretary and the
Governor of Puerto Rico. Based on reli-
ance on that agreement, we did not
proceed to mandate what should be done.

It seems to me that this time when
the military construction acts come be-
fore us we have a responsibility to act;
that we can no longer rely on promises
made by the Secretary of Defense or the
President of the United States, because
that opportunity was already given and
we find such promises are not kept.

Therefore I rise to support the Resi-
dent Commissioner and specifically to
answer my colleague from New York
earlier during the colloquy to say that
1 insist we have public hearings on this
subject at the earliest possible oppor-
tunity. We have to consider the legisla-
tion that is being proposed by the Resi-
dent Commissioner, which I support in
full and am cosponsoring; and we have
to take action so that the will of the
Congress is incorporated into the legis-
lation to insure that when the people
of Puerto Rico read that a promise is
being made they will know that a prom-
ise is going to be kept. The only way we
can make sure the promises are kept is
by having them be the promises of the
Congress of the United States.

Therefore I want to say to you that we
must specifically take action to see to
it that the congressional mandate is not
left as a matter of reliance on good will
but that it is enacted into law.

For that reason I am here today
strongly to support the initiative of the
Resident Commissioner.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BADILLO. I certainly yield to the
gentlewoman from New York.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to join HErman BapiLro, my
distinguished colleague from New York,
in urging—as I did over 2 years ago—
that the House of Representatives sup-
port legislation to require the U.S. Navy
to end the bombing and strafing of a
section of the tiny island of Culebra,
part of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico.

Not only have the citizens of Cule-
bra—American citizens, by the way—
suffered for 37 years under the nerve-
shattering effects of supersonic booms,
gunfire, rocket fire and heavy, low-flying
air traffic, they have now been double-
crossed by the Department of Defense
in an underhanded and politically cra-
Veén maneuver.

Early in 1971, then Secretary of De-
fense Melvin Laird announced that, in
response to increasing pressure from the
people of Culebra, a study was being un-
dertaken to select a new firing range and
to stop target practice on Culebra by
June 1975. He promised to announce
before the end of 1972 where the gun-
nery range would be relocated.

Right up to the Puerto Rican guber-
natorial election last fall, Laird assured
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incumbent Gov. Luis A. Ferré that
he stood by that commitment. However,
when Ferré was defeated by challenger
Rafael Hernandez Colon, whose political
party is more closely alined with the
mainland Democratic Party, that com-
mitment suddenly ceased.

The Culebrans have now been told
that the Navy plans to continue using
their homeland for air gunnery and naval
target practice until 1985 or later, de-
spite Laird's earlier promise to get the
Navy out by 1975.

It is obvious that Secretary Laird took
the Navy's written agreement with the
people of Culebra about as seriously as
the U.S. Government historically has
taken its treaties with the Indians. Such
promises were made to be broken.

Department of Defense tactics have
shifted from a written commitment to
find alternative sites for its war games
to a lTukewarm promise to see “whether”
and “if” alternatives can be found. Mean-
while, the bombing and shooting of
land inhabited by American ecitizens—
to their moral, physical, economic,
ecological, and psychological harm—
continues mabated.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am no stranger
to this sickening situation. The people
of Culebra know that I have a special
interest in the welfare of our brothers
and sisters in the Caribbean and that I
can communicate with Spanish-speak-
ing peoples in their own tongue. I do
not regard them as second-class citizens,

As T told this body almost 3 years ago,
I unequivocally support the Culebran
people in their efforts to regain control
of their island and I am fully committed
to assisting them by any Ilegitimate
means possible.

It was then that I met, and since have
continued to meet, with representatives
from the Puerto Rican community both
in Washington and in New York, as well
as with other U.S. Senators and Repre-
sentatives who have expressed concern
for Culebra. Other steps I took included
making a written appeal to Senator
Henry M, Jackson, in his capacity as
chairman of both the Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee and the Armed
Services Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction, urging him to hold hearings
to investigate whether or not the Navy
should be permitted any future use of
Culebra as a weaponry testing site.

In 1970, I sent a representative from
my New York office who is fluent in
Spanish to personally reaffirm to then
Governor Ferré my support for the Cule-
bran people.

It is with this record of action and
from this context that I rise again today
to challenge you, my colleagues in the
House, to join with Mr. BaprLro, me, and
the other speakers here today, to demand
that the Department of Defense honor
its pledge to the Culebran people to end
the slow and torturous destruction of
their precious homeland.

The Navy's action—all too similar to
the treatment this country accords other
third world peoples—shows contempt for
the rights, welfare, and even lives of
those less powerful than ourselves. And
in this case, we are talking about our
own fellow Americans.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
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the gentlewoman from New York, and
I want to take this opportunity to pub-
licly recognize her contribution to the
people of Puerto Rico.

Mr. Commissioner, you may not know
it, but the person who was most respon-
:_sible for seeing to it that Puerto Rico was
included as a State under the benefits of
the Higher Education Act of 1972 was
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
SHIRLEY CHIsHOLM) . She is a member of
the House Committee on Education and
Labor. Last year when the bill came up,
Puerto Rico had been excluded from full
participation in the benefits of the high-
er education programs, and it was her
support, together with that of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Hawkins)
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
Cray), which made it possible for us to
get the necessary support in the com-
mittee so that Puerto Rico could be in-
cluded as a State.

I know that you will particularly ap-
preciate this, because you have been the
one who has done the most to encourage
higher education programs in Puerto
B.u:o. These programs will be increased
in the years to eome, and the main rea-
son for this has been the strong support
that we have had from the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. Crismorm). I
t.h‘ink that you and the people of Puerto
Rico should know of her contribution.

I am delighted that the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. CHissoLM) has
joined with us today.

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

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, in
connection with the colloguy that I had
just a moment or so ago with the dis-
tinguished Resident Commissioner from
Puerto Rico, I would like to say that I
just have been in touch with the staff
of the Committee on Armed Services, I
was disturbed that this material was not
available. But I was assured by the staff
that the study to which the Resident
Commissioner refers is in the committee
files. It is a study, but the chairman has
made it clear that it is available to any
Member of the House, and certainly it
would be available to the Resident Com-
missioner. So I think that perhaps we
can get the information that was re-
ferred to earlier.

The only requirement, of course, is
that, with all classified documents, they
have to be inspected in the committee
rooms by the Member himself, They can-
not be reproduced or taken out of the
committee room. But I think this might
go far toward sclving the problem to
which the gentleman has referred.

Mr. BENITEZ. I would comment first
by reading the letter I received from
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense, Mr, D. O. Cooke, on the date of
January 22, 1973, in answer to a letter of
mine requesting this information:

Dear Mz. BEnrTEZ: In your letter of Jan-
uary 18 to Secretary Laird, you request a copy
of the Culebra study forwarded to the
Chairman of the SBenate and House Armed
Services Committees.

This study, as you may know, is a classi-
fied document and, as such, does not serve
the purposes you desire;,—
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The purpose I desired was reading it
and studying it, as it appears in my let-
ter:

However, it is currently under review for
declassification and release. We will let you
know the result of this review as soon as it
is completed.

Sincerely,
D. O. COOKE,

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense.

This was the communication to which
I referred earlier.

Mr. STRATTON. If the gentleman
would yield to me futher, that is very
true. What the Secretary is saying is one
cannot get a copy of this document for
his own use, because it is a classified
study, but as a Member of the Congress
the gentleman is entitled to see that
document, to read it, and to study it.
The only thing the gentleman cannot do
is photostat it and give it to the news-
papers, but I am sure the gentleman does
not want that.

The fact of the matter is that the in-
formation is available. I have not seen
it myself, but I am going to go over and
look at it. I would urge that the gentle-
man study it and perhaps the reasons
contained in it would help to solve some
of the questions that have been raised.

Mr. BENITEZ., No, thank you very
much. I am not interested in reading a
secret document which nobody else can
read except one representative of Puerto
Rico, in which presumed secrets are di-
vulged for those mysterious reasons why
the Navy cannot act properly in com-
pliance with its public commitments. If
there were to be secret reasons, then
there was no justification or propriety
in making the public commitment. Those
public commitments should be discussed
publicly and not secretly. I do not have
any desire to be bound by the secrecy
of having to read some classified docu-
ments which will later preclude me from
challenging the validity of the statements
therein.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BADILLO, I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. I should like to take this
opportunity to support my colleagues
from New York who have tried to bring
about some changes in this insane
behavior on the part of our country and
at the same time to share the same con-
cerns that the Resident Commissioner
of Puerto Rico has as a new Member
of Congress.

I find it very difficult to be constantly
-referred to secret briefings and secret re-
ports when most of us as Americans want
to feel proud of what this country is in-
volved in,

I would like to commend the Resident
Commissioner of Puerto Rico for not
wanting to look at secret documents
about Culebra. There are so many areas
with which we are concerned that affect
our people, including the flow of nar-
cotics into this country, which are
handled through secret documents. We,
as representatives of the people, ought to
have access to such information. Some-
where along the line we are going to have
to respond to world pressure as to what
we should be and should not be doing.

Whether we are talking about the
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Pentagon papers or whether we are
talking about briefings by representatives
from the CIA, I think we as Members of
Congress and more importantly as citi-
zens of the United States have a respon-
sibility to tell the people what role we
have played historically invelving our
troops in Southeast Asia.

Now that treaty terms have been
reached between the factions involved in
part of the Indochina conflict, it is time
we turned our attention to the war this
Nation has waged against this Caribbean
island since 1936.

The approximately 850 inhabitants of
the 28-square-mile island of Culebra are
American citizens, But this Nation's De-
partment of the Navy has been allowed
to deprive them of the fundamental right
to the pursuit of liberty and happiness
so eloquently lauded by our country’s
founders.

For every day, including Sundays, tons
of shells, hundreds of high-powered bul-
lets and sophisticated missiles crash into
and around this island and explode with
apocalytic fury.

Culebra, only 20 miles off the coast of
Puerto Rico, has the ignoble distinction
of being the target and testing range for
the guns, mines, missiles, and other
armaments of the Atlantic Fleet, despite
the demands of the island’s citizens that
the Navy shift its activities elsehere.

But, despite their demands and those
of the honorable Resident Commissioner
from Puerto Rico that this insane ac-
tivity against a populated area be
stopped, the Navy and Pentagon have not
even seen fit to begin serious planning
to move the testing and practice to an
uninhabited area.

In normal Pentagon style, however,
the Navy Department signed an agree-
ment with the Puerto Rican and Cule-
bran people in early 1971 which inti-
mated that a serious effort would be
made to find a new target site. Secretary
of Defense Melvin Laird, late last year,
then proceeded to ignore this agreement
and the congressional mandates support-
ing it and announced that there would
be no serious efforts at ending the Cule-
bra shelling until at least 1985.

This was in the face of a congressional
study that showed an artificial island
could be built for the same purpose at
a cost of $50 million. Mr. Speaker, T am
sure many of my colleagues would agree
that such an expenditure for a perma-
nent, uninhabited target site would be
much preferable to the loss of life that
is a near-certainty if we continue our
present course in Culebra.

It is my hope that our Navy is not so
callous as fo require human suffering as
an ingredient to realistic testing and
practice-use of its weapons systems.

President Nixon, too, has allowed him-
self to become a part of this tragedy.
During a campaign speech, he promised
that the shelling of Culebra would be
brought to an end.

Even this promise appears to have been
only lip service aimed at stopping the
increasing cry to end all naval actions
on this island.

The real justification for the vehe-
mence of the protest is not simply the
booming explosions or the possibility of
danger to the island’s inhabitants, but the
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real damage that has, and apparently
will continue to occur to Culebra and its
people at the hands of the Navy.

But the House Committee on Armed
Services Subcommittee on Real Estate,
in the 91st Congress, took sworn testi-
mony of shells being dropped next to the
Culebra City Hall, in the midst of swim-
ming areas being used by Culebran chil-
dren, and even next to a boat carrying
the Governor of Puerto Rico.

While the Navy callously recommends
that further development of Culebra be
limited to avoid danger to even more
citizens, the peaceful seagoing people of
this island simply ask that the American
Armed Forces remove their arrogant
presence from the island. The kinds of
accidental or international incidents re-
ported by the island’s people would have
led to million-dollar law suits long ago,
had they occurred on the continental
United States.

There are even reports of Navy planes
strafing fishing boats, probably with the
same “just for the heck of it” glee that
has characterized some of our aerial ac-
tivity in Indochina.

For all of the booming shells and near
disasters, still the people of Culebra exer-
cise miraculous patience in their pleas to
our President and to us in Congress to
stop the bombing.

When Navy officials are questioned
about the rationale behind this insensi-
tive approach to target practice, they cite
the need to find out exactly how their
new guns, gunners, and missiles would
work in combat situations.

Mr. Speaker, in God’s name, how can
we arbitrarily choose a peaceful Carib-
bean people to subject to “combat condi-
tions?”

There is only one course for this Na-
tion to follow with respect to Culebra, an
immediate, total end to any military ac-
tivities on this island and full reparations
for any damages we have caused in this
36-year war.

For these reasons, I am supporting and
recommending to my colleagues, the bill
offered by the honorable Resident Com-
missioner from Puerto Rico that would
put an end, once and for all, to this mad-
ness. My hope is that this can become
law before we are guilty of even more
damage to yet another part of humanity.

I hope the majority of the Members
of Congress will use their vote to say this
is immoral and there should be no excuse
for us to use people as guinea pigs to
show how powerful we are militarily.

Mr. BADILLO, I think the gentleman
from New York.

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

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr, Speaker, I thank
my colleague, my efficient and honored
colleague, the gentleman from New York.

I wish to express my sentiments and
join those expressions which have been
made prior by the other gentleman from
New York and the distinguished Resident
Commissioner of Puerto Rico.

I wish to say for the Recorp that when
some of us made inquiry precisely con-
cerning this gquestion quite some time
ago, we were left under the impression
by the replies, verbally or otherwise,
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which we received that this matter had
been happily resolved. So it is with a
great deal of disappointment that I find
it necessary to get up and express my
alarm and join with these other illus-
trious Members of the House.

I cannot conceive of any reason, in
view of the prior answers, why this very
bad practice persists and continues. I
wish to assure the gentleman and my
colleagues that I stand with him shoulder
to shoulder in this matter.

Mr. BADILLO. I thank the gentleman
from Texas very much. I am very grate-
ful for his remarks.

What the gentleman has referred to
is exactly the point we are trying to get
across, that Members of Congress were
led to believe a solution had been ar-
rived at. For that reason we wanted to
introduce this measure at the earliest
possible moment so we could have public
hearings and find out exactly what is
happening, so that Congress might take
action by enacting into law its position
in order to avoid a repetition of exactly
this kind of thing in the years to come.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, most Amer-
jeans, concerned about the war and the
rising cost of living, have not had time
to note what is happening on the tiny
jsland of Culebra, which belongs to
Puerto Rico. Recent events there, how-
ever, dramatically illustrate our Nation's
present heartless attitude toward small
and powerless groups. !

Fewer than 1,000 people live on Cule-
bra, but it has been their home for gen-
erations. After World War II, to the dis-
may of its residents, the U.S. Navy
started using Culebra as an artillery
range, threatening the lives and emo-
tional health of its people. Their con-
stant protest finally led to a commitment
in April 1971, that the Navy would re-
locate its firing range by the end of 1972,
When that time came, however, Secre-
tary of Defense Laird announced that—
despite the promise to relocate—the tar-
get practice would not only continue un-
til 1985, but would increase in volume.
The citizens’ indignation had made no
impression on the Navy.

On the contrary, in the recent Puerto
Rican elections the Navy openly sup-
ported the incumbent Governor, know-
ing he would not press for removal of the
firing range. The Governor’'s Democratic
opponent, Rafael Hernandez Colon, won
the election by a landslide. Many eminent
Puerto Ricans have joined him in his in-
sistence that the U.S. Navy cease shell-
ing the little island. A cattle breeder put
the case simply:

T am a member of the Independence Party,
but I became a member only after the Navy
burned down our chapel Two years ago.
Burned it twice.

Can we allow this arrogant disregard
of other human beings, other American
citizens, to continue? We must insist
that the Congress give the Navy a clear
mandate to pursue the construction of
an alternate training site and a time-
table in which to complete such action
and withdraw from Culebra, and I am
pleased to be a sponor of legislation in-
troduced by Mr. Benrtez which would
terminate all weapons range activities
on the island by July 1, 1975.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr., ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, the
cease-fire in Vietnam has brought, if
nothing else, an end to the bombing by
American planes in both the north and
south of that country. But no cease-fire
has yet been declared by the Defense
Department in Culebra, a tiny bit of
American territory which is part of
Puerto Rico. For over 20 years, Culebra
has been used by U.S. military forces as
4 gunnery range.

The 1,000 inhabitants of Culebra—all
of whom are American citizens—were as-
sured that the Navy would cease its use
of the island for target practice by 1975.
This was confirmed in an agreement
signed that month between representa-
tives of the DOD and of the island’s in-
habitants. Yet late last year—after the
election which in Puerto Rico saw the
Republican Party’s local afiiliate soundly
defeated—the Secretary of Defense
changed his mind. He announced that
bombing in Culebra would continue until
1985 or later and at an increased volume.

Whatever the motivation for the
change of course by the Defense Depart-
ment, the new policy is pocked with a
lack of honesty and a lack of sensitivity.

A certain callousness seems to have
affected the judgment of our military
leaders during the Vietnam tragedy. Its
effects are often seen outside of South-
east Asia, as in Culebra. But the ending of
American involvement in Vietnam
should mean an end also to the old
way of doing things. Culebra would be a
fine place to start.

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania, Mr,
Speaker, I rise today to discuss the prob-
lems faced by the citizens of a tiny island
known as Culebra due to continued, un-
necessary bombardment by the U.S.
Navy, and to announce my support for
legislation, which I am cosponsoring with
my distinguished colleague from New
York (Mr. Baprrro) to cut off Navy firing
on that island by July 1, 1975.

For more than 20 years, this small, 28-
square-mile island just off the coast of
Puerto Rico has suffered perhaps the
most outrageously conceived bombard-
ment in the annals of American history.
It has been bombed, strafed, and invaded
by U.S. naval and military forces con-
ducting “tests” and *“{raining maneu-
vers.” The 750 inhabitants have lived in
constant terror, fearing for their lives as
well as the well-being of their property
and livestock. Indeed, they have been
virtual prisoners of the Navy, prevented
from developing a viable economy, and
prohibited from enjoying some of their
own fine beaches,

In 1971, after an 18-month cold war
marked by intimidation and deceiton the
part of the Navy, an agreement was en-
tered between the Secretary of Navy, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the
citizens of Culebra under which the Navy
was to take positive steps to find suitable
alternatives to its Culebran test sites, and
to cease firing and training operations on
and near the small island.

The Navy has not lived up to that
agreement. It has remained in the area,
and its continued presence has been a
threat and an affront to the people of
Puerto Rico.

And the Navy plans to continue this af-
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front. Only recently, the outgoing Sec-
retary of Defense, Melvin Laird, recom-
mended, in a report to the President, that
the Navy maintain its training sites on
Culebra and continue its bombardment.
He suggested that the possibility of elimi-
nating the “need” for these sites, and of
finding alternative sites, be explored
after 1985.

This is an outrage. Not only is it a con-
tinued affront to the people of Puerto
Rico and a continued, unnecessary
danger to 750 American citizens, but it is
an insult to our Spanish-speaking citi-
fveer;:ls on the mainland United States as

‘There are millions of people of Puerto
Rican descent in the American Spanish-
speaking community, Most of these citi-
zens are located here on the east coast.

Many of these Americans have very
strong ties to their brethren in Puerto
Rico. Because of these ties, they are
heartsick at the inhumanity with which
the U.S. Government is treating their
brother citizens in Culebra.

They see that the military testing en-
dangers the lives and property of their
fellow citizens.

They see that this bombardment is an
unnecessary encroachment upon peace-
ful American citizens who are simply
attempting to live their lives—to work,
to go to school, and to farm—under most
trying circumstances which make mere
relaxation a major daily challenge.

They see also that this Government
has largely neglected the needs of its
Puerto Rican citizenry over the years,
and consider its actions in Culebra to
be symbolic of this indifference to the
needs and aspirations of Spanish-speak-
ing Americans.

They see their brethren being treated
like cattle—mere pawns in a silly war
game—and they wonder what might be
in store for them should the military
claim a need for their homes—aor even
their lives—for some military “test.”

‘Thus, quite understandably, this bar-
barous bombing and strafing, along with
the Defense Department’s duplicity in re-
fusing to fulfill the terms of an agree-
ment which it voluntarily entered, is se-
riously aggravating relations with the
Spanish-speaking community.

Because of this and because no hu-
mane person could condone this actiy-
ity, it is urgent that legislation ending
the cruel bombardment of Culebra be
enacted, and I urge all my colleagues to
join Mr. BapiLro and myself in support
of such a bill.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I join.
with my good friend and colleague from
New York (Mr. Bapinro) in condemning
the ill-considered decision of the former
Secretary of Defense to have the Navy
continue bombing the Puerto Rican Is-
land of Culebra and to permit its use for
ns.svoal training and testing until the
1980’s.

Particularly unconscionable is the
cruel hoax which was perpetrated by the
Navy and Secretary Laird in leading the
Culebrans, officials of the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico and even Congress to be-
lieve that serious efforts were being made
to transfer the naval training and bomb-
ing aectivities to some other location. It
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was only at the very last minute—in a
clearly politically motivated move—that
the Navy would continue using the island
well into the next decade. This move is
in complete violation of fhe letter and
spirit of an agreement signed 2 years ago
by former Navy Secretary Chafee with
Culebran and Puerto Rican officials.

As a member of the House Inter-
American Affairs Subcommitfee in the
92d Congress, I know what a disastrous
affect the Culebran issue has had on our
already questionable Latin American
policy and frequently strained relations
with our hemispheric neighbors. The
Navy’s obvious indifference to the plight
of the Culebrans and the continued
bombing of this small island is inter-
preted as another act of colonialism and
the suppression of the self-determina-
tion of a Latin people.

Furthermore, the continuing bombard-
ments and refusal of the Navy to leave
seriously aggravates relations with mi-
nority communities in this country as
Culebra is considered as simply one more
example of the Government's apathy to-
ward the needs and aspirations of mi-
norities, especially our Spanish-speaking
brothers.

In 1971, and again in 1972, Congress
enacted legislation directing the Defense
Department to take certain specific ac-
tion aimed at locating possible alterna-
tives to Culebra. Clearly Congress in-
tended—and certainly continues to pro-
pose—that the Navy transfer its opera-
tions in the Culebra complex of the At-
lantic Fleet Weapons Range to some
other location.

I understand that a number of per-
fectly acceptable alternatives, including
the construction of an artificial island,
have already been identified. Congress
was thus directing Secretary Laird to
provide detailed information on the best
alternative. Most everyone assumed that
this would be done and that Secretary
Laird would comply with his own previ-
ously announced commitment to trans-
fer naval training operations away from
Culebra by June 1975.

Tragically this was not the case.

Secretary Laird instead chose to re-
verse himself and renege on a formal
commitment made by the U.S. Govern-
ment to the people of Puerto Rico.

I, for one, cannot and will not tolerate
such deceit by a Government official and
do not consider this decision as legiti-
mate. As a member of the House Armed
Services Committee, which has immedi-
ate jurisdiction in this matter, I intend
to exert all possible efforts to insure that
the commitment is fully honored and
that meaningful action is immediately
undertaken by the Navy to transfer its
activities out of Culebra at the earliest
possible date but in no case later than
1975.

I commend Mr. BapmLro and our dis-
tinguished new colleague from Puerto
Rico (Mr. Benrtez) for bringing this
critical issue to our attention and I urge
others in this body to join with them
in exerting all necessary pressure on the
Defense and Navy Departments to re-
verse Secretary Laird’s misdirected and
poorly conceived decision,
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter on the subject of my
special order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

CONGRESSMAN ORVAL HANSEN OF
IDAHO INTRODUCES MANPOWER
TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
ACT OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. HansEN) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing H.R. 3272, the
Manpower Training and Employment
Act of 1973 for the purpose of consoli-
dating the many existing manpower pro-
grams, and building upon the solid ac-
complishments of the manpower founda-
tion created by the Congress in the Man-
power Development and Training Act of
1962,

With minor modification, the bill I in-
troduce today is similar to one I intro-
duced in May of 1971, the Manpower
Training and Employment Act of 1971.
At that time, the MDTA faced an im-
pending expiration date with no adeguate
legislative substitute. Congress in its wis-
dom extended the MDTA to assure that
the Nation’s unemployed citizens would
receive the education and training
needed for employment.

Once again, I point out to my col-
leagues that the MDTA expires in less
than 6 months, on June 30, 1973. Now
is the time for definitive action on our
part to assure the continuation of needed
manpower programs for the unemployed.
This is my primary purpose in bringing
this matter before you today. We need
manpower legislation that will not de-
stroy the vast manpower education and
training resources and effective network
of relationships established by the Con-
eress under the MDTA.

I am aware that there are “styles” in
legislation, as well as in other facets of
our lives. Throughout all of its amending
processes the MDTA received the almost
unanimous approval of both Houses of
the Congress. It was considered to be an
essential and beneficial program, one
which extended the hand of opportunity
to unemployed adults who wanted to
help themselves. Through my years in
this House I have supported the MDTA
and its programs. I know what they have
meant to many citizens of my State who
wanted to become economically self-
sufficient, and could do so because MDTA
made possible the necessary education
and training.

From the recent spate of official and
unofficial surveys, studies and pro-
nouncements concerning our manpower
programs one might conclude that man-
power programs are now going out of
“style,” that they are no longer needed
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although the needs they address remain.
Thmugh the diligent efforts of the pres-
ent administration the rate of unem-
ployment is steadily declining. Nonethe-
less, an unemployment rate of 5.2 per-
cent for the month of December 1972
represents some 4.5 million jobless, many
of them retvrning Vietnam veterans.
Training is not the only solution to our
manpower and unemployment problems;
training, however, is and must remain
an important facet of our total man-
power policy—at least until the unlikely
day when the total output from our Na-
tion’s public and private schools meshes
perfectly with the job market.

My bill, the Manpower Training and
Employment Act of 1973, strongly reflects
the principles of revenue sharing and de-
centralization as advocated by the ad-
ministration. In it, the responsibility for
program decisions rests in the hands of
those who know best what the problems
are and what the solutions should be—
elected officials and local program ad-
ministrators. The manpower and em-
ployment problems of my State of Idaho
are distinetly different from those of
some of our eastern seaboard States, for
example; and, I think the citizens of
Idaho know best how to solve them. My
bill would return this responsibility to
them, and strengthen their capability to
effectively administer manpower pro-
grams.

Another major facet of my bill is the
continuation of a significant role for the
public school systems in our Nation's
manpower programs. Under the existing
MDTA, strong and very beneficial rela-
tionships have been developed between
the education community and manpower
and other human resources agencies.
These relationships were facilitated be-
cause the MDTA directed the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to ar-
range the needed education and training
giving priority to training by the Nation’'s
public school systems. Educators and
business and industry have long needed
to step up their dialog, and MDTA gave
impetus to this with resulting benefits in
more relevant and effective education and
training programs. This dialog between
the worlds of ecucation and the work
place must continue and expand. The
Manpower Training and Employment Act
of 1973 would assure the continuation of
an effective role for the Nation’s public
schools in the national manpower pro-
gram by vesting them with statutory re-
sponsibility for this function.

At their meeting in Chicago on De-
cember 6, the House of Delegates of the
American Vocational Association adopted
some of the most far-reaching resolu-
tions pertaining to education and train-
ing and manpower. One, entitled “Public
Education and the National Manpower
Program” states succinetly the contribu-
tions of the Nation’s public schools to the
manpower program, and sets forth an
ideal for comprehensive manpower legis-
lation. I would like to share it with you.

RESOLUTION : PUBLIC EDUCATION AND THE

NATIONAL MANPOWER PROGRAM

Whereas, effective education and training
programs are a vital component of the Na-
tion’s manpower program and assist citizens
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to acquire the education and skills needed
for employment and upgrading their skills;
and

Whereas, in a knowledge-based society
such as the United States which is char-
acterized by changing expectations regard-
ing work and its place in human life, edu-
cation for work must include cognitive and
affective skills as well as the psychomotor
l2arnings traditionally associated with skill
acquisition; and

Whereas, in institutional training pro-
grams under the Manpower Development and
Training Act, the public education systems
have demonstrated their capacity and com-
mitment to serve a broader range of educa-
tional needs with such capability evidenced
by the manpower training skills centers
which are now helping disadvantaged youth
and adults throughout the United States to
acquire the education and skills needed for
employment; and

Whereas, institutional training programs
administered by the public school systems
bave served over 1.2 million trainees since
1962 and such programs are found by inde-
pendent evaluation to be the most effective
component of the national manpower pro-
gram in terms of placement, post-training
attachment to the labor force, and in in-
creased earnings; and

Whereas, a study by the Joint Economic
Committee of the Congress of the United
States has supported the value of training
conducted under the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act; and

Whereas, the education systems of the
United States are the only publicly-created
institutions that touch the lives of all citi-
zens and thereby have the potential to be
the key institution in the community for
the provision of human services and the
fulerum for social change; and

Whereas, institutional change relative to
occupational and career preparation has been
accelerated by the involvement of state and
local public education agencies in programs
under the Manpower Development and Train-
ing Act; and

Whereas, the Manpower Development and
Training Act is scheduled to expire on 30
June 1973,

Therefore, be it resolved, that the American
vocational Association support manpower
legislation in the 93rd Congress that will ac-
knowledge these findings and include a defin-
itive and responsible statutory role for state
and local public education and training agen-
cies in the planning and administration of
education and training programs required in
the national manpower programs; and, which
will assure a continuity of involvement of
the appropriate federal human resources
agency having primary responsibilit;- for ed-
ucation at the fedreal level; and

Be it further resolved, that such manpower
legislation shall be comprehensive in nature
and shall include but not be limited to:

1. The equitable involvement and partici-
pation of those citizens who are least com-
petitive in the labor market due to discrimi-
natory practices, lack of education and train-
ing skills required for employment, and
linguistic and other cultural barriers.

2. A strong national program of job de-
velopment in public service employment as
a component of the national manpower pro-
gram. Such program should provide the ap-
propriate education and training to enable
participants to compete effectively in state
and local merit systems.

3. A correctional rehabilitation program
that will provide alternatives to incarcera-
tion for first offenders; an effective training
program for inmates of correctionsal Institu-
tions In jobs that are relevant to the labor
market; and, support and assistance after
sentencing or incarceration.

4, A revitalized and expended Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps program under the aegis
of the local public school systems that would
provide jJob relevant education and training,
in addition to the income maintenance re-
quired to assist youth to remain in school.

5. Assurances of appropriate judicial re-
view by all affected program participants, to
include appeal to the appropriate federal re-
sponsibility, and, if necessary, through the
United States court system.

I want to conclude my remarks by un-
derscoring to my colleagues the necessity
of early action on manpower legislation
in this 93d Congress. The Manpower
Training and Employment Act of 1973
would build upon the structures which
have been effectively operating for the
past 10 years and which have provided
some 1.2 million people with the educa-
tion and skills they needed for employ-
ment. I advocate the changes reflected
in the Manpower Training and Employ-
ment Act of 1973, and commend the
measure to your consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I include as a part of my
remarks, a brief analysis of the major
provisions of H.R. 3272.

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

Section 2 sets forth the basic purposes of
the act—to provide occupational training to
unemployed and underemployed individuals,
to assist in the relief of skills shortages both
in ecritical and in emerging occupations.
MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS, DEVELOPMENT, AND

EVALUATION

Title I establishes the National Manpower
Advisory Councll, and directs the Council to
prepare an annual report pertaining to man-
power requirements, resources, research, util-
ization, training and evaluation; it further
sets forth provisions for evaluation, informa-
tion, and research programs and for training
and technical assistance.

TRAINING AND SKILL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Title II describes the various manpower
training services, and activities that may be
conducted with assistance under this act,
including the Job Corps under the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964. It further sets forth
the requirements for State participation un-
der the act, including the establishment of
State manpower advisory councils; provides
for a comprehensive manpower planning sys-
tem at the State level; establishes State ap~-
portionment of benefits; describes partici-
pant eligibility and allowance payments; and,
sets forth the responsibilities of the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare and
the Secretary of Labor.

LABOR MARKET INFORMATION AND EMPLOYMENT
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Title IIT establishes a labor market infor=-
mation and job-matching program; career
and employment development programs in
both public and private agencies; career
training through public service employment
with public and private nonprofit agencies;
and, an emergency employment assistance
program to provide relief to designated job-
distressed areas.

MISCELLANEOUS

Title IV contains provisions relating to the
authority of the Secretary of Labor and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to enter into contracts, arrangements, or
agreements to carry out the purposes of the
act; maintenance of State eflort for voca-
tional education; appropriations, advance
funding, limitation on the wuse of appro-
priated funds; acceptance of voluntary serv-
ices; and, the effective and termination dates
of the act.

January 30, 1973

THE SMALL. COMMUNITIES PLAN-
NING, DEVELOPMENT, AND TRAIN-
ING ACT OF 1973

Tl?e SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. ALEXANDER)
is recognized for 45 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce a bill entitled “The
Small Communities Planning, Develop-
ment, and Training Act of 1973.” I am
very pleased that a number of my col-
leagues, LEe HamiLTON, JOSEPH M. Mc-
Dape, CHARLES THONE, HENRY HELSTOSKI,
Don Fuqua, KEN HECHLER, FRANK CLARK,
JAMES ABDNOR, WILLIAM LEHMAN, WAL~
TER FLOWERS, and JAMES G. O’HARA, are
joining with me as cosponsors of this
proposal. This bill was originally intro-
duced early in 1972,

It was designed to build upon and
complement the legislative recommen-
dations contained in the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1971, which
was pending at that time. Most of what
I proposed at that time, and am now
reintroducing, was included in the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1972
which was reported to the House by the
Committee on Banking and Currency
late in the last session of Congress.

The committee’s bill represented the
fruit of nearly a year's intensive study
and analysis by the Subcommittee on
Housing. The chairman and members of
that subcommittee, led by our colleagues,
WiLLIAM A. BARRETT, LENOR K. SULLIVAN,
THOMAS L. AsHLEY, and WILLIAM S.
MoorgeEeAD, did a thoroughly commend-
able job with that bill. Their compre-
hensive and objective study of Federal
community development and housing
production efforts resulted in a bill with
the potential to significantly improve the
quality of housing and urban environ-
ment in both small and large commu-
nities.

Since first coming to the Congress in
1969, the highest priority in my efforts
for my district and the Nation has been
working for the development of a growth
policy that would fulfill the needs of a
region experiencing rapid social and
economic change.

In 1971-72 I conducted hearings in the
First Congressional District of Arkansas
to determine, from the people who are
on the scene and deal with the problems
every day, what type of Government as-
sistance was needed in order to accom-
plish this objective. Pinpointed was the
need for funds or credit for financing
improvements in health care, housing,
education, job opportunities, public serv-
ices, recreational resources and other
public works projects—areas with which,
I believe, most other nonmetropolitan
regions also need assistance,

The Small Communities Planning, De-
velopment, and Training Act of 1973 is
designed to respond to these needs of
small communities and urbanizing areas
outside our metropolitan areas. My bill
recognizes, as does the Housing Subcom-
mittee, that the difficulties plaguing the
large cities and those of the countryside
are interrelated. When residents have a
nonmetropolitan area and migrate to a
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city in search of economic survival and .

are ill-equipped for that labor market
they become an additional tax burden to
the city.

If we fail to encourage growth and re-
vitalization of our small towns, we will
be unable to slow the continuing migra-
tion of their residents—and their prob-
lems—to large urban centers. We will be
unable to achieve the balanced growth
which is essential to the environmental,
economic, and social health of the entire
Nation.

The proposals contained in the Small
Communities Planning, Development and
Training Act of 1973 can be enacted sep-
arately or incorporated into the omnibus
housing and urban development bill
which the Housing Subcommittee is ex-
pected to report. I urge the subcommittee
to, again, give careful and sympathetic
consideration to these proposals.

My bill is intended fto increase our rec-
ognition and understanding of the sever-
ity of problems of our people in the non-
metropolitan areas—problems that are
often rendered invisible by the glare of
the publicity cast on the difficulties of
our large cities. The troubles of the cities
cannot be minimized. A large majority
of our population grows increasingly
crowded into small areas of our land.
Each year over half a million more
Americans migrate from nonmetropoli-
tan to metropolitan areas.

In fact, however, the problems of the
communities of the countryside are not
unlike those of the metropolitan areas.
They are extremely severe and are
worsening.

During the past 50 years there have
been important national population
changes with far-reaching effects. Since
1920, while the national population has
almost doubled, the urban population
has almost tripled. While the nonmetro-
politan areas have not shared the popu-
lation increases, today about 30 percent
of the Nation’s people live in nonmetro-
politan areas. The composition of this
group of citizens has changed signifi-
cantly: the proportion of farmers has
decreased substantially and the numbers
of unemployed and underemployed, the
weak, and the old have increased sharply.
The decades of country-to-city migration
have left nonmetropolitan areas with
long-term problems of a critical nature.

In testimony before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee during the 92d Con-
gress, representatives of the Coalition for
Rural America gave this description of
what the present pattern of national ur-
banization has left in its wake:

One half of our rural citizens live in pov-
erty; 60 per cent of the nation’s inadequate
housing is found outside the major metro-
politan areas; 30,000 rural communities lack
adequate water systems and more than 45,000
have no sewer systems at all; the infant mor-
tality rate in rural areas exceeds the na-
tional average by 20 percent, and for non-
white infants it is almost twice as high.

‘This lack of basic modern facilities and
amenities directly affects the health of
nonmefropolitan residents. It encourages
the young to leave and it adversely affects
efforts to achieve the balanced economic
development of our country which could
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aid us in protecting our living environ-
ment.

Title I of the Small Communities Plan-
ning, Development, and Training Act
provides for the establishment of a
Community Development Bank. The
bank would be a Federal corporate
agency raising its funds through the sale
of taxable obligations in the credit mar-
ket and lending those funds at a lower-
than-market rate to States, counties,
cities, towns, and other public bodies. My
bill—in section 105(d) —would direct the
bank to give preference to the processing
of loan applications to applications of
communities with populations of less
than 50,000. Because their obligations are
unrated by the security-rating services
or because their borrowings are in small
amount, these communities most often
bear the high interest rates required by
private investors.

As a result, they find it most difficult to
provide the facilities needed to accom-
modate present and future community
needs. A preference for nonmetropolitan
area communities would direct the bank’s
activities into the area of most critical
need in the field of municipal finance.

My bill recognizes that in nonmetro-
politan areas nonprofit groups are often
empowered to undertake what are es-
sentially public facility projects. Section
105(a) (2) of the bill makes such nonpro-
fit groups eligible for the bank's loan as-
sistance.

Title IT of the bill would amend the
public facility loan program, which has
been administered by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, to en-
able this program to more effectively
serve the needs of nonmetropolitan com-
munities in financing essential public fa-
cilities.

This title of the bill would not be neces-
sary if the bank proposal, containing a
small community preference, is enacted.
I realize, however, that the bank has, in
the past, faced formidable opposition—
unfortunately from some of the groups
it is intended to benefit. If the Commu-
nity Development Bank is not established,
a modified public facility loan program
would certainly be a necessity.

The present public facility loan pro-
gram, which the administration is at-
tempting to curtail, has operated at a
$40 million program level. The authority
for the program is broad enough to al-
low for public facilities of all kinds, in-
cluding water and sewer facilities, health
care facilities, recreation facilities, gas
utilities, and city streets and county
roads. HUD has, in the past, estimated
that the application demand for public
facility loans for small communities
would be more than triple the amount of
funds available. This is despite the fact
that the interest rate for loans, set by
HUD Secretary, has been 533 percent.
Under the existing program, interest
rates on loans are set by statute at one-
half of 1 percent above the average rate
on all interest-bearing obligations of the
Federal Government comprising the pub-
lic debt, or 3 percent, whichever is higher.

I propose to amend the public facility
loan program to give nonmetropolitan
communities an alternative method of
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financing which would result in lower in-
terest costs to them, at a very small loss
to the Federal Government. Except in
periods of tight money, most municipali-
ties can get loans for public facilities in
the tax-exempt money market at a lower
rate of interest than the statutory lend-
ing rate used in the existing program. As
a result, most of the program activity is
with small municipalities in the South
and Southwest which are outside most
principal money markets, or whose proj-
ects and financing prospects are mar-
ginal. Furthermore, Federal direct lend-
ing programs are strongly opposed by the
Treasury, and it is doubtful that a higher
program level can be obtained.

In 1970, however, housing legislation
contained an alternative financing
mechanism for public bodies sponsoring
new community projects which I feel can
be of great benefit to nonmetropolitan
communities wishing to use the public
facility loan program. Under title VII of
the Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1970, the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development guarantees the tax-
able obligations of State and local pub-
lic bodies issued to finance new commu-
nity projects, and makes grants to those
bodies to cover the difference between
the interest rate on the taxable obliga-
tions and the interest rate which the
obligations would bear if they were tax-
exempt obligations.

My bill would provide this new method
of financing as an alternative to direct
loans in the public facility loan program,
with one modification. Under title IT, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment would simply make grants to
cover 40 percent of the interest cost on
the community’s taxable obligation. The
reason for this change is that the job of
estimating the difference between the
taxable and tax-exempt rate is simply
too much of an administrative burden,
especially in the case of nonmetropolitan
communities. This alternative method of
financing would make the program more
broadly available to small communities
throughout the country, reduce interest
rates for those communities willing to
issue taxable obligations, and stem part
of the loss to the Treasury that is in-
volved in tax-exempt financing and that
is increasingly alleged as an inefficient
subsidy to public borrowers.

The total amount of borrowing guar-
anteed by HUD could not exceed $200
million. If the interest rate on this $200
million of nonmetropolitan community
obligations averaged 7!% percent, the to-
tal interest payable would be $15 million.
HUD would pay 40 percent of these in-
terest charges, or $6 million. Thus, for
the sum of $6 million, HUD could fi-
nance $200 million worth of public facil-
ity projects. And, the total interest paid
on the $200 million—$15 million—would
be taxable by the Federal Government.

Title III of the bill incorporates the
entire community development block
grant program which was proposed by
the House subcommittee in the 92d Con-
gress, with slight modification. It would
attempt to assure that $500 million be
provided annually for nonmetropolitan
areas in the form of block grant funds
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and that this money would be distributed
with due consideration given o the needs
and wishes of people and groups most
directly involved in rebuilding communi-
ties in the nonmetropolitan areas.

My bill would direct the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to take
into account locally developed plans and
ideas for community development pro-
grams, and to utilize, whenever possible,
program administration advice from in-
terested local individuals, groups, and or-
ganizations with demonstrated compet-
ence in planning and carrying out de-
velopment programs in nonmetropolitan
communities.

Title IV of the bill provides for the
establishment of a National Community
Affairs Institute that would be compar-
able in purpose and activity to the Urban
Institute in Washington, D.C. Since its
beginning in 1968, the Urban Institute
has fulfilled the high expectations held
out for it as an urban research and de-
velopment institute of the first order.
Already the institute has rewarded the
confidence of those who supported its
founding by developing a program of
studies and activities of direct revelance
to the solution of many urban problems.

The Institute’s research efforts, for ex-
ample, have included the development of
“urban indicators” that would allow us,
over a period of time, to monitor the vital
signs of city condition in respect to hous-
ing, poverty, education, health, trans-
portation, recreation, economic develop-
ments, and other matters. In addition,
the Institute has done research in the
areas of income maintenance program-
ing and an analysis of the “exploitation
thesis” of metropolitanwide maldistribu-
tion tax burdens and public benefits.

The National Community Affairs In-
stitute proposed in title IV of the bill
would mobilize this kind of research and
evaluative capability for the solution of
similar problems affecting nonmetropoli-
tan communities. The Institute would
study new and improved modes of gov-
ernmental service financing, the process
of urbanization of countryside areas,
structures, and processes and adaptation
to rapid technological and economic de-
velopment, citizen group participation in
the eommunity development process, and
much more. In addition, the Institute
would provide technical assistance to
small communities to help develop stra-
tegies for the solution of general and spe-
cific problems. Finally, it would provide
timely, independent, and continuing
evaluation of Federal, State, local and
private programs aimed at meeting the
problems of nonmetropolitan commu-
nities.

Like its urban counterpart, the In-
stitute would be supported by contracts
with and grants from Federal agencies
and private organizations, and could con-
tract with public and private bodies for
services and studies meeting mutual
needs.

My bill would authorize the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development to
take all steps necessary to provide for the
establishment of the Institute, utilizing
the broad research and development au-
thority contained in existing law. The
Secretary would have the flexibility to
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establish the Institute in any manner he
deemed appropriate, with one exception:
The Director of the Library of Congress
would serve as chairman of the new In-
stitute’s board of directors. The purpose
here is to assure that the Institute will
be responsive to the Congress in legislat-
ing for nonmetropolitan communities.
Title V of the Small Communities
Planning, Development, and Training
Act of 1973 provides for a fellowship pro-
gram for the training of professionals
and other specialists in the broad fields
of planning and development of commu-
nities in nonmetropolitan areas, The ex-
isting urban studies fellowship program,
authorized by the Housing Act of 1964,
would be amended to add this new pro-

gram.

Under the urban studies fellowship
program, about 100 fellowships are
awarded each year by the HUD Secretary
for the training of professionals in vari-
ous fields of urban studies. Stipends and
allowances for up to two dependents are
permitted. Tuition and fees are paid di-
rectly to the institutions by HUD. The
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment would be authorized to provide
these additional fellowships—a number
at least equal to the urban studies fel-
lowships—for training in planning and
development for nonmetropolitan com-
munities upon the recommendation of
the board of directors of the National
Community Affairs Institute which would
be established by title IV of this bill.

I believe provisions of my bill would
enable many communities in nonmetro-
politan areas to begin solving both their
immediate and long-term problems. I
turgeh baﬂlll Members of the House to support
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SUPREME COURT AND LEGALIZING
ABORTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr, HoGaN) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I address
the House today still badly shaken fol-
lowing the decision of the U.S. Supreme
Court on January 22 legalizing abortion.

I have been a foe of abortion because I
cannot accept that it can be right—that
it can be legal—to end one human life
for the personal convenience of another
human being.

I must stand up and protest this gross
disregard for human life which is now

the official law of the United States of

America. I have lived 44 years, and I
have always deeply loved my country.
This is the first time in all those years
that I have been in deep despair over
the future of my country.

Mr, Speaker, T have introduced today
a constitutional amendment—House
Joint Resolution 261—which would
offset the recent Supreme Court decision
on abortion.

If I had been alive in Nazi Germany,
I like to think that I would have had the
courage to stand up and protest the in-
humane actions of my government. I
feel very much the same today. My ini-
tlal reaction to the Supreme Court’s
decision was that I did not want to be a
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_part of a government which abandoned

all respect for life. I seriously considered
resigning from Congress. But then I
decided that the preferable course would
be to stay and do whatever I ecan to
remedy the Court’s action. The vehicle I
have chosen in order to turn around this
shocking new policy of our Government,
of which I am so deeply ashamed, is to
stay and fight for adoption of the con-
stitutional amendment—House Joint
Resolution 261—which I introduced to-
day.

I am speaking today for those who
cannot speak. I am speaking on behalf
of our unborn children. Those who are
concerned with equality of rights should
not forget a group who are now in more
need of constitutional protection than
any other in our society—our most help-
less minority, our unborn children.

The fundamental right of life itself is
being neglected and denied to many of
our fellow humans. To remedy this grave
situation, I have introduced today a con-
stitutional amendment— House Joint
Resolution 261—that will insure that the
unborn, the aged, the ill, and the in-
capacitated have a right to life that is
every bit as valid as that guaranteed
all of us under the 14th amendment,

Because of the Supreme Court’s deci-
sions in Roe against Wade and Doe
against Bolton both decided January 22,
1973, the necessity for this amendment
is now clearly evident. It is the only ef-
fective recourse open to those of us who
value every human being’s right to life.

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to
read these decisions in their entirety, but
I insert a summary of them in the Rec-
orp at this point:

[Supreme Court of the United SBtates]
DoE ET AL, v. BOLTON, ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF GEORGIA, ET AL
APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT
COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
(No. 70-40. Argued December 13, 1971—Re-

argued October 11, 1972—Decided January

22, 1973)

Georgia law proscribes an abortion except
as performed by a duly licensed Georgia
physician when necessary in “his best clini-
cal judgment” because continued pregnancy
would endanger a pregnant woman's life or
injure her health; the fetus would likely be
born with serious defects; or the pregnancy
resulted from rape. §26-1202 (a) of Ga.
Criminal Code. In addition to a requirement
that the patient be a Georgia resident and
certain other requirements, the statutory
scheme poses three procedural conditions in
§26-1202 (b): (1) that the abortion be per-
formed In a hospital accredited by the Joint
Committee on Accreditation of Hospitals
(JCAH); (2) that the procedure be approved
by the hospital staff abortion committee; and
(3) that the performing physician’s judg-
ment be confirmed by independent examina-
tions of the patient by two other licensed
physicians. Appellant Doe, an indigent mar-
ried Georgla citizen, who was denied an abor-
tion after eight weeks of pregnancy for fail-
ure to meet any of the § 26-1202 (a) condi-
tions, sought declaratory and injunctive re-
lief, contending that the Georgia laws were
unconstitutional. Others joining in the com-
plaint included Georgia-licensed physicians
(who claimed that the Georgla statutes
“chilled and deterred” their practices), reg-
istered nurses, clergymen, and social workers,
Though holding that all the plaintiffs had
standing, the District Court ruled that only
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Doe presented a justiciable controversy. In
Doe's case the court gave declaratory, but not
injunctive, relief, invalidating as an infringe-
ment of privacy and personal liberty the
limitation to the three situations specified
in § 26-1202 (a) and certain other provisions
but holding that the State’s interest in
health protection and the existence of a
“potential of independent human existence”
justified regulation through § 26-1202 (b) of
the “manner of performance as well as the
quality of the final decision to abort.” The
appellants, claiming entitlement to broader
relief, directly appealed to this Court. Held:

1. Doe's case presents a live, justiciable
controversy and she has standing to sue, Roe
v. Wade, ante, p. —, as do the physician-
appellants (who, unlike the physician in
Wade, were not charged with abortion viola-
tions), and it is therefore unnecessary to re-
solve the issue of the other appellants’ stand-
ing. Pp. 7-9.

2. A woman’s constitutional right to an
abortion is not absolute. Roe v. Wade, supra.
5

38, The requirement that a physician's deci-
sion to perform an abortion must rest upon
“his best clinical judgment" of its necessity
is not unconstitutionally vague, since that
judgment may be made in the light of all
the attendant circumstances. Unifed Stafes
v. Vuitch, 402 U.8. 62, 71-72. Pp. 10-12,

4, The three procedural conditions in
§ 26-1202(b) violate the Fourteenth Amend-
ment. Pp. 12-19.

(a) The JCAH accreditation requirement is
invalid, since the State has not shown the
only hospitals (let alone those with JCAH
accreditation) meet its interest in fully pro-
tecting the patient; and a hospital require-
ment failing to exclude the first trimester of
pregnancy would be invalid on that ground
alone, see Roe v. Wade, supra. Pp. 12-15,

(b) The interposition of a hospital com-
mittee on abortion, a procedure not applica-
ble as a matter of state criminal law to other
surgical situations, is unduly restrictive of
the patient’s rights, which are already safe-
guarded by her personal physician, Pp. 15—
17.

(¢) Required acquiescence by two co-prac-
titloners also has no rational connection with
a patient’s needs and unduly infringes on
her physician’'s right to practice. Pp. 17-19.

5. The Georgia residence requirement vio-
lates the Privileges and Immunities Clause
by denying protection to persons who enter
Georgla for medical services there. Pp, 19-20.

6. Appellants’ equal protection argument
centering on the three procedural conditions
in §26-1202(b), invalidated on other
grounds, is without merit. P. 20,

7. No ruling is made on the guestion of
injunctive relief. Cf. Roe v. Wade, supra. P,
20

319 F. Supp. 1048, modified and affirmed.

[Supreme Court of the United States]
ROE ET AL. V. WADE, DISTRICT ATTORNEY OF
Darras COUNTY
APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT
COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
(No. T0-18. Argued December 13, 1971—Re-

argued October 11, 1972—Decided Janu-

ary 22, 1973)

A pregnant single woman (Roe) brought
a class action challenging the constitution-
ality of the Texas criminal abortion laws,
which proscribe procuring or attempting
an abortion except on medical advice for
the purpose of saving the mother's life. A
licensed physician (Hallford), who had two
state abortion prosecutions pending against
him, was permitted to intervene. A childless
married couple (the Does), the wife not be-
ing pregnant, separately attacked the laws,
basing alleged injury on the future possibili-
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ties of contraceptive failure, pregnancy, un-
preparedness for parenthood, and impair-
ment of the wife’s health. A three-judge
District Court, which consolidated the ac-
tions, held that Roe and Hallford, and mem-
bers of their classes, had standing to use
and presented justiciable controversies. Rul=-
ing that declaratory, though not injunctive,
relief was warranted, the court declared
the abortion statutes void as vague and over-
broadly infringing those plaintiffs' Ninth and
Fourteenth Amendment rights. The court
ruled the Does' complaint not justiciable.
Appellants directly appealed to this Court on
the injunctive rulings, and appellee cross-
appealed from the District Court's grant of
declaratory relief to Roe and Hallford. Held:

1. While 28 U.S.C. § 125683 authorizes mo
direct appeal to this Court from the grant
or denial of declaratory relief alone, review
is not foreclosed when the case is properly
before the Court on appeal from specific
denial of injunctive relief and the arguments
as to both injunctive and declaratory relief
are necessarily identical. P. 8.

2. Roe has standing to sue; the Does and
Hallford do not. Pp. 9-14.

(a) Contrary to appellee’s contention, the
natural termination of Roe's pregnancy did
not moot her suit. Litigation involving preg-
nancy, which is “capable of repetition, yet
evading review,” is an exception to the usual
federal rule that an actual controversy must
exist at review stages and not simply when
the action is initiated. Pp. 9-10.

(b) The District Court correctly refused
injunctive, but erred in granting declaratory,
relief to Hallford, who alleged no federally
protected right not assertable as a defense
against the good-faith state prosecutions
pending against him. Samuels v. Mackell, 401
U.S. 66.

(c) The Does’ complaint, based as it is on
contingencies, any one or more of which may
not occur, is too speculative to present an
actual case or controversy. Pp. 12-14.

3. State criminal abortion laws, like those
involved here, that except from criminality
only a life-saving procedure on the mother’s
behalf without regard to the stage of her
pregnancy .and other interests involved vio-
late the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment, which protects against state ac-
tion the right to privacy, including a
woman's qualified right to terminate her

regnancy. Though the State cannot over-
ride that right, it has legitimate interests
in protecting both the pregnant woman’s
health and the potentiality of human life,
each of which interests grows and reaches a
“compelling” point at various stages of the
woman's approach to term. Pp. 36-49,

(a) For the stage prior to approximately
the end of the first trimester, the abortion
decision and its effectuation must be left to
the medical judgment of the pregnant
woman's attending physician. Pp. 36-47.

(b) For the stage subsequent to approxi-
mately the end of the first trimester, the
State, in promoting its interest in the health
of the mother, may, if it chooses, regulate
the abortion procedure in ways that are rea-
sonably related to maternal health. Pp. 43—44.

(c) For the stage subsequent to viability
the State, in promoting its interest in the
potentiality of human life, may, if it chooses,
regulate, and even proscribe, abortion except
where necessary, in appropriate medical judg-
ment, for the preservation of the life or
health of the mother. Pp. 44-48.

4. The State may define the term “physi-
cian” to mean only a physician currently li-
censed by the State, and may proscribe any
abortion by a person who is not a physician
as so defined. Pp. 34-35, 48,

5. It is unnecessary to decide the injunctive
relief issue since the Texas authorities will
doubtless [ully recognize the Court's ruling
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that the Texas criminal abortion statutes are
unconstitutional. P. 51,

314 F. Supp. 1217, affirmed in part and re-
versed in part.

BLacEMUN, J., delivered the opinion of the
Court, in which Burcer, C. J. and DoUGLAS,
BRENNAN, STEWART, MarsHALL, and PowEeLL,
JJ., joined. Burcer, C. J. and DoUGLas and
StEwarT, JJ,, filed concurring opinions.
WHITE, J., filed a dissenting opinion, in which
RennNquist, J., joined. REENQUIST, J., filled a
dissenting opinion,

The constitutional amendment—
House Joint Resolution 261—which I in-
troduced today, Mr. Speaker, would
negate the above-summarized decisions
and would reestablish the right of all
human beings, regardless of age, to life.
I include the text of my Constitutional
I include the text of my constitutional
261—at this point in the Recorp:

HouseE JoiNT RESOLUTION 261

Proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States guaranteeing the
right to life to the unborn, the ill, the aged,
or the incapacitated.

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the follow-
ing article is proposed as an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, which
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as
a part of the Constitution only if ratified by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral States within seven years from the date
of its submission by the Congress:

“ARTICLE —

“Section 1: Neither the United States nor
any State shall deprive any human being,
from the moment of conception, of life with-
out due process of law; nor deny to any
human being, from the moment of concep-
tion, within its jurisdiction, the equal pro-
tection of the laws.

“Section 2: Neither the United States nor
any State shall deprive any human being of
life on account of illness, age, or incapacity.

“Section 3: Congress and the several States
shall have the power to enforce this article
by appropriate legislation.”

By its incredible 7-to-2 decision, deny-
ing the equal protection of the law to the
unborn child, the U.S. Supreme Court
has, in one stroke, canceled the right
which the Declaration of Independence
says is the first of all the rights of man—
the inalienable right to life which is self-
evident.

The Declaration of Independence does
not say that all men are “born” equal. It
says that all men are “created” equal.

Human life begins at conception and
not at birth. Even advocates of abortion
admit this fact.

A pro-abortion editorial in the Journal
of California Medicine, September 1970,
freely speaks of—

The scientific fact, which everyone really
knows, that human life begins at conception
and is continuous whether intra—or extra-
uterine until death. The very considerable
semantic gymnastics which are required to
rationalize abortion as anything but taking
a human life would be ludicrous if they were
not often put forth under socially impecca-
ble auspices. It is suggested that this schizo-
phrenic sort of subterfuge is necessary he-
cause while a new ethic is being accepted the
old one has not yet been rejected.

Mr. Speaker, it seems, everyone really
knows except the U.S. Supreme Court.
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Indeed, the Court seems not to have even
looked at the reality of when human life
begins. The Court passes over the facts
and lamely states that—

We need not resolve the difficult guestion
of when life begins. When those trained in
the respective disciplines of medicine, philos-
ophy, and theology are unable to arrive at
any concensus, the judiciary at this point in
the development of man's knowledge, is not
in a position to speculate as to the answer.

No speculation was necessary. New
York courts have already acknowledged
that, in the contemporary medical view,
the child begins a separate life from the
moment of conception. The U.S. Supreme
Court should have determined whether
and when we can legally kill a being who
is acknowledged to be human by all sides,
instead of passing over this issue.

Apart from strictly scientific facts,
everybody does, indeed, know that a hu-
man infant is always the natural result
of a human pregnancy. No concensus
from any disciplines are required to know
this, Even a woman who seeks an abor-
tion does so because she does not want
to have a baby, not because she is dis-
turbed by any mere “piece of tissue”—
or whatever euphemism is used to avoid
speaking of the child as human. Abor-
tion always kills a living human being.
The abortionists themselves speak of an
unwanted “child,” not of something else
that is unwanted but an unwanted
“child.”

But now, Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Su-
preme Court has, in effect, declared that
if a human being is unwanted, he can
be eliminated. Where will the line be
drawn between those who can legally be
eliminated and those who cannot? The
line our highest Court itself attempts to
draw, that the law might take some no-
tice of the child who has “the capability
of meaningful life outside the mother’s
womb''—curiously, the Court itself calls
her a “mother”—is purely arbitrary. As
Dr. Eugene Diamond has said arbitrary
time limits based on so-called viability
are about as sacred as the 4-minute mile
and, indeed, it is well-known that some
legally aborted babies have lived.

We have a shocking histery in recent
vears of babies that have been aborted
alive. My colleagues might remember
when I called their attention to a baby
that had been aborted alive at the Wash-~
ington Hospital Center. An attendant
found it squirming in a refrigerator.
There were 26 babies aborted alive in
the first few months after New York
legalized abortions. Some of them have
been adopted and are living with loving
families today.

So let us not deceive ourselves as to
what it is we are talking about. We are
talking about human beings. And when
the Supreme Court in its deecisions refers
to the “potentiality of life,” it is ignoring
the medical and scientific facts. What
we are talking about is the “reality”—
the “actuality’” of life, not the “poten-
tiality” of human life.

The High Court refers in its decisions
to “meaningful life.” Inherent in that is
one of the greatest dangers facing our
country. The ominous phrase, “meaning-
ful life,” can be applied to other lives
besides those of the unborn—the sick,
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the unfit, the feebleminded, the old, the
senile, If they are unwanted and their
lives are not “meaningful,” how can they
claim protection under the law according
to the new criteria of the U.S. Supreme
Court? My amendment—House Joint
Resolution 261—would protect them as
well.

Who of us is competent to assess whose
life is meaningful? Is the man who comes
home from work and falls asleep drink-
ing beer before the television set leading
a “meaningful” life? Is an unemployed
migratory farmworkers leading a “mean-
ingful” life? Is a person who is crippled
“meaningful”? Is a child who is retarded
“meaningful”? Who judges? Who de-
cides? Who has the power and the au-
dacity to say that another individual has
a “meaningful” life and another human
being does not.

But that is what the Supreme Court,
in its shocking decision, has done.
Threats of so-called mercy killing and
other types of elimination of the unfit
are not idle threats. Extermination poli-
cies of this kind, beginning with abor-
tion, have been massively carried out
within all too recent memory in Nazi
Germany.

For nearly a generation, the world has
been asking itself, “How could the Ger-
man people under Hitler have stood by
while the smoke poured from the chim-
neys of the Nazi death camps? How
could this tremendous horror happen in
the 20th century of civilization? How
could civilized people slaughter 6 million
other human beings because they were
Jewish?"

Mr. Speaker, that shocks the con-
science of the world and will continue to
do so throughout history. But we ought to
remember the warning of George San-
tayana, who said:

Those who cannot remember the past are
condemned to repeat it.

And let us look at recent world history,
let us look at Nazi Germany. Where did
they begin? They began with abortion.
And then they went on to exterminating
those who were infirm and retarded and
in mental institutions. They conducted
medical experimentation that resulted in
the deaths of these other human beings
who did not, in the judgment of the Nazi
regime, lead “meaningful” lives. And it
was a short step from there to extermi-
nating the Jews, who, in the judgment of
the Nazi regime, did not lead “meaning-
ful” lives and did not fit in with the
concept of super race.

Well, we are on the first step, with this
decision, toward the same kind of calam-
ity for the United States of America. Can
we allow it to happen to the greatest na-
tion in the history of the world? Can
Americans stand idly by while our carn-
age through abortion mounts? More
human lives have been slaughtered
through abortion than in all the wars
in our history. Think about that.

The Supreme Court has proved by this
single decision that the Justices, who are
the final arbiters of the judicial mean-
ing of our Constitution, have not only
abandoned any pretense to respect the
spirit of that Constitution, with equal
justice under the law, but they have, as
they have as with so many other recent

January 80, 1973

decisions, ignored the will of the Amer-
ican people.

This decision comes at a time when
legislators, politically responsive to the
people by whom they were elected, have
repeatedly repudiated liberalized abor-
tion. Some 37 State legislatures have re-
jected liberalized abortion proposals. In
New York, which had enacted its lib-
eralized abortion law by one vote, the
legislature reversed its decision and re-
pealed that law, and it would have died,
except that Governor Rockefeller vetoed
it.

Connecticut and Pennsylvania’s legis-
latures have also changed their minds on
liberalized abortion laws they had pre-
viously passed. Governor Shapp also ve-
toed the action of the Pennsylvania leg-
islature, Last November in North Da-
kota the people, by referendum, rejected
abortion by a vote of 77 percent. The
voters rejected it in Michigan by a 63-
percent vote. The people have rejected
proposed laws which the U.S. Supreme
Court, by judicial fiat, has now imposed
on the entire country.

I wonder if these Supreme Court Jus-
tices reflected upon the social conse-
quences of trying to impose on the Na-
tion a legal abortion policy which cannot
and will not be accepted by millions upon
millions of Americans. This has brought
upon the Supreme Court and the Gov-
ernment itself disgrace and contempt
which neither the Court nor the legal
system or the Government can afford at
this time when lack of confidence in our
Government presents such a crisis.

The Supreme Court has not resolved
the abortion issue by this decision. The
Cowrt has instead opened up another
fissure in our already divided society.

Mr, Speaker, 116 years ago, the U.S.
Supreme Court handed down another
infamous decision—also by a lopsided
majority, a decision of which we as
Americans have been deeply ashamed
ever since. That was the Dred Scott
decision, which declared that all Amer-
icans were equal under the law, unless
they were black and were born in slavery.
One human being had the legal right
to own another human being. Slavery
was constitutional because of the Dred
Scott decision. But now we have gone
beyond that, If it was shocking to think
that one human being could own an-
other, what is it to say that one human
being can legally kill another with im-
punity. That is where we are today with
the Supreme Court decision on abortion,

Because this infamous new decision
denies, cancels, and nullifies and declares
of no effect whatsoever the constitutional
rights that have always been accorded
within our legal system to the unborn, it
will go down as “the Dred Scott decision
of the 20th century.” Ifs consequences
are incalculable.

Civilized nations have always tried to
protect their minorities. The advance of
civilization has often been eguated with
the law’s increased protection of its
weakest and most helpless members. To
declare now that one of our minority
groups, the most helpless of all, can be
legally exterminated on demand is
shocking indeed.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the rule of law;
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it is the law of the jungle when one
human being can decide to destroy an-
other human being for his convenience.

Unborn children have traditionally,
under our judicial system, had legal
rights which have been protected. They
have had the right to sue for injuries
which they sustained before birth. They
have had the right to inherit equally
with their brothers and sisters when
their father died before their birth. They
have had the right to have guardians ap-
pointed to protect their interests, There
have been decisions upheld by the same
Supreme Court where parents, because
of their religious beliefs, refused to have
transfusions of blood in order to save an
unborn child. The courts have declared
that such a parent must have these
transfusions of blood to save that unborn
child whose right to live is superior to
their right to practice their religious be~
liefs.

All this legal history has now been
jettisoned by the Supreme Court decision
on abortion.

What value will the Supreme Court
uphold if it cannot uphold the value of
human life itself, What good are property
rights, which the unborn have always
had, if they do not have the right to life?

Mr. Speaker, I hope all Americans are
as shocked as I am by this black mark
on American history, and will support

the Constitutional amendment—House"

Joint Resolution 261—which I intro-
duced today. Let us prove that America
is not morally bankrupt, even if the Su-
preme Court is. Let us prove that we still
cherish and value human life, even if the
Supreme Court does not.

The Supreme Court has made its deci-
sion. Now the Congress, the State legis-
latures, and the American people them-
selves must make their decision to over-
ride the Supreme Court decision by
amending the Constitution.

ISLAND OF CULEBRA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. DRINAN)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, over a half
century ago, Henry Adams observed
that—

During a million or two of years, every
generation in turn had toiled with endless
agony to attain and apply power, all the
while betraying the deepest alarm and horror
at the power they had created.

If he were alive today, one wonders
whether his talent for expression would
be equal to describing the present and
potential impact of weapons upon the
minds and actions of men.

These words came to mind when I read
of the plans of the U.S. Navy to extend
the shelling of the Puerto Rican island
of Culebra until 1985 instead of the prom-
ised date of June 30, 1975. The urgency
of this situation is obvious.

On November 4, 1972, former Secre-
tary of Defense Melvin Laird declared
to the Governor of Puerto Rico, the
President of the Puerto Rican Senate,
the mayor of Culebra, and the peo-
ple of Culebra and of Puerto Rico, that
use of Culebra for shelling purposes
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would be terminated no later than June
30, 1975. Despite this declaration, the
Navy has subsequently conducted a new
secret study which concludes that no less
than 10 more years of shelling of Cule-
bra are necessary in order to provide
for “the common defense.”

I rise today to protest the extension of
the shelling of Culebra in the name of
providing for the common defense of our
country. I do not believe that the secu-
rity of the United States reqguires target
practice off the shores of this island.

The fact that our Government has
made a commitment to the government
and the people of Puerto Rico, and yet
seems to have no regard for that com-
mitment, corrupts the very ideals we
hope this Nation stands for and the trust
which we hope others have for us.

One need only think of what it would
be like to have the U.8. Navy decide to
shell his or her neighboring town to un-
derstand how the people of Puerto Rico
feel about the shelling of Culebra.

The people of Puerto Rico are being
used, in essence, as guinea pigs for the
operation of the U.S. Navy. It is unfor-
tunate that the only way to see the in-
adequacies of the shelling operation is
upon the occurrence of some incident or
accident that could possibly occur.

It is an understatement to say that the
shelling has an adverse effect on the en-
vironment. This kind of damage is ir-
reversible, Another 10 years of the shell-
ing will only cause more harm and leave
more scars across the face of this bat-
tered island.

The people of Culebra are justifiably
indignant when told to evacuate areas of
the island on which they live. Fishermen
are told where they can and cannot fish
for their livelihood, and many have
claimed that their equipment has been
damaged.

I strongly support legislation to re-
quire the termination of all weapons
range activities conducted on or near the
Culebra complex as of July 1, 1975.

The people of Puerto Rico and Culebra
have been promised that the shelling
would stop by 1975 at the latest. This
promise must be kept.

BOE SIKES HAS NOW SERVED WITH
2,000 IN HOUSE, SENATE

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

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, Floridians
are proud of the record of service of the
dean of our delegation, generally re-
ferred to as the “He Coon,” my friend
and colleague, ROBERT L. F, SIKEsS.

As he begins his 33d year in the US.
House of Representatives, it is interest-
ing to note that only six of the present
Members have served longer.

Even more interesting is the fact that
Boe SikEs has now passed the 2,000 mark
in the number of Members of the House
and Senate in that time. When he took
the oath of office for the 17th time to
begin his service in the 93d Congress, he
could look back with pride on having
now served with 1,655 House Members
and 406 Members of the U.S. Senate.
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This is a remarkable record.

I think it also significant to note that
Bogs Sixes is the last Member of the Con-
gress whose father served in the Civil
War.,

If you were to look back on a well-
worn Congressional Directory issued
when Boe Sixes came to the Congress
in 1941, you would find only six names
among the membership of the House of
Representatives who are listed in the
1973 edition.

They are WRIGHT PatMan of Texas,
dean of the House with 23 terms, LESLIE
C. Arewps of Illinois, and Georce H.
Manon of Texas with 20 terms, W. R.
Poace of Texas with 19 terms, WiLsur D,
Mrris of Arkansas, with 18 terms, and F.
Epwarp HiBerT of Louisiana with 17
terms.

This distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, Mr. HEBERT,
came to the Congress with Bos Sikes,
but there was a short break in the serv-
ice of Mr. SikEs when he was on active
duty in World War II.

I think it further interesting to note
that three of the seven senior Members
of the House are from Texas. I think
it fair to say that the Lone Star State
has furnished more than its share of
distinguished leaders in the Congress,
and continues to do so today.

Bos Sikes is a wise leader and great
friend to all of the Members of my dele-
gation. When he came here in 1941,
Florida had only five Members in its
delegation in the House.

With the beginning of the Congress,
we now have 15, and I believe that the
Sunshine State is just beginning to have
a great impact on this great institution
as we move forward in the ranking of
the States.

We are proud of Bos Sikes and his
record. Not only has he served a long
time, he has served with distinction and
ability. He continues to do so today.

CENTRAL NARCOTICS REGISTER

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

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, on Septem-
ber 14, 1972, an article authored by Nat
Hentoff appeared in the Village Voice.
Mr. Hentoff raised the question of wheth-
er it served a useful purpose to require
officials to report the names of student
drug abusers to the health department
“so that those names can be placed on
the central register of the city’s addicts.”
Those who oppose the listing of the
names agree that all such necessary
statistical information required for eval-
uation purposes should be furnished by
the school authorities.

I thought Mr. Hentoff’'s question was
a valid one and that we ought to ascer-
tain from the government officials hav-
ing jurisdiction over the matter what
their positions would be. I contacted the
names below and I am distressed to say
that not everyone felt compelled to re-
spond in a matter of importance. Those
responses that were received are at-

hed.
At this point in time, the city of New
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York no longer has control over what fo
do in this matter since the State public
health law effective April 1, 1973, man-
dates a central registry of the names of
all the persons who are undergoing or
awaiting admission to an approved nar-
cotic addiction treatment program.

The responses are not unanimous in
their point of view but certainly do pro-
vide information to form a point of view.

The following letter was sent to the
names listed below:

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., October 6, 1972,

Dear : There has been a great furor
raised concerning the legal requirement in
the New York City Health Code that school
age children who are currently under treat-
ment for narcotic addiction must have their
names placed on the City Narcotic Register.
Chancellor Harvey Scribner, of the Board of
Education, has taken the position that it not
only serves no purpose to report the names
of the students to the Narcotic Register but,
in fact, it is detrimental to do so. He does it,
he says, because the law requires him to do
80 although he would prefer that the law be
changed, eliminating the requirement. The
Narcotic Register allegedly is kept for re-
search purposes and not for police purposes,
although some find that hard to believe.

Opponents of the Health Code regulation
argue that it will inhibit school children
from requesting help. It may also discourage
teachers who detect such children in their
classrooms from placing their students in
narcotic addiction programs because of the
fear that those children ultimately would
carry the stigma throughout their lives, even
after rehabilitation. This is a matter which
concerns more than 25,000 school children
in New York City since more than that num-
ber have been estimated by the New York
City Board of Education to be hard narcotic
users.

I would appreciate knowing your position
in this matter. Do you believe that it is help-
ful to have these students’ names filed with
the Narcotic Register (the proposal of those
who oppose this requirement is that the
number of student narcotic users be filed
with the Register for research purposes, but
not the names) and if you do, what benefits
follow from such disclosures? If you are op-
posed to the recording of these names, I
would appreciate having your statement to
that effect.

Your comments on this matter and how it
should be handled would be of great impor-
tance to me in formulating my own position.

Sincerely,
Epwarp I. KocH.
List

The Honorable Patrick Murphy, Police
Commissioner, 240 Centre Street, New York,
New York 10013. (Response follows.)

The Honorable Elliott Richardson, Secre-
tary of Health, Education and Welfare,
Washington, D.C. (Response follows.)

Gordon Chase, Administrator, Health
Services Administrator, the City of New
York, 1256 Worth Street, New York, New York
10013. (Response follows.)

Mary C. McLaughlin, M.D., Commissioner
of Health, Department of Health, 126 Worth
Street, New York, New York 10013. (Response
follows.)

Hollls S. Ingraham, M.D., Commissioner
of Health, State of New York, Department of
Health, 84 Holland Avenue, Albany, New
York, 12208. (Response i1ollows.)

The Honorable Nelson Rockefeller, Gov-
ernor, State Capitol, Albany, New York. (No
reply received.)

The Honorable John V. Lindsay, Mayor,
City of New York, City Hall, New York, New
York., (No reply received.)

Mpyles Ambrose, Special Assistant to At-
torney General, Office of Drug Abuse, Law

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Enforcement, Department of Justice, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20530. (Interim response only.)

John E. Ingersoll, Director, Bureau of Nar-
cotics and Dangerous Drugs, 1405 I Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20637. (Response fol-
lows.)

Ewald B. Nyquist, Commissioner of Edu-
cation, Education Department, Albany, New
York 12224, (No reply received.)

Jerome H. Jaffe, M.D., Director, Executive
Office of the President, Special Action Office
for Drug Abuse Prevention, Washington, D.C.
20500, (Interim telephone response only.)

Joseph Monserrat, President, New York
City Board of Education, 510 East 86th Street,
New York, New York. (No response received.)

Seymour P. Lachman, Vice President, New
York City Board of Education, 100 Avenue
P, Brooklyn, New York 11204.

Murry Bergtaum, Member, New York City
Board of Education, 144-20 88th Drive, Kew
Garden Hills, New York 11367. (No response
received.)

Isiah E. Robinson, Jr., 40 West 135th Street,
New York, New York 10037. (Response fol-
lows.)

Mary E. Meade, Member, New York City
Board of Education, 55 Austin Place, Staten
Island, New York. (No reply received.)

THE CIiTY oF NEw YORK,
PoLicE DEPARTMENT,
New York, N.Y. January 5, 1973.
Hon. Eowanrp I. EocH,
Member of Congress,
New York, N.Y.

Dear ConNgrEssMaN KocH: In response -to
your letter of October 6, 1972, regarding the
Narcotics Register. I have reviewed the pro-
visions of the New York City Health Code
and the purposes of the Narcotics Register.

The function of the Health Services Ad-
ministration’s Narcotics Register is to collect
data concerning drug abuse in New York
City, analyze the data and evaluate changing
patterns of drug abuse throughout the City.
The Register cooperates with other City and
government agencies including the New York
City Police Department in an attempt to im=-
prove reporting and by providing statistical
information.

The Register does not disclose identities
and releases only statistical data and studies
which emanate from them.

In view of the confidentiality of the infor-
mation, the New York City Police Depart-
ment has no objection to supplying data to
the Narcotics Register of the Health Services
Administration. Since this Department has
no relation to the Narcotics Register, other
than that of a supplier of information, I be-
lieve that some of the questions you raise
could be better considered by the Health
Services Administration which maintains the
Narcotics Register itself.

Sincerely,
Patrick V. MurPHY,
Police Commissioner.

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH,
EpvucaTioN, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1972,
Hon. Epwarbp I, KEocH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C,

DeAr Me. EocH: This is in further response
to your letter of October 6 expressing your
concerns about the New York City Health
Code requirement that school-age children
under treatment for narcotic addiction must
have their names placed on the City Nar-
cotics Register.

There i1s no question that the data to be
derived from the Narcotics Register are ex-
tremely valuable. Such a resource makes it
possible to estimate the number of narcotic
addicts in specific age groups, ethnic groups
or other categories of interest, provides a
basis for studies of the experience of addicts
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over time and serves as a tool for various ad-
ditional kinds of research on the addiction
problem. Such information is crucial in de-
veloping policy and programs in the area of
narcotic addiction. Recently it was neces-
sary for the Office of Management and Budg-
el to obtain a national estimate of the
number of narcotic addicts for purposes of
national policy and programming. The New
York City Narcotics Register was the only re-
source which had hard data available to
serve as a basis for such an estimate,

Experience in various fields of health and
soclal problems has indicated that it is es-
sential to report names to a case register
when the purpose of that register is to link
records from a number of sources so that the
number of unigue individuals can be deter-
mined, and information on an individual
from various sources can be combined. At-
tempts to accomplish this kind of record
linkage without names, but using other items
of information, have not proved at all suc-
cessful.

When information by name of individual is
reported to a central resource for research
purposes, as in the Narcotics Register, there
must be adequate safeguards against disclo-
sure of such information to any individual
or agency. It is my understanding that the
law which requires reporting of cases to the
Narcotics Register also protects the records
in the Register against subpoena and against
inspection by persons other than authorized
personnel of the New York City Health De=
partment. As you Indicate in your letter,
however, there is much concern over the pos.
sibility of unauthorized disclosures of infor-
mation.

Since this issue has been raised in other
contexts as well, in February 1972, I ap-
pointed an Advisory Committee on Auto-
mated Personal Data Systems. This Commit-
tee is charged with the task of assisting the
Department in developiing recommendations
for safeguards against harmful consequences
which may result from the use and manage-
ment of automated personal data systems,
including recommendations relative to the
issuance and use of the social security nums-
ber and recommendations of measures for
redress of such harmful consequences. These
recommendations are to include specifica-
tion of actions that may be taken to achieve
their implementation, including Federal and
State legislation, administrative action by
Federal and State departments, agencies and
officials, and actions by private organizations
which use automated personal data systems.
The report of this Committee i3 expected to
be completed in December 1972, I shall be
glad to share this information with you when
it is available.

With kindest regards.

Sincerely,
ELLIOT RICHARDSON,
Secretary.

THE CIitY oF New Yomk,
HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRATION,
New York, N.Y., October 31, 1972,
Hon. Eowarp 1. KocH,
Congressman,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Ep: Thank you for your letter of
October 6, regarding the New York City Nar-
cotica Register.

David S. Seeley, Director of the Public
Health Education Association, in a letter
to Commissioner Cimino raised precisely the
questions which concern you regarding the
Health Code reporting requirements and con-
fidentiality of the Register. Dr. Cimino's
response which seems sensible to me, is at-
tached.

Perhaps a member of your staff would like
to meet with Dr. Robert Newman who has
just been appointed Director of the Nar-
cotics Register. Bob's number is 966-6312,
and he would be pleased to hear from your
office. Needless to say, I would be delighted
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to meet with you on the subject anytime

Sincerely,
GORDON CHASE,
Administrator.
THE Crry oFf NEw YORE,
CoMMISSIONER OF HEALTH,
New York, N.Y., October 31, 1972.
Mr. Davip S. SEELEY,
Director, Public Health Education Associa-
tion, New York, N.Y.

Dear Mr. SegLeY: Thank you for your let-
ter of September 1, in which you very articu-
lately express your concerns regarding the
New York City Narcotics Register and the
relevant Health Code regulations governing
reporting and confidentiality. I shall try to
address this response to the specific points
you raised.

There is considerable misunderstanding re-
garding the functions of the New York City
Health Department Narcotics Register. Its
purpose is not to simply count addicts, as
is so frequently implied in the news media.
Were this the primary objective, then it
would truly be difficult to justify the Reg-
ister's existence, especially since there are
many inherent limitations which would
render even the most carefully prepared ap-
proximation of prevalence just that: an ap-
proximation.

Rather, the Narotics Register is a unique
source of extremely useful epidemiological
data. In approaching the menace of addiction
in our City in a rational way, it is critically
important to know what hypothesis can be
supported regarding the natural course of
addiction, which population groups are al-
ready most involved in drug abuse, and where
addiction is most heavily located. Addition-
ally, the Register has proven itself an ex-
cellent means of helping evaluate various
prevention and treatment programs. Clearly,
the more complete the reporting of drug
abusers is, the more effectively these func-
tions can be carried out.

It has always been the position of the
Health Department to provide absolute con-
fidentiality to all individual records received
by the Narcotics Register. There has never
been the slightest wavering in the Depart-
ment's firm adherence to this position. While
one can obviously never predict the future,
I sincerely believe that the chances of devi-
ating from the present uncompromising pol-
icy are extremely remote. We are very much
aware of the futility of mandating compli-
ance with reporting regulations when there
is a fear that there may be resultant harm
to the individual being reported. The rela-
tively complete reporting which we have
achieved to date is not due to zealous en-
forcement of legal requirements, but rather
to the consistent assurance, in word and in
deed, that confidentiality will be protected.
Without firm safeguards, we recognize that
a Register such as this would be meaning-
less. Thus the commitment to the existence
of a Register must by definition be comple-
mented by an equal commitment to confi-
dentiality.

I appreciate the concern you express re-
garding section 11.07(c¢) of the Health Code
and the fact that reports of “drug abuse’ are
not expressly protected in the wording of
section 11.07 (a). We have already taken
steps to introduce an amendment to the
existing Code which would explicitly and
unequivocally prohibit any disclosure of in-
dividual information collected by the Reg-
Ister.

The status of the Register s constantly
being evaluated by our staff and I presented
the issue to the members of the Board of
Health at the October meeting. There was
unanimous agreement by the Board to re-
view the purposes and potentials of the Re-
gister on an ongoing basis.

Regarding the specific question of report-
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ing school-age known or suspected drug
abusers, we do not feel that this presents a
special case, nor that additional safeguards
are indicated. It is our position that total
confidentiality must be provided all records
received by the Narcotics Register. Perhaps
those who focus their concern on school chil-
dren are implying that less than stringent
rules against disclosure may be appropriate
for older age-groups. We reject this view
because we are convinced that unequivocal
confidentiality must apply to the adult as
well as the child, to the self-reported hard-
core heroin addict as well as to the indi-
vidual reported by a physician who suspects
drug use, etc.

For similar reasons, we have not considered
“dropping” names from the Register even
when a person is certified as being “cured’.
First, the concept of cure is probably inap-
propriate for a chronic and notoriously re-
lapsing condition such as drug addiction.
Secondly, with the broad scope of the Reg-
ister funetion specified previously, it is as
important to learn which persons, under
which conditions, are not subsequently re-
ported as active drug users as it is to be able
to follow the course of those who are subse-
guently reported. Finally, as stated above, our
rigid adherence to the principle of confi-
dentiality must be applied to all reports in
the Register, and it would again imply less
than total commitment to this principle if
we removed certain names from the data
files.

The suggestion that some or all of the re-
ports received by the Register could serve a
useful purpose even if not identified by name
is not feasible. Neither the nature of the
addiction problem, nor changing trends over
time, nor even the process of quantifying
the problem could be achieved without the
inclusion of names and other identifying
information.

Finally, I agree that the knowledge that
reports will be sent to a Register may deter
persons who want and need help from seek-
ing treatment, if the reports are not pro-
tected by the sirongest possible assurances of
confidentiality. This has been recognized
since the days of Hippocrates, and is explic-
itly acknowledged in New York State legal
decisions rendered as long ago as the 1820's.
Without confidentiality, a Narcotics Register
would serve no useful purpose, and would
pose an extraordinary potential infringement
of liberties. With confidentiality, it can be a
major help in dealing with one of the most
tragic problems which has ever confronted
our society.

To summarize, I appreciate and share your
concerns. We are by no means working at
cross purposes in our mutual insistence for
absolute confidentiality of all records. The
sort of citizen participation which your let-
ter represents will probably prove even more
effective in achieving our aims than the
most carefully worded laws.

Sincerely yours,
Joserr A. Covmwo, MDD, MPH,
Commissioner of Health.

THE C1TY OF NEW YORK,
HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRATION,
October 11, 1972,
Hon. Epwazp I. EocH,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. EocH: Since January 1972 Dr.
Joseph A. Cimino has been Commissioner of
Health and Chairman of the Board of Health.
Bince your letter was directed to me in that
position I assume you want the official state-
ment from that office.

I have sent your leter to Dr. Cimino. I am
sure you will get an early response.

Sincerely yours,
Mary C. McLavcHLIN, M.D.,, M.PH.,
Deputy Health Services Administrator.
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StaTE oF NEW YORE,
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
Albany, October 16, 1972,
Hon. Epwazrn I. EocH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear ConNGrREssMAN KocH: I have given
your letter of October 6 a great deal of
thought. You solicit my views on the New
York City Health Code's requirement that
children under treatment for narcotic addic-
tion have their mames placed on the City
Narcotic Register.

The discovery and reporting of persons who
are afflicled with a disease or illness is often
the necessary first step in the epidomiological
study of an illness. However, the history of
public health is full of illustrations where
the reporting of disease was opposed on
grounds that it would subject individuals to
undeserved penalties and to social ostracism.
One illustration is the great furor in New
York City early in this century when the City
Health Commissioner Biggs made tuber-
‘culosis reportable for the first time. As
unpleasant as the maintenance of tuber-
culosis registries was for individuals at that
time, study and use of data accumulated
played a large role in bringing about a reduc-
tion in unnecesary deaths and suffering.

There are always pros and cons on these
issues. Obviously, if Chancellor Scribner is
correct and no purpose is being served by
the register, then it is difficult indeed to
Jjustify its operation. Yet, the New York City
Board of Health had their own reasons for
enacting this requirement. Perhaps things
are not as bad as Chancellor Scribner in-
dicates. In any event, his objections become
academlc since the last session of the Legisla~
ture enacted a similar statewide requirement,
effective April 1, 1973, mandating a central
Tegistry of the names of all the persons who
are undergoing or awaiting admission to an
approved narcotic addiction treatment pro-
gram. Specifically, this requirement is set
forth in Section 3356 and 3372 of the New
York State Public Health Law. The actions
taken by the New York City Board of Health
are consistent with this law.

I am enclosing a photocopy of the two
mentioned Sections for your information;
they are part of a new Article 33 of the New
York State Public Health Law which was
developed by the Joint Legislative Commis-
sion on Drug Addiction chaired by Assembly-
man Chester Hardt from Erie County. There
was a great deal of preparatory study be-
fore enactment, and the new Article was
debated in at least two sessions of the New
Tl(;;; State Legislature before its passage in

Bincerely yours,
HoLrrs S. INGrRAEAM, M.D,,
Commissioner of Health.

PHOTOCOPY
§ 3356. Central registry confidentiality

1. The department shall establish a cen-
tral registry as part of which the following
information shall be assembled:

(a) the name and other identifying data
relating to each reported addict;

(b) the status of each addict awaiting ad-
mission to an approved program or programs;

(c) the status of each addict in an ap-
proved program.

2. Identifying data in such registry with
respect to an individual addict shall be
available only to a practitioner attempting
to ascertain the status of an addict seeking
treatment with him or admission to a pro-
gram with which he is associated,

Added L.1972, c. 878, § 2.

Effective Date. Section T of L.—1972, ¢. 878,
provided that this section s effective April 1,
1973,

§ 3372. Practitioner patient reporting
It shall be the duty of every attending
practitioner and every consulting practi-
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tioner to report promptly to the commis-
gioner, or his duly designated agent, the
name and, if possible, the address of, and
such other data as may be required by the
commissioner with respect to, any person
under treatment if he finds that such person
is an addict or a habitual user of any nar-
cotic drug. Such report shall be kept con-
fidential and may be utilized only for sta-
tistical, epidemiological or research purposes,
except that those reports which originate in
the course of a criminal proceeding other
than under section two hundred ten of the
mental hygiene law shall be subject only to
the confidentiality requirements of section
thirty-three hundred seventy-one of this
article. Added L.1972, c. 878, § 2.

Effective Date. Section 7 of L.—1972, ¢. 878,
provided that this section is effective April 1,
1973.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OfFICE FoR DrUG ABUSE Law
ENFORCEMENT,

Washington, D.C., October 13, 1972.
Hon. Epwaeb I. KocH,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr REPRESENTATIVE KocH: Your letter to
Mpyles Ambrose of October 6, 1972, refers to
the very difficult problem of the legal re-
quirement in the New York City Health Code
that school age children who are currently
under treatment for narcotic addiction must
have their names placed on the City Narcotic
Register. Mr. Ambrose is currently out of
town, and, in his absence, I want to acknowl-
edge receipt of your letter.

Please be assured that your letter will be
brought to his personal attention as soon as
possible.

Sincerely yours,
RodGer H. JONES,
Ezxecutive Officer.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
BUREAU OF NARCOTICS AND DanN-
GEROUS DRUGS,

Washington, D.C., October 11, 1972.
Hon. Epwarp I. EoCcH,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgz, KocH: This is in response to
your recent letter requesting my views on the
New York City Health Code requirement that
the names of addicted school children be re-
ported to the City Narcotic Register. 4

I must state at the outset that the details
of this requirement or the reasons therefor
are unknown to me and I am unable to pro-
vide you with a truly informed opinion. Such
a requirement, at best, would be of extremely
limited value to law enforcement authorities
and would certainly be of no value to our
own enforcement effort.

As a general rule, I am inclined to the
view that Government officials—Federal,
State and local—need as much sound infor-
mation as possible on which to make policy
decisions. The interest in identifying student
addicts and providing them with treatment
should be motivated principally by concern
for their welfare and should not In any way
stigmatize them. Nevertheless, only a careful
study of local practices and requirements
could properly weigh the respective potentials
for harm and benefit in such a reporting
system.

1 would suggest that you further consult
Dr. Jerome Jaffe, Director of the Special Ac-
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention for an
opinion as to the necessity or desirability of
requiring such records for medical purposes,

Sincerely,
JoHN E. INGERSOLL,
Director.
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Boarp oF EpvucaTiow
OF THE CITY OF NEwW YORK,
Brooklyn, N.Y., October 19, 1972.
Hon. Epwarp I. EocH,
Member of Congress,
New York, N.Y.

DeArR ConNcrRESSMAN KocH: This is to ac-
knowledge your letter of October 6, 1972 with
respect to the Narcotic Register under the
New York City Health Code. I think it fair
to point out that Chancellor Harvey Scrib-
ner's position on this matter is at variance
with the Board's posture for the last few
yvears. He has taken this position as a mat-
ter of law, for which we cannot fault him.

Since the day we took office as the In-
terim Board, we have been trying to get two
points at issue clarified by the Board of
Health in this city.

1. The purpose and use of the Narcotic
Register as it applies to school children.

2. An agreement on the design and type
of form to be used by the school system.

On the first point at issue we have been
given a lot of broad generalities which
amounts to research purposes. Accordingly,
we have insisted for this purpose to be served
total numbers by grade, school, borough and
age group, which is all that is necessary,
since the number of Joneses or Smiths
would have no relevance. We have also been
advised that the names are vitally necessary
and would be held in the strictest confidence.
We were assured that such names would not
be used for police purposes or any other way
that would do violence to the student’s fu-
ture.

When the guestion of referral and treat-
ment surfaced, we were told that the Nar-
cotic Register would not be used for that
purpose because there are not enough facil-
ities available for such referrals or treatment.

Recognizing the fact that names must be
reported to comply with the City Health
Code, we asked, "Under what conditions or
by what mechanisms or procedures are
names dropped or removed from the Narcotic
Register?” We were told that there are no
such conditions, mechanisms or procedures
for dropping or removing names from the
register.

These and other concerns raise many
doubts in our minds about the possible use
and abuse, purpose and objectives of the
Narcotic Register. Accordingly, we have been
loathed to issue general policy directives
as suggested by the Health Department but
have restricted our policy to the reporting of
known addicts to the Narcotic Register.

One of our biggest handicaps is our in-
ability to get from each school the kind of
reports that can be documented as walid
evidence of the extent of drug use and abuse.
On the other hand, what we do get could
be valid but it in no way resembles the ap-
parent inflated guesstimates of Commis-
sloner Curran, Abraham Beame, The Fleisch-
mann Commission, or any other reports that
are used, quoted and believed as gospel. It
is the comparisons of our reports with these
outside guesstimates that create the impres-
sion that we are either hiding the problem
or, worse still, are burying our heads in the
sand.

Assuming that these guesstimates are
nearer the truth, as most people have been
led to believe, we are shocked into disbelief
when the political commitment to the City,
State and Federal governments are demon-
strated by the closing of treatment and refer-
ral centers and the redirection of prevention
programs through a reduction of funds.

If we agree that there Is a problem, then
it is going to take the collective efforts of
all agencies of government to solve it. The
school system certainly cannot and should
not be made to bear the total burden and
responsibility for it.
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I appreclate your interest in my views and
trust that we can count on your good office
in addressing viable solutions.

Sincerely,
Isatam E. ROBINSON,
Member.

LAZAR LIUBARSKY—PROFILE OF A
SOVIET JEW

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorb.)

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, the plight of
Soviet Jewry has been discussed many
times on the floor of this Congress and
in the country over the past several years.
Yet, the Soviet Government, despite in-
ternational pressure, is continuing its
harassment of its Jewish population.

Lazar Liubarsky is one of the few
Jews in Rostov to apply to emigrate
to Israel. Since he submitted that appli-
cation he has been charged with hav-
ing violated paragraph 190-1 of the
RSFSR criminal code pertaining to
“slandering” the Soviet system. The al-
leged slander consists of signing a large
number of petitions addressed to So-
viet authorities. Moreover, he has re-
cently been accused of “revealing state
secrets.” Those who have knowledge of
the situation know that these charges
are bizarre and solely used for the pur-
pose of harassment and intimidation.

Lazar Liubarsky is chief engineer for
the Institute of High Tension Networks
in Rostov. Being alone in the struggle
in a town where there are no Western
correspondents and few Western tour-
ists, Liubarsky has been isolated from
other Jews who are active in the Jewish
struggle.

Mr. Liubarsky was subject to much
harassment even before his arrest. He
was interrogated by the KGB. His
daughter was sent threatening letters at
her school. She was asked to denounce
her father, because he wanted to emi-
grate to Israel. When he was arrested on
July 18, 1972, an extensive search was
made of his home and notes he had
made during the 1970-71 interrogations
were confiscated. Even when his wife
went to Moscow to engage a lawyer for
his defense, her request was refused by
the chairman of the presidium of the
Moscow Association of Lawyers, as in the
Markman case.

His case may have far-reaching im-
plications in other Soviet cities. The So-
viet authorities have attempted to link
his alleged activities with those of Mos~
cow activists with reference to initiating
and signing “slanderous” petitions.

Mr. Speaker, we must speak out about
the intolerable treatment of the Jewish
community in the Soviet Union. I urge
our colleagues to support the congres-
sional efforts to bar most favored nation
privileges to the Soviet Union unless it
lifts from the necks of the Soviet Jews
wishing to leave the U.S.S.R., the require-
ments that ransom be paid and cease
the appalling treatment against its own
Soviet Jewish citizens.




January 30, 1973
A CASE OF INFLAMMATORY LAN-
GUAGE IN ADVERTISING

(Mr, KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this

point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-

traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I believe that
it is important in our society that racial
antagonism not be escalated by unthink-
ing action of individuals or corporations.

In late December, an advertising
poster for the motion picture, “Black
Gunn,” was hung in New York subways
which I felt could only be deemed an in-
citement to violence. In this instance the
inflammatory rhetoric pivoted on racism
and thus was doubly to be deplored.

The correspondence which I had with
Chairman William Ronan of the MTA
and Columbia Pictures follows. I am
pleased to report that the matter has
been concluded in a way which is helpful
to everyone:

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., January 4, 1973.
WiLLiam J. Rowan,
Chairman, Metropolitan Transportation Au-
thority, New York, N.Y.

Dear Brun: I want to bring to your atten-
tion a very distressing situation which
should concern the MTA.

In the subways there is presently an ad-
vertisement for a picture known as Black
Gunn which contains the following lan-
gauge:

“For every drop of Black blood spilled. . ..
A white man pays.”

Surely that can only be deemed an incite-
ment to violence and must be deplored.
While I know that the MTA does not handle
advertising directly, and that it's done by a
licensee, the MTA does have a responsibllity
in this matter. Advertisements for the pie-
ture carried in the newspapers do not con-
tain this inflammatory language. This is not
a matter of censorship as you well know,
since the advertisement is commercial in
nature and its does not have the protection
of the First Amendment.

I have brought this matter to the atten-
tion of Commissioner Eleanor Holmes Nor-
tion and I know she will be in touch with
you shortly.

All the best to you in the New Year,

Sincerely,
Epwarp I. EocH.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., January 4, 1973.
Mr. STANLEY SCHNEIDER,
President, Columbia Pictures Corp.
New York, N.Y.

DEeAr Mr. ScHNEIDER: I was distressed to see
an advertisement of Columbia Pictures de-
scribing the picture Black Gunn reciting in
its advertising copy, in the subways, the fol-
lowing language:

“For every drop of Black blood spilled . . ..
A white man pays.”

This is surely an incitement to violence
and I ask that you have the placards and
other media using that language withdrawn
forthwith from ecirculation.

This is not a matter of free speech or
censorship, In that Columbia Pictures is
using the language solely for commerecial pur-
poses. Frankly what bothers me most is that
there will be Blacks and whites, rightfully
offended by the language, who may ascribe it
to the Black community rather than Colum=-
bia Pictures, which I believe deserves censure
for its use.
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I would appreciate a prompt response from

you.
Bincerely,
Eowarp I, KoCH.

New YorE CITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY,

Brooklyn, N.Y., January 15, 1973.
Hon. Epwarp I, KocH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Ep: This is in reply to your letter
dated January 4, 1973 regarding the subway
advertisement for the picture Black Gunn.

I agree with you that the wording on the
poster was in extremely poor taste. All of the
posters with the language “For every drop of
Black blood spilled. . . . A white man pays"
were removed during the first week of this
month. These posters were replaced by others
which read “Jim Brown is the dynamite dude
named Gunn! When the man comes up with
mob violence its time to Gunn him down.”

It is regrettable that deplorable Incidents
such as this occur, even on an infrequent
basis. New York Subway Advertising Com-
pany, Inc. has been directed to exercise great-
er caution and judgement in the posting of
all future copy. They have also been directed
to gain approval from this Authority when
the slightest doubt exists.

Sincerely,
Winriam J. RONAN,
Chairman.

CoLUuMBIA PICTURES,
New York, N.Y., January 18, 1973,
Hon. Eowarp I. EocH,
Congress of the United States,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CoONGRESSMAN KocH: Mr. Stanley
Schneider has asked me to thank you for
your letter of January 4, 1973 on the subject
of the copy contained in our initial adver-
tisement for the motion picture, Black Gunn.

Columbia Pictures has shared your con-
cern over the copy in question and chose to
eliminate it from the film’s media campaign
almost immediately after its first appearance.
The copy which first appeared in newspapers
on Sunday, December 17, was withdrawn from
use on Thursday, December 21.

It was also used on the Black Gunn sub-
way posters and these were replaced with en-
tirely new displays with the copy eliminated
on January 2, 1973.

I might add that in the initial use of this
copy it was never the intention of Columbia
Pictures nor the Zebra Advertising Agency,
creators of the line, to do anything but to
call attention to a new motion picture whose
story dealt with the desire for vengeance on
the part of a restaurant owner played by Jim
Brown following the murder of his brother
by members of an organized crime syndicate.

Nevertheless, the points raised in your
letter are indeed valid and cannot be over-
looked. Thank you for voicing them.

Sincerely,
RICHARD EKAHN.

BISHOP ALBERT R. ZUROWESTE
OBSERVES 25TH ANNIVERSARY AS
BISHOP OF BELLEVILLE DIOCESE

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
this past Sunday, January 28, it was my
privilege to attend the concelebrated
Mass of Thanksgiving at St. Peter's Ca-
thedral in Belleville, Ill., marking the
Most Reverend Albert R. Zuroweste's 25th
anniversary as bishop of Belleville.
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This silver jubilee of Bishop Zuro-
weste’'s Episcopal ordination was a day
of prayer and thanksgiving in honor of a
remarkable man who has dedicated his
whole life to the service of God and the
betterment of his fellow man. The bish-
op’s spiritual leadership and dedication
have been inspiring to all who have come
in contact with him. Few men have had
the impact Bishop Zuroweste has had on
the people of the Belleville diocese, which
includes most of southern Illinois.

Bishop Zuroweste’'s jubilee message
underscores his dedication. It is a mes-
sage of humility, love, and hope, and
sense of purpose. I include it at this point
in the REcorp:

JUBILEE MESSAGE

On January 28, 1973 I will observe the
25th anniversary of my episcopal ordination.
The principal liturgical ceremony will be a
concelebrated Mass in the Cathedral. This
Mass of Thanksgiving for the graces and di-
vine gifts bestowed upon me as a successor
of the Apostles will be offered in union with
the clergy, religious and laity of the Diocese.
I ask all of you to join with me In prayer
that Christ and His Blessed Mother will con-
tinue to watch over us and guide our foot-
steps along the path of righteousness and
virtue. Above all, I pray that this anniver-
sary will be an occasion of spiritual renewal
and rededication to the service of Christ and
His Church for all in the Diocese.

An anniversary is a time of memories, the
recalling of past events that have influenced
one’s life, Many joyful memories crowd into
my mind as I think of the devoted priests,
religious and laity with whom I have had the
privilege to work. They have influenced my
life by their love for God and fellowmen, and
their dedication to Christ and His Church.
They have been with me through good days
and days In which the shadow of the cross
pressed heavily upon us. To all I owe a debt of
gratitude for their support and encourage-
ment through the years.

The world of 1973 is a different world from
the world of 256 years ago. While it is true
that human nature is the same, attitudes
have changed. These attitudes are visible to
all serious thinking people. Some changes
have been for the good, others flaunting
God's commandments and Church Law, have
brought discontent, dissatisfaction and sad-
ness,

Today we hear more about the love of
neighbor and less about the love of God.
And yet this is one commandment: the love
of God first and then the love of neighbor.
We cannot observe one without observing
the other, Only by a return to love of God
and neighbor through a spiritual renewal
will peace and hope be found. In these trou-
bled times there is reason for hope. Christ
is still with His Church and the Holy Spirit
continues to guide and rule it.

Every age has had its upheavals and
men have bewailed them. This is truly an
age of challenge and we must meet this chal-
lenge with courage and perseverance. Let us
not lament but let us be alert to the oppor-
tunities God is presenting to us at this period
by His providence. Every great historical re-
birth has been issued in a long night of
struggle, and finally emerged only after tor=-
turing trials. Our present day evils are not
intrinsically different from those of earlier
times. We simply hear more about them.

In observing this episcopal anniversary my
prayer is for a renewal of our loyalty to the
Holy Father and to Christ's Church. I ask
again that each of you rededicate yourself
to a Christian life and to Christian princi-
ples. In particular, do I appeal to the youth
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of our Diocese on which the future of our
Church depends. I am aware that the ob-
stacles placed in your path to virtuous Mving
are tremendous. ¥et I have confidence in

your ability to overcome these obstacles and
live according to the teachings of the Church.
It is in the observance of God’s law and the
avoldance of sin that you will ind true peace
and happiness,
In The Messenger today are presented some
projects

of clergy, religious and laity. Without this
loyal support, the past 25 years would have
been most difficult. Today with all my heart
I say thank you and God bless you.

As Third Bishop of Belleville, Bishop
Zuroweste is known as a great teacher
and spiritual leader. ITn a special supple~
ment to the Diocesean newspaper the

. . . For Your Years of Dedi-
cation and Service,” it eaptures the es-
sence and spirit of this great man:

Undoubtedly St. Paul was the greatest
missionary in the history of the Church. To
help him bring the Gospel to all men he
chose a young man by name of Timothy to
be his companion on his missonary journeys.
Eventually Paul consecrated Timothy a
Bishop and placed him in charge of the
Church at Ephesus.

Later, when Paul was a prisoner in Rome,
he wrote to his protege to explain what a
Bishop is and what a Bishop is expected to
do. Paul was never one to mince words. He
exhorted Timothy to stir up God's grace that
is in him by wirtue of his high office. It was
guite obvious to Paul that Timothy, who
received the power of a Bishop from his own
hands, ikewise was given the fullness of the
priesthood.

Paul, therefore, did not hesitate to tell his
protege quite frankly: “Stir up the grace of
God which is in you by the laying on of my
hands."”

Paul reminded Timothy that Ged had
called him to be a Bishop not for his own
sake, but to do the work of the Church. Paul
declared to the young Bishop: “He has re-
deemed us and called us, with a holy call-
ing, not according to our own works, but
according to his own purpose.”

Paul placed the obiigations of the Episco-
pacy sgquarely before Timethy: “Preach the
word, be urgent in season, out of season, re-
preve, entreat, rebuke with all patience and
teaching . . . but be watchful in all things,
bear with tribulations patiently, work as a
preacher of the Gospel, fulfill your ministry.”
Paul made it quite clear that a musé
be a teacher and a defender of the doctrine
of Christ, a priest at sacred worship and a
minister for governing the Church.

Twenty-five years ago Bishop Albert Zuro-
weste was entrusted with his own “Ephesus’,
and like Timothy was reminded that he, too,
was given a holy calling, not according to
his own works, but according to God's own
purpose.

One can be sure that at the time Bishop
Zuroweste was fully aware of the Seriptural
exhortation: “to preach the word, be urgent
in season and out of season . . . be watchful
in all things . . . bear tribulations patiently
+ - » and work as a preacher of the Gospel.”

And today . . . having listened well . . .
our Bishop can reflect on the recent words
of Pope Paul himself commenting on a sim-
ilar : "An anniversary such as
thik {s always a source of happiness because
it recalls the service you have given to the
People of God. The fundamental achievermnent
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of'your twenty-five years Is that you have
made it possible for Jesus Christ to live
through faith and love in many hearts and
i many communities.”

Few priests are asked to shoulder the
heavy responsibilities of the Episcopacy. Yet
twenty-five years ago Monsignor Albert R.
Zuroweste was chosen to accept this burden
for the welfare of the Church. At age 46 he
was a comparatively young priest to be ac-
corded this distinguished position of trust.

With his consecration as our third Bishop
we were assured that the sacramental life of
the Church here would flourish, that Christ
in the Holy Eucharist would be present as
victim and as food;, and that the spiritual
needs of the People of God would be satisfied.

Just as Timothy followed in Paul's foot-
steps, so the modern day Bishops share the
office of Apostle for those who are members
of Christ through Paith and Baptism. For
twenty-five years Bishop Zuroweste has given
himself completely to this task, leading the
faithful In prayer and sacrifice and service.
He has been teacher and pastor, father and
guide to the people entrusted to his care.
Unstintingly he has given of himself in the
many-faceted role of administering the Dio-
cese of Belleville.

In comeclusion, I inelude the article in
the Friday, January 26, edition of the
Messenger detailing the celebration:
PeoPLE OF Gop To Howor BisHOP ZUROWESTE

oxN His SrivEr JUBILEE

BeLLEVILLE—Sunday, January 28, will be a
day of joy and celebration in honor of Bishop
Albert R. Zuroweste's 25th anmiversary of
Episcopal Ordination,

But it also will be a day of prayer, thanks-
giving and petition. Bishop Zuroweste sets
the tenor of the celebration in his Jubilee
Message to the People of God (page one of
today's supplement). He writea:

“I ask all of you to join with me in prayer
that Christ and His Blessed Mother will con-
tinue to watch over us and guide our foot-
steps along the path of righteousness and
virtue. Above all, I pray that this anniversary
will be an occasion of spiritual renewal and
rededication to the service of Christ and His
Church for all in the Diocese.”

The People of God will gather at the after-
noon Mass and at the evening reception to
thank Bishop Zuroweste for his years of serv-
ice. Many highlights of the past quarter-
century are recalled in the supplement in-
cluded in today's edition. (See center sec-
tiom.)

The jubilee celebration, sponsored by the
Priests Senate special committee, will open
with the Pontifical Concelebrated Solemn
Mass of Thanksgiving at 3 pm in the
Cathedral of St. Peter. The reception will
begin at 5 pon. (see related story on page
one).

Joining the People of God of the Diocese
will be visiting members of the U.S. Hler-
archy and civic dignitaries.

From its inception the anniversary was
meant to be a public function involving the
laity, religions and clergy of the entire
Diocese. Accordingly, religious and lay groups
are assisting the Priests Senate committees.

The processional will form at the Cathe-
dral grade school at 2:30 p.m. and be pre-
pared to leave this area at 2:456 p.m. Form-
ing the escort will be the Fourth Degree
Knights of Columbus color and honor guard
of 60 members directed by Master C. W.
Gruninger, the Catholic War Veterans color
and armed guard, clergy and ministers. The
priest-concelebrants, the visiting Cardinals
and prelates and their chaplains, will join
the procession as it moves into the Cathedral
square, escorting the Jubilarian Into the
Cathedral.
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Mass will begin promptly at 3 pam,
Father Joseph Schwaegel, liturgy chairman,
assures. For this reason he asks everyone
planming to attend Mass to be inside the
Cathedral before that hour. Attendance at
the Mass will fulfill one’s Sunday obligation,

“he added, and Holy Communion will be dis-

tributed at 18 stations in various parts of the
Cathedral.

Areas are reserved for clergy, for the Sisters
(south nave) and for the family. All other
pews, and the auxiliary seating which will
bring the capacity to 3,000 persons, are not
reserved,

Twelve priests of the Diocese will be con-
celebrants with Bishop Zuroweste and asso-
ciate pastors of the Cathedral will be masters
of ceremonies.

His Eminence John Cardinal Cody of Chi-
cago will give the anniversary homily fol-
lowing the Gospel of the Mass,

Lay and Religious representatives will par-
ticipate as lectors, commentator, leader of
song, readers of the General Intercessions
anl? in the Offertory Presentation of the

ts.

John Scherrer, president of the diocesan
board of education, and Robert Kloster-
mann, principal of Mater Dei High and chair-
man of the association of secondary prin-
cipals, will be lectors. Willlamn Fenoughty,
the head commentator of the Cathedral, will
be commentator. Father Theodore Chole-
winski, OMI, will be the congregational
leader of song.

The General Intercessions will be read by
Sister Irene McGrath, ASC, provincial leader
of the Adorers of the Blood of Christ; Sister
Joan Markus, SSND, chairman of the asso-
clation of elementary principals, represent-
ing the diocesan elementary schools; Mrs.
Marle Heyer, international president of the
Daughters of Isabella, representing the Iay
women of the Diocese; Fred J. Schlosser, Jr.,
associate administrator of Good Samaritan
Hospital, Mt. Vernon, president of the Dio-
cesan Catholic Hospital Association; Joseph
H. Igel, representing the lay men of the Dio-
cese, Michael Merrifield, president of the
senior class, St. Henry FPrep, representing
the youth of the Diocese.

In the Offertory processional, the Presenta-
tlon of Gifts will be made by:

Brother Francis Skube, Diocesan Brothers
of Christ the King; Brother Henry Heide-
mann, SM, representing the high school
brothers; Sister M. Angelona, PHJIC, repre-
senting the women religious; Mrs. Mary
Wesseln, president of the Diocesan Council
of Catholic Women; Arnold Kinsella, presi.
dent of St. Peter's Fraternity, Third Order of
St. Francis; Michael George, president of the
Diocesan CYO; and Sheila O'Malley, Denise
Aldridge, Michael Waller, Brian Dowell, rep~
resenting the students of the Catholic ele-
mentary schools of the Diocese.

Robert J. Hachmeister will be choir di-
rector and C. Dennis Yeork will be erganist.
The 100-volce choir consists of members aof
the Belleville Diocesan Chorale and the
Belleville Philharmonic Chorale. String in-
strumentalists from the Philharmonic will
join the woodwind, brass and percussion sec-
tions from the Althoff Catholic High Band.

The principal musie, chorale and congre-
gational selections in the Order of Service
are the Triumphal March processional; “O
Clap Your Hands” hymn of greeting; Franz
Schubert's Glory to God in the Highest;
“The Lord Is My True Shepherd” offertory

: “Rejoice in Hope", The Our
Pather in Gregorian Chant; “Jesu, Joy of
Man's Desiring” (Communion hymn), Crown
Him With Many Crowns"”, the thanksgiving
song; the recessional hymn, “Hallelujah™.

The for the Pontifical Concele-
brated Mass is published in a 24-page sou-
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venir booklet to be distributed to all in
attendance, In addition tc the Order of
Service, the souvenir contains a full color
print of Bishop Zuroweste’s portrait to-
gether with a dedication, "The Role of the
Bishop.” gational hymns also are
included in the special booklet.

Shuttle buses to the reception hall will
begin trips from the Cathedral shortly after
the close of the Mass,

DECISION TO HOMEPORT IN
GREECE

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr, Speaker, I would
like to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues two excellent editorials from the
Washington Post, January 6, and the
New York Times, January 22, which
praise a recent joint report issued by
two subcommittees of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee on “The Decision to
Homeport in Greece.” Without regard
to how one feels about that decision,
this report, like much of the recent work
of that committee, is illustrative of the
kind of thorough oversight performance
that is essential if Congress is to reas-
sert its appropriate role in foreign af-
fairs. Chairman THEoMAs E. MORGAN
and his colleagues on the committee are
to be commended for their efforts.

‘The two editorials follow:

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 6, 1973]

“HoMEPORT" 1N A POLITICAL STORM

A Joint report by two House Foreign Af-
fairs subcommittees (Europe and Near East)

scores the Pentagon for deciding to “home-
port” a carrier task group in Athens, on
grounds that the step tends to strengthen
not only military rule in Greece but also the
impression of American support for such rule
The subcommittees complain in persuasive
detail that administration officials cooperated
inadequately with their inquiry and they
express the fear that, in this matter as in
others, the Pentagon led the State Depart-
ment by the nose.

The "“horse” to be sure, has already been
“stolen”: homeporting is a fact in Greece.
Because long stays at sea were leading skilled
sallors to leave the Navy, with results harm-
ful to Navy capabilities, the Pentagon in
1970 decided to “homeport.” Under this “ad-
ministrative arrangement,” not to be con-
fused with a "base,” married officers and en-
listed men bring their families over during
their tours and bachelors see more of the
world ashore. Athens was chosen over alter-
native sites in Italy, the Navy stated, entirely
for reasons of naval logistics and family
convenience.

The Navy had such a license to exclude
political considerations, one gathers, not
simply because State was slow out of the
starting gate but because for some time it
has been administration policy not to put
heat on Greece to restore representative rule;
the colonels took over in 1967. Outsiders, in-
cluding Congressmen, are hard put to know
whether the basis of this policy is a calculat-
ed judgment that a relaxed pose would pro-
duce more progress towards democracy than
pressure or simple indifference put forward
under the cover of a Nixon Doctrine low
profile, or a determination that “orderly”
military Greece was easier to deal with than
“disorderly"” democratic Italy, or something
else.
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‘We would add that it is not only the Nixon
administration which appears insensitive to
conditions in Greece. Appallingly, an organi-
zation supposedly dedicated to the free flow
of ideas—Distripress (Association for the Pro-
motion of the International Circulation of
the Press)—has planned its general assembly
this year in Athens, where the press sits un-
der tight and arbitrary controis.

In any event, the foreign affairs subcom-
mittees’ report and the hearings preceding
it represent, in our view, a serious and re-
sponsible project, apart from the majority
conclusions of the report. It is as much by
congressional laginess as by executive pushi-
ness that excessive power in foreign affairs
has passed to the President and his aldes.
Solid and sustained congressional attention
to the nitty gritty is essential if the essential
balance—one might better say the appro-
priate tension—is ever to be satisfactorily
gained. As a full committee, House Foreign
Affairs has in the past contented itself mostly
with handling the aid bill. More recently, its
subcommittees have gotten lively, holding
the downtown departments to closer account
on specific issues, conducting eomprehensive
investigations and in general accumulating—
by the slow steady route which is the only
route open to it—the stature to become ef-
fective participants in the capital's cngoing
dialogue on foreign affairs.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 22, 1973)
MaxING FOREIGN PoLiCcY
(By Graham Hovey)

The United States Navy's successful drive
to make Athens its largest “homeport™ in
Europe provides a timely case study of how
foreign policy is made in the Nixon Admin-
istration.

Much more is at stake here than the be-
stowing of Washington'’s most dramatic
blessing to date on a military dictatorship
that has been cast out of the Council of
Europe and suspended from its association
with the European Common Market.

More is involved than the stationing of
6,600 Navy officers and men and 3,100 de-
pendents in the Athens-Piraeus area at a
time when the United States is supposedly
lowering its overseas profile in line with the
so-called Nixon Doctrine.

An account pieced together by two House
Foreign Affairs subcommittees reveals typi-
cal Administration foreign-policy behavior:
deviousness, refusal to give Congress essen-
tial information, the predominance of short-
run military needs over long-term political
values and Pentagon domination of the State

t.

The Navy has adopted overseas homeport-
ing as a means of keeping skilled men who
now gquit the service because sea duty re-
quires long absences from their families. The
carrier task group based on Athens will re-
turn to that port every month or two instead
of being away at least six months on each
deployment, as is now the case.

What the record shows is that the Navy
decided on Athens even before preliminary
studies of other Mediterranean ports had
been completed and four months before the
Btate Department “authorized” the Defense
Department to conduct specific surveys on
the acceptability for the carrier group of
alternative ports in Italy.

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Rus-
sell Fessenden told the House subcommittee
that, with the initial surveys barely under
way in early February 1971, the Defense De-
partment asked State for "informal guid-
ance” on a Navy study “which clearly identi-
fied Athens as the preferred location™ for the
carrier task group.

“In late February,” said Mr. Fessenden,

“the (State) Department suggested to De-
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fense that alternative ports in the Mediter-
ranean be studied, particularly in Italy.” But
it was not until June that State actually
authorized the Italian surveys.

It was hardly a surprise then that the
surveys, carried out by the Navy, pointed
decisively to Athens, the Navy's original
choice. When asked by Representative Benja-
min S. Rosenthal of New York, a subcom-
mittee chairman, which Italian port came
nearest to Athens in meeting the Navy's re-
guirements, Adm. Elmo R. Zumwalt Jr., Chief
of Naval Operations, replied:

“It would be difficult for me to make a
judgment because I 1 d them all so clearly
inacceptable. . . . Athens just stood out loud
and clear as the only one that really satisfied
8 substantial number of the criteria.”

Yet, the Defense Department refused to
give the subcommittees the full surveys and
the Navy refused to testify on a summary
of the appraisals which Congressmen found
inadequate and which they did not receive
until two weeks after Admiral Zumwalt had
testified.

In a bulky but revealing paragraph of their
report, the subcommittee majorities sum-
marized both their own frustrations and the
extent of Pentagon domination of State in
the making of policy:

“Where the Defense Department was far-
sighted in planning for the Mediterranean
homeport, the State Department did little to
counter the initiative; where the Defense De-
partment was decisive in proposing Athens,
State was hesitant in insisting on altrenative
port studies; when Defense parried this in-
sistence by ordering gquick surveys of a few
Italian ports, the State Department accepted
these resulis, even though the surveys would
be difficult to defend as justifications for the
Athens choice; finally, when the Defense De-
partment refused to give the subcommittees
further information on the alternative ports
. « « the State Department was left with the
unpleasant task of testifying in open sesslon
without any D.O.D. (Department of Defense)
assistance on what the D.O.D. surveys
showed 1"

Yet, it would be wrong to blame only mili-
tary arrogance or agggressiveness or State De-
partment timidity. It is not the Navy's job
but that of its civilian superiors to give
proper weight to the labilities of buttressing
a repressive regime in Athens.

It is not only the Pentagon that defies
Congress with impunity and undercuts the
role of the legislative branch in the shaping
of national policy. The attitudes and tactics
employed in the homeporting decision surely
reflect faithfully the views and practices of
the President himself and his White House
coterie.

It is a blunder for the United States to
increase its military visibility in Greece. But
this affair is far more serious as yet another
example of what the subcommittees call the
*“unwillingness of the executive branch to
acknowledge major decisions and to subject
them to public scrutiny and discussion.”

CAN THE US. POSTAL SERVICE
DELIVER THE MAIL?

(Mr. HILLIS 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, HILLIS, Mr, Speaker, I would like
to read a little item which appeared in
the January 29, 1973, U.S. News & World
Report:

Ten tickets to professional foothall's Super
Bowl game which were mailed in New York
to the U.S. Secretary of Commerce on Jan-
uary 5, via certified airmail arrived in Wash-
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ington on January 16—2 days after the
game had been played in Los Angeles,

Mr. Speaker, all of us are receiving
this type of complaint. The simple fact
is that the new Postal Corporation is not
accomplishing its primary job. And that
job is to deliver the mail in a reasonable
length of time.

Eleven days from New York to Wash-
ington is not reasonable.

Mr. Speaker, there are several bills in
Congress at this time to repeal legisla-
tion which set up Postal Corporation.

I hope this does net happen,

But unless Congress accepfs its re-
sponsibility and does something to im-
prove the mail service it might happen.

It is easy for the Postmaster General
to say to us:

Don't worry, boys, we will take care of the
problem, it isn't the worry of Congress
anymore.

But let me tell you this, Mr. Speaker,
I am the link to the Federal Government
with the Fifth District of Indiana and I
certainly cannot tell my people to write
to the Postmaster General.

The mail service is still a responsibil-
ity of Congress.

And Congress should act.

We should act within the framework
of the present law. Congress should de-
cide what is reasonable time for someone
to receive his mail. ;

Then we should determine how this
can be accomplished.

As a member of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, I intend to in-
troduce amendments to this act, which
will be designed to improve the mail
service.

My amendments will not destroy the
Postal Corporation. I am in favor of this
concept. I am in favor of politics being
out of the post office, but I am also in
favor of good mail service and this is
what the people of the Fifth District of
Indiana and the United States are not
getting.

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting a copy of
an editorial written by James H. Rade-
macher, president of the National Asso-
ciation of Letter Carriers. This editorial
was written for the association’s publica-
tion, Postal Record.

It is my hope, Mr, Speaker, that every
Member of Congress will take the time to
read this editorial. There are important
facts in this editorial, facts that should
receive wide circulation among all Mem-
bers of the House and Senate.

Tae PosSTMASTER GENERAL'S ANNUAL REPORT
(By James H. Rademacher)

The Postmaster General used to report to
who selected him for the position he now
that the establishment is a quasl-corpora-
tion, he reports to the Board of Governors
who selected him for the position he now
holds.

The Report of Postmaster General Elmer
T, Kilanssen for Fiscal 1972 was published last
month. It is an interesting document; in
some ways commendable, in many other ways
it

Most n.:larmmg is the revelation that all
major classes of mail, except third class,
actually lost in volume during the year. First

class mail was off by 1.1 billion pi or 2.2
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mail last year was down by 0.8 per cent,
and fourth class mail continued its mori-
bund trend, declining by 5.5%%.

The Postmaster General frankly admits the
decline is due to increased postage rates. This
is undoubtedly true, but an assist should be
given to the steady disintegration of the serv-
ice. Americans, in increasing numbers, are
looking elsewhere to achieve communica-
tion. They are beginning to forsake the Post
Office.

On the credit side of the ledger, third class
malil (which is now conceded to be the most
solld money-maker among all classes of mail)
rose in volume from 20.5 billion to 219 bil-
lion, an increase of 6.7 per cent. This spurt in
volume was one of the principal reasons why
the United States Postal Service was able to
reduce its net (i.e. exclusive of appropria-
tions for public service considerations)
deficit from $204 million to $1756 million.

The USPS recaptured in revenues 84.8 per
cent of its costs. No other agency of govern-
ment comes anywhere near this record. But,
this was true of the old Post Office Depart-
ment, also. It regularly returned to the
Treasury approximately B85 per cent of its
costs.

Another source of economy was the sweep=
ing (and, to our way of thinking, foolish and
unjust) decision to freeze all new hirings.
The Postmaster General takes pride in the
fact that the postal labor force was reduced
during Fiscal 1972 by 22,511 persons. He
claims productivity rose during the year by
24 per cent. (The Natlonal Association of
Letter Carriers, on the other hand, claims
that morale decreased by about 50 per cent.)

The Postmaster General takes great pride
in the revelation that the average time to
deliver a first class letter dropped during
the year from 1.7 days to 1.6 days. (More
than 60 per cent of all first class letters are
local.) Any improvement is greatly welcome,
but it must be remembered that 10 years
ago, the time of delivery was only 1.3 days
per letter.

The total revenues of the USPS for the
year were $7,884 million, an increase of 18.3
per cent over the previous year. The total
volume was 87 billion, an increase of only 0.2
per cent. Total operating expeéenses were
$9,622 million, an increase of only 6.3 per
cent, a figure manufactured mostly by the
decision not to replace retired or deceased
postal employees, and by trying to force other
employees to take up the slack, whether they
wished to work overtime or not.

But, in all the mass of figures in the An-
nual Report of the Postmaster General for
Fiscal 1972, there is one that stands out with
chilling clarity: The per capite use of the
mails in Fiscal 1972 dropped 0.5%, from 421
pieces per person per year to 419 pieces.

A very small percentage, you might say.
Quite right. But it is the first time the Postal
Establishment has stepped backwards in
forty years.

The natlon’s progress and the nation’s
literacy have been gauged over the years by
the steady and often phenomenal increase in
the use of the mails by the average citizen.
This is the first time in our entire history,
during a non-depression year, that the per
capita use has dropped.

We are not yvet in a depression. But, are
falling postal figures a cause, or a result of
economic disasters?

Whatever the reason, no one can reason-
ably applaud policies espoused by the United
States Postal Service, which certainly seem to
minimize service, to discourage use of the
mails, and to encourage the public to go else-
where when they wish to communlcate with
their fellow cltizens.

Despite the seeming euphoria of the Post-
mast General, his Annual Report gives

per cent. The last time a decline in first
class volume happened was in 1934, in the
heart of the Great Depression. Second class

cause for thoughtful people to worry about
the future of the mails, and the future of
the nation.
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THE NIGHT BEFORE CHRISTMAS

According to press stories, a record holiday
mail volume was processed by the United
States Postal Service without major mishaps
with a “minimum number of cards and fruit
cakes arriving late.” This sounds like an
opinion of one of the “fruit cakes” and not
someone who has access to the facts. Most
every postal employee will agree that it was
the Christmas during which the worst snafu
of the mails in history occurred.

The Union has mnever been bombarded
with as many protests from members and
postal customers allke as it was during
Christmas Operation 1972. In many areas,
mail volume was as much as 109% greater
than that delivered the previous holiday
season. Yet, the overtime involved to handle
that volume which exceeded all expectations
was significantly less than ever used in pre-
vious years. The reason—millions of Christ-
mas cards were delivered after Christmas and
at the convenience of USPS which had little
or no regard for the sanctity of the Christ-
mas message.

Throughout the country, Postmasters re-
ported total cleanup of Christmas mail on
Saturday, December 23, 1972, We do not
question this statement as it relates to in-
dividual post offices. We do strenuously ob-
Ject to the public being misinformed and to
the subsequent allegations of the public that
postal workers had delayed the Christmas
cards and parcels.

An example of the distortion of the facts
is the situation which existed at Clearwater,
Florida. Reports indicated that mail arriving
in the Clearwater area on December 20 was
not delivered until after Christmas. Accord-
ing to Union sources, 800 bags of mail were
on hand when carriers returned from their
Christmas Day off. Similar situations were in
evidence throughout the Nation. Included in
some of the “horror” storles are:

At Wilmington, California, a local jewelry
store advertising a “give away" for December
17 had that announcement delivered Decem-
ber 20. Other incidents of circulars being
delivered long after the date of sales were
reported at this office. Although mail from
Chicago, Illinois to Pasadensa took only two
days in some instances, it took another five
days to effect delivery between Pasadena and
Carson, California, 30 miles distance.

The scandal of the year developed on Long
Island where Union officials reported more
than 200,000 pieces of mail on hand after
Christmas. Overtime was limited and to-
gether with the freeze, most cards mailed
after December 16 were delivered between
December 26 and New Year's Day on Long
Island.

Christmas mail addressed to the Allentown,
Pennsylvania “Morning Call” from Massa-
chusetts and dated December 20 was de-
livered in Allentown on December 30. At this
same city, the publishers of thls newspaper
deposited several birthday greetings on
Thursday, December 14 for local delivery. All
were delivered the following Tuesday, Decem-
ber 19.

At Newark, Delaware, the workroom floor
was clean on December 23. But during the
period December 26-December 30 almost 759,
of the maill delivered was Christmas cards,
some dating back to December 14. First-class
mail was backed up so badly on December 29,
carriers received overtime to process it.

Back to Florida—the prospering city of
Seminole seemed to be the victim of serious
delays. Evidence received at Union Head-
quarters revealed coples of first-class enve-
lopes which were delayed up to 12 days be-
tween postmark and time of delivery. One
envelope required 11 days to travel 15 miles,
Another air mail envelope from Pennsylvania
required 11 days for delivery. A Christmas
card, properly addressed including Zip Code
required seven days for delivery in the same
city.
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A signed affidavit addressed to the National
President includes evidence of delays at Syl-
mar, California where a first-class letter re-
quired four days to be dellvered to a dis-
tance of five miles. On January 3, 1973, a box
of spoiled cheese arrived from Wisconsin
with a postmark of December 11, 1972,

A group of Bridgeport, Connecticut mer-
chants is planning to report directly to the
Postmaster General concerning unbelievable
delays of mail service in New England. The
merchants report such glaring inefficiencies
as the delay of two packages mailed Decem~
ber 6 at nearby Lynbrook, New York which
arrived at Bridgeport December 19, A first-
class letter mailed in Pennsylvania December
11 arrived at the store of a merchant Decem-
ber 23. The merchant complained that 1t
now takes up to 12 days for package delivery
between some cities in New York and Con-
necticut.

At Plymouth, Michigan, all mail was re-
ported cleaned up on Christmas Eve. On De-
cember 26, 16 sacks of first-class letters and
85 sacks of parcel post were curtalled. Again
on December 27, six sacks of first-class let-
ters were curtalled. On December 28, 15
sacks of first-class letters and 100 sacks of
parcel post were curtalled. On December 30,
five sacks of first-class letters and 47 sacks
of parcel post were curtailed.

As the Amsterdam, New York "Evening
Recorder” titled its editorial on December
20—"Not All Ho-Ho-Ho"—we really don't
know what USPS Is trying to prove. The edi-
torial could have well been written by a
Union official as it declares:

"It set out to make a Federal Department
beset by political pressures into a business-
like, efficient organization to handle, trans-
port and deliver the mails, but a public-be-
damned attitude isn’t really business-like,
is 11?7 And Is it business-like to decrease the
service at the same time you are increasing
its cost? Hardly! Perhaps without realizing
1t, the Postal Service is giving real impetus
to competing private enterprise parcel serv-
ices. It seems to us that the public has a
real stake in what happens to the Postal
Service. If it does not like the mail slow-
down, the curtailment of service and in-
creased cost, the public had better make it-
self heard before it is too late.”

The situation became so acute, postal
unions at Palm Beach, Florida paid for a
Y% -page advertisement in the local press
warning the public that the Postal Service
is surely in deep trouble. The unions set the
record straight as to where the responsibility
lles for the continuing deterioration of serv-
ice. Inglewood, Calif. Branch 2980 also had a
half-page ad published stating true facts of
delivery policies.

It is now apparent that the USPS intends
to carry out its inferred threat that only
cards mailed by December 15 are guaranteed
delivery by Christmas Eve if mailed for local
delivery. The problem of delayed delivery of
Christmas mail can now be traced directly
to the managed mail system and the meth-
ods of distribution and dispatch at sectional
centers. In order to establish new records for
economy in operation, undoubtedly some sec-
tional heads determined to store all Christ-
mas mail postmarked December 16 and there-
after to be delivered during the so-called
light volume period, December 26-December
30.

It is also apparent that the USPS is head-
ing toward the priority mall policy. This
would mean that mailers desiring prompt
delivery of their envelopes would be required
to pay a specific rate of postage. Meanwhile,
those mailers who do not require immediate
delivery will be paying a lesser rate. The
United States Postal Service is showing its
hand and the Union now must make similar
decisions, We will try to inject into the
forthcoming negotiations language intended
to provide the Unions with some rights with
regard to mail deliveries, curtailments and
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overtime conditions. If unsuccessful at the
bargaining table, it will become necessary for
the Unlon to ask Congress to decide whether
or not USPS can make the determination on
delivery dates of mail upon which 1s affixed
postage which has heretofore guaranteed
expeditious handling.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ArmsTrRONG) to address the
House and to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matter:)

Mr. AxprEws of North Dakota, for 1
hour, on January 31.

Mr. Hansen of Idaho, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. Berr, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan, for 1 hour, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jones of Oklahoma) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. Gonzarez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MurrHY of New York, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. Arzug, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr, ALEXANDER, for 45 minutes, today.

Mr. O'Nemy, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr, ALEXANDER, for 10 minutes, Janu-
ary 31.

Mr. Drmwan (at the request of Mr.
Bapmnro) for 30 minutes and to revise
and extend his remarks and to include
extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ArmsTrRONG) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. AsHBrROOK in two instances.

Mr. RUTH.

Myr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. Wyarr in two instances.

Mr. ZwAcCH.

Mr. Wymaw in two instances.

Mr. O'BRIEN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jones of Oklahoma) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. AnnonNzio in 10 instances.

Mr. CULVER.

Mr. Rarick in four instances.

Mr. GonzaLEZ in three instances.

Mr. ALEXANDER,

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BapiLro) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. Drinan in five instances.

Mr. MurrHY of New York.

Mr. Van DeErLIN in two instances.

Mr. DONOHUE.

Mr. PoaAGE.

Mr. CrarLEs H. Wirson of California.

Mr. BOLLING.

Mr. RoE in two instances.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o'clock and 18 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, January 31, 1973, at 12
o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

308. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting a re-
port that the appropriation to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for Forest Protection
and Utilization, Forest Bervice, for fiscal year
1973, has been reapportioned on a basis
which indicates the necessity for a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation, pursuant
to 31 U.S8.C. 665; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

309. A letter from the General Counsel of
the Department of Defense, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to authorize
appropriations during the fiscal year 1974 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval ves-
sels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and
other weapons, and research, development,
test and evalusation for the Armed Forces,
and to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength for each active duty component
and of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

310. A letter from the Acting Administrator
of General Services, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to amend the act of
August 25, 1958, as amended, and the Presi-
dential Transition Act of 1963; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

311. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
Agriculture, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to provide for a study of a
certain segment of the Oklawaha River for
potential additional to the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System; to the Commiitee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

312. A letter from the Chairman, Indian
Claims Commission, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to authorize appro-
priations for the Indian Claims Commission
for fiscal year 1974, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

313. A letter from the Secretary, Rallroad
Retirement Board, transmitting a report
covering calendar year 1972 on positions in
grades GS-16, 17, and 18, pursuant to 5
TUS.C. 5114(a); to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

314. A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor of General Services, transmitting a pros-
pectus proposing the continued occupancy
under lease arrangement by the Social Secu-
rity Administration of space in Chicago, Ill.,
pursuant to the Public Building Act of 1959,
a8 amended; to the Committee on Public
Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 132. Resolution to create a select
commitiee to study the operation and im-
plementation of rules X and XI of the Rules
of the House of Representatives (Rept. No.
83-2). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee oti Rules. House
Resolution 176. Resolution providing for
the consideration of H. Res. 132. Resolution
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to create a select committee to study the
operation and implementation of rules X
and XI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives. (Rept. No. 93-3). Referred to
the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mrs,
Burge of California, Mr. LEHMAN,
Mr, MATSUNAGA, Mr, MerTcaLrFe, and
Mr, WALDIE) :

H.R. 3209. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act, to prohibit discrimination by
creditors against individuals on the basis of
sex or marital status with respect to the ex-
tension of credit; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

H.R. 3210. A bill to prohibit discrimination
by any federally insured bank, savings and
loan association, or credit union against any
individual on the basis of sex or marital
status in credit transactions and in connec-
tion with applications for credit, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

H.R. 3211. A bill to prohibit discrimination
by any party to a federally related mortgage
transaction on the basis of sex or marital
status, and to require all parties to any such
transaction to submit appropriate reports
thereon for public inspection; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mrs,

Burke of California, Mr. LEHEMAN,

Mr. Marsuwaca, and Mr, METCALFE) :

H.R. 3212. A bill to provide a comprehen=~

sive child development program in the De-

partment of Health, Education, and Welfare;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Ms. ABZUG

(for herself, Mrs.
BurkE of California, Mr. LEHMAN,
Mr. MaTsUNAGA, Mr. MeTCALFE, and
Mr. WALDIE) :

H.R. 3213. A bill to prohibit discrimination
on the basis of sex, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself and Mr.
METCALFE) :

H.R. 3214. A bill to prohibit any instru-
mentality of the United States from using as
a prefix to the name of any person any title
which indicates marital status, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mrs.
Burxe of California, Mr. LEHMAN,
Mr. METCALFE, Mr. WALDIE, and Mr.
WoOLFF) :

H.R. 3215. A bill to exempt child care serv-
ices from the ceiling on expenditures for so-
cial services; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mr. Lena-
MAN, Mr, MATSUNAGA, Mr, METCALFE,
and Mr. WALDIE) :

HR. 3216. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 in relation to deduc-
tion for business expenses for care of cer-
tain dependents; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Ms, ABZUG (for herself, Mr. Len-
MAN, Mr. MeETCALFE, and Mr. WAL-
DIE) !

H.R. 3217. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that an in-
dividual who resides with and maintains a
household for another person or persons
(while such person or any of such persons
is employed or self-employed) shall be con-
sidered as performing covered services in
maintaining such household and shall be
credited accordingly for benefit purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mrs.
Burke of California, and Mr. Mer-
CALFE) :

H.R. 3218. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Securlty Act to reduce from 20 to 5
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years the length of time a divorced woman's
marriage to an insured individual must have
lasted in order for her to qualify for wife’s
or widow's benefits on his wage record; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, ALEXANDER:

H.R. 3219. A bill to restore the rural water
and sewer grant program under the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act; to
the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himseif, Mr.
Appwor, Mr. Crarg, Mr. Fugua, Mr,
HamirTonN, Mr. HECHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr. HeELsTOSKI, Mr. FLOWERS,
Mr, McDape, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr,
THONE, and Mr. O'HARA) :

H.R. 3220. A bill to establish more effective
community planning and development pro-
grams (and expand the related provisions
of existing programs) with particular em-
phasis upon assistance to small communities;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ANDREWS of North Carolina:

H.R. 3221. A bill to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to carry out a rural environ-
mental assistance program; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 3222, A bill to amend the act of June
27, 18960 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the
preservation of historical and archeological
data; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. BADILLO:

H.R. 3223. A bill to require the termination
of all weapons range activities conducted on
or near the Culebra complex of the Atlantic
Fleet Weapons Range; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. BENITEZ (for himself, Mr.
Meeps, Mr. DeLLums, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr,
HuNGATE, Mr. HELsTOosSKI, Mr, VANIK,
Mr. De Luco, Mr. DrinaN, Mr. Bou-
CHANAN, Mr. Greexn of Pennsylvania,
and Mr. BURTON) :

HR. 3224. A bill to require the termina-
tion of all weapons range activities conduct-
ed on or near the Culebra complex of the
Atlantic Fleet Weapons Range; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Servcies.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 3225. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that pen-
sions paid to retired law enforcement officers
shall not be subject to the income tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

HR. 3226. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide a system for the redress of law
enforcement officers’ grievances and to estab-
lish a law enforcement officers’ bill of rights
in each of the several States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts:

H.R. 3227. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend certain tran-
sitional rules for allowing a charitable con-
tribution deduction for purposes of the estate
tax in the case of certain charitable remain-
der trusts; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CASEY of Texas:

H.R. 3228. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the amount
allowed as & child-care deduction, and to
eliminate the income ceiling on eligibility
for such deduction; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

HR. 3229. A bill > amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a taxpayer a
deduction from gross income for expenses
paid by him for the education of any of his
dependents at an institution of higher learn-
ing; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, COLLIER:

H.R. 3230. A bill to amend the Federal Meat
Inspection Aect to require that Imported
meat food products made in whole or in part
of imported meat be labeled “imported” at
all stages of distribution until dellvery to
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the ultimate consumer; to the Committee on
Z.griculture.

H.R. 3231, A bill to amend the Labor-
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act
of 1959 with respect to the terms of office
of officers of local labor organizations; to the
Committee on Education and Labor,

H.R. 3232, A bill to amend the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for
annual reports to the Congress by the Comp-
troller General concerning certaln price in-
creases in Government contracts and certain
fallures to meet Government contract com-
pletion dates; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations,

H.R. 3233. A bill to expand the member~
ship of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to include elected
school board officials; to the Committee on
Government Operations,

H.R. 3234. A bill to amend section 1905 of
title 44 of the United States Code relating
to depository librarles; to the Committee
on House Administration.

H.R. 3235. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 so as to provide for the
regulation of the broadeasting of certain
major sporting events in the public inter-
est; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreien Commerce.

HR. 3236. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

HR. 3237. A bill to regulate the interstate
traflicking and sale of hypodermic needles
and syringes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 3238, A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to limit the appellate jurisdic-
tion of the Supreme Court in certain cases
relating to the apportionment of population
among districts from which Members of Con-
gress are elected; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3239. A bill to amend the Federal SBal-
ary Act of 1967, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R. 3240. A bill limiting the use for dem-
onstration purposes of any federally owned
property in the District of Columbia, re-
quiring the posting of a bond, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 3241. A bill to repeal the provisions of
law which relate to the checkoff procedure
for financing presidential electlon cam-
palgns; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. CONABLE (for himself and
Mr, BroyYHILL of Virginia) :

H.R. 3242. A bill to amend section 584 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with re-
spect to the treatment of affiliated banks
for purposes of the common trust fund pro-
visions of such Code; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DEL CLAWSON:

HR. 3243. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to re-
quire the Secretary of Labor to recognize
the difference in hazards to employees be-
tween the heavy construction industry and
the light residential construction industry,
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 3244. A bill to limit U.8. contributions
to the United Nations; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

HR. 3245. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

HR.3246. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to liberalize the provi-
sions relating to payment of disability and
death pension; to the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs.

HR.3247. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that cer-
tain homeowner mortgage interest paid by
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the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment on behalf of a low-income mortgagor
shall not be deductible by such a mortgagor;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.,

H.R.3248. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to prohibit the payment of aid or
assistance under approved State public as-
sistance plans to aliens who are illegally
within the United States; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself and
Mr. Moss) :

H.R. 3249. A bill to establish a Department
of Natural Resources and to transfer certain
agencies to and from such Department; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

H.R.3250. A bill to provide that the ap-
propriation requests of certain regulatory
agencies be transmitted directly to Con-
gress; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. DINGELL:

HR.3251. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Commerce to conduct a comprehensive study
and Investigation of the allocation of fre-
quencies for telecommunications for the

of formulating an allocation system
to achieve the maximum use of the frequen=~
cies for such communications; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

HR.3262. A bill to abolish the Federal
Communications Commission and transfer
its functions to a new Federal Broadcast-
ing Commission, Telecommunications Com-
mon Carrier Commission, and Telecommuni-
cations Resources Authority, and to the
Becretary of Transportation; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 3253. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1834 to provide for regula-
tion of television metworks to assure that
their operations are in the public interest;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R.3254. A bill to transfer to the Secre-
tar of Commerce all the functions, powers,
and duties of the Federal Communications
Commission relating to the allocation of fre-
guencies for telecommunications; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

H.R.3255. A bill to restore the inde-
pendence of Federal regulatory agencies;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

HR. 3256. A bill to amend the Judicial
Code with respect to orders of Federal courts
intended to desegregate public schools as
required by the U.S. Constitution; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3257. A bill to strengthen the penalty
provisions of the Gun Control Act of 1968;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EVANS of Colorado:

HR. 3258. A bill to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to carry out a rural environ-
mental assistance program; to the Committee
on Agriculture,

HR. 3259. A bill requiring congressional
authorization for the reinvolvement of
American Forces in further hostilities in
Indochina; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

H.R. 3260. A bill to establish and implement
a national transportation policy for the next
50 years, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

HR. 3261. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act in order to
provide for the registration of manufacturers
of cosmetics, the testing of cosmetics, and
the labeling of cosmetics, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. FAUNTROY:

H.R. 3262, A bill to prohibit States and

political subdivisions from discriminating
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against low and moderate income housing,
and to give a priority in determining eligi-
bility for assistance under various Federal
programs to political subdivisions which sub-
mit plans for the inclusion of low and
moderate income housing in their develop-
ment; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

H.R. 3263. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Minimum Wage Act to extend
minimum wage and overtime compensation
protection to additional employees, to raise
the minimum wage, to improve standards of
overtime compensation protection, to provide
improved means of enforcement, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Dis-
triet of Columbia.

H.R. 3264. A bill to compensate victims of
crimes of violence in the District of Colum-
bia; to the Committee on District of Colum-
bia.

H.R.3265. A bill to establish a District of
Columbia Urban Development Corporation;
to the Committee on District of Columbia,

H.R. 3266. A bill to allow a credit against
Federal income tax or payment from the
U.BS. Treasury for State and local real prop-
erty taxes or an equivalent portion of rent
paid on their residences by individuals who
have attained age 65; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr. Har-
RINGTON, Mrs. Burxke of California,
Mr. Vevsey, and Mr. MosHER) :

H.R. 3267. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make certain that
recipients of veterans’ pension and compen-
sation will not have the amount of such
pension or compensation reduced because of
increases in monthly social security benefits;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R. 3268. A bill to amend the act of Sep-
tember 18, 1964, authorizing the addition of
lands to Morristown National Historical Park
in the State of New Jersey, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN (for himself,
Mr. MiNsHALL of Ohio, Mr. HosMER,
Mr. CLARK, Mr, W¥YATT, Mr. Prxe, Mr.
HasTiNGs, Mr, THOMSON of Wiscon-
sin, Mr. SymIneroN, Mr. Davis of
Georgla, Mrs. GrIFFITHS, Mr. Marr-
LIARD, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. SAYLOR,
Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr. Warss, Mr.
CHARLES WiLson of Texas, Mr. BYron,
Mr. ZwacH, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. Hunr,
Mr. WmoNALL, and Mr. MALLARY) ¢

HR. 3269. A bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 with respect
to the limitations on expenditures made for
the use of communications media in order
to oppose the candidacy of a legally qualified
candidate for Federal elective office; to the
Commiittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN (for himself,
Mrs. Hansen of Washington, Mr,
ERLENBORN, Mr. HuoNuT, Mr. VEYSEY,
Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. EscH, Mr. HuN-
GATE, Mr. BurToN, Mr. CroNIN, Mr,
LaTtra, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. FascELL,
Mr. McDapg, and Mr. GUYER) :

H.R. 3270. A bill to amend the Federal
Campaign Act of 1971 with respect to the
limitations on expenditures made for the
use of communications media in order to
oppose the candidacy of a legally qualified
candidate for Federal elective office; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.R. 3271. A bill to amend the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Ac-
quisition Policies Act of 1970 to provide for
minimum Federal payments for 4 additional
years, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.
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By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

HR. 3272, A bill relating to manpower re-
quirements, resources, development, utiliza-
tion, and evaluation, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Laber.

HR. 3273. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 so as to permit donations of surpius
property to public museums; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

H.R. 3274. A bill to strengthen Interstate
reporting and interstate services for parents
of runaway children, to provide for the de-
velopment of a comprehensive program for
the transient youth population for the estab-
lishment, maintenance, and operation of
temporary housing and psychilatric, medical,
and other counseling services for transient
youth, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3275. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide relief to
certain individuals 62 years of age and over
who own or rent their homes, through a sys-
tem of income tax credits and refunds; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H.R.3276. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of projects for the dental health
of children to increase the number of dental
auxiliaries, to increase the availability of
dental care through efficient use of dental
personnel, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. HAWKINS:

HR.3277. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41 et seq.)
to provide that under certain circumstances
exclusive territorial arrangements shall not
be deemed unlawful; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia:

H.R. 3278. A bill making appropriations to
carry out programs of the Veterans' Admin-
istration to expand Veterans' Administra-
tion hospital education and training capac-
ity, and to provide grants to establish new
State medical schools, to expand and improve
medical schools affiliated with the Veterans'
Administration, and to assist certain affili-
ated institutions in training health person-
nel, for fiscal year 1973; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

HR.3279. A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to make its benefits
available to certain areas of extra high un-
employment, to authorize additional funds
for such act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

H.R.3280. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to extend the authorizations for a 1-
year period; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

HR.3281. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.8.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EARTH:

H.R.3282. A bill to terminate the Airlines
Mutual Aid Agreement; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EOCH:

H.R.3283. A bill to amend the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 to permit the waiver of
matching requirements in special and un-
usual circumstances; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

H.R.3284. A bill to provide for the burial
in the Memorial Amphitheater of the Na-
tional Cemetery at Arlington, Va., of the re-
mains of an unknown American who lost
his life while serving overseas in the Armed
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Forces of the United States during the Viet-
nam conflict; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. MAYNE:

H.R. 3285. A bill to make the use of a fire-
arm to commit certain felonies a Federal
crime where that use violates State law, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. MELCHER:

H.R.3286. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to encourage and assist
the several States in carrying out a program
of animal health research; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

H.R.3287. A bill to amend chapter 5 of
title 37, United States Code, to revise the
special pay structure relating to members
of the uniformed services, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.3288. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to liberalize the service
requirement for pension eligibility based on
World War I service; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, Ms.
Apzuc, Mrs. CHISEOLM, Mr. CrLay, Mr.
Convyers, Mr. Corman, Mr. Davis of
South Carolina, Mr, DaNIELSON, Mr.
DenT, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. DOWNING,
Mr. Dmiwan, Mr. Epwarps of Call-
fornia, Mr, ExLeere, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
Gupe, Mr, Harrmneron, and Mr.
HecHrLEr of West Virginia) :

HR.3289. A bill to amend the Budget and
Accounting Act of 1921 to require the advice
and consent of the Senate for appointments
to Director of the Office of Management and
Budget; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, Mr.
Hewpersow, Mr. HuweaTe, Mr. LEc-
GETT, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. Lonc of Mary-
land, Mr. McCoaMmack, Mr. Marm-
LIARD, Mr. MaTSUNAGA, Mr. MazzoLr,
Mr. Moaxiey, Mr. MoLrouawn, Mr.
Moss, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. O'Nemwr, Mr,
PREYER, and Mr, PICKLE) :

H.R. 3200. A bill to amend the Budget and
Accounting Act of 1921 to require the advice
and consent of the Senate for appointments
to Director of the Office of Management and
Budget; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, Mr.
Price of Illinois, Mr, RaNGEL, Mr.
Rarick, Mr. Rees, Mr. Roe, Mr.
Rocers, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr, RoY,
Mr. RoyeaL, Mr. RuNNELS, Mr. SE1-
BERLING, Mr. Stupps, Mr. TavrLor of
North Carolina, Mr. THomPSON of
New Jersey, Mr. TiErNAN, Mr. Won
PaT, Mr. ZwacH, Mr. HeLsTosKr, Mr.
MezZvINSKY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. BRADE-
mas, and Mr. GIBBONS)

H.R. 3291. A bill to amend the Budget and
Accounting Act of 1921 to require the advice
and consent of the Senate for appointments
to Director of the Office of Management and
Budget; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 3292. A bill to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1865 to
extend the authorizations for a 1-year period;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr.
Brasco, and Mr. SARASIN) :

H.R. 3203. A bill to repeal section 15 of the
Urban Mass Transit Act of 1964, to remove
certain limitations on the amount of grant
asslstance which may be available in any one
State; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. FIEE:

HR. 3294. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a contiguous fishery zone
beyond the territorial sea of the United
States” approved October 14, 1966; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Pish-
eries.
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By Mr. PICKLE (for himself and Mr.
CHarLES WiLsoN of Texas):

HR. 3205. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S5.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances exclu-
sive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; tc the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PICELE (for himself, Mr. Sar-
BANES, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. WILLIAM
D. Forp, Mr. GUNTER, Mr. CHAPPELL,
Mr. Diees, Mr. HamiuTon, Mr. Rog,
Mr. Mazzovrt, Mr. Younc of GEORGIA,
Mrs. Burre of California, Mr. Cray,
Mr. Derrvms, and Mr. VIGoRITO) @

H.R.3206. A bill to require the President
to notify the Congress whenever he impounds
funds, or authorizes the impounding of
funds, and to provide a procedure under
which the House of Representatives and the
Senate may approve the President’s action
or require the President to cease such action;
to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. PICELE (for himself, Mr. Sar-
BANES, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. WILLIAM
D. Forp, Mrs, CHrsHOLM, Mr, Par+
MAN, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. PricE of
Illinols, Mr. Nix, Mr., Moss, Mr.
Stopps, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. ALEXAN-
pER, Mr. McSpappen, Mr. OweENs, Mr.
Froop, Mr. CHaRLES WirsoN of Tex-
as, Mr. Mezvinsxy, Mr, RANGEL, Mr,
Dz Luco, and Mr. Won PaT) :

H.R. 3297. A bill to require the President
to notify the Congress whenever he im-
pounds funds, or authorizes the impounding
of funds, and to provide a procedure under
which the House of Representatives and the
Senate may approve the President’s action or
require the President to cease such action;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. POAGE:

HR.3208. A bill to restore the rural wa-
ter and sewer grant program under the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

H.R.3209. A bill to provide that certain
provisions of the Natural Gas Act relating to
rates and charges shall not apply to persons
engaged in the production or gathering and
sale but not in the transmission of natural
gas; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. QUIE:

HR. 3300. A bill to retain November 11 as
Veterans Day; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

HR. 3301. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit a taxpayer
to deduct certain expenses paid by him for
special education furnished to a child or
other minor dependent who is physically or
mentally handicapped; to the Conymittee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.R. 3302. A bill to provide price support
for milk at not less than 85 percent of the
parity price therefor; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. RONCALLO of New York:

H.R. 3303. A bill to amend the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962 in order to terminate
the oil import control program; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

HR. 3304. A b1 to equalize the retired
pay of members of the uniformed services
retired prior to June 1, 1958, whose retired
pay 1s computed on laws enacted on or after
October 1, 1949; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

HR. 3305. A bill to amend the Fair Credit
Reporting Act, and to create a new title in
the Consumer Credit Protection Act in order
to license consumer credit investigators; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. VANDER JAGT:

H.R.3306. A bill to amend the Welfare and
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Pension Plans Disclosure Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

HRE. 3307. A bill to provide for payments
to compensate county governments for the
tax immunity of Federal lands within their
boundaries; to the Committee on Interior
and Imsular Affairs.

HR. 3308. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to direct the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to study
the feasibility of broadening the purposes of
the Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences to train civillan physiclans
to serve in medically underserved areas; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

HR. 3309 A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to assist the States in con-
trolling damage caused by predatory animals;
to establish a program of research concern-
ing the control and conservation of preda-
tory animals; to restrict the use of toxic
chemicals as a method of predator control;
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R. 3310. A bill to provide for the con-
servation, protection, and propagation of
species or subspecies of fish and wildlife that
are threatened with extinction or likely with-
in the foreseeable future to become thmt-
ened with extinction, and for other p
to the Committee on Merchant Marine a.nd
Fisheries,

HR.3311. A bill to amend the act of
August 13, 1946, relating to Federal par-
ticipation in the cost of protecting the shores
of the United States, its territories, and pos-
sesslons, to include privately owned property;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.3312. A bill to authorize a program
to develop and demonstrate low-cost means
of preventing shoreline erosion; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

H.R.3313. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Army to remove the steamer Glen
from Manistee Harbor, Mich.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

H.R.3314. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tuition
paid for the elementary or secondary educa-
tion of dependents; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

H.R.3315. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to promote additional
protection for the rights of participants in
private pension plans, to establish mini-
mum standards for vesting, to establish an
insurance corporation within the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

HR.3316. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit an employer
corporation to establish a plan under which
its employees may purchase and hold stock
in such corporation; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. VIGORITO:

H.R. 3317. A bill to reduce solid waste pol-
lution and litter which is caused by glass
containers by making safer and more ef-
ficlent the process of recycling glass con-
tainers by requiring that glass containers be
made of clear glass; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WIGGINS:

H.R.3318. A bill to provide maternity ben-
efits for pregnant wives of certain former
servicemen; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

H.R. 3319. A bill to make It unlawful in the
District of Columbia to intentionally pro-
mote or facilitate illegal drug trafficking by
possession, sale, or distribution, of certain
paraphernalia, and further to make it un-
lawful for a person to possess an instrument
or device for the purpose of unlawfully using
& controlled substance himself; to the Com-
mittee on District of Columbia.

H.R.3320. A bill to require the Secretary of




January 30, 1973

Transportation ‘to prescribe regulations gov-
erning ‘the humasane treatment of animals
tra in air commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

F.R.3321, A Wil ‘to prohibit the use wof
interstate facilities, dncluding the malls, for
the transportation of wcertaln masaterials to
minors; ‘to ‘the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.'3322. A bill to prohibit the use of in-
terstate facilities, including the malls, Tor the
transportation of ‘salacious advertising; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3323. A 'bill to prohibit the dissemi-
ndtion through interstate commerce ‘or ‘the
malls ‘of material ‘harmiul to ‘persons under
the age of 18 years, and ‘to restrict the exhibi-
tion of ‘movies ‘or other presentations harms-
ful tosuch persons; ‘to ‘the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.3324. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to change the age and service
requirements with respect to the retirement
of Justices and judges of the United Btates;
to the Commiittee on ithe Judiclary.

H.R.'3325. ‘A bill to provide Tor the U.S.
District Court for ‘the ‘Centrdl District of
California ‘to hold court-at Santa ‘Ana, Calif.;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H'R.3326. A bill ‘to provide for the estab-
lishment of a US. Court of Labor-Manage-
ment Relations which shall ‘have jurisdiction
over certain labor disputes in industries sub-
stantially affecting commerce; to ‘the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

HR.3327. A 'bill to amend ‘title 18, United
States Code, to provide Tor ‘the ‘issuance ‘to
certain persons of judicial erders ‘to appear
for the purpose of condurting nontestimonial
‘1dentification procedures, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

"H.R.3328. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide that a person
found gullty of willfully failing to appear as
reguired while with a felony and
ITree on ball be ligble to receive the ‘same
penalty provided Yor the felony charge pend-
ing when 'he Tailed ‘to appear; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3329. A bill to amend section 2254 of
title 28, United States Code, with Tespect to
Federal habeas corpus; ‘to the Commiittee on
the Judiclary.

H'R.3330. A Dbill to permit an Iinterested
T.S. citlzen to request a consular or immi-
gration officer ‘to review the presumed immi-
grant status determined for an alien by such
officer; ‘to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3331. A bill to amend ‘title 18 of the
United States Code to provide penalties Tor
the taking and holding of hostages by in-
mastes of Federal prisons, and Tor the making
of certain agreements with such inmates to
secure the release of such hostages; to ‘the
Committee on the Judiclary.
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HR. 3332. A bill to amend section 1201 of
title 18, United States Code (respecting
transportation of ‘(kidnap victims in Ainter-
state commerce), to eliminate & constitu-
tional dnfirmity; to the .Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Call-
fornia:

HR. 3333. A bill to make Tules governing
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
Btates In the absence of a declaration of war
by the Congress; to the Cemmittee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Ms. ABZUG /(for herself, Mr. MeT~
canFE, Mr. Wanpie, and Mr. WoLFF) :

H.J. Res, 258. Joint resolution designating
August 26 of each year as ‘“Women's Equality
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DEL CLAWSON:

H.J. Res. 259, Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to permit the Congress to pro-
vide by law for the imposition and carrying
out of the death penalty in the case of cer-
tain crimes involving sircraft piracy; to the
Committee on ‘the Judiciary,

H.J.Res. 260. Jointresolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
TUnited Btates with respect to the offering of
prayer in puiblic bulldings; ‘to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOGAN:

H.J. Res. 261. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States- tive Tight ‘to life
to the unborn, ‘the f, ‘the apged, or ‘the in-
capacitated; ‘to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. QUIE:

‘H.J. Res. 262. Joint resolution ‘to establish
s nationsal policy rélating ‘to ‘conversion ‘to
the metric system ‘in ‘the United States; to
‘the Committee on SBeience and ‘Astronautics.

By Mr. WIGGINS:

H.J. Res. 2683. Joint Tesolution ‘to amend
the Constitution “to provide Tor representa-
tion of the District of Columibia in ‘the Con-
gress; to the Committee on ‘the Judiciary.

By Nr. DEL CLAWSON:

H. Con. Res. B7. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the restrictive emigration paolicies of
the Soviet Union and itz trade relations with
the United States; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr.COLLIER:

H. Con. Res. §8. .Concurrent resolution ex-
Jpressing the sense of Congress that the Holy
Crown of Saint Stephen should remain’in the
.safekeeping of the U.S. Government until
Hungary ongce.again functions as a constitu-
tional government .establithed by the Hun-
garian people through free choice; to the
Commitiee on Foreign Afiairs
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H. Con, Res. #0. Concurrent resolution to

collect overdue .debts; to the Committee on

Ways.and Means.
By Mr. HARRINGTON :

H. Con. Res. 100. Concurrent. resolution ex-
pressing the disapproval of the Congress with
respect to the delegation of functions of the
Office of Economic Opportunity to other Gov-
ernment agencies; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. DEL CLAWSON:

H. Res. 172. Resolutien to amend the Rules
of the House -0f Representatives to create a
standing ‘committee to be .known as the
Committee -on the Environment; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. MILLS of Arkansas (Tor himself
and Mr. SCENEEBELL) :

H. Res. 178. Resolution providing funds
for the expenses of the Committee on Ways
and Means; to the Cemmittee on House Ad-
ministration.

H. Res. 174.'Resolution authorizing the em-
ployment of mdditional personnel by the
Committee on Ways and Means; to the Com-~
mittee on House Administratien.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H. Res. 175. ‘Resolution authorizing the
Committee on Education :and Labor t0 con-
duct certain ‘studies and dnvestigations; to
the.Commitiee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DANIELSON :

HR. 3334. A bill for the relief of Maria
Lourdes Rios; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FAUNTRGY :

H.R. 3335. ‘A bill fer the relief of Euwie
Elisha Enott; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, . .

H.R. 3336. A bill Tor the relief of Jamie
Interior (Capitle; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR, '3337. A bill Tor the relief of ‘Gerald
Levine; ‘to ‘the TCommittee on ‘the Judiciary.

By Mr. MELCHER:

HR. 8338. A 'bill Tor the reliel of Loretto
B. Fitsgerald; %o the Ceommittee on ‘the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROUSSELOT:

HR. 8338. A bill for the relief of Delmira
Martinez Sandoval; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WYATT:

HR. 3340. A 'bill Tor the relief of Loren Ted

"Ward, Jr:; to‘the' Committee on the Judiciary,
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FOOD AND LESS FOOD

HON. JOHN M. ZWACH

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January .30, 1973

Mr. ZWACH. NIr. ‘Speaker, since the
Sixth Congressional District of Minne-
sota, which Irepresent,.is ene of the most
rural .congressional districts in the entire
Natien, cour people, maturally, are deeply
concerned =abont actiems which affect
farm prives and production.

Right now our people are worried about
the cutback of ‘the Toral envirommental
assistance program.

I would like,.at this time, to insert into
the CongrEsSsIONAL ‘RECORD & recent col-
umn written by Margery Burns. She ds a
farm wife who has a deep understanding
of the problem down on ‘the farm and
what causes those problems.

I urge my colleagues and :all of those
other people who get the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp to read this column by Mrs.
Burns. It might breaden their under-
standing of what is happening in and to
rural America:

Foop awp Less Foop

Spedking of Toad ....and food costs . . .and
farmers. ...

The weather seems to be more successful

in getting higher farm prices than all the
efforts of ‘the farmers. So far!

It seems strange that most plpple can't un-
derstand that when more and more
are forced out of business, food prices will
go up nomsatter what the government or con-
sumers want.

You see, if 'only a few Tarmers have food
products to sell, ‘they can seasily contrel the
prices of their products. And the controlied
scarcity of foed will shoot those prices:as’high
a8 they are In -other countries. Remember,
the people in‘China pay most of their income
for food, and ‘the Russian people, with gov-
ernment ‘controlled ‘agricultural, uses about
half of ‘their income in ‘order to eat.

The greatest safe-guard -we have in ‘this
country for reasonsably priced food is'to keep
a large mumber ‘of Tarmers on the ‘land.

So what ‘happens this year? The -wesnther
hits with rain and storms all ‘over the coun-
try, and those rains and storms kept farmers
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